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

ROCKMELON INDUSTRY 
Statement by Minister for Agriculture and Food 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [10.02 am]: 
Western Australian rockmelon growers have seen their sales dramatically reduced following the Listeria outbreak 
on the east coast of Australia. Rockmelon growers in Western Australia supply fresh product from across the state, 
from the Ord in the north through to the state’s south west. The value of WA rockmelon production was 
approximately $23 million in 2017. Almost 10 per cent of WA’s production is exported. Major export countries 
for WA rockmelons include Singapore, the United Arab Emirates, Japan, Hong Kong, Kuwait and Brunei. Exports 
of Australian rockmelon are already taking a hit following the Listeria incident in New South Wales, and growers 
are reporting a drop in domestic sales. 
I want to make absolutely clear to the Council today that consumers can buy rockmelons from across WA and be 
confident that the safety of our product is not in question. The Western Australian Department of Health has 
advised that trace-back procedures implemented by the producer of the affected rockmelons in New South Wales 
have shown that no affected product has been consigned to WA. Other investigations undertaken by the 
Department of Health have also confirmed that none of the affected rockmelons have been consigned to WA from 
NSW. The Listeria outbreak was traced to one producer in NSW, who is no longer trading. The state government 
is working with the federal government to minimise any disruptions to trade and make clear to trading partners 
that our rockmelons are not affected. 
We are also asking Western Australians to support our growers, who have been caught up in this eastern states 
problem. This will be a tough time for our growers, but Western Australians can show their support for local 
industry and local jobs by eating rockmelon, and it is good for you. I will be joining rockmelon growers and 
industry representatives on the steps of Parliament at 1.30 pm today to walk the walk on this, and try some of 
WA’s best rockmelon. I invite other members of this place to join me and get behind WA’s rockmelon industry 
when it needs our support the most. As Belinda Varischetti from Country Hour says, “Eat a rocky, save a cocky.” 

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

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Notice of Motion 

1. Shire of Capel Dogs Local Law 2017. 
2. Shire of Collie Parking and Parking Facilities Amendment Local Law 2017. 
3. Western Australian Meat Industry Authority Amendment Regulations 2017. 
Notices of motion given by Hon Robin Chapple. 

EDUCATION PORTFOLIO 
Motion 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [10.07 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house — 
(a) recognises the total mishandling by the McGowan government of the education portfolio and its 

poorly thought-out and rushed decisions that continue to cause immense hurt and distress across 
Western Australia; and 

(b) calls on the McGowan government to reassure parents of children in public schools that there 
will be no further cuts to the education portfolio. 

As can be seen, this motion is in two parts. The first part reflects the opposition’s view that, since coming to power, 
the government has made a series of errors and misjudgements across the education portfolio, characterised by 
various misjudgements and poorly thought-out decisions, all of which have led to enormous anger, distress and 
hurt for many Western Australians. Part (b) of the motion is almost identical to part of a motion moved in this 
house in 2014 by Hon Sue Ellery against the then government. Given the nature of the discussion today, I thought 
the minister needed to be reminded of this in the hope that she might actually take heed of her own remarks, and 
therefore reassure parents and, indeed, everyone, that there will be no further cuts to the education portfolio. 
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The Labor Party prides itself on viewing itself as the greatest supporter of public education. According to its 
“fresh approach for WA” mantra, and I quote from the then Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan — 

WA Labor supports public education and believes that every child deserves a quality education, no matter 
where they live. 

We will invest in education and create the best learning environment for our students. 

I’m determined to make education a priority and ensure students receive the support they need to give 
them the best possible start to life. 

The so-called champions of public education, based on their current record, seem intent on making decisions that 
do not enhance educational opportunities in both regional WA and metropolitan Perth. It would be very easy to 
pull together a speech that focuses only on the outrageous cuts that the government pulled out of the hat in late 
December when it thought nobody was looking. The sad reality is that these cuts form part of a culmination of bad 
decisions and missteps that characterise this very government and this portfolio. It would also be very easy to 
blame just the Minister for Education and Training for all these bad decisions. Yes, she is the minister responsible; 
she is the minister accountable. But do you know what? The minister is not the only one to blame in this case. The 
simple fact is that all those decisions, which I will detail in a moment, did not just get signed off by the minister at 
her desk in Dumas House. All those decisions were obviously approved by the Labor cabinet; and, if not by the 
Labor cabinet, by its Expenditure Review Committee, or whatever it wants to call it. All these bad decisions could 
have been halted before they left the cabinet room and became public. They could have been stopped by other 
cabinet ministers, but, most importantly, they could have been stopped by the man at the top, the Premier, yet he 
has stood by and done nothing—zip, zero, nothing. 

The first bad decision of this government was of course its failed attempt to move Perth Modern School to a high-rise 
building in Northbridge. That went down really well! Through this election commitment, this government made 
a problem when there was not one. The previous government had put forward a sensible strategy to deal with 
overcrowding in western suburbs schools, but the then Labor opposition apparently knew better. Without 
consultation or understanding its impact, it released its flawed Education Central policy during the election 
campaign. It is fair to say that it was met with alarm, frustration and anger immediately, most particularly by the 
Perth Modern community. Did that cause the Labor Party to step back and reflect and think, “Is this is a good 
idea”? No; apparently, it had a mandate. It was happening—no ifs, no buts. Ultimately, as we know, the minister 
finally reversed that decision when the pressure became too great, through petitions, rallies, letters and talkback 
radio. People power had its say. Was that the end of this sorry saga? Absolutely not! The minister has never ever been 
able to clearly articulate why the previous government’s approach, which was based on Department of Education’s 
advice, was wrong. She has instead pressed ahead with a school development in Subiaco, when all the while a new 
school, which had already been budgeted for and was shovel ready, could have been under construction at the 
former City Beach Senior High School site. 

I move to the other outrageous cuts that were announced last December via press release by the Minister for 
Education and Training. As I said yesterday, the minister clearly thought that she would be able to avoid 
parliamentary, press and public scrutiny by announcing these poorly thought out and rushed decisions with less 
than two days to go in the school year, when the last of the school graduations were underway and Parliament had 
gone into summer recess. That was her first mistake. As I said yesterday, the groundswell of angst about these cuts 
was immediate. It was severe and intense. It was seen most visibly through the minister’s decision to axe the 
Schools of the Air. How could the minister and this government think that closing the Schools of the Air was 
a bright idea? It defies belief. But it did not stop there. When the minister was a shadow minister, we heard her 
time and again talk in this place about how she supports the gifted and talented programs, yet she was prepared to 
cut its funding by 25 per cent. Thankfully, both those decisions were reversed, but she is still closing Tuart and 
Canning Colleges to WA students—colleges that have literally turned people’s lives around and given them 
a second chance in their education and training journey. Were they given any warning? No, they were given no 
warning at all. I am told that at one of the colleges—I can only presume that this happened with both—everyone, 
and I mean everyone, found out about the college’s fate via a letter that was emailed at the same time the minister 
released her press statement. How outrageous and appalling. How can that be a way to treat people? And all of 
this just before Christmas? It is not just the teachers and support staff; it is also the students. One correspondent 
wrote a letter to me, and I bet the minister has had a few letters as well. It states — 

Adult students wanting to return to education in a truly adult environment have been left high and dry by 
this government. 

I could not have said it better myself. 

There are, of course, the other regional cuts, which I focused on in my contribution to the debate yesterday. 
Moora Residential College will close, the agricultural college education trust is being skimmed and who knows 
what is happening with the camp schools. Funding for the Landsdale Farm School will cease and my colleague 
Hon Tjorn Sibma is very keen to say a few words about that fantastic farm school; I will leave that up to him. 
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I want to spend a minute on the Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre, and I reckon the Greens will be interested in 
this one in particular. When it comes to penny pinching, this one fits the bill. The government is taking away 
$165 000 that goes towards one teacher and one administration assistant. Is $165 000 really going to fix the 
budget? Is it really going to make any difference? No, it is not. I have had the pleasure of visiting this centre on 
a few occasions; indeed, one was just a month or so ago. This centre is fantastic. Each year it supports thousands 
of school students and their teachers to learn more about the environment, sustainability and Aboriginal culture 
and its history. The president of the WA Gould League, Kevin Kenneally, said this about the decision — 

There was no discussion before the funding cut decision was made by the State Government last month. 
The funding provided through the Department of Education covers the salaries and costs for 
one teacher/centre manager and one administrative support person. All other funding to operate, maintain 
and run the wildlife centre is raised by fee-for-services from visiting school groups. 

The WA Gould League could not raise student fees to a level that would cover the salaries. 

Education Minister Sue Ellery has said her department will assist exploring partnerships with industry to 
support areas that have been affected by the finding cuts. But this raises the question: why would industry 
or other organisations fund facilities the Government does not deem worthy of support? 

The partnership between Department of Education and the Gould League is a unique model of effective 
out-sourcing of specialist service provision. 

The Gould League equips teachers to integrate science and sustainability as well as Aboriginal culture 
and history into their classroom activities. 

It connects students with the natural world and allows them to appreciate the value of their environment. 
It empowers the community to live more sustainably. 

Since 2002, more than 113,000 students have participated in school-based programs through the centre. 
All programs are curriculum-based, comprising both environmental education units and indigenous 
education services consistent with current Education Department curriculum standards. 

An average of 6500 students participate in Gould League programs each year. Last year, there was 
a strong engagement of almost 2000 students in the Aboriginal education program. 

Given the Government has reversed its decision on Schools of the Air because Premier Mark McGowan 
said it didn’t listen to the community, why not reverse the decision on funding for the Herdsman Lake 
Wildlife Centre? 

… 

All the work that has gone into this centre in the past 34 years would be lost if the WA Gould League and 
wildlife centre were to close. If that were to happen we would never get it back again and the biggest 
losers would be the children. We cannot allow this to happen. 

