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THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 2.00 pm, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

LEGACY WA — NINETIETH ANNIVERSARY 

Statement by Minister for Veterans Issues 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Veterans Issues) [2.02 pm]: I rise today to both commend 
Legacy WA on the fantastic work it has been doing in Western Australia since 1928 and congratulate it on its 
ninetieth birthday. For 90 years, Legacy has been caring for the families of those who served their country; looking 
after the widows and families of our veterans. 

Earlier this month I attended, along with my colleague the member for Fremantle, the rededication of the 
Legacy Mother and Child Statue at Monument Hill in Fremantle. On the weekend just gone, I joined the patron of 
Legacy WA, His Excellency the Governor of Western Australia, in attending the gala dinner to celebrate the 
ninetieth anniversary of Legacy. I can report to the house that true to the mission statement of Legacy, this dinner 
was attended by many legatees and beneficiaries of Legacy. 

The origins of Legacy commenced on the front line, in the trenches at Pozières in August 1916. During that battle, 
a corporal by the name of Fred Muller advised his platoon commander of the death of his sergeant, 
“Sergeant Halifax has been killed, sir. We’re going to bury him. Would you care to come along?” When they 
reached his part of the line, there, in a hole in the forepart of the trench, lay the body of his sergeant. Muller took 
off his tin hat and said a few simple words, finishing with, “Never worry, my mate, I’ll look after your missus and 
kids.” In those words lie the fundamental philosophy of Legacy that is still current today: “Don’t worry, friends, 
we’ll look after your widows, your children, your families.” 

I commend Legacy on its ongoing work with veterans and the families of veterans, cognisant of the fact that those 
who return from contemporary theatres of war face new and different issues. Legacy is adapting well to the needs 
of current veterans. As of 2018, Legacy in Western Australia cares for over 6 000 widows and widowers, 46 junior 
legatees and 22 persons with a disability. I am confident that for as long as Australian service men and women risk 
their lives for our nation, Legacy will be there for their families. I acknowledge the good work of the leadership 
of Legacy WA in President Peter Heeney and CEO Rob Ratkovcic, who are in the Speaker’s gallery today. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN VISITOR CENTRE — OPERATOR 

404. Ms L. METTAM to the Premier: 

I refer to the decision of this government to award the operation of the Western Australian Visitor Centre to the 
Queensland-based company The Tourism Group. 

(1) Why is an eastern states–based company, focused on driving tourists to Brisbane, the Premier’s preferred 
choice for operating the WA Visitor Centre? 

(2) Why did the Premier not choose a Western Australian business to sell WA? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

(1)–(2) I thank the member for the question. Firstly, on behalf of the member for Kimberley, who is here today, 
I acknowledge the Martu Warra council members who have come all the way from Fitzroy River. I thank 
them for coming to Parliament to see our democracy at work and I thank them for coming all the way 
from the Kimberley. 

I do not have my notes in front of me, but the decision was made by the Tourism Commission for an open 
tender process to secure the operator for the visitor centre. As members would know, the visitor centre is 
at the end of Hay Street Mall on the corner of William Street. It is in what used to be the old Qantas 
building. The tender was open and there was a range of bidders. The tourism council took the decision 
on the basis that it sought the operator that provided us with the maximum national exposure and the 
greatest capacity to bring in tourists from around Australia, and also on the basis it would employ 
Western Australians. It is a decision that has ensured that Western Australians will be employed in the 
visitor centre. It connects into the national tourism marketing operations of that particular organisation, 
which is known, from memory, as The Tourism Group. Our view is that we want to secure as many 
tourists from interstate coming to Western Australia to create jobs for our citizens. 
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I also note that as part of the plan, it is going to upgrade the visitor centre so that it is more exposed. 
People might be aware that it is in a great location but it has a lot of cement—it is very Stalinist in its 
style. I would like to see it open — 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Stalinist? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It does look a little bit Stalinist. I would like to see it with greater exposure for visitors so it 
is a more inviting location. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN VISITOR CENTRE — OPERATOR 

405. Ms L. METTAM to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Is the Premier saying there are no competent Western Australian companies 
capable of delivering visitor services about their own state? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

What I am saying is that there was an open tender process run by the Tourism Commission. If the member is 
suggesting that I or any member of Parliament should interfere in an open tender process, she does not know much 
about government. 

STATE ECONOMY — BUSINESS CONFIDENCE — PILBARA 

406. Mr K.J.J. MICHEL to the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

I refer to the surge in business confidence under the McGowan Labor government. Can the Premier outline 
to the house how this growing confidence is leading to more investment in the Pilbara and more jobs for 
Western Australians? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

I thank the member for Pilbara. It is true that there are stronger and stronger signs for the state’s economy each 
and every day and that under this government business confidence has returned to Western Australia. We are 
seeing evidence all the time. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I hear the opposition interrupting me, as is its wont. It must be really galling for members 
opposite. I have a copy here of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia magazine 
Business Pulse dated June 2018. It has this lovely photo of the Treasurer on the front. Under him is written 
“… the budget we love”! That must really hurt. I do not recall “the budget we love” under the former government! 
Under our government, the business community is recognising, as members can see, that confidence is back in 
Western Australia. What is the evidence? On Friday last week, BHP made the decision to invest $4.7 billion in the 
South Flank mine, a project that the government has been working on with BHP. It is the largest investment it is 
expecting to make in the course of the next 10 years. 

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I know the opposition hates it. But business does have confidence in us. The evidence is 
right there: business has confidence in this government. That is why it is investing. The South Flank mine will 
deliver 3 000 jobs. On top of that, Fortescue Metals Group is investing $1.7 billion in the Eliwana mine and 
creating 2 400 jobs, of which 1 900 are in construction and 500 are operational. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I know the Treasurer hates it, too, because he never got one of these. Former Treasurer, that 
is—never to be Treasurer again! 

Chevron’s Gorgon stage 2 expansion — 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I know you must have had a nice quiet weekend, member for Warren–Blackwood, but just have 
a quiet question time. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There is $5.1 billion for Chevron’s Gorgon stage 2 expansion, one of Australia’s biggest 
resources projects, with 700 jobs during construction. On the horizon, we know that Rio Tinto has proposed 
$3 billion for the creation of its Koodaideri iron ore project. All these things are happening. These are just some 
of the major ones that are happening under this government. Of course, we all know that the National Party is the 
enemy of the resources sector and that the Liberal Party voted with it last week to attack a great Western Australian 
company in Woodside. That is what it did. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: They can say no; the Leader of the Opposition can do those funny motions with his hands—
he is very adept at those funny motions with his hands—but the people behind him all know that the Liberal Party 
voted against Woodside investing significant amounts of money in this state and bringing Browse gas onshore, 
and that will sit on its record. We will ensure that every business in Western Australia knows about it. 

HON DARREN WEST — SOCIAL MEDIA POSTS 

407. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Premier: 
I refer to the actions of the parliamentary secretary for state development, Hon Darren West, including his 
concerning social media posts regarding rape; the trivialising of the plight of children killed in the war in Syria; 
and his appalling handling of Moora Residential College. Will the Premier immediately apologise to this house 
for the actions of his parliamentary secretary and strip him of his position? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I was asked about this on Saturday, when I learnt about it. As I understand it, Mr West re-tweeted a tweet that he 
saw online that he perceived, without properly reading it, was — 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Ten lines! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what I am saying. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: He re-tweeted something, without properly reading it, that he thought was protecting women 
and in favour of women being treated properly. Does the Leader of the Opposition honestly think that Darren West, 
the father of a daughter, is going to go out there tweeting things to promote rape against women? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: He did! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Does he actually think that anyone would do that intentionally? The online world is 
somewhere people make mistakes of that nature quite regularly, and I find it a bit rich that the Liberal Party in this 
state, of all people, would promote a story of this nature. I find that a bit rich. 

HON DARREN WEST — SOCIAL MEDIA POSTS 

408. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier confirm that his parliamentary secretary for state development 
has his full and unqualified support, and that the Premier takes full responsibility for all his actions, or will he step 
him down as parliamentary secretary? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I assume the Leader of the Opposition is referring to Darren West, even though he got his title wrong. I did warn 
the Leader of the Opposition that people do things online that perhaps they should not, so I have here an article 
with Mr Peter Collier, the then Leader of the House in the Legislative Council and education minister, who “liked” 
a photo of a young boy exposing himself online. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Rubbish! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what happened. If the Leader of the Opposition is going to throw these rocks, if he 
is going to come in here in this tawdry way and throw these rocks — 
Dr M.D. Nahan: He threw the rocks, and you’re supporting him. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what he did. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We then had Mr Daniel Parasiliti, who was the Liberal candidate for Midland, and who on 
Facebook did not re-tweet or “like” something; he actually wrote the most vile and offensive things in relation to 
women and Aboriginal people. That is what he did. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I call you for the first and second times. I was on my feet. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The odd and bizarre behaviour of the Leader of the Opposition knows no bounds. We have 
these two examples—Mr Parasiliti and Mr Collier—in which there were significant issues surrounding these 
matters, and all I saw from the Liberal Party was justification; that is all I saw from it. I have explained to the 
Leader of the Opposition before that Mr West made a mistake. That is very clear. There was no intention to do 
anything improper or incorrect or that would in any way justify sexual assault or rape. We all know that he is the 
father of a young daughter. Clearly, he has made an error. He has admitted that, and that is the end of the matter. 
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BYFORD RAIL EXTENSION 

409. Dr A.D. BUTI to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to delivering the Byford rail extension, which the previous 
Liberal government refused to commit to for eight and a half years. Can the minister update the house on this 
job-creating project and outline what it would mean for the people of Darling Range; and can the minister outline to 
the house why the government will not follow the advice of the Leader of the Opposition and scrap this project? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for this question. We are committed to extending the rail line to Byford. This is part of our 
Metronet plan—part of the plan that we took to government. I was proud to be there on Sunday, standing next to 
the member for Armadale, the Premier and our excellent candidate for the seat of Darling Range. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I will show you the way home if you keep going on the way you are 
going. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Leader of the Opposition thinks that we should somehow be embarrassed that we are 
getting federal government funding for our projects. We are proud of it. We want more and more and more. That 
is the point. We will pursue and get more and more funding for projects like this. 

We all know the Liberal Party’s stance on this issue. It has never supported the Byford extension. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Bateman said that it was in their transport plan; then why, last year when he 
was asked about the Byford rail extension, did the Leader of the Opposition say, “Byford, I don’t know that much 
about”? It was so much a part of the Liberal Party’s plan! Remember, the Leader of the Opposition did not know 
where Byford was until a couple of weeks ago when his GPS stopped working and he landed in Byford, fell out 
of the car and said, “Where am I?” The Liberal Party ignored the place for eight and a half years and had no 
intention of building a rail line to Byford. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It had no intention of building a rail line to Byford and it just cannot handle that we have a plan 
that — 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, I warned you three times. I call you to order for the first time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In eight and a half years, there was not one page of planning on this project. Even as late as 
today, what did the member for Bateman say about Metronet? He said that the problem with Metronet is that it 
largely enhances urban sprawl. The Liberal Party does not support delivering infrastructure — 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He has said on numerous occasions that Metronet chases urban sprawl. What he and the 
Liberal Party did — 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, come on; just listen, please. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Yes, and I am quoting you. You cannot interject. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The opposition allowed enormous growth in the outer suburbs, but it did not deliver the 
infrastructure to match. For eight and a half years — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I will not warn you again. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Remember the Leader of the Opposition last week? He spent 40 minutes in private members’ 
business on his feet and he could not outline one achievement, one project, that the Liberal Party had delivered in 
the seat of Darling Range. In 40 minutes, he could not outline one achievement. We are very proud of our Metronet 
plan. We have a plan to deliver rail to Byford, and I know everyone in Darling Range knows that only one political 
party in Western Australia is committed to that project, and that is the Labor Party. 
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MOORA RESIDENTIAL COLLEGE — CLOSURE 
410. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I refer to this briefing note, obtained under freedom of information, that shows that the closure of Moora Residential 
College was first suggested in June 2017. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the first time. Start again, member for Moore. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to this briefing note, obtained under freedom of information — 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Minister for Sport and Recreation, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Shall I start again? 
The SPEAKER: Yes. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I refer to this briefing note, obtained under freedom of information, that 
shows that the closure of Moora Residential College was first suggested to the Premier in June 2017. 
(1) Is the Premier aware that the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Regional Development stood up 

at the Moora Residential College awards in October last year and informed the community that there were 
no plans to close the college? 

(2) Is the Premier also aware that, during a rally in Geraldton protesting the closure of the Schools of Air, the 
parliamentary secretary stated that the closure of Moora Residential College had caught him by surprise? 

(3) Does the government deliberately keep the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Regional Development 
out of the loop, or is he misleading the community? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
(1)–(3) Just so it is very clear, the school in Moora will continue. There is a lot of misleading going on by the 

National Party—scaremongering and misleading, across the state. The school, of course, will continue, 
but the residential hostel that the National Party, in eight and a half years, did not spend the $9 million 
required — 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Here we have the Vichy member for North West Central raising his voice — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Three times we heard what you said, and no-one took any notice. I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I did take some notice, Mr Speaker. The Vichy member for North West Central — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — has set a record for handing out how-to-vote cards for Labor, the Nationals and now the 
Liberal Party. The Liberal Party of course, is on record as getting rid of royalties for regions, and there is the 
member for North West Central handing out how-to-vote cards for it. The Liberals are welcome to him—they can 
have him, and they can enjoy it. He is the most senior member of the National Party in the house, but he is still 
down the back. 
In relation to Moora college, the opposition did not spend the money when it was in office. The government is not 
closing the school. 
Mr D.T. Redman: We did spend money on it. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Why, according to the opposition, does it is now require $9 million to be spent on it, if the 
previous government spent money on it? I do not accept anything the member has to say, because the Liberals and 
the Nationals have a record of verballing people. I note this, and I want to raise it in this context: when it comes to 
closing schools, the Liberals and Nationals have a record. I note that when the Liberals and the Nationals were in 
office, in Darling Range they closed the Karragullen Primary School and the Roleystone Primary School. At each of 
those schools there were far more pupils than at the residential hostel in Moora, yet the previous government closed 
both of those schools in Darling Range—Karragullen and Roleystone. Why does the opposition so hate 
Darling Range? Why does it oppose a railway for Darling Range? Why does it want to close the schools in 
Darling Range? Why does the Leader of the Opposition not even know where it is? The opposition has no 
commitment, and no time for the people of Darling Range. Fortunately, the people of Darling Range have 
a government that is delivering for them. Fortunately, they have a great candidate in Tania Lawrence, and fortunately 
they have someone local running for them, in the Labor candidate, unlike the Liberal candidate, and fortunately we 
are informing them about the former government’s record of closing Karragullen and Roleystone Primary Schools. 
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MOORA RESIDENTIAL COLLEGE — CLOSURE 

411. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Does the Premier have confidence in the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Regional Development; and will he allow him to continue to use Twitter in the future? 
The SPEAKER: That is not a supplementary. 

DARLING RANGE — POLICE 
412. Mr M. HUGHES to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to driving down crime across Western Australia, and 
reversing the shocking rate of crime that occurred under the Liberal–National government. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I call the member to Dawesville to order for the first time. Start the question again. 
Mr M. HUGHES: I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to driving down crime across 
Western Australia, and reversing the skyrocketing crime rate that occurred under the Liberal–National 
government. Can the minister update the house on how Western Australians, in particular the people of 
Darling Range, have been made safer since the election of the McGowan Labor government? 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 
I thank the member for Kalamunda for his question, and his interest in community safety in Western Australia. 
Quite rightly, we are very focused on driving down crime rates in this state. That is why we are well underway in 
delivering on our commitment for 138 additional police officers. That is why we are tackling methamphetamine, 
with our meth action plan, and there will be 100 additional police officers and 20 others working on that 
alone. Already, we have seen decreases in crime. In the financial year to date, compared with the same period in 
2016–17, we have seen crime against the person go down by two per cent. We have also seen property offences 
go down by eight per cent. They are significant decreases. We have also seen drug offences decrease by 
11.5 per cent, and I note that we have had record drug seizures—in this financial year alone, 1.4 tonnes. 
But what do we see from the opposition? We see a scare campaign. There is a by-election on, so the opposition is 
running a dastardly, dirty little scare campaign. It does not have a single positive idea for Darling Range, but it 
puts out this rubbish. Talk about Twitter rubbish. Did the Leader of the Opposition endorse this? Did he endorse 
his shadow Minister for Police putting out this nasty rubbish? 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Mr Speaker, I recall you ruled on the use of props in the Assembly earlier this year. 
The SPEAKER: You can handle papers—it is other things. However, if the member wants that piece of paper 
laid on the table, he can ask the minister to do that. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I dare you! I am more than happy to lay on the table for the remainder of today’s sitting 
this Twitter effort by the member for Hillarys, in which he states that, during the past year, crime in Mundaring 
has increased by 39 per cent, in Serpentine by 18 per cent and in Kelmscott by 12 per cent. Does the Leader of the 
Opposition endorse those figures? What period of time is that over? He has endorsed it. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Numbers never were his strong point. 
The SPEAKER: Treasurer, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I thought the Leader of the Opposition was good with numbers, but apparently he is not. 
He is letting his police spokesperson peddle lies to whip up the community in Darling Range, to whip up this 
crime — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: The minister will withdraw the comment about lying, please. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I withdraw, Mr Speaker. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The opposition is trying to whip up a frenzy in Darling Range to make out that there is 
some kind of crime epidemic happening there. The opposition has nothing positive, and this is just a fear campaign. 
This is what the Liberal Party has become. It wants to scare the people of Darling Range into voting Liberal. 
Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Members, please—all the noise. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I will tell the member for Kalamunda what the facts are, because he has asked the question. 
In this financial year, compared with the last financial year, crime is down 9.2 per cent. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: March to March! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Hillarys, you do not shout across the chamber. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Members opposite are saying “March to March” because they want to pluck out just one 
month, and compare those limited figures from one month—March in one year to March in the following year. 
I note they did not want to compare October to October, because that showed a 48 per cent decrease in crime. They 
did not want to compare November to November — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! You have asked the question. You are getting an answer. The next person who shouts, 
I will just start calling you all to order. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If they compared November to November, they would get a 32 per cent decrease in crime. 
Let us compare one month with one month—not nine months; one month with one month. That is what they based 
their statistics on. If we compare the whole financial year with financial year, we find out that crime in Byford 
has — 

Several members interjected.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Listen! I know members opposite do not like to hear about crime decreases, but Byford 
has decreased by 13 per cent. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Hillarys! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Kelmscott has decreased by 19 per cent—not increased by 12 per cent, but decreased by 
19 per cent. In Jarrahdale, crime has decreased — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I have just about heard enough, members. We will cancel question time in a moment if this 
rabble continues. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: In Jarrahdale, crime has decreased by 31 per cent. In Mundaring—I have got news—it 
has not increased by 39 per cent; it has in fact decreased by 19 per cent financial year on financial year. From what 
I can gather from members opposite, they are saying they did not deliberately set out to deceive; they just do not 
know their maths. They just made a mistake. I do not think so.  

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN VISITOR CENTRE — OPERATOR 

413. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Premier: 
In the Premier’s “Labor for Darling Range” advertisement, he says, and I quote, “We passed the WA jobs law so 
that local jobs go to West Australians first.” So why has the Premier allowed a WA government tourism visitor 
centre contract to be awarded to a Queensland company? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
The great thing is that in Western Australia today we have a government that cares about Western Australian jobs. 
We all remember, and I saw it on the telly last night, that bridge over the Swan that is being built in 
Western Australia under a Labor government. We all remember what happened under the last government—there 
it was, a couple of pieces of rusting metal in a fabrication yard somewhere near Kuala Lumpur. The then 
government did not know where it was. It was in a workshop somewhere near Kuala Lumpur. The good thing is 
that now we are bringing Western Australian jobs back. As I said earlier, we have got projects now coming through 
under this government. We have got business confidence back in Western Australia. We have got the business 
community lauding the state government and saying “… the budget we love”. That is the cover, but I will quote 
from inside if members like. Here it is! Chris Rodwell, this is what he had to say. This is a quote. I know the 
Treasurer is too modest to read it out himself, so I will do it.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He is! He is a very modest person! It states — 

… clearly taxpayer money is being spent more wisely.  

It states also — 

… a very good outcome for the WA business community. 
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He is referring to the budget. It continues — 
Maintaining a surplus for 2020–21 and reducing net debt was the highest priority recommendation from 
CCI and the Government remains on track to achieve this, and is forecast to spend $2.8 billion less over 
the forward estimates.  

That is just a little bit. There is paragraph after paragraph of congratulatory words towards the Treasurer.  
Point of Order 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Mr Speaker, under standing order 78, an answer must be relevant to the question. The 
question was specifically related to a contract that has been awarded to a Queensland company.  
The SPEAKER: I thought the question was about jobs. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Excuse me! What was the last bit of the question? Can you just read the last bit of the question? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will read the whole thing. It states — 

So why has the Premier allowed a WA government tourism visitor centre contract to be awarded to 
a Queensland company?  

The SPEAKER: No. You were talking about jobs in Western Australia, and the Premier was — 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will read the whole thing —  

In the Premier’s “Labor for Darling Range” advertisement, he says, and I quote, “We passed the WA jobs 
law so that local jobs go to West Australians first.” So why has the Premier allowed a WA government 
tourism visitor centre contract to be awarded to a Queensland company? 

Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: You are questioning my ruling. You asked whether it was anything to do with jobs. You have 
just answered the question yourself. It was about jobs, and that is what the Premier is talking about. It is not a point 
of order. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That was not the question.  
Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: I call the member for Churchlands and the member for Bateman to order for the first time. You 
will not query my decisions. There is a way to do it. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is clear this government has a focus on Western Australian jobs. We can see the business 
community investing. We can see major Western Australian and international companies investing in 
Western Australia. We know members opposite failed, because the member for Bateman, of course, was the one 
who sent that footbridge to Malaysia. He sent it out there. He defended it along the way. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It was someone else, was it?  
Mr D.C. Nalder: You said it was a South Australian company at one point. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay! So under the former government, a South Australian company won it and sent it to 
Malaysia, so that is his defence! Under us, of course, it has come back home. Civmec is building that beautiful 
bridge. It is right there. It is being built. It is nearly finished. I look forward to opening it in coming weeks—built 
by a Western Australian business.  
We have a strong commitment to Western Australian jobs. We have passed the jobs bill, which I note the 
opposition has supported. The jobs bill becomes live in September–October of this year. I also note that the 
Minister for Tourism has confirmed that the job opportunities in the visitor centre will go to Western Australians.  

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN VISITOR CENTRE — OPERATOR 
414. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. The Queensland company the Premier awarded the contract to is noted as saying in 
MICE Business Tourism News, and I quote, that “it will consider retaining existing staff at the WA Visitor Centre.” 
Given the Premier’s WA Jobs Act was assented to on 13 December last year, and given the Premier assured the 
people of WA that WA contracts would go to WA companies, is the Premier’s act worth the paper it is written on, 
and are his words in that advertisement to be believed?  
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Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

We do know that under the last government, there was a loss of tourists to Western Australia. We know they had 
a succession of dud tourism ministers under the former government, and the tourism numbers were going down. 
Under this government, I must say I think we have the most enthusiastic tourism minister in the history of this 
country and the most enthusiastic promotor of Western Australia in the history of this state. He is the Eveready 
bunny of tourism ministers. He is out there promoting Western Australia around Australia and around the world, 
and I think he is doing a very, very good job of it.  

There is the member for Bateman and there is the member for Churchlands. They were referring to Queensland. 
I note that when they were in government, they sent the railcar manufacturing contracts to Queensland, and when 
we asked the question of what level of local content there was in Western Australia, it was two per cent—98 per cent 
Queensland, and two per cent here. As we know, under this transport minister, we will ensure that 50 per cent-plus 
of railcars are manufactured in Western Australia. We will ensure, and this government is ensuring, that we have 
more tourists coming to Western Australia. We have a proactive government. We have certain funding for the 
tourism industry. We want to support all those small businesses and medium-sized enterprises out there to ensure 
that there are more tourists from interstate and overseas, and that is what we are doing.  

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — STARICK SERVICES 

415. Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE to the Minister for the Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence:  

I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s unwavering commitment to supporting victims of family and 
domestic violence. Can the minister outline to the house how the government is investing in family and domestic 
violence support services, such as Starick services, which provides invaluable support to vulnerable women and 
children in Perth’s south eastern suburbs? 

Ms S.F. McGURK replied: 

Before I answer that question, can I acknowledge, along with many Western Australians and many people around 
the country, the death of Eurydice Dixon. I attended the vigil last night at Hyde Park. It was a very moving 
ceremony. I think a lot of people are shocked and saddened that all Eurydice did was have the gall to walk home 
from work at night, and her life has been cut short, so my thoughts are with her friends and family. 

That does link in with what the question is about, and that is this government is determined to reduce the amount 
of violence against women, including family and domestic violence. As part of our response, we have put in place 
many specific initiatives, but the one that the member is asking about is a $247 500 grant to support Starick 
services. Starick, as many people here would know, is a not-for-profit organisation that provides essential support 
to women and children experiencing family and domestic violence in Perth’s south east. It includes the electorates 
of the member for Thornlie and the members for Armadale and Darling Range. Starick services operates two 
refuges for women and children—a safe place where support workers provide crisis and transitional 
accommodation. They provide outreach support, court and legal support and community education. The 
Local Projects, Local Jobs grant that I have mentioned will enable the organisation to purchase vehicles for 
outreach workers, do an upgrade to its information technology and software, and revitalise gardens and outdoor 
spaces for children who spend time in its refuges. In addition, there will be a community linkage project. Starick 
is working with small and medium-sized businesses, as well as schools, to educate people about what they can do 
to respond better to domestic violence. 

Starick does a fantastic job, as do many of our refuges around the state. I really would like to acknowledge 
Starick’s work. It not only provides safe refuge in the building, but also undertakes many more services that go 
above and beyond the call of duty in helping support women and children escape violence and getting the message 
out to the community that violence against women is never acceptable. This government is determined to continue 
its efforts in this regard for as long as it is in government. 

BAY VILLAGE WORKER CAMP — WOODSIDE ENERGY — KARRATHA —  
LOCAL PARTICIPATION PLAN 

416. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s 1 June media release which states — 

Premier launches Woodside’s new Local Jobs Portal and Local Participation Plan 

(1) Will the Premier today table the local participation plan? 

(2) What are the penalties for the failure to comply with this plan? 

(3) What are the reporting requirements of this plan? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I once again thank the Vichy member for North West Central for his question. 
(1)–(3) As we know, the National Party is the sworn enemy of Woodside. The National Party hates Woodside. 

Woodside, of course, is the lifeblood upon which the enormous community of Karratha relies. We want 
to make sure that Browse and Scarborough gas comes onshore at North West Shelf and at Pluto. That is 
why, in conjunction with the member for Pilbara, I launched the jobs portal. I also note that other 
organisations are putting their jobs on that portal so that they can be advertised to the broader Karratha 
community and also to the Pilbara, so that people can get jobs there. It is clear that National Party 
members hate it. They hate seeing the people of Karratha getting jobs. They hate seeing priority for local 
people at the gas plant, because they are still in the thrall of Brendon Grylls and his hatred of the 
resources industry. The puppetmaster is still out there controlling them, but maybe not the member for 
Warren–Blackwood; I do not think he much likes Brendon Grylls. But the rest of them are in his thrall. 
The member for Warren–Blackwood knows. Brendon did not do him too much good, did he? Does the 
member remember that? That was not very nice. I thought it was not very nice what he did to the member 
at that time, and I think the National Party might regret it to some degree. The people of Karratha 
obviously did not like it, because they voted Brendon out and they put in a great member of Parliament 
in the member for Pilbara. 
I will get advice. I do not have the material to hand at the moment. I will get advice about those issues 
before releasing it because I know that if there is one thing we are all aware of, it is that whatever we do, 
whatever is released, the member for North West Central will twist it and turn it to make it into something 
it is not. 

BAY VILLAGE WORKER CAMP — WOODSIDE ENERGY — KARRATHA —  
LOCAL PARTICIPATION PLAN 

417. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Does the Premier’s failure to table this document not show that the local 
participation plan is a complete farce and he sold out the people of Karratha? 
Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Let us talk about sellouts. This is someone who got a ride into Parliament on the back of the Labor Party and 
swapped to the National Party. Then last week or on the weekend, he was handing out for the Liberal Party, which 
wants to abolish royalties for regions. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Mr Speaker, the question was very much directed at the issue of tabling the participation 
plan. The Premier is not keeping to the agenda. Could you please direct him to do so? 
The SPEAKER: Premier, I am sure you will. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: All I heard was “sellout”. In fact, whenever the member for North West Central speaks, all 
I hear is “sellout”. The member for Warren–Blackwood was sold out by Brendon Grylls, so I do not know why, 
in this debate, he is defending one of the guys who voted for Brendon Grylls. Maybe he should think about who 
his friends are. 

SEXUAL ASSAULT RESOURCE CENTRE 

418. Ms E. HAMILTON to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to providing support and assistance for those who have 
experienced sexual assault. Can the minister update the house on how the McGowan Labor government is investing 
in counselling and outreach services that support those who have experienced abuse? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I would like to thank the member for the question. It is an important one. One of the election commitments we 
made was to expand sexual assault counselling and outreach services in Perth’s northern suburbs, so, with the 
Minister for Women’s Interests and with the advocacy of the member for Joondalup, I am very pleased to announce 
an $800 000 expansion of the Sexual Assault Resource Centre. The Sexual Assault Resource Centre is a free and 
confidential service that provides specialist therapeutic counselling for seven outreach clinics for those affected 
by sexual assault, including rape or abuse. It provides a 24-hour emergency sexual assault—rape crisis—service 
in metropolitan Perth, and this involves medical care, forensic examination and counselling support for people 
who have been sexually assaulted or raped. This is an important election commitment, providing a boost over four 
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years for additional counselling and clinical psychology services. We know that this particular service has been 
under increasing demand over recent years. There was a 22 per cent increase in its services in 2016–17 alone. This 
is very important funding that will help reduce the waiting time for women who are seeking the services of the 
Sexual Assault Resource Centre. 

Violence against women is a scourge in our society and it occurs all too frequently. Women have the right to go 
about their lives without fear of assault, rape or murder. It is not up to women to be safer and more cautious; it is 
up to us to ensure that they are safe. It is not up to women to learn how not to be raped; it is up to men to learn not 
to rape. I am very proud to announce this funding, which was undertaken by the Department of Health and, as 
I said, with the guidance of the Minister for Women’s Interests. Nationally, over one million Australians have 
experienced sexual assault in their lifetime, which translates to one in six women. Seeking help after abuse is 
crucial to recovery. Delivering on this election commitment will enable some of our most vulnerable community 
members to receive vital support services when they need them. I am very proud to be part of the McGowan Labor 
government that boosts funding for this very important service. 

METRONET — HUAWEI 

419. Mr W.R. MARMION to the Premier: 

Given the Premier’s refusal to answer questions last week about Huawei in light of its ban from the national 
broadband network rollout and the 5G network on national security grounds, what is he hiding from the people of 
Western Australia, and will Huawei have access to the personal data of all Western Australian train passengers 
using the wi-fi on Metronet and will Huawei have access to and control of the critical communications between 
Metronet trains and the network? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

As I understand it, the tender in relation to communications with train drivers, which I think it is, has not been let. 
So if the member is asking me to interfere in some sort of tender process, and this is the second time today he 
appears to have done that, I do not think that is really quite appropriate, except to say that we sought advice from 
the federal government and its relevant agencies about these matters and the advice we received from the federal 
government’s relevant agencies is that they did not have concerns about these issues. Do members opposite think 
we should ignore that advice? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Table it. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Just so that opposition members are aware, this is advice from—let me put it this way—
relevant federal government agencies. They are all nodding; I think they understand what I am saying. They are 
saying that I should therefore table that advice. The Liberal Party in Western Australia is not a patch on what it 
was when I first got here. 

METRONET — HUAWEI 

420. Mr W.R. MARMION to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. The question was about the security of data and the Premier sort of half answered 
it in terms of the suggestion that he has had briefings from the commonwealth. My question is: will the Premier 
commit to giving the opposition a briefing on what security briefing he has received? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

I have advised the house of the advice we received. I can always make inquiries, as can the member for Nedlands, 
considering it is a federal Liberal government, if he would like to have a security briefing on any matter. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Thank you; we will. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He can. His local federal MP is the foreign minister. The member for Nedlands could walk 
from his electorate office down to hers and say, “Can I have a security briefing?” It is not that hard. Julie Bishop 
is right there. She is hanging out there in the western suburbs when she is around. Having thought about it, it is the 
member’s responsibility if he wants a security briefing from the foreign minister, who is his federal MP and whose 
office is just down the road from his. 

The SPEAKER: That is the end of question time. 
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COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRES 
Petition 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [2.51 pm]: I have a petition that contains 114 signatures and has been certified as 
conforming with the standing orders of the Assembly. It is from the communities of Dumbleyung and Kukerin and 
is couched in the following terms — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say that Community Resource Centres provide a vital service to regional communities, 
including access to government services, technology, professional services. They provide opportunity for 
employment and training and partner with community organisations to attract further funding to enhance 
the communities they are part of. These centres have evolved beyond simply providing access to technology 
and are considered by communities to be an essential service in regional WA. 
Now we ask the Legislative Assembly of Western Australia to call on Premier Mark McGowan to 
ensure adequate funding to support the ongoing operation of all CRCs, without reducing their 
capacity to deliver services. 

A similar petition was presented by Mr R.S. Love (10 signatures). 
[See petitions 90 and 92.] 

LIQUOR STORE — PIPIT CLOSE, HUNTINGTON 
Petition 

MR T.J. HEALY (Southern River) [2.52 pm]: I have a petition from 161 petitioners that has been certified by 
the clerks and is in the following terms — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say we are opposed to any development application — liquor store — tenancy 6/7, 
5 (Lot 424) Pipit Close, Huntingdale (the Liquor Application) for the following reasons: 
1.  That the grant of any application would not be in the public interest—A breach in the 

Duty of Care exists because of the potential safety risk and adverse impact of harm … 
2. Undue offence, annoyance, disturbance or inconvenience to persons with an Assumption of 

Risk … 
3. Impact on Proximity … 
4. Impact on the amenity … 
5  Antisocial behavior … 
We now ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure that any Liquor Application is not granted, and 
I commend my petitioners. 

[See petition 91.] 
PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS 

Standing Orders Suspension — Notice of Motion 
Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to 
have priority from 4.00 pm to 8.00 pm on Wednesday, 20 June 2018. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PERFORMANCE 
Notice of Motion 

Mr D.T. Redman gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 
That this house expresses its lack of confidence in the Minister for Regional Development for failing to 
stand up for regional Western Australia, given the McGowan government’s continual undermining of the 
regional development agenda, including the demise of royalties for regions. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Minister for Water, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the House, I call you to order for the first time. 
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BAY VILLAGE WORKER CAMP — WOODSIDE ENERGY — KARRATHA 
Notice of Motion 

Mr V.A. Catania gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Lands for signing off on the 700-bed Bay Village FIFO camp 
in the heart of Karratha, thereby undermining regional development in Karratha. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — JOBS — COST OF LIVING 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): I advise members that private members’ business notice of motion 1, notice 
of which was given on 21 November 2017, will be removed from the next notice paper unless written notification 
is provided to the Clerk requiring that the notice be continued. 

DARLING RANGE — INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of 
a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest today. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [2.58 pm]: I wish to move the following as a matter 
of public interest — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for failing to budget for or start infrastructure 
projects in the electorate of Darling Range, including the Tonkin Highway extension, Byford rail line and 
Mundijong industrial estate, despite handing down two state budgets and funding being provided by the 
commonwealth government. 

A by-election is to occur in Darling Range and the electorate deserves to be told the truth about what the McGowan 
government is actually doing or is committed to doing in the Darling Range electorate. Let us go through some of 
the claims that the government is spending hundreds of thousands of dollars to promote and is cashed up to the 
hilt for. One is the Byford rail. We heard the transport minister railing on that earlier today. She did not say that 
this government is committed to it just as long as the commonwealth Liberal government funds it. It would not be 
committed to or funded unless all the funding in the budget comes from the Turnbull Liberal–National government. 
It should be called the Hastie line. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I tell members what, the government is not moving with haste on this one—not at all! All it does 
it talk. It has been exposed as having put none of its own money forward, although it went to the election saying, 
“We will build it. Vote for us”. It did not. The people voted for the Labor Party, but it has done nothing! It put nothing 
in its first budget for it—nothing at all! Then when the commonwealth gave the state government 50–50 funding, it 
put some of the commonwealth money in the budget and none of its own. Therefore, this project does not belong to 
the state government. Once the state government allows somebody else to fund and drive it, it loses the right to claim 
it. The state government is not putting any money into the Byford line. It is not the state government’s project. When 
the state government is asked where in the state budget the train station is, it says, “I don’t know. We’re thinking 
about it.” Then last week it went out and said, “Here’s our plan to build the Byford line”, but it of course failed to say 
it had put no money into it. No money—no ownership! The state government is not building this; it is simply 
a contractor for Canberra. The state government does not own it—no money, no ownership. 

The key issue in the electorate of Darling Range is not the Byford line; it is the Tonkin Highway extension. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members on my right! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has repeatedly promised to build it, but this budget has no money for it, 
despite getting $253 million from the commonwealth. The government put in neither that money nor its own, but 
it is telling the people of Darling Range that it is part of its agenda and that it will build it. It will not. Unless the 
budget is a lie, the government will not build it. Unless the budget is a false document, the government is not 
committed to the Tonkin Highway extension; it has no money for it. It has had the commonwealth money, but it 
is not committed to it. When we asked the Treasurer, he said, “I don’t get out of bed for less than 80 per cent.” In 
other words, unless the commonwealth stumps up more money, the state government will not consider building it. 
Therefore, a large amount of that expensive advertising the government is floating around the electorate of 
Darling Range is false. But that is Labor—say and do anything to get elected. By the way, not too many people 
around Byford and Mundijong read the budget, but they are onto the government because the local shires have 
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told them that the government is not real on the Tonkin and it is just trying to fool those people—to trick them. To 
get them to vote Labor one more time, the state government will promise and do anything. The classic one was 
west Mundijong industrial estate — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, please, I want to hear this. It is a matter of public interest. I do not want any 
interjections, please. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The campaign has been mounted as if Barry Urban is still alive and running—the same type 
of nonsense is out there. This time it is being run by his mentor—the Premier. 

West Mundijong industrial estate is an interesting one. That government says that will be part of “Lithium Valley”, 
and will be fed by Westport; Westport will not be built for 15 to 20 years, and the government is saying there will 
be jobs from it next week. It is ridiculous! Of course, we started and developed that idea into which this government 
has put no money—none! It has done nothing. Again, it is a story out of Barry Urban; another urban myth 
perpetrated by the Premier of Western Australia. 

This government has said it has done some things on schools. It has committed to Byford Primary School, about 
which I am glad because it was a commitment we made in our final budget. As with most things this government 
claims to have done, they were actually initiated, started, developed and promoted by us. It is actually taking total 
responsibility for Optus Stadium, Perth Children’s Hospital — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes! Sit back, people: think of one thing this government has actually done. 

The SPEAKER: Members, I will not have any more interjections, or I will call you to order. Leader of the 
Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I can tell members certain things the government has done. It has cut funding to the community 
resource centres. It says that is a minor issue, but tell that to the communities that use the CRCs in places like 
Mundijong, where services are weak and thin. They do not have all the services Rockingham and other electorates 
that the government represents have. CRCs hold together all sorts of essential community services, and the 
government is cutting their budgets by $40 000 to $60 000. Why? That is an illustration of what the government 
thinks of the people of those areas. Landsdale Farm School is another issue. During the last — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If members knew the electorate, they would know there is quite a bit of agriculture in the north 
east section of it. 

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

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In government it is often the little things that count—the essential social services that help 
hold the fabric of the community together. This government is cutting back on those. 

But the most important issues for this electorate are Tonkin Highway, the Byford line and others, and the 
government has once again told it before the election—Barry Urban won the election on the basis of these 
projects—that it would build that infrastructure. When it came time for the government to put up the money, it 
failed to. Why would the government not put any money into that infrastructure? The only conclusion we can 
come to is that the government does not intend to follow through with these projects. How much money is in the 
budget for the Tonkin Highway extension? Is the government committed to it? When we ask in this house whether 
the government is committed to it, it refuses to answer. A refusal to answer means no. 

As for the Byford line, the Minister for Transport stands and says the government is committed to it, but it is so 
committed it refuses to put any money into it, even though it has a proportion from the commonwealth but none 
of the government’s own money. When we ask where it will be funded from, the minister says she is very proud 
if Canberra funds everything that this state government does. That is good, but the state government does not own 
it. If the state government does not drive it, it is not the state government’s responsibility. Show us the money. 
With no money, there is no responsibility or ownership. It is not the state government’s. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Well, it is the truth. The state government signed up to a deal with the Turnbull government—
50–50 funding of that infrastructure. The commonwealth put money into the budget for those projects. It kept to 
the deal—this government reneged. Why would the state government renege on a deal of that nature? 

Mr T.J. Healy: “Fully funded, fully costed”? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Mr T.J. Healy: Like MAX? 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: This government has the money in its hand, but it refuses to allocate it. There is one possible 
explanation only for the government doing that: it has no intention of building the Tonkin extension in the next 
four years. That is what the budget shows. That is what the government has told us in this place, yet it tells the 
people of Darling Range exactly the opposite. 

The reason for this by-election is that the Labor Party put up to the people of Darling Range a person who can only 
be described as a fraud. He was so fraudulent that the unprecedented recommendation of the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee was to throw him out of this house. That has definitely never happened in the history of this 
state—indeed, this nation. That was a disgraceful event. The Labor Party put him there. The government is now 
trying to speak about him in the past tense—“We had nothing to do with it”. There were indicators, but the 
government protected him until it could go no further; until the point that the government had no choice. It was so 
glaringly obvious that he had to go. Now the government is going back out there and telling the people of 
Darling Range “Urbanisms”. It is the same myth: the government is spending hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
communicate to the people of Darling Range that it is going to do the Tonkin Highway extension. The government 
has the money, it was given the money, it has signed the contract with the commonwealth to do it and it is reneging 
on it. The government is not going to do it. Tell us the truth. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Hear, hear! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Be honest. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Hear, hear! 

The SPEAKER: I can hear you, member for Dawesville. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government should make amends for its last member and do the right thing. I would say 
to fund the extension. The government has agreed to it, it has promised it, it has the money from the 
commonwealth, it is needed, it is shovel-ready and it is ready to go. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Minister for Transport can laugh. The Minister for Transport laughs. She laughed. The 
extension is ready to go and the government should progress it, but it does not. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has advanced all sorts of other things like the Ellenbrook line; it has money 
set aside for that. Again, that is fully funded by the commonwealth. That will be the Porter line. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Hear, hear! 

The SPEAKER: If I hear one more “Hear, hear” from you! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When it is finished, it will have been fully funded by the commonwealth. 

All we ask for the Darling Range by-election is for the government to put Urban aside and tell the truth. The 
government should stop the myths, be straight with the voters, tell them what it is going to do and follow up on 
those commitments, especially when the commonwealth, the Turnbull government, has given it the money for 
both those projects and it has signed a contract to do them. This is disgraceful behaviour on the government’s part. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.11 pm]: Mr Speaker — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I rise in support of this matter of public importance that has been raised in the house today 
and to build on what the Leader of the Opposition has just put forward. The citizens of the electorate of 
Darling Range have good reason to be disgruntled with this government. There was a range of election 
commitments made in the 2017 campaign and we have now seen two budgets passed in this house by this 
government, but very few of those of commitments have been funded. In fact, I think the only commitment that 
was funded was the commitment out of the Local Jobs, Local Projects slush fund. The rest of these commitments 
that the government says are a high priority for the people of Byford and the citizens of Darling Range do not have 
a jot of commitment from this government in this current budget. The federal government, the commonwealth, has 
been working with the state government, and the state government, the Premier and the Minister for Transport, 
has been very vocal, going out to the community saying it has had the money from Roe 8 and Roe 9 repurposed 
and that it is putting it towards its priorities. 

What are those priorities? Let us look at the Yanchep rail line extension. Members might be pleased to understand 
that north of Butler there are about 22 000 people; that is 22 000 individuals living north of Butler at the moment. 
South of Armadale, in the catchment for the Byford line, the population is 40 000 people and growing. Did the 
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Byford line get any prioritisation from the Roe 8 and Roe 9 funding? No. There have been two budgets passed. 
Who has a commitment to the constituents of Darling Range? I will tell members who has a commitment—the 
Turnbull government. On 27 April 2018, well before the state budget was handed down, the Turnbull government 
announced the stage 3 extension of Tonkin Highway linking through to the South Western Highway, with a total 
budget of around $505 million. Who has put the money towards that in its budget? Who has put it in a budget and 
said it is committed to it? It was the federal government with $253 million. Why is the Tonkin Highway extension 
important? It is because the Mundijong industrial estate cannot function without it. The government has gone out 
and said it is doing the Mundijong industrial estate, but it is a paddock without a highway connecting to it. How 
can there be an industrial estate without a highway connecting to it? Who is committed to that project? It is the 
federal Liberal government. 
I turn to the Tonkin Highway gap, which is a widening project to reconfigure, implement and manage better 
efficiencies of that network. There is $290 million for that project. Who has made a commitment to that project so 
it can facilitate the movement of traffic along Tonkin Highway? It is the federal Turnbull government and Andrew 
Hastie, with $145 million. The federal government has put the project in its budget and said it is a priority; it has 
made a commitment to it. Do we see a commitment from this government by it putting money in the budget? No, 
we do not see a commitment. 
The people of Darling Range have seen two budgets go through this house and there is no funding commitment in 
the out years for any of these projects. We do not even see in 2020–21 state moneys to match the federal 
contribution to say yes, the project will be shovel-ready in 2020. We do not expect these projects to be shovel-ready 
with the government having been in office for only 18 months, but we expect that if the government makes 
a commitment and the feds make a commitment, somewhere in the out years of the budget, the state government 
will have put in the corresponding state commitment, because that says yes, the project is going to happen, it will 
happen in 2020 or it will happen in 2021. We do not see that for the constituents of Darling Range and we do not 
see it for the Byford rail extension. There are 40 000 people in that catchment, many who voted for Labor in 
a monumental landslide because the Labor Party went out there and said that it would build the Byford rail 
extension and that it was one of its priorities. When the state government spoke to the federal government and said 
that it would re-prioritise Roe 8 and Roe 9 money, that it had a big infrastructure commitment with Metronet and 
listed its top priorities, was the Byford rail extension in that? No, it did not get funded. Only the federal government 
has committed money to that project. There is $481 million required for that project and the federal government 
has committed $241 million. It is in the budget; it is part of the federal government’s budget. There is no matching 
state commitment even for the commencement of this project in the out years. That tells the people of 
Darling Range that this government will say and do anything to get their vote, but it is not going to prioritise its 
election commitments, and the people of Darling Range need to sit up and take notice. If the government was 
going to prioritise its election commitments, the project would be in the budget like the Yanchep rail extension is, 
like Stephenson Avenue is and like so many other commitments that this government made are. The people out in 
Darling Range are not a priority for this government and it has made that abundantly clear by refusing to fund 
these projects. I feel sorry for the people in Mundijong, Byford, Wungong, Cardup, Whitby, Oakford, Serpentine 
and Hilbert. I have relatives who live in that electorate and they are not voting Labor this time, I can tell members 
now. They are not voting Labor in this by-election, because they wanted the Byford rail extension. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: They bought a house in Byford and said, “That’s great. Mark McGowan says he’s building 
a rail line out to Byford. This is going to be terrific in a few years’ time.” What have they got? An empty, hollow 
promise from this government. They know that Andrew Hastie is committed; he has delivered the money. But 
there is nothing from this government. The government cannot say that the industrial estate is going to be great 
and that it will be connected to the new outer harbour when it does not even have funding in the budget for the 
Tonkin Highway extension that will give access to it. How ridiculous! We will make these points to the people in 
the Darling Range electorate and let them know that they are going to be let down again and again by the McGowan 
government because they were not a priority in the first two budgets and they will not be a priority in the next 
budget or the one after that; the government does not consider the needs of the people in that constituency. If it 
did, there would be matching state government money for all of these commitments that the federal government 
remains so committed to by ensuring that they are funded. 
On that note, I will allow other members to make a contribution to this matter of public interest. I think it is very 
important that we have these debates in this house in the lead-up to a by-election because it highlights that the 
government can go out there, get its media grab, post on Facebook and tweet whatever it likes, but it is not backed 
up by an actual commitment and an agency working on the project, doing the planning to work out where the 
Byford train station is going to be—whether it is going to be at the Australind stop or in the town. People have no 
idea what the plans are because the planning is not being done, because it is not a commitment. 
The SPEAKER: Members, the question is the motion be agreed to. I think the ayes have it—sorry, the noes have it. 
Several members interjected. 
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Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Yes, point of order; I am a bit confused myself. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I seek some clarification from the Chair. As I understand it, I heard you call for the vote and 
then you made the comment in response to that vote. Is that going to be carried through with? 
The SPEAKER: I was corrected by this side before I made the call, so I said “the noes have it”. Now it is divide. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I distinctly heard you say “the ayes have it”. 
The SPEAKER: I did not quite hear it. I am advised the — 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Sorry, through you: you did seek advice after the event. You actually made the call 
“the ayes have it”. 
The SPEAKER: No. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I will get both sides. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In cases of this, ultimately it is your decision as per the standing orders. There is 
discretion in these matters. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: The Clerk said I said, “I think the ayes have it” and then I was corrected and said, “I think the 
noes have it.” The member for Churchlands can shake his head. If you are questioning the Clerk — 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: They are questioning you right now. 
The SPEAKER: Do you want to have a division? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: You called the division — 
The SPEAKER: Excuse me. 
I will put the question again. I can make a mistake the same as anyone else, but I was corrected. I am quite happy 
to — 
Ms L. Mettam: Cover it up. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The comment from the member for Scarborough is a direct — 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I did not say anything. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — the member for Vasse, then, is directly against your ruling. I ask you to ask her to 
withdraw—you do not say “cover-up”. 
The SPEAKER: I did not hear anything. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, further to the point of order, the member for Vasse clearly said — 
The SPEAKER: I give the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. He has been on his feet for a couple of 
minutes. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There have been other occasions in this house over the last 12 months or so when the vote 
has gone through very quickly and we have endeavoured to put in a division and your ruling has been such that 
that has been shut down and we have not been able to do it. 
The SPEAKER: When did that happen, member? Can you tell me when that happened? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I remember having some conversations about it. It was something I was a little sensitised to 
at the time, so I could probably track that down. I am making the point now that I believe you made the call for 
the vote. Government members did not get to their feet to make a contribution to this very important debate and 
I ask that you pursue, consistent with previous decisions, the point that you have called the vote and made it. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr M. McGOWAN: My point of order was in respect to the member for Vasse, who alleged that you covered it 
up. I thought that was highly improper and unparliamentary. I urge you to ask her — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, there is a long tradition in this house that the Speaker’s ruling should be 
respected and members calling out “you covered it up” is highly inappropriate. 
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The SPEAKER: Member, will you withdraw? 
Ms L. METTAM: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
The SPEAKER: Members, the question is the motion be agreed to. 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Point of order! 
The SPEAKER: I have made the decision on the point of order. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I am making a point of order on the point of order from the member for Warren–Blackwood. 
The member for Warren–Blackwood made a point of order. I have yet to hear your ruling on the member for 
Warren–Blackwood’s point of order. 
The SPEAKER: It is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [3.25 pm]: I want to respond to the ludicrous claims 
put forward by the opposition. Let us get back to the key features. Again, 21 minutes—did they outline one 
achievement they delivered in the seat of Darling Range in eight and a half years? Did they outline one 
achievement in eight — 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: You name one you have achieved! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will go through them. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: You just keep talking about it. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Scarborough gave us an enlightening comment. She stood up and said, 
“The Tonkin Highway gap; Andrew Hastie’s really been fighting for that.” Does the member for Scarborough 
know where the Tonkin Highway gap is? I can tell her that it is not in the seat of Canning. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: She has no idea where the Tonkin Highway gap is. She stood up and said, “The member for 
Canning, Andrew Hastie, is really fighting for the Tonkin Highway gap.” It is nowhere near the seat of Canning! 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think Ken Wyatt will be fighting for that one, member for Scarborough, just to give the 
member a little bit of a hint! 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly—40 000. They have discovered 40 000 people in Byford. They have discovered 
there are people living south of Armadale. Why did the former government ignore them for eight and a half years 
as though they have moved in in the past 15 months? We know the population growth happened under the previous 
government. We know they were going into that suburb. What did they say about Byford? The Leader of the 
Opposition does not know much about Byford. The member for Bateman said the project was not required until 
2031 or 2050. That was their plan. Why does it take a while to plan the project? They did nothing. They did not 
one ounce of preparatory work for that project. Now they walk around as though they are lost in Byford. As I said, 
as their car travels south, somehow they hit the town of Byford. They discover a population and say, “Jeez, why 
don’t you have a rail line?” Honestly! We have been there for 15 months. They were there for eight and a half 
years and did not even acknowledge that that project was worthwhile. This whole idea that if we get the 
commonwealth to pay for things, that is a bad thing—it is ludicrous. No wonder they lost the state $40 billion. We 
are not going to be lectured on financial management by the opposition. We are not going to be lectured about — 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are not going to be lectured about — 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are not going to be lectured by the opposition about negotiating strategies with the 
commonwealth. The opposition failed to negotiate funding agreement after funding agreement and, yes, we have 
50 per cent committed to those projects, but we want 80 per cent—and that is what the Treasurer said. We want 
them to fund those projects. The idea that the opposition would oppose the state getting more federal funding for 
projects is again out of this world. 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: We are applauding them for funding it. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You go drive that Tonkin Highway gap, member for Scarborough, and tell me where it is! 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I drove through it several times this week. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You would have realised it is not in the seat of Canning if you had driven through it. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I mention you—this is not a chat fest. I call the member for Scarborough to order for the second 
time.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Last week the Leader of the Opposition said the freeway extension north to Romeo Road was 
a big priority for the people of Darling Range, and today he does not even know where the Tonkin Highway gap 
project is. I mean, honestly. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, you are on two. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: She has had her go. She discovered last week that there were people living south of Armadale 
and for eight and half years the previous government did nothing on these projects—absolutely nothing. We have 
been planning on driving these projects. Do we care if the commonwealth government wants to pay the bill? Of 
course it should pay the bill. We get a bad deal from the GST, so the least it can do is fund our infrastructure 
projects. 
As I said, we heard an incredibly confusing contribution. In 20 minutes there was not one outline. What did the 
previous government do in Darling Range? It closed a primary school; it closed a couple of primary schools. Why 
did it close Karragullen Primary School? Why did the Liberal Party close Karragullen Primary School? 
Mr M. McGowan: Because you went there? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My friends went there. Why did the Liberal government close it? I think it argued about 
numbers at the time. Why did the Liberal Party close Karragullen Primary School? 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Dawesville said that the Liberal Party closed Karragullen Primary School 
because there were not enough students! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party closed the Karragullen Primary School — 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I do not care how old the member is, or how many years ago he was 12, but I will call the member 
for Dawesville to order for the second time for keeping on interjecting. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Dawesville outlined why the previous government closed Karragullen Primary 
School—because there were not enough numbers. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not making a comparison; he is making a comparison. How does the member for 
North West Central wear a Liberal Party shirt if it is out there closing schools in peri-urban areas? 
The previous government had no commitment to Byford; it believed that the project should have been delivered 
between 2031 and 2050. It did not do one ounce of planning, so we are doing all the planning from scratch. We 
got some money from the commonwealth government and we would like some more from it, if possible. That is 
our strategy. Our strategy is to get as much money from the commonwealth for our infrastructure projects as 
possible. Who would argue against that? People who hate Western Australia and love Canberra and 
commonwealth politicians—that is who. It is the WA Liberal Party, which will not stand up to Canberra and will 
not stand up for more infrastructure funding. It thinks we should just say, “Oh, thank you very much. Whatever 
you give us—thank you very much.” We actually have a strategy to get more funding from the commonwealth. 
The previous government had a strategy of not delivering infrastructure. Its Metro Area Express commitment was 
based on 50 per cent funding from the commonwealth government, and it gave up after a few months and said, 
“Oh well, we didn’t get the money. We’re walking away.” 
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Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The previous government’s strategy was to put MAX in the budget. What happened to it? Its 
strategy was to put in the budget things that it had no idea how to deliver and for which it had no funding. 