It has taken over 80 years to build up the WA Gould League and more than 30 years to build up this wildlife centre. 
The simple fact is that without that funding and the continued relationship with the Department of Education, the 
centre will struggle. The biggest fear for Kevin and everyone who supports this centre is that it will inevitably 
close. If it goes, it will be gone forever. Is that the legacy that this minister wants? I do not think the minister wants 
that legacy in this portfolio, but that is what it will be. All I can say of the remaining cuts is that the minister says 
that the cuts that she reversed in January—which was very welcome indeed—were rushed decisions.  

Equally, it can be argued that all the remaining cuts were rushed decisions and for that reason they should be 
reversed. Sadly, the litany of missteps and poor decisions in this critical portfolio has not stopped there. The 
minister is making policy changes, which I would say are unnecessary, to the highly successful independent public 
school system that was established under the former Liberal–National government. It is a fantastic program, which 
is working incredibly well. It does not need the changes that the minister is making and, I expect, will make more of. 
That is what everyone is expecting. We know that 188 positions have been abolished within the central and regional 
offices of the Department of Education. One change that has been met with particular alarm is the decision to abolish 
36 Aboriginal education regional consultant, manager and coordinator positions within Aboriginal education 
teams. These staff provided direct on-ground support to schools, teachers and families across the state. If that is 
not enough, I will remind the house of a little paragraph in the minister’s December press statement. It stated — 

The department will continue to review programs and some grants previously provided to external 
organisations will be reduced or cease. 

I can only presume from that little pearler that more cuts are to come. If that is the case, we can only presume, 
based on previous form, that they will be announced without consultation, discussion or the government listening. 
Even now, the government does not seem to have grasped the concept that when it comes to education, it needs to 
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consult before it makes a decision. It needs to listen. Just this week I asked the minister in this place why she did 
not consult the Moora community prior to making the decision in December last year to close Moora Residential 
College. Her response was — 

The announcements that we made in December gave everybody … 12 months’ notice of the decisions 
that we were making. We did not go out and consult ahead of that. 

I put it to the minister that making an ill thought out, rushed decision and then giving people 12 months to get over 
it is not consultation. I repeat—it is not. 

In closing, I implore the minister to listen, to consult, and to understand the consequences of the decisions that she 
continues to make. I also ask her to talk to the people of Western Australia and the parents of children in public 
schools and reassure them, as she asked the former government to do, that there will not be any further funding 
cuts. Based on the minister’s press statement of last year, I have to say that they will definitely still be coming, but 
I hope that she will reflect and change her view. 

I will end with some statements that the minister made in an interview published in The West Australian of 
2 January this year titled, “Perth Mod lesson not learnt”. That is a good headline! It states — 

Asked what she would have done differently this year, Ms Ellery conceded the Perth Modern School 
issue could have been better handled. 

“We probably could have listened to that a bit earlier but in the end I think we got a really good 
outcome,” … 

It was a really good outcome for Perth Modern School, but just remember those words—“a really good outcome”. 
The article continues — 

“And I wish I wasn’t causing the level of distress and anxiety that we are around the most recent round 
of savings. 

“School of the Air is getting all the attention but there are some other savings that are causing people 
some angst as well.” 

Yes, the savings and decisions are causing angst—a lot of angst—in rural and regional WA and in metropolitan 
Perth. I ask the minister to learn from her mistakes, to consult before making bad decisions, and to listen when she 
gets it manifestly wrong. She should do what she did when she reversed the decision on Perth Modern School—
that is, listen. If she listens, Western Australia’s public education system may just get, in the minister’s very own 
words, “a really good outcome”. I ask the house to support the motion. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [10.24 am]: It is nice to 
see the Liberal Party and my formal opposition member playing a bit of catch-up. Yesterday the opposition 
spokesperson on education stopped short of her 45 minutes. She used about 20 minutes. Today she could not even 
do 20 minutes on what she said was a pretty important matter. 

Hon Donna Faragher: You know that I read the list wrong. You know that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The member should have checked. She should have had 45 minutes worth of material, 
I would suggest, from her comments from today. It is good that the opposition is playing catch-up. I appreciate it 
playing catch-up. 

Hon Peter Collier: Can I have her three minutes added onto mine? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Hon Peter Collier will have to ask the President that. 

It is good that the opposition is playing catch-up. I appreciate it. There is a context, which I set out yesterday, to 
these comments and these issues—that is, the state of the finances that the former government left the new 
government to deal with. I set that out in significant detail yesterday, but I will do it again today because members 
of the opposition need to understand that there are consequences when they wreck the finances. I will respond to 
some issues that members opposite raised that might be new today, but I ask members to look at the comments 
that I made yesterday. I addressed these comments yesterday in much greater detail and I had more time yesterday 
than I will have today. 

I think the debate from the other side is happening in a vacuum. Members opposite are pretending that they did 
not leave us with the worst set of books since the Second World War. They are pretending that they did not set up 
a dual Treasury, dual budget process. They did not accept responsibility for how they managed the finances when 
they were in government. They are pretending that the fact that they did that and left us with huge debt and deficit 
means that we should not be able to make decisions and to adjust our budgets to get the state’s finances back in 
order. Members opposite are pretending that there are no consequences. 

I will touch on a couple of things. Firstly, let us talk about the savings measures that were put in place when the 
opposition was in government. In its last budget it booked $137 million of further savings measures for education, 
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including things such as the agency expenditure review, which it put in place itself. In its last budget the former 
government booked $137 million in savings to be harvested out of the Department of Education. That was built 
into its last budget. That members opposite are pure and did nothing that was in any way going to have any impact 
on education is a joke. If members opposite had won the election and were standing here, by this point they would 
have implemented at least another $137 million of savings in education. That is what they put in their last budget 
and what they would have done. 

Hon Peter Collier: No, we wouldn’t. That’s not true. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Hon Peter Collier has acknowledged one thing—that we should never have trusted the 
former government’s budget papers at all. He has demonstrated once again that the former government’s budget 
papers were meaningless because it had no control over the budget and was making decisions that had absolutely 
no standing. As the now Leader of the Opposition has just acknowledged, even when it was putting into place 
measures to address the fact that its budget process was completely out of control, it had no intention of following 
through with them. That is why we are in the mess that we are in! It is because of the approach the former 
government took to completely mismanage the state’s finances. It is astonishing! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: During a time of record revenue. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is a really important point! I have that down in my notes as well. At the time that record 
levels of revenue were coming into the state’s coffers, the former government still could not get it right. It is not 
surprising to me all that people on the Liberal side are questioning the role that the Liberal Party is playing, or the 
lack of role they see the Liberal Party playing, in the campaign to draw attention to some of these savings measures, 
which, yet again, I am happy to put on the record, I regret having to make and I wish I was not in this position. 
That is why there are grumblings in the background about the lack of a campaign from the Liberal Party. It knows 
that if it had won the election, there would have been $137 million worth of cuts to education—that was in its 
budget. 

Let us talk about what the Liberal Party had done before that $137 million worth of cuts. In 2014, over 600 teaching 
positions and 110 Aboriginal and Islander education officers were cut. There were also cuts to the number of 
education assistants. An additional $10.5 million was cut from school staffing budgets through not replacing 
retiring or resigning staff at their full salary component. I cannot remember the name of the program, the 
workforce—it was a so-called budget measure that was put in place to reduce staffing costs. The sum of 
$200 million was cut directly from public school budgets in 2014. A further $45 million was taken from secondary 
school budgets in 2016, as well as 150 central and regional office positions. In the last Report on Government 
Services in 2015, which covered the Liberal Party’s period in government, WA public schools experienced the 
largest reduction in total government real recurrent expenditure per full-time equivalent student in Australia. The 
state government’s real recurrent expenditure per student FTE in WA schools in 2015–16 was at its lowest point 
since 2006–07. The Liberal Party does not come to this debate with clean hands. It is not surprising to me that it 
is not as loud as its National Party friends. It is not surprising to me at all. They have more gall than Liberal 
members, that is for sure, because they were sitting at the cabinet table when these decisions were made. There is 
no doubt they have more gall, but perhaps Liberal members have a finer sense of what hypocrisy actually means. 
Perhaps they have a finer sense than they do about what it actually means. Maybe that is why the Liberal Party has 
not been at the forefront of the campaigning. 

I want to turn quickly to some of the things that we are doing. I touched on these yesterday. I am conscious that 
this is opposition motion time and I do not want to take up all of it given what I put on the record yesterday during 
debate on the motion moved by the National Party. The essence behind our election commitments in a sense was 
this: to put more one-on-one support into classrooms. We have done that in a number of ways. We also wanted to 
modernise our schools, and we have done that. A good example of that is the science labs in primary schools to 
enable our students to take full advantage of the opportunities of the future and to see our state reach its full 
potential. There was the announcement about putting 300 more education assistants into classrooms and targeting 
where they go in kindy through to year 2, and in those schools with the lowest socioeconomic status. The first 100 of 
those has been allocated—49 per cent of those into regional and rural WA schools in kindy to year 2. To prepare 
our students to take on the jobs of the future, we are putting authentic learning environments in place when it 
comes to science. We stop, I think, at 200 schools. I refer to a school at which science was being taught by a teacher 
taking a plastic tub full of science resources out of the storeroom into the wet area, or back into the standard 
classroom, to teach science. We are helping them to create exciting learning environments by having lab 
environments in schools. I have to say one of the greatest moments of joy was the school where we went to make 
that announcement. The science teacher did not know we were announcing that her school was one of those to get 
a science lab. She thought we were there to do something else. When we made the announcement in her classroom, 
she burst into tears because she was so excited about the fact that she was getting a science lab because that was 
her passion. She was doing a fantastic job in the facilities that she had. But the notion — 