With regard to the Tonkin Highway extension, I actually feel sorry for the former Liberal member for 
Darling Range, Tony Simpson. The previous government set up a working group, and it set him up. It set up 
a working group and said, “Go away and start planning the Tonkin Highway extension.” Remember the last time 
Tonkin Highway was extended, to Thomas Road? Under which government was it? It was a Labor government. 
In eight and a half years, there was no progress on this. Is the Leader of the Opposition saying it has all the 
environmental approvals? Is that what his government sought? The Leader of the Opposition said that the 
Tonkin Highway extension was “shovel-ready”. In eight and a half years, did his government get any of the 
environmental clearances? Of course it did not. It did not do the work to have that project ready. 

In a newspaper article of 2015, the former shire president said that when he first got the shire president job, he got 
a letter from Troy Buswell saying that the Tonkin Highway extension would be built in 2017. He then said that 
the last time he spoke to Dean Nalder, he was saying 2031. This was the previous government’s commitment to 
the Tonkin Highway extension. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is no proof of delivery throughout Darling Range. 

Another key project is Denny Avenue. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: That’s not Darling Range. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Of course it is! Do you think people don’t use it? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, your own member is on her feet. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the member for Bateman does not understand the impact of Denny Avenue on the people of 
Darling Range — 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is the member comparing the Tonkin Highway gap to Denny Avenue as a direct impact on 
Darling Range? Seriously, he does not know what he is talking about—please stop. The Leader of the Opposition 
talked about the Mitchell Freeway extension to Romeo Road as something that significantly impacted the people 
of Darling Range. I can tell him that Denny Avenue impacts on the people of Darling Range. Does he know why? 
It is because high school students travelling from Roleystone down to Kelmscott Senior High School go through 
that level crossing every day. It is one of the only level crossings in the entire area for people moving from east to 
west. It is one of the key issues for the people of Darling Range, and what did the previous government do about 
it? Nothing, yet again, and it still thinks it should be the seventeenth priority, not the first priority. 

I turn now to the West Mundijong industrial estate. The previous government did nothing about it. Let us go 
through the progress. Five weeks after we were elected, I signed off on the metropolitan region scheme. It was 
signed by the Governor on 20 June 2017, tabled in Parliament, and made effective in October. The local planning 
scheme was in progress by February 2018. We basically have done everything possible to progress that MRS—to 
give certainty to landowners and to start developing it as part of our Westport trade plan. The opposition does not 
like the fact that we have a plan for freight and trade — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! Leader of the Opposition, I call you to order for the third time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Leader of the Opposition continues to embarrass himself. Last week he came in and said 
that space was the biggest issue, and now he has realised that he has to move something on Darling Range, but yet 
again he does not know where it is, and in his entire speech today he did not outline one thing that the previous 
government delivered to the people of Darling Range. It let those people down. I was talking to some landowners 
on Sunday about Darling Range. They had read some of Hansard from last week and they said, “We feel sorry for 
Tony Simpson; he was actually a good bloke, but we now know that the Liberal Party didn’t care”, and that is the 
key thing. The Liberal Party did not care about him — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, you are on three calls. 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They said that they now understood, when they put their issues to Tony Simpson, how 
frustrated he was because Liberal ministers and the Liberal government did not care about the outer suburbs or 
about Darling Range. They had issues about their town site, for example. They went to Tony Simpson again and 
again, and nothing happened through the planning processes. The other example is Araluen Botanic Park. Again, 
local landowners put forward ideas for creating a sustainable Araluen into the future, and the previous 
Minister for Planning and previous government just ignored it. 

We have been in power for 15 months and have secured funding for Byford and Tonkin Highway. We have 
planning underway for both. We are about to go into contract for Denny Avenue. We have — 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We have progressed a number of other key projects. What did the last Labor government do? 
The Tonkin Highway extension, the Armadale Hospital expansion, upgrades to Kelmscott and funding for 
Armadale—these were key projects that really helped people in the growing outer suburbs. In eight and a half 
years, the previous Liberal government delivered nothing to those people. The opposition comes in here today, 
having discovered population growth in the outer suburbs, asking why we have not delivered everything in 
15 months. It is just not possible to deliver everything in 15 months. I do not see how it can be said that we have 
not worked hard in the past 15 months in delivering projects around the state. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Last warning, Leader of the Opposition. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is the nine-to-two Liberal Party. Remember its working hours—nine to two. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Sometimes they stay until two. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sometimes they stay until after lunch. 

They ignored the people; we are running as fast as we can to deliver the outcomes. Again and again, the 
performance of the opposition in this place shows that, having done nothing for Darling Range in eight and a half 
years, members opposite have learnt nothing about Darling Range in the past 15 months. It has never been their 
priority. The Leader of the Opposition got lost—he walked away, but I think is just coming back—one day in 
Byford, and discovered that there were people there. The member for Scarborough discovered that there was 
housing in Byford. Who knew that? “Who knew that there were new housing suburbs in Byford?” says the member 
for Scarborough. We all did. We knew the challenges of outer suburban growth, sustainability and making sure 
that the hills have a bright future. We knew the challenges, for example, for Araluen. We knew that 
Tonkin Highway is a key corridor north and south. The reason we can carry out projects like Denny Avenue is the 
redistribution of the Perth Freight Link funds. 

Amendment to Motion 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I move — 

that all words after “house” be deleted and the following words be inserted — 

notes the McGowan government will deliver job-creating infrastructure in the electorate of 
Darling Range, including the Metronet Byford rail extension, the Denny Avenue level crossing 
removal, the Tonkin Highway extension, the West Mundijong industrial estate and the new 
primary school in Byford, after eight and a half years of neglect by the previous Liberal–National 
government 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: My understanding is that an amendment cannot be moved that completely changes the intent 
of the original motion. 

The SPEAKER: It is in order, because it is only out of order if it is a direct negative. 

Debate Resumed 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [3.42 pm]: Of course, the government rejects the motion moved 
by the Leader of the Opposition. It is based on a fundamentally flawed premise. The fact of the matter is that we 
are going to build the Byford rail and the Tonkin Highway extension, and we are putting in place the West 
Mundijong industrial estate, but we are doing far more than those three things. I note that the government has been 
in office for a little over a year. As the Minister for Transport so eloquently and elegantly put it, we have managed 
to secure hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars towards those projects, while the former government had 
nothing against those projects. 
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I want to go to these press articles. As recently as late last year and, I think, early this year, the view of the 
Leader of the Opposition and the Liberal Party was to scrap the rail projects. The opposition is now running 
a motion in this house asking why the government has not built this, whereas the opposition’s policy is to scrap it. 
We have secured hundreds of millions of federal dollars towards it, and the opposition’s policy is to scrap it. I have 
the articles here—“Scrap Metronet, WA opposition says”. In one article after another, the opposition says to scrap 
it. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition says that it is not justified. She said that in numerous articles late last year. 
Now that there is a by-election, the opposition is asking why the government has not built this project. Do members 
opposite not think that people can see through that? It is absolutely pathetic to come in here and run a motion 
asking why the government has not done it, when the opposition’s own policy is to get rid of it. What is more, the 
opposition is angry and upset that we got those hundreds of millions of dollars out of the federal government, and 
we have been so successful getting money out of Canberra when the previous government could not do it. 

Let us go to some of the projects. Members opposite all scoff at Denny Avenue, but as someone who lives in the 
outer suburbs, I can tell members that those projects are important. I was at Denny Avenue the other day, and I had 
the Liberal candidate trying to stand on my shoulder while I was doing the press conference to claim credit. Here 
we are delivering Denny Avenue because we had the courage and foresight to cancel the Perth Freight Link, and 
get the nearly $2 billion into other projects. It would not have been funded but for that decision. The people of 
Kelmscott, Byford, Armadale and all those areas will, of course, be huge beneficiaries of that decision. I will go 
a little bit further afield, to the dualling of Armadale Road and the new bridge over the freeway. Again, this was 
not funded under the last government. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

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

Mr M. McGOWAN: Seriously, because we had the courage to cancel the Perth Freight Link, again nearly 
$2 billion comes in, and we can fund those sorts of projects. Then I heard the Leader of the Opposition say that 
we do not intend to follow through on rail. 

Point of Order 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Mr Speaker, what are we debating? Is it the original motion or the amendment? 

The SPEAKER: The amendment. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: So, should we not have time starting over again? 

The SPEAKER: No, this is a matter of public interest. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Dear me—the Liberal Party is mistaken. Richard Court must be so embarrassed. I think 
Richard Court is quite embarrassed by the Liberal Party in this state. 

I heard the Leader of the Opposition say that we do not intend to follow through on that rail—like we did not 
follow through on the Mandurah rail and the Joondalup rail. When we say we are going to build rail lines to benefit 
the people of the outer suburbs, we do it. We saw, under the last government, the Metro Area Express light rail 
campaign, which won the previous government seats throughout the northern suburbs, and then it failed to deliver. 
That is the Liberal Party’s record when it comes to rail. Now the opposition has the hide to go out and say “scrap it”, 
and then to come in here and ask why it has not been built. Is it not a bit ridiculous for the opposition to run those 
two arguments at the same time? 

We will be building the Byford rail because we understand that the people of the outer suburbs deserve that sort 
of important infrastructure to ensure that they are connected to employment, and all the opportunities on offer 
throughout the metropolitan area. We support it, and we will be building the Byford rail. We have secured about 
$250 million out of the federal government towards that. I worked with the Prime Minister to get that money, but 
I tell you what—we want more federal money. The opposition seems to object to federal money coming in, but 
we want more federal money, so we are fighting for more GST, and we will be fighting for more money under the 
national partnership agreements. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: Hypocrite! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Yes, you will withdraw that remark, member for Bateman. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The “hypocrite”? 

The SPEAKER: Are you going to say it again? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am just asking if that is what I am being asked to withdraw. I withdraw it. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Liberal Party is of such low quality, it is embarrassing for them. 

We will be arguing for more federal money. We have around eight months to a year until the next federal election. 
We already have an additional $2 billion commitment from the federal opposition. We will be seeking more money 
out of the federal government towards these sorts of projects. What is wrong with that? Why are members opposite 
complaining about that? I think the people of Darling Range want us to get more GST. I think they want us to fight 
for more money for transport and other projects around Western Australia. Other states have done so, and have 
been successful. At last, we have a government in Western Australia that is getting a better deal out of Canberra. 
That is what is occurring here, and the Liberal Party in this state hates it. Members opposite hate that we work 
with their federal colleagues to get a better deal for Western Australia, but we are not giving up on it. We are going 
to seek more and more and more, because that is what Western Australia deserves in the current environment. The 
federal government has let us down on GST, and we are seeking a better deal in relation to other forms of funding. 
Let us go to the other point. The other point was the Tonkin Highway extension. Mr Keith Ellis, the then president 
of the Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale, said in 2015, and I quote — 

“Last time — 

This is when the former government was in office — 

we spoke to Dean Nalder, he was saying 2031. It will cost about $240 million to do it properly but no one 
seems to have the money for it.” 

A couple of years ago, the then shire president said that under the former government’s plan and according to the 
then transport minister, it was a 2031 project. However, under the former government’s Perth and Peel@3.5 million 
planning document, which went up to 2050, it was a 2050 project. Under the Liberal–National government, 
Tonkin Highway would be extended in either 2031 or 2050. This government remains committed to that project 
and we have at least half the funding for it—all in the space of one year—yet somehow, according to the 
Liberal Party, that is some huge failure! In eight and a half years, there was no delivery and no money. The former 
government planned it for 2031 or 2050; under us, the project is more than half funded and planning is underway. 
Planning work is underway on all these projects, yet somehow members opposite are saying that is some sort of 
failure. What a pathetic — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I did not hear it. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Mr Speaker, you may not have heard it, but I heard the Leader of the Opposition refer to the 
Premier as a fraud. I ask you to ask him to withdraw. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I did not accuse the Premier of being a fraud; I did not. “It’s fraud”—his actions, not him. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Mr Speaker, if you are referring to someone’s actions as being a fraud, you are referring to them 
as being a fraud. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, will you withdraw—yes or no? Will you withdraw? Otherwise, I will 
call you to order and you will go home. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I withdraw. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In the course of a year, we have managed to progress these projects more than the last 
government, or any government, could ever have dreamt of. The Liberal Party remains opposed to the Byford rail. 
The Liberal Party’s policy is to oppose it. Our policy is to deliver projects like Denny Avenue, underway, and 
Armadale Road, underway. We have half the funding for Byford and we are seeking more funding from the 
commonwealth, and we are going through the planning and business case for that project. Our policy is to build 
the Tonkin Highway extension to South Western Highway. That is our policy, we have around half the money and 
we are seeking more from the commonwealth government. Is that not a pretty good achievement in the course of 
one year? Yet members opposite have the gall to come in here, after having done nothing on those projects, and 
criticise us for that remarkable achievement on all those projects over the course of the last year. 

The people of Darling Range deserve a decent member in Tania Lawrence. They deserve a decent government 
that stands up for the issues that matter to them. They deserve a decent government that is delivering for them. All 
these projects will be delivered by Labor. They never would have been delivered by the Liberal Party. 
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MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [3.52 pm]: I appreciate the opportunity to talk about this matter of public 
importance. I will start by responding to the comments that have been made by the Minister for Transport and the 
Premier. They have just accused the former administration of not caring and not doing these projects. It is important 
to put a few things on the record. For a start, in September 2015, Tony Abbott, the then Prime Minister, and I went 
out and committed to the dualling of Armadale Road, a $145 million commitment from the federal government. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: There was a commitment to do it. 
What we have also seen from the previous administration was the widening of Kwinana Freeway south. Members 
opposite might say that does not impact on people in the Darling Range electorate. The Darling Range electorate 
includes Wellard and Baldivis. Those people have benefited from the widening of Kwinana Freeway and being 
able to get home — 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the second time! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The widening of Kwinana Freeway south impacts the people of the Darling Range electorate. 
The Premier said that our government was not committed to rail projects. What an absolute joke! We extended the 
rail line north through to Butler. We increased the number of railcars by 30 per cent, at a cost of a quarter of 
a billion dollars. We increased the number of buses by 30 per cent. The east metropolitan bus network was 
supported by gas-powered buses that had a problem, because they were exploding. Sorry; I take that back. That 
network did not get the gas-fired buses that had been committed, because the former Labor government did not 
have the power to fill the buses, so it kept the 30-year-old Renault buses going in the eastern suburbs and up in the 
hills; it could not actually support the gas-fired buses. The former administration renewed the whole bus fleet, at 
a cost of $470 million, and increased the size of the bus fleet by 30 per cent. 
When the previous Labor government built the Mandurah rail line, it did not put in the bus connections. It also did 
not put in the car parking. The Liberal government improved the car parking by adding 5 000 parking bays across 
the rail network. Members opposite sit there and tell us that we were not committed to rail projects. We signed and 
started the construction of the Forrestfield–Airport Link in our planning for the Metronet project. Members 
opposite talk about what they are doing for people, but they fail to acknowledge the hard work that was done by 
the former administration on important infrastructure for the Perth metropolitan area. Under our administration, 
we had the $1 billion Gateway WA project. That was the largest road project ever undertaken by Main Roads. 
That feeds in for the people of the Darling Range electorate because it shifts the freight network through the 
metropolitan area. People from the south, from Byford way, who come to the city, and people who head south, 
through Byford way, benefit from the Gateway project. People from Roleystone and Kalamunda who come to the 
city go through the Berkshire Road intersection. Every 10 days, there was an accident at that intersection. That 
intersection is now a lot safer because of the infrastructure that the former government has put in place for the 
people of Perth. So do not tell us that we do not care and are not committed to these projects. Do not try to claim 
the dualling of Armadale Road. 
The government made a joint announcement with the federal government. The press release from the Premier and 
the Prime Minister states, and I quote — 

The Turnbull and McGowan Governments have agreed to build historic, major infrastructure projects 
that will create thousands of jobs, stimulate economic growth and crush congestion, allowing commuters 
to get home more quickly and safely. 

The problem is: why is it not in the budget? The government has put the federal funding in the budget. The state 
government has artificially inflated its revenue lines and it has artificially understated the net debt position of the 
state. The government booked the commonwealth funding for the project but it did not book the state funding. The 
government is now telling us that it is trying to get some more money out of the commonwealth. It is fine to chase 
more money—we have no problems with the government chasing more money. However, the government should 
have booked the state expense and put in a line item to say that it is going to chase more money from the 
commonwealth. The government has not put in anything for the state, yet it has put out a press release that states, 
and I quote again — 

• Extension of the Armadale line to Byford, (indicative estimated cost of $481 million, with 
$241 million in federal funding); 

The government has booked the federal funding in the budget but it has not booked the state funding. The 
government is misleading the people of Western Australia. The press release from the Premier and the 
Prime Minister states also — 

• Stage 3 Extension—extending Tonkin Highway from Thomas Road to the South West Highway, 
including grade separations at Thomas, Orton and Mundijong Roads and South Western Highway 
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and a grade separated interchange at Bishop Road (indicative estimated cost of $505 million, with 
$253 million in federal funding) 

I will go back to what I read earlier — 

The Turnbull and McGowan Governments have agreed … 

It is either an agreement or it is not. If it is not an agreement, why did the government book the federal funding in 
the budget, other than to artificially overstate the revenue lines and artificially understate the net debt position of 
the state? Why? There is no response. There is dead silence. That is misleading this house. It is misleading the 
people of Western Australia. It is not responsible financial management. We had to put up with that nine times in 
the budget speech from the Treasurer. It is not responsible financial management whatsoever. The Premier talked 
about his government’s commitments to the people of the Darling Range electorate. He said, “We are going to 
build this, and we have an agreement with the federal government. Aren’t we good? Look at what we got from the 
federal government!” The government has booked the money from the federal government in the budget. Where 
is the state component? The Premier has said it has been agreed. The Premier said in his press release that it is 
50 per cent and it is pretty straightforward and pretty standard. It is pretty poor financial management and pretty 
poor disclosure to the people of Western Australia and the people of Darling Range. Those people have already 
had one person mislead them, and we are seeing more activities from this government that are further misleading 
the people of Darling Range, and they should not accept that whatsoever. The government may fool some of the 
people some of the time, but it will not fool all of the people all of the time. That is what it is trying to do here. It 
is not appropriate and it should know far better. 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale) [4.00 pm]: Today is a historic day in the life of this Parliament. We have been here 
for nearly 14 months and we have heard the shadow Minister for Transport talk about transport. I think it may 
have been the first time, but her contribution was lacking because she knows very little about Darling Range. The 
member for Bateman just made a speech about our commitments to Darling Range. We have many commitments 
to Darling Range. Tell us one commitment of the Liberal Party in this by-election. Not one commitment has been 
made by the Liberal Party to the electors of Darling Range—not one commitment. We tried to prise it out of 
opposition members last week during private members’ time, but they would not commit to one thing, yet they are 
having a go at the government, which has committed to many projects in Darling Range. 

It is interesting that the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition did not refer to Denny Avenue, but our 
amendment of course refers to Denny Avenue. In the few minutes I have, I would like to talk about Denny Avenue. 
It is interesting that the member for Bateman said that Denny Avenue is not relevant to Darling Range. It is only 
about 500 metres from the electorate border. As the Minister for Transport mentioned, people from Clifton hills, 
Kelmscott hills, Karragullen and Roleystone have to cross the railway line via Denny Avenue, so to say that 
Denny Avenue is not relevant to the electorate shows that the Liberal Party has no idea about Denny Avenue. 

Where has the Leader of the Opposition been in this campaign? The candidate for the Liberal Party put out a video 
supporting Denny Avenue after we made the announcement. Who had a starring role in it? I did. I was in the video, 
but the Leader of the Opposition does not appear. He is not in the video, but I am, because I have been fighting for 
Denny Avenue for many years. The late member for Canning, Don Randall, said in a speech in the federal 
Parliament in 2015 — 

I wish to bring the attention of the House to an ongoing issue of critical significance within the electorate 
of Canning. Denny Avenue and the poorly designed intersections with Streich Avenue and 
Albany Highway, combined with its strategic location in the centre of the Kelmscott Town Centre … 
continues to endanger the lives of motorists and pedestrians alike, to the point where I receive daily 
feedback from concerned constituents about how dangerous it is to travel through this area. 

He finishes with — 

I ask Minister Nalder, the Department of Transport and Main Roads Western Australia, again: how many 
people must be injured and killed before this matter is taken seriously? 

If Don Randall were still alive and Dean Nalder were still the Minister for Transport, unfortunately Don Randall 
would still be asking that question. As we know, last week the member said that it was his seventeenth priority. 
The voters of Darling Range should know that the Liberal Party is not committed to fixing Denny Avenue. 
Don Randall and I tried numerous times to get the then minister down there and he would not come, but of course 
during the Canning by-election, there was an article titled “Dean visits Denny” and the member is pictured with 
the then candidate for Canning, Andrew Hastie. The article from 27 August 2015 quotes him as saying that the 
ultimate solution is a grade separation. Who is going to do that? The McGowan Labor government is going to do 
that, and the electors of Darling Range will know that. How about the Leader of the Opposition makes at least one 
commitment to do one thing in Darling Range if he is successful in two and a half years? He puts his hands up. He 
has no idea. He does not know where Darling Range is. His former Minister for Transport has no idea. He gave 
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no priority to Denny Avenue. The shadow Minister for Transport finally decided to talk about transport today. She 
knows a little more about Darling Range than the Leader of the Opposition, but not too much. 

We are committed to the Byford extension, Denny Avenue, the dualling of Armadale Road and giving long-term 
security to Araluen Botanic Park. The member for Churchlands scoffed at that last week and said that the voters 
of Darling Range are not concerned about that and are concerned only about bread-and-butter issues. The people 
of Darling Range also can enjoy the economic benefits of tourism. It is not just those in the western suburbs who 
can enjoy the benefits of tourism. 

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (38) 

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

 

Noes (17) 

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

            

Pair 

Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms M.J. Davies 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: The question now is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (38) 

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

Noes (17) 

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

            

Pair 

Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms M.J. Davies 

Question thus passed. 
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BAY VILLAGE WORKER CAMP — WOODSIDE ENERGY — KARRATHA — 
LOCAL PARTICIPATION PLAN 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [4.11 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be moved 
forthwith — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for today refusing to table the local 
participation plan for Woodside’s Bay Village, despite taking credit in a 1 June 2018 media 
statement for launching the document. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [4.12 pm]: The government is happy to hear 
this debate subject to the following addition to the motion. I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” the following — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 15 minutes for government members and 15 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, we need an absolute 
majority in order to succeed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [4.13 pm]: I move the motion. We have here the failure of the 
Premier to be open and transparent, which he has not been in letting this house and, more importantly, the people 
of Karratha know what he has signed with Woodside. I want to know who runs the town. I will come back to that 
at the end of my time. Who runs the town? Is it the company, the people of Western Australia or the government 
of Western Australia? The Premier made the announcement on 1 June in hand with Woodside. The Premier is 
taking credit for the local participation plan and the local jobs portal. The Premier, the member for Pilbara and the 
Minister for Lands all know what is in this document, but the people who are most impacted are the people of 
Karratha, who do not know what is in it. The Premier stated that it is all about job creation and securing the future 
of Karratha. He has made it clear that local jobs are his number one priority. He needs to be honest with the people 
of Karratha. What does this local participation plan have in it? We need to know. The Premier has said 
that 85 per cent of local content requirement will be placed on the village. How will this be accounted for? How 
often? Who will judge whether Woodside has met its targets? What penalties exist for noncompliance? How does 
the Premier intend to account for the lost economic opportunity as a result of killing off small business and 
operators who are standing, willing and able to meet Woodside’s needs? What will be in the 700-bed camp? Will 
there be a wet mess? Will there be a gym? Will there be other amenities that Karratha now has since growing to 
become a city? The following are comments from the Mayor of the City of Karratha, who states — 

“Housing workers in such a segregated manner is old school thinking and will result in poor outcomes 
for the community. 

That was said by the Mayor of Karratha—the person who went to the people of Karratha and came back 
with 80 per cent of the population against a 700-bed camp. We want the Premier to be open and transparent and 
to make sure that he puts this participation plan out in the open for the people of Karratha and the people in this 
Parliament to scrutinise. As I asked earlier: who runs Karratha? The member for Pilbara has stated that the day of 
the announcement about a 700-bed camp being based in Karratha was the best day of his life. However, we now 
have further proof that this local participation plan needs to be open and transparent, to be laid on the table and to 
be scrutinised by this Parliament and the people of Karratha. Why? It is in light of comments made by the member 
for Pilbara as follows — 

“These are the companies that set up these towns, these are the companies that run these towns. 

Mr K.J.J. Michel interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: That is a quote from the member for Pilbara. He continues — 

“these are the companies that invest in our towns.” 
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We all know now who runs Karratha. It is definitely not the Premier; it is not the McGowan Labor government. It 
is clearly the companies that run these towns. “The best day of my life” was a quote from the member for Pilbara. 
That is why the Premier needs to be open and transparent and to table the local participation plan so that we can 
see exactly how he has done over the people of Karratha and allowed these companies to run these towns as they 
please. Clearly, that is the mindset of the member for Pilbara, who represents Karratha. Clearly, that reflects the 
Premier’s inability to table a very important document—the local participation plan—so that Parliament can 
scrutinise it. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [4.18 pm]: I want to contribute to this debate too, because let us look 
at the decision. The government has made a decision to support a mining company in Karratha to build a 700-bed 
work camp right next to the town. The company said in its launch that it will support local jobs and a participation 
plan, including some sort of website portal, and that local opportunities will come from that. The Premier launched 
into it by saying that it will pave the way for gas to come onshore from Browse and Scarborough gas fields. Not 
once was it in the application that that is why this work camp is needed. The reason is not even in the application 
for the company to have the work camp, yet the Premier is using it as a basis for his argument. He has, however, 
conceded that it is for the construction and operational workforce. It is not just for construction, during which a lot 
of people are needed and then go away; it is also for operations. It will be there for a long, long period. 

What will the community get out of it? What will the local benefits be? Firstly, the Premier has said the village 
will be constructed with 85 per cent participation. Can members imagine what the people of Karratha think about 
that? This village will undermine their businesses in their community by bringing in a fly in, fly out workforce 
rather than using the current accommodation or other providers in town. The government has said, “Oh, by the 
way, when we build it, 85 per cent of people will participate in its construction and there will be 30-odd long-term 
operational jobs.” I am sure the community would rather not have the village than have a high level of participation 
in its construction. 

At its launch, the Premier went out strongly saying, “I support Woodside’s commitment to local participation; its 
participation plan.” Woodside—the company the member for Pilbara has said runs these towns—has committed 
to a local participation plan. We know where the balance of power sits up in Karratha. It does not sit with this 
government or the member for Pilbara; it sits with the companies that are making decisions and having the 
government roll over to have its belly tickled on the issues. 

What about transparency? This is a big chance for the Premier to put on the table for the people of Karratha and 
regional Western Australia exactly what the negotiating parameters were—put on the table these participation 
plans. He had the chance to do exactly that in question time today in response to the member for 
North West Central, but he did not. So are these participation plans confidential? Are they something to be seen 
only by the companies and department for state development? 

The media release of 1 June quotes the Minister for Lands as saying — 

Now we have these participation plans in place for local jobs in Karratha, as well as the Local Jobs Portal, 
the State will enter into negotiations for a land lease at Bay Village. 

The government is entering into negotiations for a land lease at Bay Village now that the participation plans are in 
place. So what has the government traded off or sought from the company to now start negotiating for a land use 
agreement for Bay Village? What is it? The Premier can answer that question today by tabling the participation 
plans. He can put the participation plan on the table and say, “This is what we’ve done. This is what we were able 
to get out of Woodside before we started negotiating the land use agreement.” Once that negotiation lease is settled, 
that is it; they do not go back to the table. We know they do not go back to the table with these companies, because 
we know what happens with state agreements. Once it happens, they have the government. Has the member for 
Pilbara seen the participation plans? He is out there spruiking the message of the companies that run this town. 
Have you seen the plans, member for Pilbara? 

Mr K. Michel interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Clearly, the member for Pilbara member has not seen the plans. I hope the Premier has seen 
the plans. We would like the community to see the plans of the companies that the member for Pilbara said are 
running these towns. That is not a big ask. We want to know the commitment the government got out of the 
companies, and the parameters for assessing the success of the project. If the companies fail, what will the sanctions 
be? I now know that the government should not rely on the advice of its agencies on sanctions, and what the 
sanctions should be. I know what comes out of the department for state development. I know what the briefing 
note the Premier will receive on these sorts of issues will look like. I can tell members now that it will not be in 
favour of Karratha or the Pilbara; it will be in favour of the companies that run those towns. The Premier needs to 
come to the party, table these participation plans and put them out there for the community to ensure that there is 
a level of public scrutiny—the rolled-gold transparency that he came to government on. He was elected on 
a platform of transparency; this a major test for this Premier and regional development, and he needs to come to 
the party on it. 
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DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [4.24 pm]: I would like to put the Liberal Party’s 
perspective on this debate. This follows on from a suspension of standing orders not too long ago, during which 
I was asked whether I supported the Nationals WA on this issue. At that time I had scant information on Bay 
Village, but I asked the Premier a simple question: how many of the operational workers will stay at Bay Village? 
He point-blank refused to answer. He then went on to accuse the Liberal Party of being against the oil and gas 
industry and fly in, fly out workers. The Liberal Party gave rise to the North West Shelf project. We developed 
every expansion or major project in the LNG industry—Pluto for Woodside, Wheatstone, Gorgon, Prelude; every 
one. We did them all. He criticised us for the promotion and bringing Browse on land. I do not flinch from the 
efforts of the previous Premier. It generated in the vicinity of $50 billion and over 20 000 jobs. This Premier 
criticises us for trying to achieve that. For a variety of reasons, we did not achieve it, but he criticised us. I do not 
for a second back down from those actions. We have received the good news that Browse, and maybe the 
Scarborough gas, will be brought into the Burrup. In the meantime, we have to start planning ahead for that. That 
is good news that has nothing to do with this Premier. It will deal with oil, gas and the price of LNG, and decisions 
of the firms that own those resources. This Premier is taking total credit; he deserves none. 
Woodside will have to invest $4 billion or $5 billion to expand its existing gas plants. They are getting old and 
will have to be altered if they are going to take gas for tolling from other sources. Great. Good. That is nothing to 
do with this government. It is a commercial decision that the government is as usual taking credit for. Do we 
support that? Absolutely. We worked at this for decades. This was our game; the Labor Party is just a follower. 
But the real issue is keeping Karratha a regional city. Successive governments have invested billions of 
Western Australian dollars into that. It is essential. Outside Qatar, it will be the largest LNG hub in the world. 
There needs to be a community around that to supply workers, enjoyment, quality of life and other things. 
We are now planning for a major new phase of the Burrup and Woodside. As for every other expansion, we have 
to know what to expect of Woodside—an excellent Western Australian firm—in the future. What can we expect 
from its investment in the community, its drawing from the community and what it will bring back to the 
community? Does that mean we are against FIFO? Good God, no! That is stupid! I represent a community of FIFO 
workers, but I am also bright enough to know that building Karratha as a regional city is absolutely vital for this 
state, and indeed for Woodside. 
So we want to know what the government has agreed to. It is as simple as that. We want the rolled-gold 
transparency standard as promised. What has the government promised? What has it put into the agreement? 
Woodside has a strong policy of encouraging a certain type of people to relocate to Karratha. Great! Is it going to 
wind that back? Is it going to expand it? Who? What will Woodside do about the many, many second-order 
contractors? Will it take them from Karratha? Will it ensure that there are facilities? Will it pay adequately for the 
use of local government facilities? Will the camp pay adequate rates to the City of Karratha for the services it 
provides? We want transparency. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [4.28 pm]: Once again the Liberal Party is showing that the 
Nationals and Liberals are the enemy of the mining and energy industry. That is very clear. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am saying it, and a lot of people in the resources industry are saying it. The opposition is 
so caught up in this argument of trying to destroy the resources industry that it cannot — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I did not interject on the opposition while it was speaking. 
Opposition members are the enemies of the resources industry; that is clear. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Let me tell the opposition that it is well acknowledged in the resources industry in 
Western Australia today. I have said that I did not interject on opposition members while they were speaking. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Thank you, members. Leader of the Opposition, I note you are on 
three strikes. I have not had the privilege of removing anyone yet, so could we please hear the Premier in silence. 
Thank you. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Liberals and Nationals are once again showing their cards that they are the enemies of 
the resources industry. The Leader of the Opposition, in his comments referring to the Liberal Party’s role in 
resources historically, demonstrates that the Liberal Party today is nothing like the Liberal Party of the 1960s or 
even the 1990s. The National Party is clearly the enemy of Woodside; it clearly hates Woodside as a company and 
hates its role. I think that is a misreading of that company. As I said in question time, without Woodside, Karratha 
would die. Woodside is the lifeblood of that community. Without that company and what it does in that community, 
Karratha and its surrounding towns would be a shadow of what it is today. That is a fact. I want to see Karratha 
continue to flourish. I will just explain it again. We made a very difficult decision, but the right decision, to ensure 
that Karratha continues to thrive and prosper, because we are doing whatever needs to be done to bring Browse 
and Scarborough gas onshore. 
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Mr V.A. Catania: When you say it is difficult decision, why can’t you table your documents? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Member for North West Central, please. Can the Lord Haw-Haw of the Parliament please 
stop interjecting. I did not interject on him. We made the difficult but necessary decision to ensure that Browse 
and Scarborough gas comes onshore, and that is our position; that is my position. I want it to come to Karratha so 
that I and future Premiers can ensure that at any one point in time, people up there are saying that gas, which could 
easily have been processed elsewhere or might not have been processed for decades or even centuries to come, is 
coming to Karratha and keeping that community prosperous. That is what I want to see happen, and we are doing 
what needs to be done in order to make sure that occurs. 
I have explained my second point to members opposite before, but I will explain it again. Woodside has a lease 
over a property where it could put in place a bigger work camp, further from town, which was signed up in 2011 
when the National Party was in government. If this lease opportunity at Bay Village is rejected, Woodside can 
easily go to Civeo further out of town. I do not know why the opposition is intellectually incapable of 
understanding that argument. 

Point of Order 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: The Premier is not sticking to the motion, which clearly asks for him to table the local 
participation plan. That is the motion. Can you please direct the Premier to table that document, Madam Acting 
Speaker? That is the motion. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Thank you, member. I do not think I can direct him to table 
a document. This is not question time, it is general debate, and I think he is getting to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The company can establish a camp at a place called Civeo further out of town. I do not know 
why the Liberals and Nationals cannot intellectually understand that. We have negotiated an arrangement whereby 
we maximise local employment, we provide additional opportunities for Browse and Scarborough gas to come 
onshore in Karratha, we ensure the long-term viability and survival of Karratha as a prosperous community and 
we ensure that children coming out of high school in Karratha have the best opportunities for employment. Why 
can the opposition not understand that? Why does it object so vigorously to that? I will get to those points. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! It is clear that the Premier has indicated he is not taking interjections, so 
could we please hear him in silence. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Liberals and Nationals have a long time in opposition, so they may as well get a bit of 
patience. 
I will take members through a few of the issues. First of all, I was asked a question without notice, the third 
question in question time, and instantly, at the first opportunity, the member for North West Central stands up to 
suspend standing orders to demand that the participation plan be released because I did not release it in question 
time when I was asked a question without notice. Does that not seem — 
Mr R.S. Love: You refused to release it. 
Ms R. Saffioti: No, he did not. He did not refuse. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Honestly, this opposition is so low quality. You are so low quality—honestly, you are. 
Maybe one or two members are not, but in general they are. I was asked a question in question time and I did not 
immediately respond, because I wanted to get a little bit of advice, and immediately after question time the member 
for North West Central stands up and demands that I release the document and condemns me for not releasing it 
during question time. Does the member not think that he might have given me a bit of time to get a bit of advice? 
Does he not think that it might have been an appropriate thing to do?  
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Then he interjects again. The yapping happens again.  
Then the Vichy member for North West Central said this. His exact words were, “Hand over the document so we 
can see how you have done over the people of Karratha.” It is not like he said to hand over the document so it 
could be analysed to determine what is reasonable and what is not in the document. He said, “Hand over the 
document so we can see how you have done over the people of Karratha.” 
Mr V.A. Catania: You have done over the people of Karratha. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There we are!  
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It does not matter what we do, the member has prejudged the issue. It does not matter what 
is said, the member has prejudged the issue. It does not matter what is in the agreement, because the member has 
prejudged the issue. He has said that in his own words. This idea that somehow the member wants to analyse the 
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agreement to get to the bottom of what is going on is ludicrous. He has no intention of analysing it to see what is 
good and what is bad. His intention is to wave it around in Karratha and be a big man and say, “Look at us, we’re 
standing up for Karratha.” The reality is that the member is trying to kill the future of Karratha. That is the reality. 
The Liberal Party is joining him in that. Then the member for North West Central verballed the member for Pilbara. 
The member for Pilbara said that the best day of his life was the launching of the jobs portal. Look at the jobs 
portal. There are jobs offered giving first priority to the people of Karratha. That is a great achievement. During 
the matter of public interest the Liberal Party attacked us for securing more money from Canberra. During this 
suspension motion the very sparse members of the National Party are attacking us for establishing a jobs portal 
giving preference to the people of Karratha. Seriously, what planet is the National Party on? Does the National 
Party think the people of Karratha are unhappy that their children are getting preference at Woodside? Does it 
think they are unhappy about that? If I lived in Karratha and my children were going through high school or TAFE 
or undertaking a university degree and the opportunities were being offered — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Please, the Lord Haw-Haw of the Parliament spouts off like the former Lord Haw-Haw 
upon whom he models himself. Please be quiet, because we all know what happened to Lord Haw-Haw—at least 
I do; you probably do not. 
That is the context of the issue: we want to bring the gas onshore and we want to ensure that Karratha people have 
the first opportunity. 
I have the local participation plan here and I will table it at the conclusion of my remarks. It covers a whole range 
of issues that were agreed between the government and Woodside. As was made clear on the day, the minister has 
not yet signed the lease, but the intention of the government is to negotiate the lease with Woodside. The provisions 
of the local participation plan are that there is a locals-first job portal, which we have established. It is the first 
time in Western Australia that that has been done. In accordance with this plan and the portal, which has been 
released, people in Karratha will have first preference for jobs at Woodside. That is a good thing. Obviously, if 
a person lives in Karratha and they raise their family there, if they provide that support and encouragement to that 
community, they get the first opportunity. The portal is also advertising jobs from other employers. Our expectation 
is that people in the Pilbara, but Karratha more generally, will be accessing this portal, this website, very regularly 
to see what opportunities are available for them. Karratha is 1 500 kilometres or so from the member for 
North West Central’s house. It is a community way out there in the country, a long way away from where the 
member for North West Central lives in Mt Claremont. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, thank you.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe it touched a nerve. Here he is in Mt Claremont, a long way away from the people of 
Karratha. Karratha is a lovely community, but isolated. Let us be fair, it is a long way away from where the member 
lives. Our view is that the people who live in Karratha in the Pilbara, who are raising their families and doing the hard 
yards on behalf of the state, should get some priority, which is terrific for them. We are very pleased about that. 
It has a whole range of other provisions about ensuring that contractors use the portal and it has Indigenous 
opportunities for Aboriginal people. It has the requirement for additional Woodside — 

Tabling of Paper 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Premier is reading from an official document. I wonder whether the Acting Speaker 
could ask the Premier to table that document, please. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to the point of order, I said at the start of my comments I was going to read from the 
document and then table it. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): I thought that is what I heard too. The member for Warren–Blackwood 
should be paying more attention! 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member needs to settle down a little bit. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. When the member signed up Chevron and changed the agreement, there was 
none of this local portal business that we are doing. 
There are provisions here about additional residential houses for new families to move into Karratha. When it 
comes to the actual Bay Village, which is being built in a location closer to town than the other opportunity 
Woodside has, there is the opportunity for additional local jobs, whether it is in the construction of the village itself 
or the operations of the village and the sorts of jobs generated by the operations at the village. I think it is 70 jobs 
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or so. All those sorts of opportunities are there. It is at least 85 per cent local content in relation to construction. 
There is a reporting process in relation to the performance of all these matters. Woodside reports to the minister 
for state development—myself—and there is the opportunity for make-good provisions and a potential penalty for 
noncompliance. That is what is contained within the local participation plan. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Lord Haw-Haw, please stop. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I ask the Premier to withdraw that. He needs to call the member for North West Central by 
his seat. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Premier, I would ask you to — 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will call the member for North West Central by his electorate: member for North West Central. 

Debate Resumed 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: In response to the motion moved by the opposition—supported by the National Party and 
supported by the Liberal Party—obviously we are not supporting it. I will table this particular document. 
[See paper 1420.] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is not only a bit of a milestone for Western Australia that we have managed to secure this 
level of local content, local employment and local opportunity for people in the Pilbara, but also it is a milestone 
that we are doing what is required to bring Browse and Scarborough gas onshore. That is what we are doing. The 
former Labor government put in place the domestic gas requirements. The government of Alan Carpenter brought 
that in. I recall that it was strenuously objected to by the then federal Liberal government. A few federal Labor 
people as well might have also strenuously objected to it. They were all wrong and we were right. Domestic gas 
is now a reality in Western Australia—unlike the eastern states, which suffer as a consequence. We have seen 
terrible disruption in the eastern states because they have not protected their states, as Labor did back in 2006 and 
2007 at a state level with domestic gas requirements. We are ensuring that the future of Karratha and the future of 
gas coming down the pipeline from the North West Shelf is protected. That is what we are doing. 
The National Party might, as it will, scaremonger around Karratha, but I think people in the Pilbara and people in 
Western Australia are smarter than that. They are smarter than to fall for these sorts of ridiculous, silly, outrageous 
scare campaigns that the National Party, supported by the Liberal Party, is engaging in. Woodside is a good 
employer. It employs many Western Australians. I want it to continue to do so for another century. The policy of 
this government is to create jobs opportunities and to ensure the long-term viability and future of the important 
community of Karratha. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms S.E. Winton) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (16) 

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

 

Noes (36) 

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

            

Pair 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr Y. Mubarakai 

Question thus negatived. 
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EDUCATION AND CARE SERVICES NATIONAL LAW (WA) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 May. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [4.49 pm]: It gives me great pleasure to speak on behalf of the opposition on 
the Education and Care Services National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2018. I am the opposition’s lead 
spokesperson in this case, which is a first for me. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Don’t mess it up! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will try not to. The advice from the member for Mandurah not to mess it up was echoed 
similarly by my leader who told me not to screw it up either! I will see how long I can go for. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: This could be a career-destroying move. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. Right here and now my career is over, 15 months into the job!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): What an honour it is to be in the chair, member for Dawesville! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The honour is all mine, Madam Acting Speaker. In this case, Hon Tjorn Sibma is the 
opposition’s actual spokesman on this bill, but I am his Legislative Assembly representative. 

I would like to raise a couple of issues in relation to this bill. Given that it is my first time as lead speaker, I look 
forward to hopefully fleshing out some of those issues in an extensive consideration in detail, late into the evening, 
but I note at this point that the opposition supports the bill. 

As many members may know, the work on this legislation, in various incarnations, dates back to a decision in 
2009. The member for Morley would rightfully point out to me at this point through an interjection that it was 
under the Gillard–Rudd federal government, but of course in 2009 there was also a Liberal–National government 
here in Western Australia. The Council of Australian Governments wanted a consistent national approach to the 
regulation and quality of the delivery of early childcare services. The Minister for Child Protection can correct me 
if I am wrong but I think in Victoria in that same year, under the then Labor state government, legislation was 
introduced that was mirrored in basically every other jurisdiction except Western Australia; in the great state of 
WA, we always like to do things slightly differently. I have had the pleasure of going through the New South 
Wales and Victorian Hansards and reading the contributions made by members in those states in relation to the 
mirroring legislation and the enacting legislation. After reading those Hansards, it seems that Victoria led the 
development of the initial round of regulations for the national quality framework that was to be adopted or 
complied with by all states and territories by 2012. 

According to the information provided to the opposition by the minister, a review that was undertaken in 
2014 found that, by and large, the national framework was working quite well and that the intent and desire of 
state and territory governments was to ensure that a unified, standardised model was in good shape, although some 
changes were required, and that is the legislation that we see here today. It found that there needed to be a slight 
tightening of the overall technical and operational elements, and the legislation we have in front of us—some 
286 pages—goes through a lot of the changes that were recommended as a result of that review. 

Overwhelmingly, I think there is some capacity for an improvement in the provision of day care services, family 
day care in particular. This legislation goes a long way towards doing that. I commend the work of the previous 
Liberal–National government which, as late as 2016, concurred with the nature of the legislation before us. It is 
a bill that seeks to improve the variety of operational, administrative and technical arrangements that govern the 
operations of long–day care, family day care, preschool and outside-school-hours care. I think that is good. The 
legislation also seeks to simplify the enforcement provisions, and that is a good move. I think anything that 
removes unnecessary burdens on operators, such as the removal of the burden of seeking supervisor certificates, 
is a good thing. The performance requirements have been strengthened for facilities rated “excellent”, and from 
everything I have read I think that is also a good move. Importantly, I commend the bill for taking a far closer look 
at family day care and the requirements for operators in that space. 

Having read through the bill, the explanatory memorandum, and the information that was kindly provided by the 
minister’s office in response to some questions we asked, the opposition will also support this legislation because 
it seems to me that it will generate some net savings for operators in Western Australia and nationally. I thank the 
minister and her department for providing that information to the opposition. It is with all that in mind, especially 
considering the legacy of the previous Liberal–National government, that we will support this legislation. I think 
I am the only speaker on this side on this bill. 

I am concerned about why, after it has taken some 15 months to get the legislation here today, there is now a sense 
of urgency afoot; I hope we get to understand that a bit more. I understand—anecdotally, from operators that I have 
spoken to—that there has been a claim made that the legislation will be in place by 1 October. Given that it was 
introduced only last month, I am keen to understand why that should be. From my understanding of the standing 
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orders of the upper house, this looks to me like legislation that might go to the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review or the Standing Committee on Legislation; no? Hopefully I can get some more 
information about what that looks like. Certainly, there is an expectation from my upper house colleagues that that 
might be the case, but I look forward to understanding why it might not be. 

Moving away from the technical aspects of the legislation, I think this bill gives all members in this place an 
opportunity to recognise and speak to the importance of day care services in our communities. A number of members 
in this place—certainly in some maiden speeches that I witnessed and in other contributions—have talked about the 
benefits early child care can have for children, their brain development and their developmental abilities. As the 
Legislative Assembly lead speaker on this bill, I took the opportunity to read a number of articles and academic 
journals on the subject. Somewhere between 80 to 95 per cent of a child’s brain is formed by the time they reach 
school. I came across a study that I think was referenced in one of the briefing notes provided by the minister, 
although I should have paid more attention to that footnote. It was a longitudinal study conducted between 
1997 and 2003 by the Institute of Education at University College London and published in 2004. It looked at some 
3 000 children aged three to seven and compared the developmental progress of those who had had the benefit of 
early childcare education and those who had not. There were a number of key findings about that preschool period, 
ages three to seven, that I thought were quite important and that we should recognise in this place, given that this 
legislation and childcare operators are so important in Western Australia and Australia more generally. 

The study found that that preschool experience, compared with absolutely no exposure to early child care and 
education services, resulted in enhanced all-round development in children who were in child care in either 
full-time or part-time capacities. Oddly enough, there was not much difference between full time and part time. 
Developmentally, they were far better rounded and far better off for having gone through the early child care and 
education experience. I found it interesting that the earlier a child started in child care, the better off they were in 
terms of intellectual development. Something that mattered a great deal to me, as I am sure it would to many 
members in this place, is that disadvantaged children—that is, those from a lower socioeconomic background—
were substantially better off for having had access early on to the early childcare environment. From a social 
perspective, when they are around children from a range of different backgrounds, it helps them from 
a developmental perspective. From an educational perspective, those children who were disadvantaged in an 
overall sense tended to be far better off for having gone to that sort of preschool early childcare environment. 

Having read through the institute’s Technical Paper 12, quality makes quite a significant difference. Although this 
legislation is extensive and seeks to amend three different pieces of legislation, from my reading it is thoroughly 
well-researched and well-thought through. To have a review commissioned and have the government respond to 
that review is a good thing. The institute’s report found that there was a significant relationship between the quality 
of the offerings by those early childcare centres and the outcomes for the children. This legislation seeks to ensure 
that, as far as possible, early childcare centres and family long–day care centres comply with the national quality 
framework. That is a very good thing because we need to ensure that future generations are as best placed as 
possible, from a societal and developmental perspective, to have good and affordable access to quality childcare 
arrangements in the state of Western Australia. The institute’s report specifically referred to making sure that there 
was appropriate training and qualifications for caregivers in those environments, and for those who help in those 
early childhood care settings. Referring to the types of child care that was on offer, the study found that the centres 
with children from mixed socioeconomic backgrounds were far better off. Mixing children from different 
socioeconomic backgrounds at a very early stage clearly had a far better impact on the development of children 
who attended. I spoke before about the impact on children from low socioeconomic backgrounds, and, having 
gone through this, this was one of the most important areas to me. Obviously it is the federal government operating 
more in this space, but I would like to reflect on the need to make sure that families from lower socioeconomic 
backgrounds have access to the quality child care we seek to introduce with this bill. 

I have spoken a number of times in this place about my own family background. Despite assertions from some 
members opposite, my family is from, at the very least, a lower middle-class background. My family worked their 
entire lives. From when I was six months old, I was put into child care because my mother had to work. She has 
worked in the same pharmacy in Forrestfield for 34 years. Largely speaking, she would have had to work to pay 
for my childcare fees. From the age of six months until my immediate preschool years, I was in a family day care 
centre, and from the time I started preschool up until the time I graduated, I was at a community care centre in the 
Hartfield Park Recreation Centre in Forrestfield. I am not sure whether the day care centre still operates there, but 
it was at the very back. I have some rather fond memories of that centre. 