[Interruption.] 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! If the member cannot turn that off, I think he might walk it outside and fix it. I remind 
members that when they bring a range of platforms into the chamber, they should always check to make sure the 
sound is off before coming in. I will not take the Barry House approach to confiscate! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Madam President. Thank you for not taking your predecessor’s approach. 
Creating an authentic learning environment in science labs is really important. I want to acknowledge the science 
teacher at Rostrata Primary School, Richard Johnson, who showed me his science lab after he had won, I think 
back in 2013, the Prime Minister’s science teacher of the year award. With his winnings, he created a science lab 
at Rostrata Primary School and did a fantastic job. That is what led to that policy. 
We also know that level 3 classroom teachers make a difference. They are leaders in how to teach in class. We 
made an election commitment, so we have started to roll out an additional 120 — 
Hon Donna Faragher: You were going to put them on hold. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. I was never going to get rid of them. 
Hon Peter Collier: You were going to put them on hold. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The announcement was about how many more we brought into the system. I was never 
going to get rid of them—never. 
Hon Donna Faragher: You were going to put applications on hold, minister; you know that. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It was into how many additional we created as opposed to — 
Hon Donna Faragher: You know that! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I know what the announcement was because I made it! It was not to get rid of them. 
In any event, we have proceeded with that. In addition to that, if members go into any school, they will be told 
this: every single day, teachers and educators have to deal with the fact that more and more children are turning 
up to school with low to medium mental health issues—some at the extreme—anxiety and the like. Teachers are 
finding it hard to concentrate on doing the teaching bit of their job. They are not mental health professionals. 
One of the really good announcements that we have made, and are in the process of rolling out, is putting in place 
a system that enables those schools that are part of the program to take a teacher out of the classroom to be that 
school’s coordinator for the evidence-based mental health program that that school chooses to participate in. There 
is a designated leader in the school to ensure that the program they choose, which is evidence based and delivered 
by professional organisations, does so. Their role is to coordinate that within their school and to ensure their school 
has a plan and a system in place to deal with those issues. That is so teachers can get on with teaching and that we 
put in place another source of support for those students who are turning up not ready to learn because there is 
a whole lot of other stuff going on in their lives and in their minds. I am hopeful that that will start to make 
a difference in that area. 
Regional Western Australia of course is going to benefit from additional Aboriginal and Islander education officers 
in classrooms. Independent learning coordinators: for those students in years 11 and 12 who are doing their subjects 
through the School of Isolated and Distance Education, they will get more one-on-one support. That is in 10 regional 
secondary schools. On top of that, regional learning specialists will go into regional and rural schools to assist 
them to really focus on intensive learning around the year 11 and 12 courses, in acknowledgement of the fact that 
sometimes the smallness of the school means they cannot offer the broad course options that others have and they 
do not necessarily have the specialist teachers that are available in metropolitan Perth. That is just part of the 
programs that we are doing. 
I touched on this very briefly in my comments yesterday: we also know that one of the most frustrating things, 
particularly for parents in P&Cs, is when they see a particular project in a school that they want to raise money 
for. People know that they can get the work done at price X. Of course they go through the centralised procurement 
process and price X has a premium added to it of about 50 per cent. What should cost $15 000 to $20 000 is now 
costing up to $45 000. Direct to market, which is different from the system that the previous government had in 
place, will enable those schools to spend up to $20 000 on minor works, capital works and repairs on projects by 
using local procurement processes to cut out that kind of premium that gets put on the fact that people think 
government schools have an endless bucket of money. I know that that is going to go make a difference, 
particularly in rural and regional WA where schools will be able to use local contractors. Of course, there are 
probity measures around it to make sure that schools do the checks. As I said yesterday, they will not be able to 
use their dodgy brother-in-law who has lost his plumber’s licence. I know that that will make a difference because 
it will enable schools to make decisions about how to better spend their money. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [10.40 am]: I have a great deal 
of pleasure in making some comments in support of the motion moved by Hon Donna Faragher. After 12 months 
in office, I am staggered that members opposite as a government are still focused entirely on us; they seem to 
spend 90 per cent of their time talking about us and the state’s finances. They have just had their one-year 
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anniversary of being in government and while they were sipping champagne down at the Perth Convention and 
Exhibition Centre with the corporate sector and scoffing on sirloins, they forgot about the students at 
Moora Residential College. After 12 months — 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not taking interjections. I have nine minutes. 
After 12 months, one would have thought that the government might have done a bit of reflection; it is always 
good to do a bit of reflection on anniversaries. I like this compare and contrast with Education; I really do. Let us 
have a look at what we inherited when we came to government. We inherited a basket case of an education system. 
When the Bolsheviks handed over power to us in 2008, what did they give us? They gave us under-resourced 
schools right across the state and the lowest paid teachers in the nation. They also gave us 264 classrooms without 
teachers: “We’ve got this great set of books, but we’re going to pay our teachers lower than any other teachers in 
the nation.” The students who did not have a teacher did not matter, the curriculum was a mess and the experiment 
with outcomes-based education was a joke, yet members opposite come in here with their self-righteous 
indignation about us. Let me tell members opposite what we handed over to them. We handed over the highest 
resourced schools in the nation. Yes, we spent money on our schools and I make no apology for that. There was 
a 70.3 per cent increase in school funding and a 16 per cent increase in student numbers. Was that wrong? No, it 
is not, because the previous Labor government underfunded our schools. We put a teacher in front of every 
classroom every single year that we were in power. We had the highest paid teachers and the highest resourced 
schools in the nation and we put a teacher in front of every classroom. We built 56 schools and we got some 
credibility behind our curriculum. We signed up to the national curriculum, but we had the capacity to adopt and 
adapt. I did that as the chair of the national committee. I did that personally. We also put some credibility into 
graduation rates and the Australian tertiary admission rank. Every student that comes out of a WA school now has 
an ATAR, a certificate II and a minimum literacy and numeracy standard. We were the first in the nation to 
implement that reform and it was applauded right across the nation as a positive step forward. That is what we did. 
We built 21 child and parent centres for early intervention and 38 Aboriginal kindergartens. Yes, we spent a lot of 
money on education—more than members opposite have ever dreamt of doing—with a 70.3 per cent increase in 
funding. Yes, we stopped the increase in 2014 because we had to tighten our belt. We increased the education 
budget by only $300 million but we still retained the great credibility of having the best resourced schools in the 
nation. The minister is quite correct about that. What did members opposite do? They said that they understood 
and would make sure that we tightened our belt. That did not happen at all; rather, members opposite went ballistic. 
They are embarrassing. 
Beyond that, in 2015 we added another $46 million for primary school students, another $46 million for special 
needs students and another $18 million for chaplaincy programs. We added a classroom refreshment program of 
$13 million and a high maintenance program of $102 million. We yet again further increased spending on our 
Western Australian schools. The notion advanced by members opposite that our schools were napalmed like some 
Third World country is rubbish. They should look at their own track record and come back and say that we have 
the highest resourced schools in the nation. That is what they have to do. We have the best National Assessment 
Program — Literacy and Numeracy results in the nation. What about the stuff about education assistants? Give 
me a break! The only reason that the Minister for Education and Training is interested in EAs is that they all belong 
to United Voice. I will give a bit of perspective about this. In 2008, there were 5 457 EAs in our schools. When 
we left office, there was 7 561 EAs, which is a 38.5 per cent increase in EAs. A further 16 per cent increase meant 
that we had more education assistants in Western Australian schools than did any other state in the nation. 
Members opposite bleat that we have run our schools dry of EAs, but that is abject garbage. We put more EAs in 
our classrooms than ever before. We paid teachers the highest that they have been paid and we funded schools 
more than they had ever been funded before, yet there is bleating from members opposite. We gifted members 
opposite a Rolls-Royce education system—an absolute Rolls-Royce education system. We gifted them on every 
front. Members should look at the NAPLAN results when we were in office. We had the best improvement of any 
state in the nation. Look at the numbers that came to our public schools. At last, more and more students came 
back into the public education system because they loved the magnificent IPS system. 
Let us have a look at what happened over the last year because, as I said, it is important to do a bit of reflection 
after 12 months in office as opposed to all the backslapping and high-fiving that members opposite have been 
doing. They should reflect on where they have come from. We are all a product of the decisions that we make in 
life, but when the minister makes decisions, those decisions impact on others so her decisions are very important. 
Let us look at the decisions made by the Minister for Education and Training. She made the decision to retain 
independent public schools. She watered them down, which I am not happy about, but it was a great decision 
because it is a great policy because I introduced it. The second decision was to retain senior secondary, which was 
also a great decision because it was our policy. She made the decision to retain the student-centred funding model. 
That was a great decision because it was our policy. She made the decision to retain the national curriculum with 
capacity to adopt and adapt. That was our decision. Yes, she has made some very, very good decisions but she also 
made some other decisions. 
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The very first decision she made even before she was the Minister for Education and Training—let us not talk 
about Kitchener Park—was to relocate Perth Modern School to a high-rise building in St Georges Terrace or 
wherever it was over in Northbridge. That was her decision. She did not discuss it with anyone. Members opposite 
got elected to office and said they were doing it whether we liked it or not. That is what she was like with whomever 
she met: “We’re doing it anyway.” Of course, as we watched the community erupt in furore, she had to change 
her decision. She had to change her decision, but she did not make changes to any of the decisions that we made. 
In October last year, they decided to make sure there was no lead in our schools. The night before school started, 
the Minister for Education and Training said that nine schools could not open. What did she do? Rather than take 
responsibility for that, she threw the director general and the department under a bus. As the minister, she should 
have taken it on the chin. She is the minister and she made the decision. 