When I look back on the struggles my family went through, I compare it with my own personal circumstances 
now. The care of any future children of Michelle and me is a quite pertinent discussion topic that Michelle and 
I often have. At some point in time, I hope that we will get the opportunity to have children, but a conversation we 
have very regularly is about who will care for the children that we one day hope to have. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are in a very productive seat, as I mentioned to you. It is very fertile. I think seven 
children have been born to members on those two back seats. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for Mandurah informs me that these back two seats here have produced some 
seven children in a decade. Perhaps I am in the hot seat, in that case. 

Access to affordable child care is a significant concern for us. It is something that I would not have thought about 
had it not been for Michelle, to be perfectly frank. There are some 14 centre-based care facilities in my electorate 
of Dawesville, and there are 24 in the electorate of Mandurah as well. From an agency perspective, I prefer that it 
be noted that they are in a regional area, not a metropolitan area. Nonetheless, we share some 38 centres across the 
Mandurah community. One in particular is operated by a former councillor of the City of Mandurah, Jane Field. 
I think it is called “Little People” or something. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: “Little Friends”. All my children go there. Sorry—Small Friends. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Small Friends—a great operation, clearly helping to shape the Templeman tribe! 

Michelle is pursuing a professional career and continuing to go from strength to strength. Women and parents 
across all Western Australia have to balance our family and a career. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: And men, as well. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I did say “women and families” and parents more generally speaking, member for 
Mirrabooka. I am in awe of their efforts. I admire greatly especially the parents in this place who have to go through 
leaving their children in care or at home. This place takes a lot from a lot of us, and that is the topic of conversation 
that Michelle and I often have. If we have young children, she wants to get back into the workforce as quickly as 
she can, and I wonder whether it will be in a similar way as my mother did—within six months. I do not want her 
to give up her professional career. That is very unfair. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You can give up yours. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: At the urging of members opposite, I could indeed remove myself from the seat of 
Dawesville, but I suspect I am not giving up on that dream either. I think it is something that we need to think 
about, and this legislation gave me cause to think about what that actually meant. While understanding fully the 
changes made by the federal government that come into place on 1 July, from a personal perspective, I want to 
make sure that not only Michelle, but also all women, parents or guardians are not disadvantaged professionally 
because they choose to have a child or they have a child. I think that disadvantage is inherently inequitable, and, 
beyond the equality issue, I think it is also an important economic imperative to ensure that there is access to 
affordable, professional quality child care from a very early age in a progressive nation such as Australia, and, 
indeed, in the great state of Western Australia. The cost barrier is a big issue, and that needs to be more broadly 
addressed, although obviously not in this place. It is a topic of conversation that Michelle and I have very regularly. 
I have spoken to friends of ours who have children, and a number of times they have said to us that they would be 
better off not going to work, because they get more funding from the federal government for the childcare places, 
and they are worse off having both parents employed. 

I do not want to harp on too much. I had prepared only a 20-minute speech, rather than a 60-minute speech, and 
I am not going to continue taking up the chamber’s time too much. This is a good piece of legislation, with the 
representation of the former Liberal–National government. It is important for all of us in this place to congratulate 
those in the childcare sector, in whatever capacity, because they look after the most important members of our 
community, and help shape their future, for which we will all be better off. There is a great need to ensure a high 
quality standard of childcare services right across our state. I am concerned about the regional implications of 
some parts of this legislation, especially with the ratio of coordinators and the like, but I look forward to going 
through that in consideration in detail. In that context, the opposition hopes that this bill goes some way towards 
making sure child care in this state is as affordable and accessible as possible, and this bill should give us some 
cause to reflect on the important matter of community care services for our children. There is a need to get this 
right, and that will be done through a nationally consistent approach and, as such, the opposition commends this 
bill to the house. 

MS A. SANDERSON (Morley — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.08 pm]: I rise to make my contribution to the 
debate on the Education and Care Services National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2018. I thank the member for 
Dawesville for his contribution to the debate, and I thank the Minister for Child Protection for introducing the 
legislation. Essentially, we have before us Western Australia’s responsibility, if you like, as part of the national 
quality framework to enact some of the changes agreed upon after the review of 2012. The national quality 
framework was essentially established by the federal Labor government, starting under Prime Minister Kevin Rudd 
and continuing under Prime Minister Julia Gillard. After many years of lobbying, it was a very fractured sector 
made up of for-profit companies, not-for-profit organisations and individuals operating in their households, which 
looked after our children, the most important people in our lives, and obviously needed important regulation. 

Governments have always played a very important role in child care, in funding as well as in regulation. We saw 
the need for governments to have a very stringent and tight influence on the provision of childcare services with 
the collapse of ABC Learning. That potentially would have led to the closure of one-third of this country’s 
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childcare centres overnight and put at risk the tens of thousands of people who relied on those centres to enable 
them to go to work every day, all because of one man’s over-ambitious greed, frankly, in expanding too quickly. 
The federal government then had to step in, and that is how we ended up with Goodstart Early Learning, which is 
now probably the biggest childcare player across the country and the biggest single player in Western Australia. 

The national quality framework was developed partly as a result of that scenario and the different standards that 
applied across the sector. As has been mentioned previously, numerous studies have indicated that early education 
is very important. The national quality framework seeks to ensure that a child at a childcare centre in Maddington 
is provided with the same quality of care and early education as a child at a childcare centre in Cottesloe, Morley 
or Nedlands. It does not matter where the children go; the same quality framework applies at all childcare centres, 
and the workers in those centres use the same curriculum, to prepare kids for school. Child care is very much about 
preparing children for school. When kids go to kindy, we can see the difference between kids who have gone to 
child care and kids who have not. Child care teaches kids to understand that there are other rules and structures in 
the world, not just mum’s rules, and that we need to learn how to work as a group and with other people. Child 
care provides an important base for children when they enter their school years. 

We know that brain development is most rapid in the early years of life. We know also the importance of quality 
stimulation and support—if that is missing, it may cause significant developmental delays. We have seen the 
effects of early disadvantage in children. Quality child care can help tackle a lot of that. We know that early 
intervention for disadvantaged children often leads to improvements in children’s survival, health, growth and 
cognitive and social development. This is from the Unicef website on early childhood development. It goes on to 
state that children who receive assistance in their early years achieve more success at school; and, as adults, they 
have higher employment and earnings, better health, and lower levels of welfare dependence and crime rates than 
those who do not have these early opportunities. Efforts to improve early child development are an investment, 
not a cost. Some figures about early intervention indicate that for every dollar spent on improving early childhood 
development, the returns in later life are, on average, four to five times the amount invested. 

It is incredibly important that governments are involved in early childhood development and child care. The 
2015 Australian Early Development Census provides some interesting statistics about Australian children’s 
development and vulnerability. It found that 22 per cent of children were developmentally vulnerable in one or 
more domains; 11.1 per cent of children were developmentally vulnerable in two or more domains; and 
15.5 per cent of girls and 28.5 per cent of boys were developmentally vulnerable in one or more domains. It 
identified 42.1 per cent of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children as developmentally vulnerable. It found 
that where children live and their socioeconomic status has a significant impact on their development. Children 
who live in socioeconomically disadvantaged Australian communities are more likely to have developmental 
delays. That is why the provision of consistent quality child care across this country is so important. A core Labor 
value is to provide children with a quality education no matter where they live. That is in addition to the economic 
benefits of getting more people into the workforce. 

Another benefit of child care is that childcare workers are often best placed to identify early signs of syndromes 
and other developmental delays. We know that with these types of conditions, early intervention is the key. We 
have seen that with the increase in the prevalence of autism. It is often childcare workers who pick up for mum 
and dad that their child’s fine motor skills or gross motor skills are an issue, or that communication or eye contact 
are an issue, and alert the parents. The parents may be working, and often they have other children to take care of 
as well, and they get used to their child and their particular ways and may not necessarily pick that up. 

The national quality framework was implemented in response to the review of the childcare sector that was 
undertaken by the federal government in 2012. The review recommended a range of changes, which I will go into. 
I want to talk now about the importance of regulation in this sector and the role that is played by the state 
government. Essentially, the state government is the regulator of child care, not necessarily the funder, if you like. 
Children are the most important people in our lives. I have used long day care and I use out-of-hours school care. 
Out-of-hours school care has traditionally been much less regulated across the country. It is good to see that 
Western Australia is ahead of the curve in that area. Nationally, better regulation is being brought in. Child care is 
no longer a babysitting service. Child care is a hard, skilled and very important job, because childcare workers are 
responsible for vulnerable people—our little children. However, breaches do occur, because child care is run by 
humans, and humans make mistakes. The role of the government is to put in place every mechanism possible to 
manage the safety of childcare centres and the safety of children, while allowing kids to be kids and play and do 
all the things they need to do. It is a huge balancing act that governments of all political persuasions have to do. 

The worst possible scenario occurred a couple of years ago with the North Perth out-of-hours childcare centre. 
The centre was essentially a hall, with a park attached to it, with some gates. It would not pass any long day care 
centre test. I had wondered about it myself. I had heard really good reports about that centre. We lived locally. My 
daughter had been enrolled at that centre and would have attended the day after the incident. Two children who 
were playing were lured out of the centre and walked to Hyde Park and sexually assaulted. That would be the 
worst possible nightmare of every parent—without a doubt. There is no doubt that centre failed those children and 
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that family. It also failed the whole community, because it never reopened. That is quite right, in my opinion, 
because it lost the confidence of the community. However, it had been providing an important service to the parents 
in that area who used the after-school care, and also for the parents of children at North Perth Primary School. 
That service was picked up by Mulberry Tree Childcare and Kindy, which is the only childcare service covering 
the entire area of North Perth. That service has now moved to the Loftus Centre, which is not anywhere near 
North Perth, so parents have to ferry their kids to that centre. That does not come anywhere near to dealing with 
the personal tragedy for that family, but it is providing a community service and there is a responsibility for 
everyone. The first thing people ask when something like that happens is, “What could the government have done 
better? What needs to be fixed? What needs to be looked at? How can we stop this from happening again?” That 
is why it is important to constantly review the regulations to make sure they meet today’s expectations and meet 
the requirements for the proper development of our children. 

One area that has received a lot of attention is family day care. That is a growing sector and an absolutely legitimate 
option for parents. It is also an option for parents who want to look after their own children in their own home and 
also provide child care for other children. I have friends who use family day care. I probably would have used it if 
I had any centres around me, but I do not. I use long day care. It is certainly a legitimate option. 

There have been some incidents. Some of these reforms will certainly tighten the oversight of family day care. 
There is high noncompliance in this sector compared with that in the long day care sector, which tends to have 
more staff. The law mandates the ratio of family day care coordinators to educators at one to 15 for the first 
12 months of operation and one to 25 after the first 12 months of operation. It introduces some new penalties for 
providers for breaches of those minimum ratios. It clarifies some of the regulations to make clear that family day 
care assistants can stand in the place of the family day care educator only in the event of unforeseen and exceptional 
circumstances. It introduces new penalties to apply to breaches to ensure that the activities of family day care 
educator assistants are limited to those in the regulations. Previously, family day care providers approved the use 
of venues, but this will now be the responsibility of the regulatory authority. Approved providers will be required 
to notify the regulatory authority of any change of location at least 14 days before the change and provide proof 
of the new address. People will not be able to just pop up in new locations, if you like. The power of entry for 
regulators will be expanded for family day care. Authorised officers will be able to enter the premises during 
operating hours or if there is a reasonable belief that a service is operating, and they will be able to enter without 
a warrant to determine whether a service is operating without approval at a premises. New offences apply for the 
failure to keep an accurate record of educators and assistants and family day care coordinators. The law will allow 
for the regulatory authority to publish service approval numbers for family day care services. It will also clarify 
that information can be shared within departments and between state governments when it relates to the funding 
of a service. One of the issues we have, and I am sure the previous government had and many other governments 
have, is the lack of sharing data and information between departments. It really hinders the ability of those 
departments to do their work. The law will also allow authorities to publish information about enforcement actions 
that identifies a person with management or control of a service if it is in the public interest to do so. That 
information will be provided for the public. The law will tighten up a lot of the family day care regulations. There 
may be more work to do in this sector in light of the recent coronial findings, and I am sure the minister will 
enlighten the chamber on that. 

More generally, the bill will help to refine and streamline some of the national quality processes and standards and 
reduce a lot of duplication and overlapping. There are a lot of quite legitimate standards, requirements, forms and 
red tape in child care, but some of it has been identified as being unnecessary. It will be good to release educators 
from doing that so that they can educate kids. The eligibility for the “excellent” rating will be strengthened, so that 
it is much more consistent. Services will have to reach a higher standard to achieve that “excellent” rating. The fee 
for “excellent” rating applications also will be removed. These applications will be limited to those exceeding the 
national quality standards in all quality areas. The bill will also restrict persons from being nominated as 
a supervisor or regulatory authority when necessary. These are very much machinery changes, but they are 
important to the management and day-to-day working of those centres. 

I think it is important also to talk about essentially the lifeblood of the sector, which is childcare workers and the 
incredible work that they do. Similar to the National Disability Insurance Scheme, one of the great challenges 
when a government provides funding for an important community service, whether it be disability, aged-care or 
childcare services, is the enormous workforce that goes with it. People want and demand, and rightly so, 
high-quality child care. They want childcare workers to be trained. They want diploma-level educators in their 
centres and, when possible, teachers. That is absolutely appropriate. Those people have careers and deserve to be 
properly remunerated. There is not a lot of money in child care if people are doing the right thing. There is not 
a lot of fat on the goose in this particular instance. Parents cannot afford to pay more. Some centres provide 
a more upscale service, such as music and art lessons, but, generally, most parents cannot afford the fees of $150 to 
$250 a day at those centres. 

[Member’s time extended.] 
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Ms A. SANDERSON: Parents cannot afford to pay more. Childcare workers certainly can and should earn more, 
so the responsibility lies with the federal government to support the sector by providing adequate funding to 
support the wages and a proper career path for those workers. That is the way to improve the quality of the training 
and the service provided for childcare users. It is not about imposing higher fees and more burdens on those centres. 
It will fall on early childcare workers to implement a lot of the regulations in this area. The increase in regulation 
can affect frontline staff and add to workloads. Some of these reforms are aimed at reducing some of the red-tape 
burden, but it is important to understand that this falls to the people who look after our children. 

On average, childcare workers earn $21 an hour, which is half the average Australian wage rate of $40 an hour. 
There is a very high turnover in the sector because of this, and that is bad. One of the first things that anyone who 
has children in child care should look for at a centre is permanency of staff. It is a good indication of a happy 
centre and experienced staff. A lot of younger women with less experience tend to enter the sector, when a good 
mix is needed of both younger childcare workers and men and women who have been in the sector for a lot longer 
and have some experience and can mentor those staff. Shortfalls in staffing is a massive issue in the sector. I would 
certainly like the federal government to step into this space and provide much more certainty and funding to allow 
those workers to earn a living wage, because the wage they earn now is very close to the minimum wage and they 
deserve a lot better for the work that they do. 

In terms of the state government’s other initiatives in child care, there is no question that the McGowan Labor 
government is very supportive of this area. One of the things that we managed to do in this budget was reinstate 
$4 million worth of funding to community childcare services. I think community child care is really important for 
the sector in Western Australia, because it sets the standard for the sector. Community child care puts all the 
funding it receives back into those early learning centres. In doing that, it provides often higher ratios of staff and 
better quality services. These centres have fantastic playgrounds and really stimulating outdoor areas. They are 
not the centres that have astroturf and a sandpit. I get angry when I drive past those centres. They are not all 
for-profit centres. There are some not-for-profit centres, and there are a couple in my electorate. I shake my head 
and get really, really cranky when I see the astroturf, a little shade sail, a bike and a sandpit. I think those centres 
can do a lot better than that. Where is the money from those centres going, because it is not going back into those 
services? Community childcare centres are important because they set the standard in the sector. Both my children 
have been through community-based child care, but they were at different centres. The waitlists are longer, but the 
care is better and it is consistent. They really are very important. When the previous government cut funding to 
support their maintenance and rent assistance, there was a real risk of that sector collapsing. It is important for the 
whole community that they remain. I am really proud to be part of that and congratulate the minister for ensuring 
that the funds are in this budget, despite our incredibly tight economic circumstances. We have also seen the 
introduction of the regional community childcare development fund to ensure sustainable regional childcare 
services in the wheatbelt region, funded through royalties for regions. 

There is also the no job, no play strong position this government, in particular the health minister, has taken on 
immunisation in this state. I congratulate the federal Liberal government for its strong stance on this. I feel very 
strongly that vaccinations are really important. I support the federal government’s move to suspend childcare 
subsidies to people who opt out of vaccinations. I will admit here that I have been a victim of that. I am a big 
supporter of vaccinations but I missed my son’s 18-month vaccinations. I had moved house and for some reason, 
I was not notified on my MyGov update, although I normally religiously put it up, and all of a sudden the childcare 
rebate stopped, so we were quickly down there getting the vaccination. It works because I reckon the majority of 
people do not vaccinate because they are busy and it slips their mind. A very small number are objectors. I want 
to support both the federal and state governments for the important stance they have taken on this to ensure 
mandatory immunisations, which benefit the whole community. We have seen the $49.3 million investment into 
the early childhood initiative with the Minderoo Foundation and the Telethon Kids Institute, which will be 
a 10-year partnership, to design and deliver services for children aged from zero to four. The world has moved on 
from when child care was glorified babysitting. It is now a really important part of our education system. Whether 
we want to stay at home or go to work, it is of most benefit to our children in preparing them for school. 

I congratulate the minister for bringing this forward. I wish that Western Australia could sometimes just make 
these amendments, as the other states do, without bringing in separate legislation, because that is often the reason 
for delay with these issues. Having spent time on the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review, I do not think it is uniform legislation, but I am not an expert, and I am sure the standing committee will 
tell us. I do not think there is a danger of our relinquishing our sovereignty when we sign up to something like the 
national childcare framework. It could automatically flow through in Western Australia rather than our having to 
have these debates in the chamber, and we could just get on with it and put things in place. I congratulate the 
minister. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [5.32 pm]: I too want to rise and speak on the Education and Care Services 
National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2018 and thank the previous speakers. I particularly thank the member for 
Morley, whom I agree with totally that this legislation needs to be in a national framework. We have a consumer 
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law national framework that, I understand, like the rest of the states, we may adopt. The same applies to this bill. 
We should make sure that we work with the other states whereby the ministers work together on a nationally 
consistent framework; one state moves and adopts, and it simply becomes part of law in the rest of the states. 
I think that would benefit childcare workers, early childhood education centres and parents because it is clear. It 
would benefit the general community by getting rid of a lot of red tape and delays. However, we know that 
Western Australia would remain the regulator. Western Australia has a proud history of being a very good early 
childhood education regulator. I congratulate those people in the Department of Communities who undertake the 
regulation. They take their jobs very seriously. Over the years, they have certainly seen changes and, I suppose, 
variations in resources as well as an expansion of childcare centres, particularly in the family day care area. That 
has made regulation much more difficult but they have kept up with the task. 

As we have heard previously, quality child care is key to unlocking a child’s potential. I have personal experience 
of that and often say to people that if it were not for early childhood education, my 22-year-old may still not be 
toilet trained! As working parents, both my partner and I obviously wanted to continue in the workforce. As 
a working parent, I was able to rely on people who were not only skilled and qualified to work with and develop 
my son in early childhood education, but also they cared for him in a manner that gave me great confidence and 
gave him great capacity and resilience and his own self-confidence. I strongly believe early quality child care and 
quality early childhood education is the key to unlocking a child’s potential. As the member for Morley said, we 
know that one dollar spent on every child in early childhood education gives a return of $5. 

I certainly see that as another personal experience in the seat of Mirrabooka where I have great early childhood 
education centres. One I want to point out in particular is Sudbury House. Sudbury House is a multicultural, early 
childhood education centre, which employs a high level of people, some on a very low income. Some people are 
very vulnerable and some children have been placed there by the Department for Child Protection and Family 
Support. They run it extraordinarily well in a facility in which people feel welcome and the children feel valued. 
There is a little cafe there where they can sit and learn social interaction and behaviours. It is great. It is also great 
to see that this government has committed—the facility is owned by the Department for Child Protection and 
Family Support—to ensuring that the facilities are upgraded to and maintained at a standard that meets the needs 
of the children, the parents and the workers. 

When my son went into child care, operational subsidies were available for quality care. However, I recall the 
point at which the operational subsidies were taken away from community-based child care and in 
Western Australia predominantly we saw a rush of profit-based childcare centres. We saw child care change from 
an industry very much based on early childhood education and centres run by majority not-for-profit organisations 
to an industry, particularly in Western Australia, when they became very dominated by profit-based organisations 
and, as a result, they became vulnerable. When one of the childcare organisations went into receivership, parents’ 
childcare arrangements were put at risk. We need to look at that history and remind ourselves how rich the capacity 
was for early childhood education and what it delivered to the community as a whole in a broad way. 

In the brief time I have, I will talk about the wages of workers. My other personal experience of early childhood 
education issues is that is my sister-in-law, two great nieces and the mother-in-law of my great niece are early 
childhood educators. On family occasions I am often surrounded by early childhood educators who want to make 
me aware of what is going on in their sector. I have to give them credit: they hardly ever raise with me their paltry 
wages and conditions. They always raise with me the needs of the parents, and how difficult parents find meeting 
childcare fees among their ever-increasing costs. Doubtless, the wages of childcare workers are insufficient and 
unreflective of their skills, qualifications and capacities, and also unreflective of the benefits they provide to 
parents, children and society as a whole. The Queensland commissioner conducted a really telling pay equity 
review about 10 years ago. The review compared the pay levels of childcare workers who held certificates III and 
IV with that of mechanics who held certificates III and IV. Getting a car fixed was more valued in our society than 
having a child cared for in terms of pay and conditions. 

A certificate III–qualified educator receives $109 a week before tax. The recently-awarded state minimum wage, 
which in Western Australia is higher than most—the minister may correct me, but that is what I read—is 
$726.90 a week. I base these figures on the federal award wage; the state award wage may be more. Given that 
most profit-based childcare centres would be incorporated under this, I am quoting the national simplified award. 
It is $109 a week for a certificate III–qualified educator, compared with $726.90 for the state minimum wage that 
will be in place on 1 July. Basically, the state minimum wage is $19 an hour. Sorry; when is it coming in? 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: On 2 July, which is a Monday. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Thank you, member for Hillarys. I should remember those things, given that I used to run 
state — 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: Yes, given your background. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes. 
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So just over $19 an hour will be the rate, versus $21 an hour for a certificate III childcare worker. About 70 per cent 
of early childhood educators are award-dependent. Even the 30 per cent who are able to negotiate enterprise 
bargaining agreements rarely exceed about 10 per cent of additional wages. Preschool teachers in early childhood 
education centres such as Sudbury House are really important. Centres like that have a high proportion of culturally 
and linguistically diverse children for whom English is not their primary language. The early childhood educators 
are important, because they spend a lot of time with those children so that by the time they go to school, it is much 
easier for those kids to fit in and reach their potential. A preschool teacher in a childhood education centre receives 
about $8 less than if they were in a school. That is about $13 000 a year less. Imagine what could be achieved if 
they earned equivalent salaries. 

We wonder why we have a pay gap. Around 70 per cent to 80 per cent of the early childhood educator workforce 
is women. We have this idea that they do it because they are caring and all those sorts of aspects, but this is a really 
important qualification and skill used at a vital time in early childhood education. Zero to five years old—some 
people say zero to seven years old—is a critical time for a child’s development. One in five early childhood 
educators plan to leave the sector within a very short time of taking up employment because of the wages, and that 
turnover means we lose those qualifications, skills, capacities, learnings and knowledge—all things that benefit 
the development of early childhood education in the broader sense, but also develop the children in the centres. 
Wages are about 70 per cent of the operating costs of early childhood education centres. Frankly, it is a supply-side 
issue that the federal government needs to stump up on and recognise. It needs to recognise that through childcare 
benefits, and work out how it can better fund the childcare sector. Unfortunately, I do not think the federal 
government is up to that task. Get ready, because from 2 July people will come into members’ offices because of 
the childcare reforms, and the fact that many people have not signed up for the reforms and may not get their 
childcare subsidies; many will lose them. 

There will be a single means and activity-tested subsidy. Both parents will need to work, study or volunteer for at 
least eight hours a fortnight to be eligible for the new subsidy. Families on less than $66 958 will not need to meet 
the activity test, but they will have only 12 hours’ subsidised care for early childhood education; previously they 
had 24 hours. For the people in the community I represent, that means they will not be able to go to English classes 
or undertake other study on those additional days because they will lose half of the care subsidy. Among a series 
of other issues, the subsidies will be capped. Some reports are that about 160 000 families will be worse off after 
these changes. We in Western Australia need to be mindful of that when we talk to our federal counterparts. Early 
childhood education needs funding from the federal government to make it efficient, affordable and available to 
people in our communities because it benefits the community as a whole. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore) [5.47 pm]: I rise on behalf of the National Party to say we do not find anything too 
controversial or that needs to be fleshed out in too much detail in the Education and Care Services National Law 
(WA) Amendment Bill 2018. It is very timely. I will ask a question in committee, or perhaps the minister might 
address it in her reply, about clause 21, which is about the approval of family day care venues—there will be 
changes in that area. My question pertains to remote areas and whether a person can use a venue that is not their 
home. That practice is used in places where the house might be too remote to be accessed by potential clients. 
I would like a bit of information about how the assessments will be carried out and whether there will be any 
changes, positive or negative, in terms of the availability of family day care services in remote areas. Within my 
electorate, for instance, in many small communities a formal centre with a large number of persons will never be 
in place, but a family day care arrangement might be viable anywhere that can facilitate that. It might be that 
a person does not have a premise that is suitable and cannot afford to provide one, but can provide something 
somewhere else that is suitable for their needs. Bear in mind that some of the people doing this are on perhaps not 
a very large income and may not have the benefit of a lovely four-bedroom brick-and-tile home in a comfortable 
suburb. It would be good if that could be addressed in those types of circumstances. 

I also refer to recent unfortunate events around swimming pools. I note that the guidelines state that water is taken 
into account when doing a risk analysis of a building, but I wonder whether there will be any more tightening of 
those arrangements in the future. I understand that we do not want to stop people operating already from being 
able to continue to operate, but will there be any tightening of the requirements in that area in the future? They are 
a couple of questions. I do not know whether this bill will go into consideration in detail, but they are the two 
issues I would like the minister to flesh out a little if she could.  

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Community Services) [5.50 pm] — in reply: I thank members 
who were good enough to get across some of the detail of this Education and Care Services National Law (WA) 
Amendment Bill 2018 and contribute in a thoughtful way to the issues either directly relating to the amendments 
we are seeking to put in place or surrounding the provision of early education care, which is often called child 
care, including long day care, family day care and out-of-school-hours care. 

I will briefly address some of the issues raised by members. I may or may not be able to address some of them, 
but I will endeavour to do so. The member for Dawesville was keen to understand why there was a delay in 
introducing this legislation, given it was dealt with by joint ministers in January 2016—in fact, just a day or two 
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before the Barnett government went into caretaker mode, and Hon Peter Collier was the minister responsible. First 
of all, that takes away any contention about whether the government of the day had any concerns about it. I am 
not aware that it did. What these changes should be was agreed across states and territories. That change took place 
at the end of January. The member pointed out time frames of what occurred then. The legislation was assented to 
in Victoria on 27 March 2017. Other jurisdictions then made their changes. By 1 October 2017, the amended law 
commenced in every state and territory except Western Australia. The matter was approved by the joint ministers 
at the end of January 2017, and there was a caretaker government in Western Australia. Fortunately for all of us, 
there was a change of government and cabinet took up the matter in April 2017. We came to government in 
March 2017 and in April there was approval to draft. Really, it has taken that long to get through the parliamentary 
drafting process. There were challenges with the drafting process and I think that has been experienced across the 
board. Eleven versions of the bill were drafted to try to get the legislation right. I have to say that WA has made 
changes to the regulations under the National Quality Standard, which was drafted ahead of the bill and is now in 
place. There have been a couple of regulations to make sure the individual centres are no worse off; however, 
I join the member in his frustration at being up against a relatively tight time frame. We will try to get this 
legislation in ideally by early October and, if not, as soon as we can. 

The next point the member for Dawesville raised was the importance of early childhood education. The significant 
development that happens in children really happens from conception. Since becoming minister, I have been lucky 
enough to have had briefings from world experts on what occurs in those early years, and the role of child care—
early education—in helping to stimulate that development is crucial for socialisation, stimulation and organised 
play, if you like, depending on the age. The depth and quality of work that has been put in place is really significant, 
and that is relevant from babies to children who are the maximum age that they can be cared for under these 
regulations, and because they include out-of-school-hours care, that can go well into the school years. All members 
who spoke understand the importance of that and I appreciate the comments made. In fact, the member for Morley 
pointed out, and people would know, that we have got into a project in cooperation with the Telethon Kids Institute 
and the Minderoo Foundation called the Early Years Initiative. Minderoo is contributing half of the funding to 
a project worth just under $50 million over 10 years in which we will work with four communities, with a focus 
on early years—in fact, it will be from preconception to four years old—in the understanding that if there are 
particularly vulnerable cohorts, our best chance of making an impact on getting those kids ready for school is 
through a coordinated, innovative and measured intervention with those children. It is quite an exciting prospect 
for us to do that work with those partners. We are just getting organised to finalise those sites and start to roll out 
the project. That is the Early Years Initiative. 

Only this week I met with Nature Play WA and Griff Longley, whom many people here would know, to discuss 
play. Other advocates talk about the importance of understanding the role of play for children. Of course, many 
parents grapple with the role of devices, whether they be phones or tablets, and I have heard Donna Cross from 
the Telethon Kids Institute and others speak about making sure as a community we are giving parents practical 
skills not to set up an adversarial relationship with their children in which they say no devices or no internet time 
at all, but to set up realistic interactions. Organised play, particularly in a natural environment, is really important. 
I know that early education centres are very, very aware of that and implement it at all stages. 

It is great to see that the member for Dawesville is living, breathing proof of the benefits of child care at an early 
age. He is a really good outcome, even if his mother needed to balance her work. I had a working mother as well, 
but we were latchkey kids and just made do at home, so we probably got up to a lot more no good! 

Finally on the contribution of the member for Dawesville, he was talking about the regional implications of any 
of the changes and what they might mean. I could jump to the issue that the member for Moore raised about family 
day care and the incident in the public mind of the very tragic death of Lachlan Mitchell, who was just shy of his 
third birthday, because of the coronial findings that have just come down. He was at a family day care and managed 
to climb a nearby pot plant to get over the pool fence and he fell in and drowned. There are recommendations from 
the coronial inquest. I will address them now. I have made these points before publicly. The recommendations 
from the coroner were that no family day care centres with any sort of water feature, pool or spa be allowed to be 
registered, so there is a ban on any water feature in any family day care centre. If they are in place and while they 
are being phased out, there is to be increased regulation. There is also to be a fixed phone line, because when the 
woman overseeing the family day care centre found Lachlan, she could not find her phone. She was caring for 
other children there while trying to give him cardiopulmonary resuscitation and find her phone, and she ended up 
having to go next door. My response has been that I am very sympathetic to a provision that would stop any future 
accreditation of family day care centres that have water features, pools or spas, and that could be a new regulation. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Ms S.F. McGURK: I will pick up from where I left off before the dinner break. I think I was mid-sentence. I was 
talking about the importance of early childhood education and the development that occurs in the early years, and 
the contribution by the member for Dawesville. I will make a few comments about the member for Morley’s very 
thoughtful contribution. She talked about the worrying Australian Early Development Census outcomes that state 
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one in five children in Western Australia are vulnerable in one or more domains. That is something we need to be 
concerned about and is another argument for why quality early education care is so important. 

The member for Morley also addressed the North Perth out-of-school-hours care issue, which of course sent fear 
into the hearts of parents. I think there can be assurances that the physical protections around that environment is 
much tighter because there are much younger children. Essentially, out-of-school-hours care includes holiday care. 
They could be housed, for instance, in a school environment so the children are technically school aged and do not 
have the same physical environment around them. They still have to be supervised and watched, but that was how 
that occurred. There were very heavy fines against the North Perth out-of-school-hours care centre that was 
involved in that incident. They are no longer operating. 

The member for Morley also talked about family day care as a growing sector and why there is such a clear need 
to regulate it. Now that I think about it, I might have been talking about the swimming pools issue before we broke 
for dinner. I will quickly address that again. The coroner’s recommendations from the Lachlan Mitchell inquest 
included no water features, including swimming pools. Where there are swimming pools and while they are being 
phased out, there will be increased regulation and a fixed phone line. I certainly accept the latter two points. I am 
very sympathetic. New regulated family day care centres do not have water features at all. However, we have to 
look at how this would impact them. If we think about the question in the regions—for instance, in the Pilbara and 
the Kimberley—a lot of houses have swimming pools. What will be the impact on the supply of family day care? 
I want to ensure that I consult with the sector before making a final decision from a ministerial point of view about 
what this government’s response will be to the coroner’s recommendations out of the terrible death of 
Lachlan Mitchell. My heart really goes out to his family. I cannot imagine what they must have been through. This 
time in particular must be very difficult for them. 

The member for Mirrabooka talked about quality centres, including community-based child care; that is essentially 
not-for-profit–based child care. By and large, they are very high quality and a fantastic model that encourages 
parents to get involved in their local childcare centre. We have just reversed a Barnett government cut to 
accommodation. In total, I think about 32 community-based childcare centres were getting a bit of accommodation 
support, but that was cut under the previous government. We have just reinstated that. I have just given them a bit 
of an assurance. The importance of quality staff has been crucial in all childcare centres. The genesis of the quality 
framework has really come about from the combined lobbying of centre operators as a union group that was 
representing the workforce and the sector that cares about early education child care saying that we have to 
properly recognise the professional work that is done by early education carers. As a result of those negotiations 
over many years—since the quality framework was put in place—we now have a minimum requirement of 
a certificate III for those workers. It has been a bit of a dance because the sector has no capacity to pay extra. It is 
not as though we are talking about the resources sector or private companies of different descriptions. I know that 
varies but if we are trying to get more pay for those workers, it has to come from somewhere. It will come from 
parents in the form of increased fees. I understand that is very important. 

I will go through a couple of other points that were raised by members. The member for Moore asked about 
clause 21 in relation to family day care other than at a residence. Under these new regulations, the accreditation 
regulatory authority will physically inspect that new venue. The member for Moore asked what that meant for 
existing family day care centres operating in a venue other than a house. If they were already regulated and 
approved, they will continue. I hope that answers his question. 

The member for Dawesville might be interested in how the penalties came about. Essentially, they were decided on 
nationally. We have slipped into a national scheme and the penalty is the same. It is important to have uniformity, 
particularly for those operators who have business across state lines. Even though some of those individual penalties 
might look minor, often accreditation holders or centres are prosecuted on more than one item. An example of that 
was Camp Australia, which does out-of-school-hours care. It is a really big provider. It was recently prosecuted and 
fined the largest amount we have had in Western Australia, which is $100 000. That was because it was not 
maintaining its supervision ratios or some of its paperwork. Even though some of the individual penalties might look 
a little minor, often an accumulation of offences ends up being taken to the State Administrative Tribunal. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: The other area that you may have some more explanation of is the entry without warrant to 
a premises. Have you got more information about that rather than what is in the bill? Can you explore that? I am 
happy to go into consideration in detail. That was the other area I was keen to know about. 

Ms S.F. McGURK: I do not know the answer to that just now. I have been impressed by the regulatory unit doing 
quite a bit of surveillance work. I have met some of the people who are involved in that and they were previously 
trained as police officers who did covert operations. A lot of the offences that end up on my desk involve small 
operators, particularly family day care operators who claim the childcare benefit from the federal government but 
in fact they have not had kids there that day. They claim that they had kids there when they did not. They claim 
the benefit from the federal government. That has been the nature of a number of the prosecutions that I have seen, 
so covert surveillance work and unexpected visits to centres are quite important elements of maintaining the 
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centres. I do not know whether that answers the member’s question, but if I get an opportunity while I am standing 
here, perhaps I might be able to get some advice from my advisers over there. 

The other big development is the Australian government childcare package, which will be put in place on 2 July. 
A few members referred to the fact that there are a number of families who have not properly registered for that. They 
will be worse off and it will be a scramble for them. I have heard that the figure was around 30 per cent; I do not 
know what the current figure is. It is a question also of who is going to be better or worse off under that system. The 
member for Mirrabooka raised some issues about the activity test and whether it disadvantages vulnerable families 
that we really want to encourage to bring their children to child care to engage with other kids and get school-ready. 
That is a big part of what happens in the later years of early education care, so the children are used to operating in 
that environment and doing organised activities and socialising with other children. This is so important; we do not 
want the federal government scheme or anything we do to be a disincentive to the encouragement of that activity. 

With those comments, I will finish up. I do not know whether I have answered the member for Dawesville’s 
questions, but if I get an opportunity to do so informally and put it on the record at some stage, I will do that; 
otherwise, we will do it during consideration in detail. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT (SUSPENSION AND DISMISSAL) BILL 2018 

Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 14 June. 

Clause 15: Part 8 Division 1A Subdivisions 2 and 3 inserted — 

Debate was adjourned after the clause had been partly considered. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is great to be back here again, going through the Local Government Amendment 
(Suspension and Dismissal) Bill 2018. We will try to get through this as quickly as we can. My first question is on 
proposed section 8.15K(2)(a)(ii), which refers to “best interests”. I am wondering whether the minister can explain 
that to me, because the provision seems very broad. Could it be used in the case of personality clashes between 
council members and/or council staff? I also want to know why the grounds on which the minister can recommend 
dismissal differ from the grounds on which an inquiry panel can recommend dismissal. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If the member casts his mind back to last week and our very positive exchange, we 
addressed this matter of best interests during that debate. The best interests of the local government has to be 
a qualifying aspect with regard to the seriousness of what has occurred and advice that it is in fact in the best 
interests of the local government that action be taken. Ultimately, though, it is essentially a value judgement, but 
it is influenced by reference to factual matters that are provided through advice. Again, I remind the member that 
a clear transparency mechanism is needed under this clause to require the publishing of a report that will, of course, 
include the reasons for arriving at that decision. The report highlights all those reasons, so it is a clear and 
transparent mechanism for justification. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The second point is about the grounds. The grounds for that are actually different from 
the grounds for an inquiry panel. I am wondering why the grounds are different. The grounds for dismissal are 
different for an inquiry panel under this proposed section. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The grounds for the dismissal of an individual elected member by a panel inquiry 
mirrors those for the dismissal of an entire council. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: In respect of the grounds, there is reference to the fact that under the panel one of the 
following applies: the member is impeding the local government from performing its functions; or it is in the best 
interests of the local government that the member be dismissed, and there is also reference to the seriousness of 
the situation, whereas the grounds on which the minister proposes dismissal I thought were slightly different. Is 
the minister saying that the grounds are exactly the same for the minister and the inquiry panel?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The grounds for dismissal of an individual elected member by a panel inquiry mirrors 
that of the dismissal of an entire council. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I will leave it to the shadow minister to go through the nuts and bolts of this legislation, but 
I would like the minister to explain something, not just to me but to the Parliament. What is the most severe 
penalty—a dismissal or a suspension? If I were a council member being dealt with as an individual, which this bill 
that the opposition is supporting is trying to do, I can be either dismissed or suspended. Which would I prefer? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I would hope neither, quite frankly, and I would not expect that the member would be, 
given his background of exemplary behaviour. It needs to be highlighted here that the dismissal ultimately leads 
to the person being accountable to their community, if they decide to recontest, for the community to give 
consideration. At the end of the day, the mechanisms in this bill, be they the suspension option that could lead 
ultimately to a recommendation for dismissal, are very serious. One would hope that if it is sought to change or 
improve the behaviour of an individual through an order, for example, which could lead to a suspension and then, 
at the highest end of the scale, a recommendation for dismissal, that person can choose to stand again, but we 
would expect that the public nature of what that person has had to endure would be a consideration. Of course, 
they are not guaranteed re-election, and if they choose to stand again, some may see it as a public humiliation, 
essentially. Those things would all be issues or matters that the individual would need to consider. To answer the 
member’s question bluntly, all of them are serious. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: Yes, but a dismissal is the end—the most severe penalty. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Dismissal is certainly the most final, but, again, remember that a high benchmark still 
needs to be reached before a dismissal can be recommended and ultimately carried out. Natural justice prevails all 
through that process, but I would certainly expect that no-one would see a dismissal as a badge of honour. Normal 
people would not see it as something they would like to endure. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Pardon me for labouring this, but I think we should put it in layman’s terms. If I am 
a councillor, and a complaint about my behaviour has been made to the department, and the department decides to 
refer it to the panel, I am then suspended while the panel deliberates. As a result of the panel’s deliberation, I could 
then be dismissed as a councillor. Is that right? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is the member referring to the standards panel? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: The standards panel, yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The standards panel does not have any power in this context at all. I think the member 
is talking about an inquiry panel. Again, remember that there would be a process of recommendation. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: But am I suspended while the inquiry is taking place? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, and it could take up to two years. Remember that a suspension is still a temporary 
measure, because there is a time line. The councillor might be suspended for three months or longer, if there is an 
inquiry. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: But you’d definitely be stood down while the inquiry is taking place. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right, as is the case when a whole local government council is suspended. In 
other words, the roles, responsibilities, remuneration and allowances et cetera are all suspended. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: While I am suspended, I cannot run at an election, but later on, if I am dismissed, I can then run. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: You can, but remember back to our conversation prior to the debate on this bill last 
week. If a councillor is suspended and is up for re-election—let us say a councillor is suspended in August, and 
there is an election in October at which the councillor’s term comes to an end, and they stand again — 
Mr J.E. McGrath: And there is an ongoing inquiry. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right; even if the councillor is re-elected, they would still need to serve out the 
balance of that suspension period. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to proposed section 8.15K(2)(a)(ii), which states — 

it is in the best interests of the local government that the member be dismissed; 
That is quite an open area, because a councillor could be trying to do the right thing by the council in making sure 
that the Local Government Act is being followed, due diligence is being practised and good governance is being 
pursued. In a scenario in which there are seven councillors, and one councillor is questioning the CEO, the president 
and other councillors, that one councillor could be made out to be the person who is disrupting the council. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: He might be the only good one. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: He might be the only good one, who is actually asking the right questions, but there may be 
a clique led by the president that controls the five other councillors as well as the CEO, and that one person could 
be made out to be the problem. The actual real problem is potentially the CEO, the president and the other 
councillors not doing their duty as a local government representing the people. Does the minister see that this could 
potentially be a problem that could arise, whereby the problem councillor could be the person who is trying to do 
what is right and going against the clique, the faction or whatever you want to call it, who are not appropriately 
adhering to the Local Government Act or good governance, and could convey the name of that one councillor to 
the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries as the problem person? Could that person be 
captured under proposed section 8.15K(2)(a)(ii)? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We have actually canvassed this a little previously, but I am happy to repeat some key 
points. Firstly, remember that the reference to best interests is very much the best interests of the local government, 
so we are focused on whatever is in the best interests of the local government, not the best interests of other 
councillors or individuals. Indeed, the minister of the day would need to be convinced, including through 
appropriate evidence, that there is a requirement or a need to take action that is in the best interests of the local 
government in question. Also embedded in this is the need for due process and natural justice. I reiterate that local 
government council chambers are robust places. Nothing has changed about that. There will always be councillors 
who put their case robustly. A councillor can put their case robustly and persuasively without ultimately disrupting 
or undermining the overall function of the local government. That is the consideration. I do not want to see, for 
example, people suddenly say, “I’m not going to speak, because the others might think that I’m just being 
difficult.” A body of evidence needs to be prepared and presented to support action being taken against a local 
government. The problem—this goes to the root of this bill, essentially—is that often interventions are not taken 
early enough to prevent what may be a corrosive environment that ends up affecting the overall function of the 
local government. This clause is focused on what is in the best interests of the local government. That is something 
that the minister of the day would have to weigh up, looking at the supporting evidence, and ensure that the 
principles of natural justice are always in play, before that intervention decision would be made. Again, this mirrors 
the current situation, in which we look at a whole council in terms of the same process. I want to underline that 
this bill is not designed to stifle robust and persuasive debate. We want that to continue. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Can the minister elaborate on who will be on the inquiry panel? Who will that be made up of? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If a decision is made under the appropriate section to commission an inquiry panel, the 
key elements are that the inquiry panel can be made up of one to three persons. If it is more than one person, the 
chair needs to have legal expertise. The panel will have the powers of a royal commission, as is the case with the 
panel inquiring into local government in total. Those are the key components—a legal practitioner, and one, two 
or three persons. In the case of the inquiry into the City of Perth full council, there is one inquirer, who is a senior 
legal practitioner, and he has the capacity to draw in resources and supporting officers to carry out the inquiry for 
its duration. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Proposed section 8.15K refers to a member who is impeding the ability of the local 
government to perform its functions and duties under the act. Can the minister give some examples of instances in 
which the department will start the process of an inquiry into that council or councillor? What are the trigger points 
to get there? It may be a dysfunctional council that is not adhering to the Local Government Act, there are question 
marks about tenders or about infrastructure that is being built, ratepayers’ money is going astray, and there is 
corruption—you name it. A concerned ratepayer might write to the department. What is the process after that? 
Does the department write to the council? Does the department observe a council meeting? Can the minister 
explain how the department would start an inquiry into a councillor or council, and what are some of the issues 
that the department might inquire into? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is quite a loaded question, because there is a range of matters, and they also relate 
to specific circumstances. Broadly, there is a range of actions, reports and outcomes that may influence a decision 
to inquire or look more closely at the behaviour, conduct and function of an individual. Under this bill, it may be 
a referral from the CCC. It may be a referral or an adverse finding by a parliamentary committee. It may be 
a criminal action or prosecution that has been initiated. It may be advice received from an authorised inquiry that 
has been established by the department that leads to the gathering of evidence that suggests that action should be 
taken. A range of inputs may lead to an individual becoming the subject of consideration for action under this bill. 
It may be an Auditor General’s report. It will depend on the situation, member, to be honest. It is a little hard to 
respond to all the hypotheticals. However, I need to remind the member that dismissal and suspension are not the 
only mechanisms under this bill to deal with the behaviour and/or conduct and/or capacity or incapacity of an elected 
member to contribute to the best interests of the local government. I would expect that in many cases, the first port 
of call would be a request or order for remedial action, which of course might include mediation or some additional 
training. That would normally be the first port of call. We do not jump to dismissal, an inquiry panel authorisation 
or, indeed, even suspension, initially. Those would be triggered by the seriousness of the particular matter, not just 
because someone has complained about councillor A. There needs to be substantiation and evidence to suggest that 
in the best interests of the local government, action is required. I would expect that when this bill becomes law, as 
I hope it will, it will provide a mechanism to require appropriate conduct. The State Solicitor will be one mechanism 
of advice. Even with regard to the decision to suspend the council of the City of Perth, benchmarks needed to be 
reached and satisfied before that course of action could be taken, and that was a very serious course of action. I hope 
I have reassured the member that the nature of what occurs and its seriousness and the reference from other entities, 
be they the Corruption and Crime Commission or other entities, will allow the minister of the day to form an opinion 
that might lead to more severe action than simply a remedial order. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to proposed section 8.15M(2), which states — 