These funding-cut decisions are low-hanging fruit to members opposite. Schools of the Air and Moora Residential 
College do not mean anything to them—but they do mean something, because those decisions affect people. The 
minister and the minister alone makes these decision. I had to make the same decisions when I was minister. The 
exact same education cuts that were put in front of the minister were put in front of me when I was minister, but 
I said no. When I took over, minister, they said 4 000 teachers had to go, but I spat the chewy. The minister can 
ask her director general. They said 4 000 teachers and I said, “Not on your life; it’s not going to happen”. The cuts 
I faced in 2013 were massive. I spat the chewy and said, “No way on God’s earth are you going to do that.” We 
retained staff at the current level within the enterprise bargaining agreement arrangements. Ministers make the 
decisions. The minister opposite made the decisions on Moora, SOTA and the farm school. She made all those 
decisions because she sees them as low-hanging fruit. The minister should not backslap, high-five herself and 
tweet, which she does a lot. Minister, you can tweet with all your stuff. I noticed your tweet and photo at your 
knees-up last Saturday with the Telstra board. There was no tweeting about Moora. It was more important to sip 
champagne with the Telstra board! Think about this. Make some decisions that are right. At the moment, the 
minister’s track record on her own decisions is 100 per cent wrong. The only thing the minister has got right is 
retaining the policies that we introduced. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [10.49 am]: I rise to make some comments on this motion. I have 
not yet had the opportunity to speak on the regional education funding cuts and I hope to do that in great detail 
next week if I am lucky enough to get the call. Therefore, I will focus now on some key areas that will not be 
captured in my contribution to that motion. 

I recognise that this state is in a bad financial position. There has been enough independent assessment of that 
position for us to recognise that we need to make some expenditure cuts. That is one of the reasons that the Greens 
have been supportive of looking at alternative means of raising revenue, such as a gold levy. Of course, I do not 
think there should be a direct correlation between whether a gold levy is approved by this Parliament and whether 
we have expenditure cuts. Having said that, I believe that public education should be one of the core businesses of 
government. I am strongly of the view that education, health, suicide prevention, child protection and measures to 
improve the integrity of government should be quarantined from expenditure cuts. I recognise that some good 
decisions have been made in the education portfolio under not only this government but also the previous 
government. However, some pretty bad decisions have also been made by both sides. One of the reasons that poor 
decision-making is continuing to occur in the education portfolio is the government’s lack of appropriate 
consultation with the community about the long-term impact of these expenditure cuts. I am concerned that the 
Department of Education has had to bear the significant brunt of the 3 000 public service positions that have been 
cut across government. I am concerned also about the loss of royalties for regions funding for areas such as the 
boarding away from home allowance. It should be no surprise that people are distressed and angry about these cuts 
in the education portfolio. This area should be given specific attention and quarantined from any expenditure cuts. 

I have only a short time to speak on this motion, so I will speak specifically about Tuart College and Canning College. 
From next year, Tuart College will be repurposed and will no longer take student enrolments, and Canning College 
will deliver programs only to overseas fee-paying students. That is a very bad decision and it has not been given 
the attention it deserves. It will be to the detriment of future generations of Western Australian students who need 
alternative pathways to university. The Minister for Education and Training has said that universities are starting 
to embrace alternative pathways to university; therefore, the programs offered at Canning and Tuart Colleges are 
not necessary. However, what has been fundamentally misunderstood is that students who need alternative 
pathways to university are only part of the cohort of people who for decades have been going through those 
colleges. These colleges have played a critical role in providing diverse curriculum pathways to university for 
students who, because of family breakdown, mental breakdown or physical issues—whatever the circumstances—
have not been able to complete year 12. The colleges also offer Australian tertiary admission rank courses, 
certificate IV university access courses, diploma courses and other special tertiary admission courses. 
Curtin University is currently funding its own university enabling course, which is run out of Canning College. 
Importantly, both colleges offer full-time and part-time options to enable adult students to complete year 12. It is 
difficult to see how many students will be able to make it to university without access to the pathways that are 
offered by these colleges. The government needs to make clear what strategies, if any, will be available for these 
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students. I am concerned that, effectively, no new options will be available for these students. Members in this 
place would know that I am an extremely strong supporter of our TAFE system. However, I do not believe that in 
the current funding environment, TAFE is equipped to take up the slack. We know that the TAFE system is in 
a funding crisis. Therefore, any suggestion that TAFE will prove to be the answer is deeply misguided. 

I turn now to the decision that from next year, Canning College will deliver courses only to overseas fee-paying 
students. I want to make it clear that I do not have a problem with strengthening international education 
enrolments. It is an important role, and it brings significant income and social benefit to Western Australia. 
However, I have a problem when this is done to the detriment of Western Australian students. There is no evidence 
to demonstrate that either local or international students will benefit from this decision. As I understand it, one of 
the attractions of Canning College for international students is the opportunity to undertake education in 
conjunction with local intake students and have hands-on experiences, form friendships and relationships, learn 
about Australian culture, and, importantly, improve their language skills. I would argue very strongly that denying 
local students entry to Canning College will not make it more attractive to international students. That begs the 
question: why was this decision made, and on what evidence was it based? 

I now want to make some quick comments about Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre. One of my sons is going to that 
centre with his school tomorrow, as it turns out. I have mentioned the minister’s decision to remove funding from 
areas that are not considered to be core business of the Department of Education. This cut in funding might help 
improve the department’s bottom line, but it will not benefit the community more broadly. This is a real example 
of a false economy. A number of the grants that have previously been provided to external organisations have been 
reduced or have ceased. I am waiting to get the full list of those grants, because that information has been coming 
out in dribs and drabs. We know that funding for Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre and Canning River Eco 
Education Centre has been cut. The amount of money that these centres require to continue their operations is 
peanuts. These centres have been providing important environmental education and experiences for students 
around the state for a long time. The tiny amount of money that these centres have been receiving has given them 
the capacity to facilitate a large and amazing volunteer base. It is therefore a false economy to take away this tiny 
amount of money, which is effectively being used to facilitate a large cohort of people who are delivering a service 
for free. We are talking about funding that covers just one teacher and one administrative support person. All the 
other operating funding is raised by charging visiting schools a fee for service. It is a poor decision to take away 
that funding. Since 2002, WA Gould League has had over 111 000 students participate in school-based programs 
and an average of 6 500 students participate in its programs annually. They are curriculum based and they comprise 
both environmental education units and Aboriginal education services. These are the sorts of programs that we 
should be continuing to fund. I am waiting to get more information about what other areas of funding have been 
cut, because I think there is still a lot more to be said in this space. 

HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [11.00 am]: I want to speak briefly on this motion today, but I will 
talk more about this during the disallowance debate next week. There are just a few things I want to talk about. 
All of us are pretty upset with the current education situation. I would really like to see the education minister and 
the Premier put an end to this current fiasco going on with education in this state. One Nation and members of the 
crossbench are frustrated with what is going on because we do not believe the budget repair strategy, as they say, 
is a proper reason for doing this. The government is targeting the wrong areas. 

I will talk about a few statistics. The government is talking about $64 million in savings. In the scheme of the state 
budget, it really is very little. It is not going to make a difference to the budget, but it would make a massive 
difference to people in regional areas and to education in general. The withdrawal of essential services severely 
impacts families and communities throughout the regions, as well as those in the metropolitan area. There are 
impacts everywhere, including on schools such as the Landsdale Farm School. Basically, Labor is once again 
breaking another election promise, because these cuts are going to cost in the region of about 170 jobs in the 
education sector. The government says that it has created other jobs, but it is getting rid of about 170 jobs with 
these cuts it is making right now. The WA public did not elect this government to push through policies on the fly 
without real consultation. The public would have expected this government to consult better than it has done. That 
is disappointing, because in the scheme of things the savings are really quite petty. 