Despite subsection (1), the Minister may withhold the report, or any part of its contents, to the extent that 
the Minister considers that making it available might prejudice a matter that is likely to come before 
a court of law or to be the subject of an allegation to the State Administrative Tribunal. 
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I want some clarity on this. Let us say that the minister’s department is conducting an inquiry into a local 
government. Would he be aware of a potential CCC investigation as well? There could be two inquiries basically 
running parallel and the eventual report could coincide with an investigation by the CCC. Does that mean that the 
minister would potentially withhold the report if an investigation by another body suggested that corruption had 
occurred? Would he hold back on finalising that report because another body was looking at the local government? 
Is there any support for the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries providing information 
to the CCC to help an investigation? I am wondering how that will work. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: First of all, would I be aware of a CCC investigation? No, that is not normal. 
I understand that there may be requests for information from the department, and the department would respond 
to that. The member referred initially to proposed section 8.15M and the issue of the report and why information 
might be withheld in the publication. The only information that can be withheld or removed is that which might 
prejudice legal proceedings. That is a standard process that exists currently and it is consistent with current 
practice. Obviously, information in the final report may potentially prejudice legal proceedings before a court or 
even before the State Administrative Tribunal. They would be the grounds on which information might be 
withheld. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I do not know whether it comes under this clause, but what reporting mechanisms does the 
department have if it finds during its inquiry into a councillor or a local government that alleged corruption has 
taken place? If alleged corruption is uncovered during the investigation, is that reported to the police or the CCC? 
Are the appropriate authorities alerted straightaway of that potential corruption or does the department wait until 
the report is finalised? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My understanding is that the process is and continues to be that if any evidence of 
potential corruption is uncovered by the department, that is referred to the appropriate agency, which of course is 
the CCC. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Immediately? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. It is a legal requirement of the department to do so. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I want to reflect on one point. We have talked about suspension as opposed to dismissal. 
Ultimately, the suspension of a re-elected councillor is a much harsher punishment than their dismissal, because 
obviously if they are dismissed and are then re-elected, they continue to get paid and it is all good. However, if 
they are suspended, the suspension can carry forward into their next term. During that discussion, the minister said 
that being suspended is a greater insult than being dismissed. That is my understanding of what the minister said. 
I just want to reconfirm that if a councillor is suspended and they are re-elected, they must still serve out the term 
of their suspension. However, there is a much higher benchmark to be met if they are to be dismissed. It is much 
worse for someone to be sacked from a job than it is to be told to take three weeks off without pay because they 
have been a naughty boy and then to come back. I am trying to understand, because people will say that, as 
a penalty, dismissal is much harsher than suspension. Can the minister clarify that, rather than just saying that it is 
a reputational thing? I am not sure that that means a lot to some people in terms of their reputation. It might be 
easier just to go the other way. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There are a couple of points. This is a repeat of previous comments. First, these 
mechanisms will ensure that someone does not use resignation as a way of abrogating what they may have been 
suspended for and/or as a mechanism to short circuit and then go to another election. Resignation should not be an 
option to try to circumvent the suspension. Second, most suspensions will not necessarily go over an election 
period; it will depend on the timing. The dismissal option is, if you like, laced with very important benchmarks for 
advice and is very serious in its nature. Any move to suspend or dismiss should very clearly highlight the 
seriousness of the action taken. I expect that most people would try to avoid that. That is why we would have 
capacity to do the early intervention mechanisms, which of course include orders, mediation et cetera. I do not 
think an elected member who is not doing the right thing will look at this bill and say, “I’ll just go for 
option A because it’ll be easier and less confronting.” Those two measures are confronting. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: They don’t have a choice. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. I think a normal person would seek to avoid those measures. It would be 
a very interesting character who decided to thumb their nose at their responsibilities and embark upon 
a self-imposed decision that might see them dismissed. I just cannot see it. Elements of natural justice are built 
into the legislation that ensure people are not targeted just because they might have a different opinion. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Another hypothetical: if a councillor saw that there was about to be an inquiry into their 
conduct and decided to just resign from the council, could the inquiry continue and some action still be taken? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think it is a good question. It may be that the person weighs up the situation and they 
self-impose that the best option for them is to no longer continue as a councillor. That would be a decision for 
them to make. Again it is hypothetical but that may occur. 
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Mr J.E. McGrath: For the sake of openness and accountability, the department might decide to continue to hold 
the inquiry to let people know that these things will not be tolerated. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Again, that probably would depend on the circumstance. It may depend on the nature 
of the actual behaviour and/or conduct. It is a little bit circumstantial but, essentially, unless it was of a particularly 
serious nature that may have some implications, I expect that most of the time, the course of action would no 
longer be required because the person would no longer be an elected member and they would have made the 
decision to resign. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: That would be a public statement. People would know. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will give an example. There was the Shire of Ningaloo situation when a number of 
councillors—this is the case in a number of other places—decided to resign. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Maybe they were pushed a little bit. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not know about that. The decision was made to resign. That affected the 
functionality of the local government; in other words, there were not enough councillors around the table to form 
a quorum. Therefore, that triggers a process that leads to a new election. Some councillors do make decisions to 
resign for a range of reasons. Some might be related to whether they feel that their capacity to contribute and/or 
their capacity to impact on the effectiveness of the local government is impeded if they stay. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is the minister saying that if a councillor who is under investigation resigns, the investigation 
will go away? Is the minister saying that if either a shire president or a mayor who has something of a greater 
decision-making capacity than a councillor in terms of functions with the CEO on a day-to-day basis and the 
operation of the council, was being investigated by the department and suddenly resigned, yet clearly there may 
be some issues with the president or mayor who has delegated authority to the CEO, the inquiry will no longer 
take place, or can the inquiry continue into corruption? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I know what the member is saying. Essentially, it is about the circumstances. It may be 
that the inquiry will continue or if there is a Corruption and Crime Commission process that would be out of my 
hands. There would be no abrogation of potential responsibility if a legal process were currently underway. That 
would not be the case. Ultimately, the benchmark questions are: Has an offence been committed? Is the inquiry 
looking at a broader issue? It may be and that may be influenced by the conduct of the person who might have 
resigned but they cannot have resigned away their involvement if a broader issue is under investigation. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: We can see that on the other hand, if there is an inquiry and the pressure gets to the councillor 
or president or whoever and they decide to resign because of the pressure and the inquiry stops because it is not 
a matter of public interest anymore, for argument’s sake, that inquiry would always hang over the councillor’s 
head because it would not have been finalised and all the assumptions could be made by the public that the person 
is guilty and that is why they resigned. We can see how there are a lot of — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The issue of whether it is in the public interest is also an important consideration. At the 
end of the day, the mechanisms and continuum of what actions might be taken are there. I cannot second-guess what 
a person’s decision may be. The reality is that, quite honestly, due to the nature of investigations, people react to 
them differently. For some people, it is a very stressful situation and they may decide that they prefer not to continue 
in the position. That is a decision for them to make depending upon the circumstances and the issue and/or issues 
that are being looked at. Ultimately, the test is: is it in the best interests to continue to pursue if there has been no 
criminal action or no action that will get an outcome because it is not considered in the best interests to continue the 
pursuit? All of those are predicated on the circumstance. We could come up with lots of hypotheticals tonight and 
into the early hours that we can debate but, essentially, provisions of natural justice remain in the Local Government 
Amendment (Suspension and Dismissal) Bill 2018 and in the spirit of the bill’s intent. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I want to talk about proposed section 8.15M, “Report setting out grounds to be made 
available to the public”. I cannot remember whether we discussed it last week. How will the report be released 
publicly? Will it be online or in the newspaper? How will people know it is available; in what format and where 
will it be made available? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My advice is that, ultimately, it is up to the minister’s discretion. But of course “public”, 
means public so it might include tabling in this place. The minister of the day might determine how best that report 
might be made available to the public, and there are various methods by which that can be done. For example, 
inquiry panel reports have traditionally been tabled in Parliament. Because of the nature of “public”, I expect the 
minister of the day will form the view that the best means to ensure that the report is publicly available and 
highlighted to the public will include those measures. For example, it may be that if Parliament is not sitting and 
a report comes down—we still have tabling of parliamentary papers and reports even when we are not sitting—
the minister may decide at the end of the day that there is a variety of means at their disposal to make it public. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: So it will definitely be made public, just the format may differ based on the circumstances? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Absolutely, yes. That is on the same day of the order. There you go. There is a very 
clear process. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: At the beginning of the process when the inquiry panel is commissioned to look into this 
conduct or a complaint has been laid against an individual member, will the public be made aware that an inquiry 
has started?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Just let me clarify: an inquiry panel is very rare. Inquiry panels are not given away 
a dime a dozen. Even in terms of councils, we have had five inquiry panels in the last 20 years. An inquiry panel 
is not constituted after one complaint. By its nature, it is a very serious course of action that requires the minister 
to reach a threshold and be satisfied that it is necessary. There are legal implications if the minister frivolously 
embarks upon an inquiry panel, because it can be found that that was not necessarily the best course of action. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: So if there was something less serious and some work with an individual councillor was to be 
undertaken—mediation or training or something like that—that would probably not be made public? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, because there is no report required; whereas with an inquiry panel the end product 
is a report. If Councillor McGrath — 
Mr J.E. McGrath: A very good councillor! 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It would be gazetted, but there would not be an in-depth report. The order would be 
gazetted. It might simply detail that Councillor McGrath — 
Mr J.E. McGrath: Would the councillor be named in the gazettal? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, they would. So it would be gazetted that Councillor McGrath has been required 
to undertake mediation, or an order has been made for Councillor McGrath to carry out a period of training. But 
an inquiry panel is a very different element and is a very legal process because it involves the panel inquirers to 
investigate in great depth. Indeed, they have powers similar to a royal commission, which are very, very high-level 
powers. And it is expensive. It is in the best interests that we avoid getting to that potential end result.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH: The way I read this clause, quite possibly not many councillors will get their name in the 
Government Gazette. A lot of these things will not reach that stage because they will be seen to be fairly trivial, or 
the department might be able to sort them out. There could be a lot of complaints. The minister said before that 
we know what councils are like. Members of Parliament have lots of councillors coming to us to complain about 
other councillors. But at the end of the day the department will have to sift through a lot of those things—I guess 
they do now. I guess they deal with a lot of complaints. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can I just again caution that it is not about complaints. If I think Councillor McGrath —  
Mr J.E. McGrath: Can you find another councillor, please? It’s getting embarrassing!  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Maybe somebody has it in for somebody else. It will not be related to complaints. 
A body of evidence will need to be accessed or supplied on the impact of the person’s behaviour on the council.  
Mr J.E. McGrath: Surely there has to be a complaint though. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Looking back on my council time, there was a councillor—I will not name him—who 
was an interesting person. He questioned everything, argued and did not necessarily say nice things about some of 
us. But he would not have been captured in this because he conformed to governance procedures with regard to 
conduct at meetings. He was pretty forthright in his debates and would slam us down if we did not agree with his 
point of view or whatever. But did he consistently disrupt meetings? No. Did he threaten anyone? Did he do 
anything that was going to impact on the best interests of the local government? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: So he was just a thorn in the side? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He was, and good on him because we need people like him in local government. They 
are everywhere, which is fine. It is when that behaviour and/or conduct begins to impede the capacity of the local 
government to function, is not in its best interests and is supported by enduring evidence that the Local Government 
Amendment (Suspension and Dismissal) Bill 2018 is available as a mechanism. In the first instance, some 
mediation may be required because that person may upset and get under the skin of one or more councillors and 
they respond. Because of the benchmarks of natural justice, that guy—even though he was a; I cannot say it, it 
might be unparliamentary—was not disrespectful to the mayor, he did not impede the conduct of the meeting, he 
followed the procedure of debate and understood the standing orders. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: He didn’t toe the party line? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Probably not—I do not know about that! But this bill would not capture him, and it is 
not designed to.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Proposed new section 8.15M(2) provides that the minister may withhold information from 
the public if it is likely to prejudice a legal case before the State Administrative Tribunal, as the minister earlier 
said. In all cases will the minister seek State Solicitor’s Office advice about leaving things out of the report?  
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Mr D.A. Templeman: Absolutely.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: You answered that sitting down—that is fantastic!  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): Sorry, member, you cannot speak twice, mate, so someone has to 
come back to you. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In answer to the member’s question, absolutely that is the appropriate and required 
course of action.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I understand the purpose of these reports is accountability, especially in case of elections. 
If a councillor is not subject to a disqualification period, they can choose to run again, as we said before. If 
information is redacted from the report, how can voters get the full picture and make an informed decision about 
whether they want to vote for someone again? For example, say a councillor has gone through the process and 
been dismissed or suspended and the minister has taken half of the report out because of the advice received and 
that councillor goes up for re-election. If I look at the report and there is nothing in there, I know the guy was 
dismissed but for some reason most of the key information has been taken out, so as an elector I cannot make an 
informed decision; I just know the minister has not released some stuff.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Just to make sure the member is very clear, the only reason for withholding information 
in the report would be if there is a legal requirement or that it would prejudice legal proceedings. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: Legal proceedings?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, legal proceedings. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: But what if there are no proceedings? Are you redacting before the proceedings? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have just told the member that that is the only reason that there would be that 
necessity. Essentially, that would be advice that the minister would require or request. Of course, included in that 
is whether, if there were likely to be some legal proceedings, it would prejudice them. Again, that would depend 
on the circumstances. If a person seeks to stand again, I would hope that electors would seek various means and 
forms to inquire about the qualities or otherwise of a person putting themselves forward, even though there is 
a question over them because of a particular inquiry. I suppose someone going through a redacted report might 
come to the conclusion that that is a possible indication that there are matters that might be of a legal nature that 
could come under consideration in the future, but as the member would be aware, this mechanism is not new or 
different. It has some firm legal basis. The minister would have to, under advice of course, come to a decision that 
those matters or elements of the report need to be either redacted and/or withheld because there is either an 
investigation current or criminal potential or that including them in the report may prejudice possible legal action 
and proceedings. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The minister said “if there were likely to be some legal proceedings”. If a report has been 
produced and it is negative, with adverse findings, one could presume that every single report could be subject to 
legal action. What is to stop someone challenging the report? When reports are tabled and decisions are made 
whether one will be legally challenged and one will not be, is there some mechanism to determine that and that 
those that go through a legal process have to be redacted and those that are not can be released as is because no 
further action will be taken? I am wondering how the decision of whether someone will take legal action or not is 
made. Sometimes it depends whether they have any money. If they have no money, they probably will not; if they 
do have money and can afford to go to the courts and pay $1 million to go through the process, they might. 
I thought I would just double-check that.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is not them taking legal action, it is potential legal action against them that would 
influence. What they choose to do is their choice. That will be influenced by advice from the State Solicitor and 
also possible advice and/or information from the prosecuting authority. Those legal elements would be required. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 16: Section 8.19A inserted — 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: This clause refers to the minister having the power to suspend the council while an inquiry 
panel is in place. I believe it is similar to existing section 8.19, which enables the minister to suspend the council 
while the inquiry panel conducts its inquiries. In what circumstances would a council member or members be 
suspended before or during an inquiry? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Again, it would depend upon certain circumstances. One example might be a potential 
issue around fraud and a requirement to suspend while an inquiry is carried out and it might be required so as not 
to impede any investigation. Suspending a person would essentially preclude them from accessing information as 
an elected member while they are suspended and they can then not potentially interfere, destroy and/or get rid of 
any potential evidence that might be pertinent to any future investigation. That might be an example of why it 
would be in the best interests of the investigation for that person not to continue carrying out their duties while the 
inquiry or investigations are taking place. 

Clause put and passed. 



3580 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 19 June 2018] 

 

Clause 17: Section 8.22 amended — 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: This clause amends section 8.22 to insert a new power for an inquiry panel to make 
a recommendation for the dismissal or reinstatement of an individual councillor. Proposed section 8.22(2A) sets 
out the grounds on which the inquiry panel can recommend to the minister that a council member be dismissed. 
I just want to double-check that the grounds for an inquiry panel for dismissal are different from the ones under 
proposed section 8.15K. Can the minister explain and go to proposed section 8.15K? 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Can you just explain exactly what you are after? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The grounds that an inquiry panel can recommend that a council member be dismissed 
list things such as “the member has failed”. I think the minister said previously that that is exactly the same as 
proposed section 8.15K. I just wanted to double-check that. Proposed section 8.15K(1) states that it can occur if 
the minister is satisfied it is appropriate to intervene. Proposed section 8.15K(2) states things such as “is of the 
opinion, based on the advice in writing”, “the member is impeding the ability” and “it is in the best interests”. 
Proposed section 8.15K lists certain criteria for a person to be dismissed, and the grounds for an inquiry panel to 
dismiss someone are different. The proposed section relevant to the inquiry panel being able to dismiss council 
members lists a whole range of things, and the proposed section relevant to the minister being able to do so lists 
different things. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In terms of the comparison and when there is mirroring, I refer the member to proposed 
section 8.22(2A)(a)(ii). It is the same as proposed section 8.15K(2)(a)(i). That is where the mirroring is. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: What about proposed subsections (1) and (3)? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The clause relating to best interests is in addition, if you like. That is an additional 
“different”. The member asked where they are the same. That is the reference I made to both of those clauses. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: I suppose I am more concerned about the difference. Obviously, the inquiry panel can only 
recommend if the member has failed, is failing, or the member’s conduct has impeded. That impeding one seems 
to be similar-ish and “failed, or is failing” does not seem to be there at all under proposed section 8.15K as opposed 
to proposed subsection (2A). The minister can see the difference. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Exactly, and that comes to the discretion aspect. The minister of the day can suspend 
on the grounds outlined. The minister can dismiss an — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: They are both dismissals in this case. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will make this clear: the minister can suspend on those grounds and the inquiry panel 
can dismiss because the inquiry panel is led by a legal authority or individual. The minister’s powers to dismiss 
ultimately is at a higher level and is referenced by recommendation. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: So there is a difference between the two. If I am hearing the minister correctly, he is saying 
that the benchmark for dismissing a councillor is higher for the minister to dismiss them than it is for the inquiry 
panel. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: If someone has committed an offence and that is referred to the inquiry panel, they might 
get dismissed, but if the offence stays with the minister, they might not get dismissed because the benchmark is 
different. I am trying to gauge how the benchmark is different. The same offence could be committed under the 
same circumstances but be looked at by the inquiry panel as opposed to the minister. It could be up to the minister’s 
discretion whether it goes to the inquiry panel or whether the minister does it. If one minister says, “Send it to the 
inquiry panel”, the requirements around that are different. Another minister may say, “I’ll keep it myself.” The 
same circumstances could end up with two different decisions based on whether one is done by the minister and 
the other one is done by the inquiry panel. Is it the case that the same set of circumstances could be viewed 
differently based on those criteria, depending on which way it was assessed? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is referring to “offence”. He needs to be reminded that any offences 
ultimately are referred to police for action. If it is a prosecutable offence, that is the course of action that is 
undertaken. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: I am just talking about when it is a dismissal, that is all. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member used the term “offence”, which is not correct. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: I should not use the word “offence”—committed an indiscretion, whatever, resulting in dismissal. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: On advice, the course of action will still be influenced by advice received, including, 
of course, advice and decision that relates to a dismissal. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: But the two things are obviously different. The point I am trying to make is that they are 
different, so therefore the same set of circumstances could be assessed differently because the grounds are different 
in those two clauses. If the grounds are different, how can the minister judge the same offence and get the same 
outcome in both cases? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member keeps using the word “offence”. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: Sorry, not offence. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: At the end of the day, a wise mind will come to a determination. Sometimes a wise 
mind may in fact differ from another wise mind. But I just caution the member about using the word “offence”. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: Sorry; the criteria — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It blurs the intent. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: If someone goes before the inquiry panel or someone goes before the minister for 
a dismissal—there may be a valid reason why they are different, but I do not understand why that is the case. 
I would have thought in both instances we would be looking at the same grounds, just that in one case the minister 
would make a decision and in another case it needs to go to an inquiry panel but the grounds are the same. At the 
end of the day both have the power to dismiss. It is really about saying the reason for dismissal is being judged on 
the same grounds in both circumstances. Like I said, because the grounds are different where this can happen, 
could they not have been the same in both cases, whether the minister is doing it or the inquiry panel? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I just remind the member that the inquiry panel has the powers of a royal commission, 
which are significant. That needs to be borne in mind when the process involves an inquiry panel process. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Why is a council member who is interfering with the ability of a local government to 
comply with the employment principles—section 5.40—sufficient for an inquiry panel to recommend dismissal 
when this is separately listed as a trigger for a lesser suspension or remedial action provision in proposed 
section 8.15E? An inquiry panel can make a harsher decision as opposed to under proposed section 8.15E for the 
same set of circumstances. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Ultimately, it is a threshold question in terms of the nature of the action as it relates to 
the seriousness of it. It is very much an element of seriousness in terms of the potential course of action. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 18: Section 8.23 amended — 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Obviously, clause 18 amends section 8.23 to require the minister to give a copy of the 
inquiry panel report to the local government, each council member of a suspended local government, and any 
suspended council member. The report is also to be made public by the minister under section 8.23(2), but the 
minister may withhold parts of the report subject to that. Why in this case is it the inquiry panel that makes the 
decision about what may prejudice a legal matter as opposed to proposed section 8.15M, in which case the decision 
lies with the minister? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In short, because the inquirer is a legal authority. Again, they have unfettered powers, 
as the member knows, in terms of their capacity under royal commission–type powers. They may seek further 
advice from the State Solicitor to inform them of their ultimate recommendations. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 19: Section 8.24 amended — 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Proposed subsection (4A) states that the minister may recommend to the Governor that 
a council member be dismissed only if recommended by the inquiry panel. It also states that the minister does not 
have to do so. Can the minister please explain why this would be an outcome and how it would be dealt with if 
that occurred? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If, and only if, the inquiry panel has recommended the dismissal of a council or an 
individual council member can the minister recommend to the Governor that an individual be dismissed. But it is 
true that the minister does not have to accept the inquiry panel’s recommendation. It is true that that capacity exists, 
and there may be varied reasons why that might be the case. Again, the minister would need to be convinced that 
it would be an appropriate action—or inaction, in this case—to not follow or not accept the inquiry panel’s advice. 
It is important that the outcome includes an opportunity for the minister to not accept the inquiry panel’s 
recommendation, but it would certainly be under circumstances that would need to be justified. The member asked 
upon what circumstances; it may ultimately, for specific reasons, not be in the best interests of the council to pursue 
a recommendation of the inquiry panel.  

Mr A. Krsticevic: Can you give an example of why that might be the case? I’m just wondering: an inquiry panel 
with royal commission powers does all the work; legal people should be dismissed, here’s all the evidence. One 
would assume that they wouldn’t lightly come to that conclusion. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Leading up to that process there may have been a resignation; the individual may have 
made the decision to resign. Again, based upon the inquiry panel and a weighing up of the circumstances, it may 
be seen that it is not in the best interests of the council to pursue it because the individual has taken a course of 



3582 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 19 June 2018] 

 

action that has resulted in resignation. I suppose we can look historically at past experience with councils for 
examples; there are the four examples that we can look to as past experience. From memory, all of them resulted 
in the dismissal of the councils involved, a process that ultimately led to reinstatement of the councils through an 
election sometime afterwards. This mechanism allows the minister to weigh up those interests, including whether 
it is in the council’s best interests to pursue that ultimate outcome. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Under proposed section 8.24(4B), if a council member is suspended by the minister, 
a range of things are listed, but if an inquiry panel has not recommended that a council member be dismissed, is 
the minister prohibited from instigating separate action after the fact to dismiss the individual councillor? If the 
inquiry panel has gone through the process and said, “Nothing to see here; all good”, can the minister say, 
“Actually, I might re-look at this now myself”? Does the minister have the power to do that once it has already 
been looked at by the inquiry panel? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The ultimate decision would have to be assessed under a previous provision, proposed 
section 8.15K, but it would be a pretty brave soul who acted in that way, given the potential nature of what has 
been determined. Proposed subsection (4B) provides that the minister must reinstate the suspended member if the 
inquiry panel has not recommended the member’s dismissal, and may reinstate the suspended member even if the 
inquiry panel has recommended the member’s dismissal. Again, there is an element there of a weighing up of the 
circumstances. There is a public transparency issue here and when things are required to be made public, that is 
important. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 20 to 23 put and passed. 
New clause 23A — 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 

Page 21, after line 4 — To insert — 

23A. Section 8.29 amended 
After section 8.29(4) insert: 

(5) Despite Part 5 Division 8 — 

(a) while a council member is suspended that member is not entitled to be paid any 
fee or allowance to which they would otherwise be entitled to be paid under 
Part 5 Division 8; and 

(b) if a local government pays an annual allowance or annual fee under Part 5 Division 8 
to the member in advance then section 5.102AB applies in respect of that member 
as if the member had, during the period of suspension, ceased to hold the office to 
which the allowance or fee relates. 

The intention of this clause, as is outlined, is that while a council member is suspended, that member is not entitled 
to be paid any fee or allowance to which they would otherwise be entitled to be paid under part 5, division 8. If 
a local government pays an annual allowance or annual fee under part 5, division 8, to the member in advance, 
then section 5.102AB applies in respect of that member as if the member had, during the period of suspension, 
ceased to hold the office to which the allowance or fee relates. 

This is based upon the premise that a council member is not entitled to be paid any allowance or sitting fee et cetera 
for the duration of their suspension because, of course, they are not during that suspension carrying out their duties 
as a councillor; they have effectively had those duties suspended for that period. The clause also allows for the 
recovery by the local government of any fee or allowance that may have been paid in advance to the member, so there 
is capacity to recover moneys that may have been paid in advance. The premise is that if they are suspended, they are 
unable to carry out their duties and therefore there is no entitlement to payment of allowances or sitting fees. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: With regard to mayors and the Lord Mayor, their remuneration is determined by the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. Councillors have a sitting fee and it is a separate category of payment for 
councillors. I think the mayors get the same payment on top of their Salaries and Allowances Tribunal payments. 
Obviously, the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determines pay for lots of different officers, of which mayors 
are just one category. Under the same circumstances of remuneration, a mayor has received income and is now 
suspended, but other officers who are also covered by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will continue to get 
paid if they are suspended from their duties. I am trying to work out how, under the instructions of the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, there are two different ways of treating people who are covered by that 
legislation. In one case we are saying a person is covered by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal but is not going 
to get paid because they are suspended, and other people in the same category of the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal might also get suspended in the course of their duties—a judge, a politician or whoever—but they will 
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continue to get paid. Is that the case, and is there any discrimination in the categories of people who come under 
the SAT? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I remind the member of the definition of “salary”, if he is making a comparison with 
members in this place. We receive a salary. We do not receive, as a council member receives, a sitting fee or an 
allowance that is designated to be for carrying out the duties of a councillor. The sitting fees are not a retainer or 
anything of that nature; they are specifically for those purposes. While an elected council member is suspended, 
this clause prevents that person receiving any of those payments for the duration of the suspension. It also includes 
a capacity for the local government to retrieve any of those fees and/or allowances that have been paid in advance, 
because, essentially, the councillor has been unable, due to the suspension, to carry out their duties. This is a very 
important clarification, because I always remind councillors or any members who refer to council remuneration as 
a salary that it is not a salary. Any premise based on eligibility to receive remuneration during a suspension is 
false. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Obviously, in today’s world a mayor’s role is effectively a full-time position. There are 
a lot of mayors for whom it is a full-time position. They obviously get paid a reasonably good allowance, as 
mayors, with all the bits and pieces that get added on. If their pay is suspended, technically they may not be able 
to pay their mortgage or feed their kids et cetera. Will the scenario for mayors be that their pay will be cut off on 
every occasion? If they are suspended, they will automatically lose their pay, without doubt. The other issue there 
is, as we have discussed before, that if a suspended mayor is found to be innocent of any offence, having been 
suspended for six months and gone through the process—it is their only income, they cannot pay their bills and 
they are behind in their mortgage—there is nothing to see here, it is all good, and the mayor is reinstated, there is 
no back pay; they may have lost their house, but that is just bad luck. Has that been taken into account in the case 
of the mayors in most metropolitan councils, for whom that is the only job they have; that is the only position they 
fill? I know a lot of mayors for whom that is their only income. I am a bit concerned about the financial hardship, 
especially if it is proven that there is nothing there to see, or is that just bad luck, and that is the risk that people 
take if they are suspended. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I understand where the member is coming from, and it is a legitimate concern, but it 
also reminds us all that these positions are very privileged and important, with remuneration that is not a salary, 
and, therefore, in many respects it could be argued that it is not related to a job. The member refers to it as being 
a job. In some respects, it is a course of action that people take. Some councillors would argue that they work full 
time. In a band 4 council, for example, which would be many of our very small councils, the minimum 
remuneration is $508 annually, with a maximum of up to $19 864, for a mayor or a president. I am just talking 
mayor or president numbers here. A number of councils in the band process endorse the highest rate, or the 
maximum. Others set their payments midway on the band, rounded to the nearest $1 000. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: Where do most of them sit—at the top end or in the middle? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think it varies, to be honest. This is probably a good question that we could refer to 
in the third reading debate. It is probably some information I can come back with. It is at the discretion of the 
council to decide. Ultimately, though, a councillor is paid if they are able to carry out the functions of a councillor. 
If they are suspended, the premise is that, as they are no longer carrying out the responsibilities and requirements 
as an elected member, they should not receive payment. The member might see this as unfair, but the reality is 
that, when this is in place, that is a consideration for all councillors. Might it have an influence on their behaviour 
or their conduct? Possibly. Is that a good thing? Possibly. The reality is that this clause determines that if a person 
is not carrying out the duties, they are not to receive the relevant payment. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Following up on that argument, I guess it has to do with the legal definition of the allowances 
paid to mayors, and our concern is with only those whose remuneration is determined by the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal. SAT covers the remuneration of a range of people, including members of Parliament. Being 
a member of Parliament is a privilege. It is a vocation, if you wish. That is a word that the minister might have 
used, without putting words in his mouth, for a mayor. If a member of Parliament is suspended, they cannot carry 
out the functions that they are being paid to do. Our concern is, are we setting up an inequity with this decision, 
relative to other people whose income is determined by SAT? Many are in important positions, such as judges, 
senior bureaucrats, members of Parliament and others. I guess it would hinge upon the legal definition of the 
allowance paid to the mayor. In some cases, the allowance is not large—it is probably not their sole income. 
However, in most of the large metropolitan cities, mayor is effectively a full-time position. I am trying to 
understand why we are treating mayors in a different way from people who hold other equally important positions 
and whose salaries are also determined by SAT. 

Another issue is a mayor or councillor who is suspended. The council of the City of Canning is in my electorate. 
That council was suspended or sacked for a long time—it went on for a number of years, unfortunately. It was not 
the fault of everyone on that council. I think the minister is trying to address that in more detail in this bill. Some 
of those councillors were just fallout. The mayor called it all upon himself. However, that is a different issue. Let 
us say a mayor was suspended, based on accusations of an important nature, and it turned out that was not justified. 
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That person was not able to perform their task for the period of the suspension, even though they might have 
wanted to do so. The investigation that followed found that the mayor should be reinstated. Compare that with 
a member of Parliament who was suspended following accusations. That member of Parliament would continue 
to be paid. We are not against the docking of pay. We are just trying to work through these irregularities, because 
if we leave irregularities in decision-making, they often lead to problems. I think it hinges upon what the minister 
implied—namely, that mayoral pay is different; unlike the situation of members of Parliament, it is not a salary. 
Could the minister give us a description of why it is different? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. This goes to the crux of why it 
is not appropriate in many respects to compare an elected councillor at the local government level with a member 
elected to this place. We have procedures and privileges, and standing orders, that designate a course of action. 
A member may be suspended from this place. However, that does not mean the member is suspended from carrying 
out their duties as a member of Parliament. A member may be suspended from this place for a period and continue 
to carry out their duties in their electorate. There is no suspension of their electorate office—they are able to carry 
out their electorate duties. Therefore, I do not buy the argument of comparison. I think it is very different. We 
receive a salary and we receive allowances associated with that salary. It is up to this place to take a range of 
actions if we breach the privilege of being in this place, depending upon the seriousness of the breach. That range 
of actions is set down by us, ultimately, and determined by us. That is not the case for an elected member of local 
government—that is set by this place, actually, through an act of Parliament. That is the difference. If the 
Leader of the Opposition were to carry on with that argument and make a comparison with this clause, it would 
become very complicated and would in fact be comparing apples with oranges, when there is no similarity. That 
is where I come from in terms of the proviso. 