I want to concentrate on one area of the proposed budget repair cuts that is seldom mentioned and that is VacSwim. 
I am really concerned that this could lead to an increase in the number of drownings, which is another reason that 
the government must abandon its fee increases for VacSwim classes. Figures released recently by Surf Life Saving 
Australia have revealed that there has been an increase of 60 per cent in the number of drownings  at WA beaches 
this summer compared with the number in the last two years. There were only five deaths last year and three the 
year before that, so a 60 per cent rise when we are only three months into the year is quite disturbing. Every effort 
needs to be made to encourage parents to teach their children how to swim, and VacSwim is an important part of 
that. When the cost for those 10 lessons is increased from $13.50 a child to $30, a lot of people will not be able to 
afford it. VacSwim has played an important part in the process of children learning how to swim. Country children 
are vulnerable to the lure of water. They do not have the same exposure to beaches as metropolitan children have, 
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and that side of it is very important as well. The amount of revenue raised in the name of budget repair through 
these increased VacSwim fees will be minimal in the scheme of things and the government really should walk 
away from this increase. 
There are another six or seven areas that I will talk about later on, including the Moora Residential College. I want 
to raise some facts about Moora and what needs to happen there. I turn to the taking of 20 per cent from the 
agricultural education provisions trust. It really worries me that these colleges will not be able to maintain 
themselves in the future because any profits they make will be pinched. It says in the document that I am reading 
that it is 20 per cent or half of the profits and I would like to know which it is. There will be a reduction in the 
boarding away from home allowance and the shutdown of the six camp schools and, as I mentioned before, the 
Landsdale Farm School—and the list goes on. As I mentioned, I will have only a brief discussion today. 
Yesterday we heard the Leader of the House blame the previous government a lot. This motion is having a crack at 
the current government. The people in the crossbenches have had enough of that. We have had 12 months of this. We 
really do not want to know about the past government. We really are now concerned with the current government 
and what it can do to improve the debt situation of this state, but not at the expense of the children of WA. 
HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [11.06 am]: I thank 
Hon Donna Faragher for moving this motion, the first part of which recognises the total mishandling by the 
McGowan government of the education portfolio and its poorly thought out and rushed decisions that continue to 
cause immense hurt and distress across Western Australia. I cannot recognise that, but what I can recognise is 
a total mishandling by the former Liberal–National government of this state’s finances and the fact that it continues 
to cause immense hurt and distress across Western Australia. We have heard that members opposite do not like to 
hear the facts of what they did when they were in government, but the truth is that we will continue to talk about 
it, because we find ourselves in this situation due to their lack of responsibility and care with the state’s finances. 
So, yes, we will talk about it and we will continue to talk about it, because not one of the members on the opposite 
side, as far as I am aware, has admitted or taken responsibility for, or even apologised for, the fact that the former 
government lost forty thousand million dollars and the current government is now left to make some really difficult 
decisions. It makes it incredibly hard — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
Coming into government and being left with this set of books makes it hard. So, yes, across a range of portfolios 
we have had to make some decisions that we probably did not want to have to make; we have had to do that. We 
have to take responsibility and deal with what we have been left with. Recently, we had the Langoulant report and 
the inquiry into the former government’s reckless spending of the finances. I will not labour that point, but I want 
to make a few brief remarks about it before I go into the education portfolio; it is important as it gives context for 
where we are at right now. One of the decisions that the former government made was for a $4.8 billion contract 
with Serco for management of Fiona Stanley Hospital, which was signed without a business case even being 
prepared. This has been described as startling and astounding. There were repeated warnings from bureaucrats, 
particularly in Treasury, about where WA’s finances were heading, but  they were ignored. There was the 
$1.5 million sponsorship of Western Force, agreed to on the eve of the state election, and months before the team 
was axed from the Super Rugby competition. What the former government did to the state’s finances is pretty 
much unforgivable, and not one member opposite that I am aware of has had the guts to apologise or admit what 
they did as part of that government. 
Hon Colin Tincknell: We won’t be apologising. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: With all due respect, the member was not here, so that is fine. 
Because of the difficult situation we find ourselves in, some difficult decisions have been made in the education 
portfolio. However, as the Minister for Education and Training has already outlined in her contributions this 
morning and yesterday during motions on notice, we are still investing in education and training in this state, 
because we understand how important it is to make sure that children are given the opportunity for a good 
education, which will then, hopefully, lead to good, sound employment. Those investments include delivering on 
our commitment to put 300 more education assistants into classrooms over the next three years. We made that 
commitment during the election campaign, and we will be honouring it. Nearly half those education assistants will 
be in regional and rural Western Australia, because we understand how important it is for children to get that 
one-on-one support. Supporting education in the regions is important, which is why 49 per cent of the education 
assistants will be based in regional Western Australia. 
We understand that it is important that we prepare our children with the best possible education that will lead to 
the jobs of the future, which is why we are investing $17 million to convert primary school classrooms into science 
rooms. There will be 200 across Western Australia. We all know, and I think even members opposite understand, 
how important science, technology, engineering and mathematics are to the future of our children. We need to 
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invest in science and maths and make sure that young children are studying those subjects at an early age, and we 
need to encourage young girls to study science and maths. Whether we like it or not, we are being told that that is 
where the jobs of the future will be. We need to make sure that we are doing what we can in education to assist 
students to take up those subjects. I am proud of some of the achievements and investments that we are making in 
the education portfolio. As the Minister for Education and Training has already touched on, another initiative that 
is being welcomed across the state is the election commitment to direct to market, which is getting value for money 
by allowing public schools the capacity to carry out minor works around their buildings to the value of $20 000, 
including painting, electricity work, and a range of other things. Hopefully, this will allow schools to get value for 
money and get some of those things done around their buildings in a timely manner. We are doing a lot in the 
education portfolio. 
I admit that we have had to make some difficult decisions, but that is because of what we have been dealt. I will 
not stop standing in this chamber and saying to members opposite that we are in this situation because the previous 
government was reckless and lost forty thousand million dollars. I will not stop doing that, and I will continue to 
champion what we are doing in the education portfolio, because we are doing really good things. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Samantha Rowe. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
We did have to reverse some decisions. We did that, and the minister copped that on the chin. She stood up and 
said that we did make some mistakes. She took responsibility; she owned it and reversed it. That is what she did; 
she took responsibility, and that is what good ministers and good governments do. Mr Acting President, I thank 
you for the opportunity to make my contribution. There have been relatively few interjections today, which is quite 
unlike Thursday mornings, but it is really important — 
Hon Simon O’Brien: I was out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I wondered where Hon Simon O’Brien was. Normally there is a much more colourful 
interaction. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you, members. I urge you not to encourage them, Hon Samantha Rowe. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I will not. I did not realise Hon Simon O’Brien had come back in. 
We are doing a lot in education, and we are doing a lot in the training space as well. Again, that was left in 
a diabolical state by the former minister. There was a 500 per cent increase in TAFE fees. That is a whole other 
area we could go into if we wanted to talk about training, but today is about education, so I will not delve into 
what went wrong in the TAFE system under the former government. I am sure that we will get an opportunity to 
do that at a later stage. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [11.16 am]: I rise to make a contribution to this debate and applaud 
my friend and colleague Hon Donna Faragher for moving the motion in the terms that she did. This debate has 
centred on decision-making, and I think decision-making is worthy of some interrogation. I want to draw the 
attention of members to the media statement that the minister released on 13 December 2017. I like the format of 
government media releases because they put the important stuff right at the front. I refer members to the second dot 
point, from which I quote. 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot: That makes it easier for you. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: No, I am a literate person, so thank you very much for that interjection, unnecessary as it 
is. The dot point reads, in part — 

• Department of Education budget analysed line by line … 
That infers—no, it does not infer; it explicitly states—that the cuts made by the minister are the outcome of 
a lengthy, arduous, deliberative process. That claim is worth testing via a freedom of information request to 
determine how much time the minister allocated in her diary to determining this outcome. That would be 
interesting, because many of the proposed savings measures appear very common to members on this side. I do 
not think the minister is the first minister to have offered them up. 
Nevertheless, I thank the minister for the courtesy of extending me a briefing on the decision to cease funding to 
the Landsdale Farm School. I note that I had to write to her twice, but I did succeed in securing that briefing. I was 
advised via email and at that briefing that the decision to cease funding to the Landsdale Farm School at the end 
of this year will apparently result in $1.3 million of savings. That claim is worthy of some verification, but 
effectively the department and now the minister claim that $1.3 million will be saved over the course of two and 
a half years through ceasing government funding for that school. If the minister is to be believed and we are to 
accept the fact that this decision was made after program-by-program, line-by-line analysis, it is worth comparing 
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government expenditure on other lines. I particularly refer to a number of line items we can identify out of the 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program. Just to put things into context, we have to make decisions, and decisions are 
made at some opportunity cost. I note that $352 000 has gone to resurface basketball courts in the Premier’s 
electorate; $120 000 has been committed to RTRFM to assist with the production of programs; $200 000 has been 
found for the urban grant fund, for tree planting presumably in urban areas; $100 000 has gone to probably the 
best and highest standard tennis club in Western Australia, the Alexander Park Tennis Club in the member for 
Mount Lawley’s electorate; and $100 000 has been gifted or granted—it is an indeterminate financial transaction—
to the Australian Arab Association to purchase a coffee van, in the member for Gosnells’ electorate. 

Hon Jim Chown: A what? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: A coffee van! There is a YouTube video on it, so I refer members to that; they can search for 
that. An amount of $100 000 has been found for the Golden Mile Loopline Railway Society to buy a loopline train. 
That is one of the few grants or gifts that has gone outside of a Labor electorate, so I am not reflecting on that. What 
I am saying is that there is money available, and it is being distributed to a number of organisations and groups 
without much justification. The list goes on. There is a school-related grant, with an amount of $224 000 found for 
shade sails for Harrisdale Primary School. These must be made of gold. For gossamer fabric, that is extraordinary. 
An amount of $150 000 has been found to provide lighting for a football oval in the member for Kwinana’s 
electorate. This equates to $1.346 million. 

Hon Darren West: Are you suggesting we should not do any of that? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I am not reflecting on the quality of any of these projects, but the whole justification is 
flawed. This is not about budget relief; this is about funding election commitments. 

Hon Darren West: Correct. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Hon Darren West agrees! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I hope Hansard picked that up! 

Hon Darren West: They are election commitments and we honoured them. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: These cuts are there to fund Labor election commitments; they are not about budget relief. 
I thank Hon Darren West for that interjection. 

Hon Darren West: We honoured them. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I am glad he has confirmed it, because the public understands this to be the case. 

Hon Darren West: Are you suggesting we should not? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: When the minister came out and addressed the people from Moora Residential College the 
other day and said, “We are engaged in budget relief”, she was booed. People know it. The government is selling 
them a lie. They know this is not about budget relief. This is about moving money around. This is not about 
savings, is it? It is not. The member just admitted it. 

Hon Darren West: Are you suggesting that we not honour them? Is that what you are suggesting? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Keep going! I will give up my time to the honourable member! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: The honourable member is the opposition’s secret weapon! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Hon Tjorn Sibma, it is not usual to debate the Chair. 
I advise you very strongly to not do that. Hon Darren West, your interjections are also disorderly. I advise you to 
cease them fairly quickly. It may be the first week back after Christmas, but I can tell you that the grinch is firmly 
in the chair! Hon Tjorn Sibma has the call. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, Mr Acting President, for that guidance. It was instructive as always, and I will 
abide by it. 

The point is this: the justification utilised by the government for making these cuts is not upheld; it is undermined 
by the government’s own member. If this is not about savings, it is about something else. I think it comes at the 
expense of people. Yesterday I was detained on urgent parliamentary business, but I did happen to hear the minister 
make reference, on her own accord, to the Landsdale Farm School and some other justifications for ceasing funding 
to that facility at the end of this year. The justification seems to be centred on patronage; that is, who goes to it. 
I will quote from the uncorrected transcript. The minister said — 

It has something like 60 000 visitors a year. Most of those are adult community members. About 
11 000 are from schools. Half of those school numbers are kids with an intellectual or physical disability. 
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Hon Peter Collier then asked — 
So they don’t matter? 

The minister replied — 
Of course they matter; they are a highly valuable community asset. My point is that of the 58 000 visitors, 
nearly 60 000 are adults. 