The other fact, Leader of the Opposition, is that it comes back to the principle of what is an allowance and/or 
sitting fee, as opposed to a wage, and any conditions and allowances that sit along with that wage. They are 
completely different. In this case, I think this would satisfy the view of the public. I think the view of the public 
would be that an elected councillor is different from an elected member of Parliament, be it federal or state, and is 
also different from a salaried officer or salaried person. We are dealing specifically with the circumstances as they 
impact on a councillor. I am not a gambler, but I reckon the member would find that the general public would be 
of the view that a councillor who was suspended and not able to carry out their duties and be part of the 
decision-making body while they are suspended—which would be a serious course of action—should not receive 
any remuneration during that period. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have not polled, but my guess is that the general public would also be of the view that if an 
elected member of this place were suspended, even if that person were to work in their electorate office, they 
should not be paid. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: The general public probably thinks you and I should not be paid either! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I agree! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I think they all think we are grossly overpaid and do not do anything. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Many people still think that we have a pension that goes on. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes, and of course we could fix that if you wanted to work together! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier is not here. The police minister is not here. Let us do it! You are in charge, 
minister! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Quick! Get me a draftsperson, quickly! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think we would get a positive vote on that tonight! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: We would be pilloried out there in the public. They do not think we deserve anything. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We do not have to tell them, right? 

I divert. Can the minister address the issue of a mayor who is suspended and whose allowances are docked or not 
paid, and after the fact the cause was found to be inadequate and the mayor was reinstated? That person did not 
undertake the tasks of mayor during that period, by definition. The minister is right—there is a difference between 
being in this house and being in the electorate, although a member cannot be a good local member if they are not 
in this house, I might add. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Some might be more effective if they were not in here! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is why the minister is here! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I walked into that one—touché! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the minister address the potential inequity of a person who is suspended and has their pay 
docked but is then reinstated? We want the best people in local government. Sometimes a mayor is suspended not 
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because of things they have done but because of people around them. There is sometimes a large amount of 
excessive behaviour, as we saw yesterday in the City of Swan when the mayor was hit on the head with 
a microphone by an over-excited person. If a person is suspended and their allowance is stopped for the period of 
the suspension, and they are then reinstated, does the minister have the ability to say, “Okay; we will pay the 
allowance that would have been due if you had not been suspended”? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: First of all, I think the recent events in the City of Perth show that the community 
supports the proviso that they should not be paid. I refer to what the Leader of the Opposition said on ABC Radio 
Perth when this matter came up. This was on 26 April this year, so it is very recent — 

The WA Liberals say the Government’s promise to close a legal loophole that would prevent Perth Lord 
Mayor Lisa Scaffidi from receiving her salary while suspended should be extended to all elected officials; 

The proviso is that they are different but, from that, I read that the Leader of the Opposition agrees that the 
Lord Mayor should not receive any payment while she is under suspension. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I am looking for equity in the treatment of Lord Mayors versus everybody else determined by 
the SAT. We are trying to explore why we are treating Lord Mayors differently from judges or ourselves. You 
have gone some way to explaining that. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is because they are different and they are not receiving a salary. I suppose that is my 
answer to the Leader of the Opposition. The other thing is that, effectively, they have been suspended, so they are 
not performing their duties or functions. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: But you could say that of a judge. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, but they receive a salary. My understanding is that some salaried people can be 
suspended with pay or without pay. Police and teachers are examples, but they receive a salary. They do not receive 
an allowance and/or a sitting fee for attending the classroom or the station. I think that is the difference. 
I understand where the Leader of the Opposition is coming from and I am not antagonistic to where he is coming 
from. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I think we are going to agree to this new clause. I am just trying to explore whether there are 
anomalies in it. You have just said—from memory it is true—that people who are at a certain level under SAT can 
be suspended with or without pay. That is up to the discretion of whoever is doing the suspensions. Is that true? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I would not like to answer that and be incorrect. It is something that I might be able to 
respond to during the third reading debate. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Okay. Could you address the issue of some being suspended — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Reinstatement? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In this case, there is no power for the minister to order back pay if reinstated. There is 
not that capacity. Again, it comes back to the premise that duties have not been performed; therefore, sitting fees 
and/or allowances have not been earned. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Has the minister sought legal advice from someone on whether back pay not being provided 
would lead that person to pursue remedy in court? I think they would have the right to pursue it in court. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My advice is that, yes, that advice has been sought and this legislation would override 
any other aspect. Again, I am not being picky but in the Leader of the Opposition’s response, he referred to “pay”. 
Again, that is not what these are; they are allowances and sitting fees. 

New clause put and passed. 

Clause 24: Part 8 Division 3 Subdivision 2 inserted — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 

Page 22, after line 10 — To insert — 

(4) Despite Part 5 Division 8 — 

(a) while a council member is suspended that member is not entitled to be paid any fee or 
allowance to which they would otherwise be entitled to be paid under Part 5 Division 8; 
and 

(b) if a local government pays an annual allowance or annual fee under Part 5 Division 8 
to the member in advance then section 5.102AB applies in respect of that member as if 
the member had, during the period of suspension, ceased to hold the office to which the 
allowance or fee relates. 
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Again, this amendment underpins the principle of an elected member not receiving payment of fees and/or 
allowances while they are not carrying out their duties or functions because of suspension. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 25 to 27 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
EDUCATION AND CARE SERVICES NATIONAL LAW (WA) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

As to Third Reading 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Ms S.F. McGurk (Minister for Community Services), and transmitted to 
the Council.  

House adjourned at 9.09 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — DONATIONS, GIFTS, HOSPITALITY AND TRAVEL 

3065. Dr M.D. Nahan to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 

Can the Minister please outline all of the following accepted since 11 March 2017: 

(a) donations, gifts, any benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) the date of receipt of the donation, gift, any benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(c) the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the donation, gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(d) the estimated individual value of the donation, gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 3069. 

ART GALLERY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA — WA GOVERNMENT PURCHASING CARD 

3081. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to the unauthorised use of a WA Government Purchasing Card amounting to $7,116.80, as reported in 
the 2016–17 Annual Report of the Art Gallery of WA, and ask: 

(a) what was the value of each transaction which amounted to the $7,116.80 total; 

(b) were all transactions undertaken by the same employee: 

(i) if no to (b), how many different employees undertook the unauthorised transactions; 

(c) what were the position title/s of the employee/s; 

(d) is/are the employee/s who made the unauthorised transactions still working at the Art Gallery of WA; 

(e) what personal items were purchased; and 

(f) why was no referral made for disciplinary action? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 

There is an error in the 2016–17Annual Report on “Unauthorised use of a WA Government Purchasing Card”. 
The amount should be $419.83 instead of $7,116.80 and the number of occasions should be six, instead of two. 

The error was found when compiling the information to respond to this Parliamentary Question. The Art Gallery 
is now in the process of correcting the annual report information, and is currently in the process of writing to the 
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly and the President of the Legislative Council to advise that there was an error 
in the report. The Art Gallery will prepare the amendment/erratum slip for the Minister to table in Parliament. 

(a) The value of each transaction amounting to $419.83. 

$84.45 

$29.05 

$207.42 

$27.27 

$39.82 

$31.82 

(b) No. 

 (i) 3 employees. 

(c) Administrative Assistant, Senior Objects Conservator, Assistant Registrar. 

(d) Yes. 

(e) Groceries and personal items. 

(f) Management has investigated and noted that all the transactions were accidental and repaid in a timely 
manner. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF PERTH — INQUIRY 

3083. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to the Inquiry into the City of Perth, and your media release dated 24 April 2018, referring to investigating 
the operations and affairs of the City of Perth between October 1, 2015 and March 1, 2018inclusive, and ask: 

(a) given the significance of this matter and the almost 2.5 year time period covered, why have you appointed 
a single person and not a three person panel; 

(b) why has the inquiry period been limited to 1 March 2018, when the council was suspended on 
2 March 2018; 

(c) will you amend the terms of reference to be inclusive of 2 March 2018, if not, why not; and 

(d) why do the terms of reference provide scope for the Inquiry Panel to inquire into and report on matters 
that occurred before 1 October 2015, but not on 2 March 2018? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 

(a) The Local Government Act 1995 provides for the appointment of an Inquiry Panel consisting of one or 
three people. It was decided that a panel consisting of one would be most effective given that the panel 
will have legal and investigative support officers. 

(b) The Authorised Inquiry undertook investigations into the removal of documents by elected members from 
the City of Perth up to and including 1 March 2018. A Direction Notice was provided on 1 March 2018 
to the City that removed elected members’ access to the IT system, prevented shredding and removed 
bins that already had papers deposited to a secure location. 

(c)–(d) On 2 March 2018, elected members did not have access to IT and were prevented from removing 
anything. Should the Inquiry Panel consider it necessary to examine matters prior to 1 October 2015 or 
relating to 2 March 2018 it can request my approval to do so and such a request would be supported. 

LANDGATE — RECORDS — ROYAL WESTERN AUSTRALIAN HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

3084. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Transport; Planning; Lands: 

Has the Royal Western Australian Historical Society contacted you with concerns regarding public access to 
Landgate records, and if yes: 

(a) on what date were you contacted; 

(b) have you responded to the Society’s concerns, if so, will you table a copy of your response; and 

(c) have you met or do you intend to meet with the Society to discuss their concerns: 

(i) on what date did you meet, or do you intend to meet with the Society; 

(ii) who were the attendees at the meeting; and 

(iii) will you table a copy of any: agenda, minutes, briefing notes, contemporaneous notes and/or 
documentation prepared or supplied for, or produced during the meeting? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 

The Minister has not received any written correspondence from the “Royal Western Australian Historical Society” 
regarding Landgate. 

LANDGATE — RECORDS — ROYAL WESTERN AUSTRALIAN HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

3085. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 

Has the Royal Western Australian Historical Society contacted you with concerns regarding public access to 
Landgate records, and if yes: 

(a) on what date were you contacted; 

(b) have you responded to the Society’s concerns, if so, will you table a copy of your response; and 

(c) have you met or do you intend to meet with the Society to discuss their concerns: 

(i) on what date did you meet, or do you intend to meet with the Society; 

(ii) who were the attendees at the meeting; and 

(iii) will you table a copy of any: agenda, minutes, briefing notes, contemporaneous notes and/or 
documentation prepared or supplied for, or produced during the meeting? 
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Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 

(a) 17 April 2018. 

(b) No. This matter is still being considered. 

(c) The Minister will consider the required action following receipt of advice from the Department of Local 
Government, Sport and Cultural Industries on the matter. 

 (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 

LANDGATE — RECORDS — STATE RECORDS OFFICE 

3086. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 

(1) How many records are currently held by the State Records Office (SRO) which originated from Landgate 
(or its predecessor Departments)? 

(2) For each of the past five years, how many records have been transferred from Landgate to the SRO, to 
form part of the state archives collection? 

(3) Are you aware if Landgate has any outstanding records, which cannot be transferred to SRO due to 
storage limitation issues and if so, what is being done to rectify this matter? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 

(1) The State Records Office (SRO) holds 768 linear metres of archives, consisting of over 60,000 records, 
from Landgate’s predecessor Departments, dating back to 1829. 

(2) 2018 – Nil 

2017 – Nil 

2016 – 1 

2015 – Nil 

2014 – Nil 

(3) Landgate has identified 3,004 linear metres of State Archives awaiting transfer, and in 2017 requested 
the transfer of 986.5 linear metres to the SRO. A business case for the establishment of a State archives 
repository for whole of government will be developed by DLGSC in 2018–19. 

LANDGATE — HISTORICAL RECORDS 

3087. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Transport; Planning; Lands: 

(1) Are historical records held by Landgate State Archives pursuant to the State Records Act 2000 (“Act”) 
and if not, why not? 

(2) Given that the spirit of the Act is to provide free public access to State archives, why does Landgate 
charge for access to historical records? 

(3) Will you commit to a review of these fees, with a view to remove the costs associated with inspecting 
historical records? 

(4) Will ensure that all digitised records of Landgate which are considered “State Archives” to be made 
available to search for free in the State Records Office search room? 

(5) Will you guarantee that prior to any sale of Landgate, that all historical records and state archives will be 
appropriately transferred to the State Records Office and if not, why not? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 

(1)–(2) The Transfer of Land Act 1893 (the Act) is the relevant legislation which determines public access to 
records held by Landgate. This act also determines the prescribed fees for accessing any State records. 
There is no expectation arising from the State Records Act 2000 or from the past practice from Landgate 
or its predecessors that access would be provided to records for free. 

(3) As per the Act, Landgate is required to review all fees and charges relating to the Act annually. 

(4)  Landgate will continue to retain any digitised records and make them available to the public as required 
by the Act for a fee. 

(5)  No decision on the future of Landgate has been made. Protecting the State’s assets, including historical 
records, will be a key consideration of any decision. 
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LANDGATE — HISTORICAL RECORDS 
3088. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
(1) Are historical records held by Landgate State Archives pursuant to the State Records Act 2000 (“Act”) 

and if not, why not? 
(2) Given that the spirit of the Act is to provide free public access to State archives, why does Landgate 

charge for access to historical records? 
(3) Will you commit to a review of these fees, with a view to remove the costs associated with inspecting 

historical records? 
(4) Will ensure that all digitised records of Landgate which are considered “State Archives” to be made 

available to search for free in the State Records Office search room? 
(5) Will you guarantee that prior to any sale of Landgate, that all historical records and state archives will be 

appropriately transferred to the State Records Office and if not, why not? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(1) The State Records Act 2000, requires all records created, received and held by Landgate in the course of 

business are Government records which must be managed through a Recordkeeping Plan prepared by 
Landgate and approved by the State Records Commission.  The Landgate Recordkeeping Plan identifies 
those records of historic, cultural or evidential value which must be kept permanently as State Archives 
and transferred once they are 25 years old to the State Archives Collection. 

(2)–(4) Not applicable to the State Records Office. 
(5) All Landgate records must be managed in accordance with a Recordkeeping Plan and the requirements 

of the State Records Act 2000. Any sale of Landgate must address the management of Landgate records, 
including the requirement to transfer State Archives to the State Archives Collection. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 
3089. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Minister’s answer to part (f) of Question on Notice 2467, and ask: 
(a) given that you were able to provide the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs details 

of the number of informal complaints received by the Department of Local Government, Sport and 
Cultural Industries (more than 200 since 2013), can you please provide a breakdown of how many 
informal complaints were received by the Department in each year since 2013; and 

(b) how many formal complaints were received by the Department in each year since 2013? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
As the member is aware the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries (the Department) has 
initiated and is undertaking an Authorised Inquiry into the City of Melville (the City). 
The Department had been monitoring the City for more than twelve months, prior to commencing the Inquiry, due 
to a number of concerns. Concerns of the Department were based on attendance and behaviour at council meetings, 
complaints, working with City staff and meetings with ratepayers. 
I support the Director General’s decision to undertake the Authorised Inquiry into the City, as part of the 
Department’s normal duties. The City’s Chief Executive Office has also welcomed by the Inquiry. 
The number of complaints form part of the story with regard to the function of a local government. I stated in 
a media statement that nearly 300 complaints had been made against the City since 2014. In a letter to the Standing 
Committee of the Environment and Public Affairs, I advised the since 2013 the Department has received more 
than 200 informal complaints regarding the City. These statements are not inconsistent or contradictory. 
My Office and the Department have received a large number of formal complaints, informal complaints and 
correspondence regarding the City, since 10 March 2017. These include, but not limited to, complaints regarding 
the wave park, purchasing of property by the City, conduct of the Mayor and CEO and other elected representatives 
and employees, enforcement of legislation such as the Building Act 2011 and social media posts. 
I attended a council meeting on 18 July 2017 and it was clear there was a lack of respect and a breakdown in 
relationships was evident. 
Also three petitions have been tabled in Parliament within the past twelve months raising concerns about the City, 
with signatures totalling over 5,000. 
The State Government has a responsibility to ensure that local governments are meeting the needs of their 
communities and obligations under the Local Government Act 1995. I trust that this Inquiry will lead to improved 
outcomes and improved relationships between the City and its residents. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 

3090. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to your letter to the Chair of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs dated 
16 October 2017, which refer to more than 200 informal complaints about the City of Melville, and ask: 
(a) why have you based the information supplied to the Committee on informal complaints, when the 

Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries has a practice in place of merging and 
recording complaints about an issue into a single database entry; and 

(b) why have you relied on informal complaints, rather than formal complaints? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3089. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 

3091. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to your media statement, dated 29 November 2017, in relation to the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries conducting an inquiry to explore whether there are underlying issues to the nearly 
300 complaints against the City made to the Minister and the department since 2014, and ask: 
(a) how do these figures align with those supplied in Question on Notice 2467; 
(b) given that the Department routinely merges complaints about a single issue in its database, why does your 

media statement appear to refer to unmerged figures; and 
(c) please provide a list of every complaint referencing the date of complaint, the issue and final outcome? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3089. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 

3092. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
In refer to the inquiry into the City of Melville, and ask: 
(a) can you please explain the difference between the nearly 300 complaints since 2014 referred to in your 

media statement of 29 November 2017 and the more than 200 informal complaints since 2013, referred 
to in your letter to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs dated 16 October 2017; 
and 

(b) please provide a list of all the complaints that were referenced in your media statement and letter to the 
Standing Committee? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3089. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 

3093. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to your media statement, dated 29 November 2017, in relation to the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries conducting an inquiry to explore whether there are underlying issues to the nearly 
300 complaints against the City made to the Minister and the department since 2014, and ask: 
(a) how many of the nearly 300 complaints were made to the Minister; 
(b) how many of the nearly 300 complaints were made to the Department; and 
(c) how many of the nearly 300 complaints were made to both the Minister and Department? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3089. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF MELVILLE INQUIRY — COMPLAINTS 

3094. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Minister’s answer to part (b) of Question On Notice No. 2467, and ask: 
(a) for each of the years 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017, how many pieces of correspondence were 

referred to the Department for assessment and appropriate action, based on the belief that they contained 
a valid complaint; 
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(b) how many of those pieces of correspondence, for each given year, were assessed by the Department as 
being a valid complaint; and 

(c) what was the issue raised in each complaint and what was the final outcome? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3089. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — LONG SERVICE LEAVE REGULATIONS 
3095. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to regulation 7 of the Local Government (Long Service Leave) Regulations, and ask: 
(a) why is a worker restricted to taking long service leave in no more than three separate periods; 
(b) do you believe this restriction is appropriate and if not, when will you rectify this outdated provision; and 
(c) will you be reviewing this regulation, as part of the review of the Local Government Act 1995? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) Because these were the benefits provided to other industries by the Long Service Leave Act 1958 at the 

time the Regulations were drafted. 
(b) The restriction is outdated. I have already requested Parliamentary Counsel to draft an appropriate 

amendment. 
(c) This issue is being dealt with separately to the Local Government Act 1995 review.  

HERITAGE — HMAS OVENS 
3096. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to HMAS Ovens, the submarine at the WA Maritime Museum, and ask: 
(a) when was the submarine first exhibited; 
(b) what maintenance and/or repairs have taken place since it was first exhibited; 
(c) when did the exhibition close for maintenance and repairs; and 
(d) have Museum staff met with the submarine volunteers to keep them advised about the timeline for the 

current repairs/maintenance, and if so, on what date/s did these meetings occur and on what date/s are 
any future briefings scheduled? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) 18 December 1999. 
(b) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 2918 
(c) October 2017 to April 2018. 
(d) Yes, the WA Museum has continued to keep volunteers informed with three separate group briefings 

on 30 October 2017, 21 December 2017 and 24 May 2018, along with written correspondence 
on 18 October 2017, 30 October 2017, 13 December 2017, 25 January 2018, 29 January 2018 and 
20 April 2018. 

TREASURY AND FINANCE — CONCESSION ELIGIBILITY 
3097. Mr A. Krsticevic to the  Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Energy; Aboriginal Affairs: 
(1) Does the Department of Finance and/or Office of State Revenue (OSR) have access to data-matching or 

other information, to confirm if individuals are eligible for concessions, such as pensioner discounts: 
(a) if yes, what source information does the Department of Finance and/or OSR have access to; and 
(b) will the Minister list: 

(i) all concessions, rebates, discounts or otherwise which undergo a verification process 
via the Department of Finance and/or OSR; and 

(ii) all departments, agencies or other entities who refer or seek confirmation of 
concessions or other rebates to the Department of Finance and/or OSR? 

(2) Has there been a change in policy regarding the need to review registrations, under section 36 of the 
Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 (“Act”): 
(a) since 17 March 2017, has any correspondence been sent out to departments, agencies, 

administrative authorities or otherwise regarding section 36 of the Act and if so, will you table 
a copy; 
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(b) which department, agency or otherwise maintains records of when review registrations are 
completed; and 

(c) are there any penalties or otherwise for an administrative authority who fails to review 
registrations every three years? 

(3) Will the Minister list the dates on which the three most recent registration reviews, pursuant to 
section 36 of the Act, were conducted by: 
(a) the City of Stirling; 
(b) the City of Canning; 
(c) the City of Wanneroo; and 
(d) the City of Perth? 

(4) If the Department of Finance and/or OSR has the capacity to data-match information and confirm the 
eligibility of concession holders, why are Local Governments and other administrative authorities 
required to review registrations pursuant to section 36 of the Act? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
The Department of Finance advises: 
(1) Yes. 
 (a) Commonwealth Government – Department of Human Services – confirmation of pensioner 

eligibility only. Government of Western Australia – Department of Communities – information 
concerning persons entitled to a State Senior’s Card. Government of Western Australia – 
Landgate – land ownership information 

 (b) (i) Pensioners and Seniors Rebate; Energy Concession Extension Scheme; Life Support 
Equipment Energy Subsidy Scheme; and Thermoregulatory Dysfunction Energy 
Subsidy Scheme; and  

  (ii) Local governments. 
(2) (a) No. A policy change has not been approved under the procedural manual authorised by 

Section 9 of the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992, which provides that 
local governments and country water boards do not have to conduct triennial reviews. It has 
recently come to the attention of the Commissioner of State Revenue that an administrative error 
occurred on 10 March 2017, where four local governments were incorrectly advised at 
a pensioner review workshop that a review of pensioner and senior entitlements was required 
under section 36 of the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992. Since 
17 March 2017, written correspondence concerning section 36 of the Rates and Charges 
(Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 has not been initiated by State Revenue to departments, 
agencies, administrative authorities or otherwise. Six local governments and the 
Water Corporation received email correspondence from State Revenue officers responding to 
enquiries about the requirement to conduct triennial reviews [see tabled paper no 1419.]. 
The Commissioner of State Revenue is in the process of writing to all local governments and the 
WA Local Government Association to correct this error. 

(b) No centralised record of reviews is maintained. 
(c) No. 

(3) Yes. 
(a) The City of Stirling advised that it has no record of previous reviews. 
(b) The City of Canning advised that the last completed review was in 2001. A current review 

commenced in February 2018. 
(c) The City of Wanneroo advised reviews were completed in 2002 and 2016. 
(d) The City of Perth advised that it has no record of previous reviews. A current review commenced 

in March 2018. 
(4) While section 36 of the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 requires administrative 

authorities to conduct triennial reviews, State Revenue assumed the responsibility for these reviews from 
local governments and Water Boards from 1 July 2003. This is set out in the procedural manual prepared 
under section 9(4) of Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992. To determine concession 
eligibility, State Revenue accesses data from various sources and uses its current data-matching capability 
to confirm the status of pensioners and seniors on an annual basis. Exceptions are provided to the relevant 
authorities for follow-up. System redevelopments to substantially improve the data-matching capability 
of property ownership and occupancy details are being undertaken by State Revenue, with this 
functionality expected to be available during 2019–20. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SPORT AND CULTURAL INDUSTRIES —  
CORPORATE CREDIT CARDS 

3098. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Auditor General’s Report, Controls Over Corporate Credit Cards, dated 7 May 2018, and ask: 
(a) what is the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries’ (Department) response to 

this report; 
(b) has the Department distributed its Operational Guidelines regarding the use of corporate credit cards to 

all local governments, in response to the report: 
(i) if yes, on what date was it distributed and if not, why not; and 

(c) will the Department be updating its Operational Guidelines regarding the use of corporate credit cards, in 
light of the report: 
(i) if yes, what changes are being made? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries provides Operational Guidelines 

regarding the use of Corporate Credit Cards and will continue to support Local Government Authorities 
to ensure sound policies and procedures are in place. 

(b) No. 
(i) Operational Guidelines are readily available on the Department’s website. 

(c) The Department continuously reviews its Operational Guidelines to ensure that the information provided 
is current. 

 (i) See (c). 
MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — JULIAN HILTON 

3099. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Ministerial Resourcing Report tabled on 8 May 2018, which lists Julian Hilton as a Senior Policy 
Adviser in your office, and ask: 
(a) on what date did Mr Hilton commence in your office, is his employment current and on what basis is he 

employed (ie. term of government, contract, casual, or otherwise); 
(b) was or is Mr Hilton a member of the Melville Community Association, Melville Ratepayers Association 

or any other community group in Melville or surrounding areas: 
(i) if yes, please provide details of his membership/s including the name of the organisation, the 

dates on which his membership commended and ended, and details of any position held within 
the organisation (including the time period in which that position was held); 

(c) noting the current investigation into the City of Melville, did Mr Hilton lodge any complaints against the 
City, whether in his personal capacity or as part of his membership in a community group: 
(i) if yes, please provide details of the complaint including if it was lodged with the Department or 

Minister, the date it was lodged, the nature of the complaint and the issues raised; and 
(d) noting the current investigation into the City of Melville, can you provide assurance that there is no 

conflict of interest, perceived or otherwise, with Mr Hilton’s employment in your office: 
(i) if there is a conflict of interest, please advise what steps are being taken to manage the conflict 

of interest? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) Commenced 5 February 2018 and currently employed on a full time basis. Other details provided in 

Ministerial Resourcing Report. 
(b) Mr Hilton has not been an active member of the Melville Community Association since 2015 and has 

never been a member of the Melville Ratepayers Association. 
(c) Mr Hilton has never lodged a formal complaint about the City of Melville with the Department of Local 

Government, Sport and Cultural Industries (or its predecessor) or the Minister for Local Government. 
(d) There is no conflict of interest. 

As the member would be aware the Authorised Inquiry into the City of Melville was established in 
November 2017 and is being conducted by the Department of Local Government Sport and Cultural 
Interests in accordance with the provisions of the Local Government Act 1995. 
Mr Hilton was not an employee of this office when the Inquiry was established and has no role in the 
conduct of the Inquiry. 

__________ 
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