I do not know how one gets 60 000 adults out of 58 000 visitors, but the minister was on her feet. I will refer to, 
and will later table, the annual report of the Landsdale Farm School, which includes data on visitors. Last year, 
3 420 education support students; 2 220 mainstream students; 99 TAFE students; 3 322 teachers, support teachers 
and education assistants; and 2 137 people from disability groups attended that facility. Yes, that facility is open 
across the weekend and it takes weekend visitors, but nowhere in this annual report is there evidence to support the 
minister’s claim that the majority of those visitors are adults. That is worth questioning. The whole point is that the 
Landsdale Farm School serves a special niche role in education support. It is a facility unlike any other. That facility 
is special to the 3 420 education support students who visited last year. It is important to their teachers. It is important 
to their parents. Their cherished facility is now mired in a degree of uncertainty, which is completely unbecoming. 
I will focus on one small aspect in the time available. The minister has sought to transfer the operations of this 
facility to a not-for-profit service provider. The first attempt was to the City of Wanneroo. I was advised of this on 
15 December. When I rang the City of Wanneroo on 15 February—two months later—it had not had a single 
overture or approach for consultation, other than a letter that said, “We’d like to talk to you.” If this is how the 
transfer of this facility is going to run, I will look very closely at the minister’s professional competence in 
preserving a vital community asset into the future. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Emergency evacuation alarm system activated.] 

Sitting suspended from 11.27 to 11.46 am 

BARNETT GOVERNMENT — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — MANAGEMENT 
Motion 

HON Dr SALLY TALBOT (South West) [11.46 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house condemns the former Liberal–National government for its mismanagement of royalties 
for regions as highlighted in the Langoulant report. 

I had prepared an introductory remark for moving this motion until of course the moment when I took to my feet 
15 minutes ago and the entire building was evacuated under an emergency provision. I have to say that I am 
inclined to change my introduction slightly and point out that it is clearly no coincidence that the security forces 
in this building recognise this as being a crisis situation. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! We have moved past that and it was not done deliberately just because 
you were on your feet, Hon Dr Sally Talbot. You are on your feet now and I encourage you to continue and 
ignore any distractions. 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam President. I certainly will. I shall address all my remarks directly 
to you. 
That is exactly the kind of sombre mood that I want to establish from the outset in debating this motion. My 
opening remarks, before the emergency evacuation, were going to be that it is with a grim sense of pleasure that 
I move this motion. It is grim because it is a dreadful situation that has been exposed by the two volumes of the 
Langoulant report. It is a pleasure, albeit a grim pleasure, to move the motion because we finally have close to 
a thousand pages of evidence that the Labor opposition was right for those eight and a half years when we asked 
questions about the propriety of the way that the royalties for regions program was operating. I want to point out 
at the outset of my remarks that it is not an unusual thing for an incoming government to commission a review of 
the practices and particularly the spending habits of the previous government. I would ask our colleagues from the 
newer parties in this chamber, such as One Nation, to look at those previous reviews. The previous Premier, 
Colin Barnett, had a 2008 commission of audit when he went over the previous Labor government’s spending. In 
2001, Geoff Gallop asked Costello to do a review of the previous two terms of government and of course before 
that, Richard Court put in place the Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances. I would remind 
colleagues that this is a well-established practice for an incoming government to have a close look at previous 
spending practices and for that close look to be done by somebody who has stature in their own right. It is not an 
insider’s view; it is not a partisan view of what happened before. 
When we asked the special investigator to undertake this investigation, it was on very good and well-established 
grounds. What is not so common, however, is for a report of this kind to expose such gross incompetence and 
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financial recklessness. I am not making up those terms, colleagues; they are used in the report and in all the 
commentary on the report. This is the part that should be ringing our alarm bells. This is why, while I hear the 
pleas from the crossbenchers that we should be focusing on the future, I say to them that an intrinsic part of our 
job at being an economically responsible government is to learn from the mistakes of the past and to demonstrate 
in a concrete, active and ongoing way that we are doing things differently. That will give both members and the 
wider electorate of Western Australia confidence in our financial and economic management. That is what we will 
do and we will have to refer to what went on before to show members that there is a contrast. 
I will also establish at the beginning of this debate, which I suspect will probably go on for about the next 
three years, that the Labor Party has always supported royalties for regions. We supported the legislation—it is 
now a statute; it has been a statute since 2009—without reservation when it went through in 2009. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: We have consistently supported royalties for regions ever since, right up to and 
including the recent statements of the Premier, Mark McGowan, who said that royalties for regions will continue 
under the McGowan Labor government. It will also continue as a fully hypothecated fund, which I know is one of 
the intrinsic parts of the way that royalties for regions is set up. The Labor Party endorses both the material and 
the substance of the royalties for regions legislation. We will continue to fund up to the same limits as has been 
run by the Liberal and National Parties’ governments in their cap of $1 billion. That is legislated and will not be 
changing under the Labor government. 
I go back to the debate in 2009. Clearly, some honourable members who are now sitting on the opposition benches 
have a long way to go before they work out what they did wrong. It comes back to my original point about having 
a sense of gratitude to the special investigator that we now have this thousand pages of evidence about exactly 
what was wrong. What was wrong was exactly what we pointed out in 2009 was likely to be wrong. We had to sit 
through years and years of financial incompetence and the squandering of the state’s finances. Gross incompetence 
was shown by each and every minister who sat around that cabinet table for eight and a half years. Members should 
not think that they can hang all this on the necks of the Nationals WA. Every Liberal minister who sat around that 
cabinet table between 2008 and 2017 will have to answer for their part in this gross incompetence. 
Let us go back to those original debates. What were the three things about the way royalties for regions was going 
to operate that we raised questions about? They were the way it was to be distributed, the commitment to fund 
over and above dollars that were in the forward estimates, and the branding. All three of those concerns have been 
shown by this special investigator’s report to have had a great deal of substance. 
Let us go first to the distribution of the money, which is something that I and my colleagues in the South West Region 
have talked about ad nauseam over the last eight years. Everybody heard us in the community; that is why members 
opposite lost the election. Everybody heard us except the members of the Liberal Party and the National Party. 
What do we find? Some of this material will come straight out of the special investigator’s report but I will refer 
first of all to a report that was prepared by the Parliamentary Library. It shows that total spending in the Pilbara 
region between 2008 and 2016 was $1 495 783 383. The Peel region got the least money with only $140 655 947. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Are you saying that’s wrong? 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: The honourable member should be very careful about this. 
If members opposite had taken the trouble to go back and read the history of this debate, they would have picked 
up the problem that we identified in 2009. Who knows? Because if they care most of all about the economic 
wellbeing of the state, they might have been able to fix it—if they had taken it seriously. But they did not. They 
just went with the drivel that circulates in their own party rooms. They never peeled away the onion skins to find 
out whether any of these criticisms had any substance. I am saying that is wrong. Hon Martin Aldridge knows very 
well that the grounding principle of royalties for regions was to return royalties to the regions where they were 
produced. He knows that was the founding principle. Brendon Grylls himself got up over and again and said that 
was the founding principle. The Peel region is the third largest royalty producer. Not only that but the Peel, the 
south west and the great southern are the most populated areas outside of the metropolitan area. Why did the south 
of the state get such dismal treatment? I bet members of the Nationals have not even downloaded the report, let alone 
gone through it to work out the bits that it should have fixed. Page 137 of the special investigator’s report states — 

The largest share of the funding has been distributed to the Pilbara (30 per cent of total funding), 
Kimberley (18 per cent) and Wheatbelt (11 per cent) regions, with smaller shares allocated to the 
South West (10 per cent), Goldfields-Esperance and Mid West (both eight per cent), Gascoyne and 
Great Southern (both six per cent), and Peel (three per cent). On a per capita basis, the Gascoyne region 
was the largest recipient of funds, with $35,670 of Royalties for Regions funding per capita allocated to 
projects specifically in the region between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Other substantial per capita beneficiaries 
were the Pilbara ($26,864 per capita) and Kimberley ($25,992 per capita). By contrast, the southern half 
of the State — 
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The National Party has members in the South West Region. Not even its local members were able to focus its 
attention on the fact that this was so grossly unfair. The special investigator’s report continues — 

By contrast, the southern half of the State received comparatively less funding per capita, with the Peel 
($1,256 per capita) and South West ($3,182 per capita) recording the lowest per capita allocations in the State. 

That was the first thing we drew attention to in 2009. The second thing was this business of the funding being over 
and above the forward estimates. My friend and colleague Hon Alannah MacTiernan, who was then a member of 
the other place, was the one who knocked it on the head and saw right through this from the beginning. She put 
her concerns on record. I know she is keen to participate in this debate so she can tell her own story, but I can tell 
members that her comments in 2009 were bang on the spot. If members opposite had heard what she said and had 
taken it seriously, they simply would not have run royalties for regions as they did for all those years. But they did 
not listen. They were convinced that they were right and could get away with it. Although she will speak later in 
this debate, I want to share with the house what she noted. It links to my third comment, which was about branding. 
Half the pages in the Langoulant report address the subject of what due diligence consisted of when these projects 
were evaluated. Hon Alannah MacTiernan hit the nail on the head nine years ago. She said that it would not matter 
whether it was regional expenditure, but that it must be regional expenditure that the National Party could brand. 
That is exactly what it did for eight and a half years. There was no evaluation other than whether a project could 
have a royalties for regions cap, a royalties for regions T-shirt and a royalties for regions poster. If the answer was 
yes, it went straight through cabinet and got funded. It is an absolute disgrace. We can never ever run government 
again in this way. 
Even the former government’s so-called friends at the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia 
expressed concern. If anybody is interested in seeing what it said, it was put on the record in the other place during 
the debate that the CCI said, “Be very, very careful here.” The RAC said, “Why are we funding projects to do with 
cows and singing toilets when we have regional roads that need expenditure?” Everybody tried to tell the former 
government, but it was so certain. The National Party was so cocky about what it was going to do for the bush. 
The reality is it only discovered the bush between 2001 and 2008. When the Labor Party came to government in 
2001, the National Party had nothing to do with the regions. When the Premier, Geoff Gallop, toured regional WA 
between 1996 and 2001, what did he find? He found regional and rural Western Australia on its knees. When the 
Labor Party came to government in 2001, what was the first thing it did? Look at the order of the press releases 
that Hon Geoff Gallop put out as Premier. Members will find that something like the third press release is the 
announcement of the $75 million regional investment fund. That was our invention. Royalties for regions took it 
to the next stage, but royalties for regions did not put in place one single safety provision to ensure propriety in 
the way that money was spent. I tell members that this is a tragedy for Western Australia. It is tragedy that the 
Labor Party will prevent from ever happening again. We are going nowhere near that path, which, as one of our 
colleagues in the other place referred to, is now known throughout the public sector as institutional corruption. 
That is what we saw for the last eight years—wasted opportunities. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): I call Hon Martin Pritchard. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Or me! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Sorry, Hon Martin Aldridge. What did I say—Pritchard? My apologies. The call 
goes to Hon Martin Aldridge. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.01 pm]: Thank you. I have been called many things, 
Mr Acting President, but not Martin Pritchard. 
It is a pleasure for Hon Dr Sally Talbot to bring this motion to the house and to be able to talk about royalties for 
regions. It is surprising because we have not heard much from Hon Dr Sally Talbot since the Labor Party won the 
election. Some of the observations she made today are interesting. I want to quote from the “Special Inquiry into 
Government Programs and Projects: Final Report”. The third paragraph of the introduction of the royalties for 
regions chapter states — 

The program itself led to one of the most profound changes ever to occur in regional development across 
Western Australia. Many good programs and projects have occurred under the umbrella of this policy. 

That is something that will not be said about this government and the way it manages royalties for regions. 
Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will talk about the report in more detail; the minister will have his opportunity 
when I sit down. 
It is disappointing that this special inquiry did not look at many other royalties for regions projects. In fact, it 
looked at six projects of the more than 3 700 that were delivered under the term of the Liberal–National 
government. It is telling that the special inquirer did not visit the regions during the inquiry period. He did not 
travel to personally examine the projects that he was looking at. He did not call senior executives, both current and 
former, from the Department of Regional Development or the regional development trust. It is interesting that this 
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special inquirer was chosen because I actually recall an occasion when he came to our party room and suggested 
that we should start cost shifting royalties for regions into ordinary consolidated fund expenditure, which appears 
to be something that the new Labor government agree with him on. It has gone all out to cost shift as much as 
possible royalties for regions into the consolidated fund and offset expenditure so it can deliver some of its very 
questionable projects. I did not think the Labor Party would have the gall to come here today and raise this issue, 
with its track record of just one year in government. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is disappointing that the special inquirer did not look at some projects like the 
very important Ronald McDonald House here in Perth and the important work it does to help regional kids and 
their families who have to come to Perth for specialised treatment. It did not look at the regional mobile 
communications project or the regional telecommunications project and how it brought mobile service to country 
towns for the first time. Can members imagine that in 2008 we still had towns in Western Australia—towns, not 
people living remotely from townships—that did not have mobile reception? That was the regional 
Western Australia the Labor Party left us. Telehealth won a Premier’s award for the life-saving innovation — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I cannot hear the member who is on his feet. I am sure the same problem 
exists for Hansard. Could you continue, Hon Martin Aldridge. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Telehealth and emergency telehealth have brought life-saving changes. That 
innovation is delivering health services differently in regional Western Australia. The list goes on: the regional 
infrastructure investment; the regional childcare support that we provided, which Labor cut in its first budget; the 
investment in our police and emergency services so that for the first time the police had a modern, safe radio 
communications network in Western Australia; not to mention the increased support for the patient assisted travel 
scheme and the boarding away from home allowance, which the Minister for Education and Training dismissed 
yesterday when she cut the assistance in half over the forward estimates in her first budget. Compare this—this is 
why I think it is so amazing that Hon Dr Sally Talbot had the gall to bring this to the house today—with the 
government’s cash-for-votes scheme. Widely canvassed by the media and the Parliament, and there is much more 
to come on this, significant investment has been put into the government’s cash-for-votes scheme, which it calls 
Local Projects, Local Jobs. As we understand it, projects were approved by cabinet without any business cases 
whatsoever. 

I would like to look at some of these, because I interjected yesterday on the Minister for Education and Training 
when she was saying that her education cuts were all about budget repair. We heard today from a member of the 
executive government, Hon Darren West, who finally admitted that this is not about budget repair; this is about 
funding the Labor Party’s election commitments under its cash-for-votes scheme. There are some very 
questionable things. I interjected yesterday on the Minister for Education and Training and said, “Are you using 
the money that you’re saving from Moora Residential College to fund Perth Chihuahua Rescue?” She thought 
I was joking and said that I was bad at telling jokes. The reality is the cabinet, of which she is a minister, funded 
a grant under its cash-for-votes scheme for Perth Chihuahua Rescue—I am sure it is a noble organisation—but 
there was no business case. Hon Darren West admitted today that this was all about funding election commitments: 
“We’re really sorry, kids who go to Moora Residential College. We’ll turn up on the steps of Parliament and tell 
you how sorry we are, but Perth Chihuahua Rescue is more important to us than you.” That is what the government 
is saying. 

Then we turn to the minister for regional destruction, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, and her recent record in that portfolio. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I think the member is required to refer to the minister by her correct title. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): I believe that would be a good way for Hon Martin Aldridge 
to proceed. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I apologise, Mr Acting President. I am in a quandary about whether I would be 
misleading the house by calling her the Minister for Regional Development, but I take your counsel and I will refer 
to her as the Minister for Regional Development. 

Have a look at how she is now administering royalties for regions in government under this new paradigm that the 
Labor Party has in royalties for regions. In the budget, there is $7 million for Kalumburu swimming pool. 
ABC news reported that the community actually did not want a swimming pool. They did not ask for a swimming 
pool and they cannot afford to maintain a swimming pool, but there was $7 million in the budget nevertheless. Then 
we had the $15.75 million investment in the one-megawatt wave power project in Albany: “Oh, we forgot—we 
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actually cannot connect it to the grid. It’s going to be a pilot project. We’re just going to test it to see how this works.” 
That is despite the fact that it is already being tested at Garden Island—something that the former Liberal–National 
Party worked with Carnegie Energy on—and now it is going to be done again! “We’re now going to do it again in 
Albany but we’re not going to connect it to the grid.” Who knows what we are going to do with one megawatt of 
power that is now isolated down there? That is a good investment. It will be interesting to see whether the minister 
is prepared to table the business case for that one. We will see how we go. 

There is plenty more to talk about. Yesterday in the debate we were criticised for significant increases under the 
former Liberal-National government’s term in the boarding away from home allowance. The minister said that the 
allowance was unsustainable and she cut it in half to bring it back to a sustainable footing, because we funded part 
of the boarding away from home allowance from royalties for regions. It is interesting that she takes that view 
because there is a paragraph about education in the overview of the royalties for regions chapter of Labor’s 
first budget. It reads — 

Extra support will be provided in classrooms across the State. Education Assistants and Aboriginal and 
Islander Education Officers will be employed throughout our regional schools. Additional dedicated 
teachers will be employed in regional schools to support more students to complete years 11 and 12 in 
major regional centres. 

That was funded by royalties for regions. Is that not sustainable, Minister for Education and Training and 
Minister for Regional Development? It was okay for our government to support the boarding away from home 
allowance but now the government wants to start employing education assistants and teachers from royalties for 
regions. We did not support using royalties for regions money for ongoing FTEs of the department. It seems to be 
a double standard or perhaps the reality is that the Minister for Education and Training does not know that—and 
that is probably more likely. 

I turn to state debt. I listen with interest when the government keeps saying that we have just blown the money up 
against the wall and there is nothing left: “We left them with the best state of books—no debt”. I have heard that from 
members opposite. Apparently, they left us with no debt. Hon Darren West has just interjected and said that that is 
true. I thank Hon Darren West for that interjection. I turn to the 2008–09 Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement, which states that at 30 June 2008, state debt was $3.9 billion. There was no debt. In fact, the last budget 
of the Labor Party showed state debt tracking at $9.1 billion across the forward estimates. The “2016–17 Annual 
Report on State Finances”, which was the last year that we were in government—not for all that year, mind you—
state debt was just shy of $32 billion. That is obviously different from the figure that Hon Mark McGowan flies 
around when he says it is forty thousand million dollars of state debt. There was not; there was $32 billion of state 
debt. Of course, when we look at Labor’s budget, it shows debt blowing out by $10.8 billion on top of what we 
left—$10.8 billion! That is a figure that the Premier does not quote very often. If members look at the presentation 
of the special inquirer about where the money went, they will notice that the former Liberal–National government 
invested $55.1 million in asset investment—things the state owns that will benefit taxpayers for many, many years 
to come. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [12.12 pm]: 
I was so engrossed in the Langoulant report that I almost missed the call! 

It is a really important debate that we have here today. We are very clear that only Labor is capable of delivering 
royalties for regions and that regional focus that gives budget allocations because the senior partner of the coalition, 
which very helpfully Hon Martin Aldridge referred to today, has walked away from royalties for regions. There 
have been some pretty spectacular statements from Liberal Party members against royalties for regions. The 
member for Kalgoorlie, Kyran O’Donnell, talked about it being a lot of rubbish and said that there was so much 
waste in the project. Even regional members of the coalition appear to be happy to walk away from RforR. The 
Labor Party is the one outfit—the one show in town—that remains capable of delivering a regional focus. 

It is true that we will not do it the way it was done before. There will not be the recklessness of expenditure that 
was set out so clearly in the Langoulant report. When we got in there and we were dealing with it and trying to 
unpick what happened, very much part of the problem was the absolute push to get money out the door. No serious 
thinking was given as to how the government could best strategically use the opportunity to drive growth and 
development in the region. It was just, “Let’s get the money” — 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Like the wave farm. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, like the wave farm. I am really interested in talking about the wave farm 
because it absolutely demonstrates the lack of capability in the National Party to analyse what needed to be done 
in the regions to drive them forward. It is really easy to build entry statements. It is really easy to open the door 
and shovel the money out to local governments across the state and say, “Let the petunias lead. Let us have these 
entry statements and that is going to create people in the regions.” We are absolutely doing some strategic — 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We do understand. Of course, we absolutely recognise that there is a place for 
the upgrading of town sites, but this was almost the previous government’s only solution: “We were going to turn 
Morawa into a super town because we were developing some planter boxes down the main street”. Of course, 
regional development is much harder. We have to start thinking about how to drive technology and change, which 
is what we have done in Albany. We recognised that we have to be technology makers, not just technology takers. 
We actually believe in the capability of Western Australians. We actually believe that we can do innovative things 
and that we can be leaders in a field. We have an area that has some of the richest wave resources in the world. If 
we look at the calendar, what is the natural advantage for Albany? Albany has an extraordinarily reliable large 
swell that comes from the Southern Ocean. It is also the case that we have three or four companies here that were 
developing wave energy technologies; indeed, some of them were on their way to Cornwall, Scotland and 
elsewhere after the British government had given them incentives to take their technology and develop it. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Can they connect to the grid in Cornwall? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They will be able to connect to the grid here. That was not the point of it, and 
that is what members opposite do not understand. This was not a project to create renewable energy in Albany. This 
project was designed to develop wave technology to create a research facility and common-user infrastructure that 
will enable research in this vital area to continue. It has been supported by the federal government. It can see the value 
of it because it has given us a ream of funding for the project. It can see that it is important that we invest in this new 
technology. We have to be prepared to get out there and be on the forefront. We want that to happen in the regions. 
As I said, there were some good projects—no-one would deny that. The Doppler radar was a good project as was 
the mobile communications tower. But I make this point: both the Doppler radar and the telecommunications 
towers really should have been commitments of the federal government. It is a disgrace. This was never raised. 
There was never ever any advocacy. We constantly raised all these issues. 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Hon Martin Aldridge was not there. He was not there talking to his mate 
Barnaby or Fiona or any of the others. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, point of order. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): I am dealing with one thing at a time. There has been a lot 
of fairly vociferous interjection. I am sure it is very difficult for Hansard. I would like that curtailed a bit. Do you 
have a point of order, Hon Martin Aldridge? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, you were cautioning me on addressing other members of 
Parliament by their appropriate title. I ask that the minister be given the same caution. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Accepted. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They are not all members of Parliament, actually. They are certainly not 
members of this Parliament. I withdraw any allegation that the Western Australian National Party has friends in 
the federal government. That is clearly not the case. It clearly was not the case during the last term of the former 
Liberal–National government. There were some good projects. It is a disgrace that the Bureau of Meteorology has 
Doppler radars up and down the east coast, but this state is very poorly represented. However, there are also 
projects that had to be introduced to deal with the trauma that the former government wreaked on certain parts of 
government. The former government absolutely ripped the guts out of the Department of Agriculture and Food. It 
then came in on its white horse with some short-term funding to try to prop up the department and stop it from 
falling off the fiscal cliff. These projects had previously been funded from the consolidated account. The former 
government made it look as though the funding had come from royalties for regions. However, these were nothing 
but rescue missions to enable the department to maintain the level of activity that needed to take place. It is very 
evident that part of the problem was the blue-on-green wars within the former government—the fights between 
the Liberal and National ministers. Agriculture, for example, was spread over four portfolios so that the National 
Party could control some of the levers. That added to the dysfunction in this area and to the totally wasteful 
expenditure on many projects from which the former government did not get a return on investment. 
I think there is a special place for RforR. However, we need to look at what has happened in the Gascoyne. The 
Gascoyne has had the highest per capita rate of investment under RforR. When we read the analysis about the 
Ningaloo Centre, it is clear that the then Department of Regional Development in its last year tried to get hold of 
that project and draw the government back. The department provided advice that not only could water not be put 
in the fish tank, but also none of the tenants that the former government had claimed as part of the business case 
would go to that centre were going to go there, and it then got a call from a staffer in the minister’s office saying, 
“Forget that; just give the money to the council.” The problem with royalties for regions is that money was given 
to local governments that were way outside their skill base in trying to administer projects of that complexity. 
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There has been a failure in the royalties for regions program. We want to correct that failure. We do not believe 
that investment in the regions started with RforR. We could talk for a long time about the things that were done 
by the Labor Party during the Gallop and Carpenter governments. This government will be keeping a regional 
focus. However, we want to make sure that we get the best value out of those dollars. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [12.23 pm]: At our briefing from John Langoulant on his “Special Inquiry 
into Government Programs and Projects” report, he said to us that no-one saw this coming. I think differently. 
Anyone not involved in party politics would have seen the red flag a mile away. From the time royalties for regions 
was proposed, I had reservations. The Greens have always supported regional areas. In fact, my honourable 
colleague Jim Scott introduced a similar program in 1997. However, the political nature of how royalties for 
regions was introduced in 2008, and the Dutch auction to see which party would give Brendon Grylls the best 
offer, rang alarm bells from the start. I have seen the offers from both Labor and Liberal, and strangely, yet not 
surprisingly, Labor had the more lucrative offer. However, we knew that was never going to happen. 

We have all seen how royalties for regions has turned out. At 25 per cent of royalty income, what started out to be 
around $300 million per annum quickly rose to the cap of $1 billion per annum. It is no surprise, acknowledging 
the political nature of the fund and the lack of Treasury scrutiny, that National Party–held seats, seats potentially 
to be gained by the National Party, and significant infrastructure projects subsidising big mining interests, were 
prioritised. The Nationals said at the recent state election that royalties should be increased for the big miners. It 
seems that it would have been simpler to have not subsidised so much of their infrastructure over the last eight 
years. 

When it became difficult for the former government to find new projects that met the loose standards of the 
royalties for regions fund, the standards dropped. It gave up looking for good projects and funded whatever projects 
came in so that it could brand them with the royalties for regions symbol. I remember an overseas visitor who saw 
politicians associated with royalties for regions projects so often that they thought royalties for regions was the 
name of a political party. 

As Hon Martin Aldridge has said, John Langoulant pointed in his report to many good programs that have come 
out of royalties for regions. I am not surprised. There were 3 000 projects. We would expect some of them to work 
well, and they did. However, he went on to say, at page 131 of the final report, volume 1 — 

Conversely, it has also given rise to waste in expenditure, seen programs being implemented without 
sound planning—and in some cases, none at all—which has led to developments which don’t deliver 
their intended objectives and left liabilities for government at the State and Local government levels 

Royalties for regions funding was intended to be over and above existing or planned normal expenditure. The 
Royalties for Regions Act 2009 states that the royalties for regions fund can be used for three purposes: to provide 
infrastructure and services in regional Western Australia; to develop and broaden the economic base of regional 
Western Australia; and to maximise job creation and improve career opportunities in regional Western Australia. 
An amount of $1 billion a year was spent in regional areas to undertake those three purposes. If those outcomes 
had been achieved, we would not be discussing royalties for regions here today. The Nationals and the Liberals 
might even have been able to hold onto government had they managed that funding better. They did not. It all went 
pear-shaped. Those three purposes—infrastructure and services, a broader economic base, and career 
opportunities—are still the holy grail for the regions. Instead, we have in this state a depleted Department of 
Agriculture and Food that is still trying to broaden the economic base; a good number of infrastructure projects 
with minimal use and costly operations; and a continuing boom-and-bust mentality. The boom-and-bust mentality 
will not end until we finally separate ourselves from mining interests and a global economy based on those 
commodities. We need to increase the agricultural base. I know we have tried to do that over and over. However, 
by taking away so much funding and so many staff from the Department of Agriculture and Food and limiting 
what the department can look at and do, it has little chance. We need to make it easier for people to go to regional 
areas by encouraging them and giving them good ideas and good support. 

Royalties for regions was not just reckless spending without a plan. Royalties for regions is a fantastic program. 
We need to put funding into regional areas, as I have said. However, the problem was not only royalties for regions. 
The Langoulant report raised many other issues. I hear the Nationals and Liberals say, “We might have been bad 
economic managers, because this state has a large debt, but you were bad, too.” It is not a useful argument if each 
party just says, “You were worse than us, so we are okay.” We need to move on from that. We need to become 
good economic managers. We need to look at the business plans. We need to look at what has been done in the 
past and how we can do better in the future. It is ridiculous to keep having these tit-for-tat arguments, like 
schoolchildren, when we need to address the problem that we have today and work forward from today, knowing 
that we are in debt and there are many things that we want to do. Let us not throw the baby out with the bathwater. 
We know that we need to support the regions. We need to fix the Royalties for Regions Act and make it useful, 
use the blueprints that have been created by the regional development commissions, and set achievable goals to 
strengthen the regions. We need to attract people to live in healthy, sustainable, inclusive, supporting and caring 
communities in which they can earn a good living and lead a prosperous life. That is what we need. We do not 
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need arguments in this chamber by a bunch of people who live in the metropolitan area and think they know what 
should be done in the regions, and take $1 billion a year and do not do anything useful with it. Yes, there were 
some good projects, but we need to do more. There are more things that can be done and I feel that we have been 
stagnant by sitting in here arguing with each other from day to day trying to figure out how we can keep our jobs 
in the next Parliament. That is not how it is done. We have this money that we have to put into the regions and we 
have to get more happening there. Unfortunately, royalties for regions has not delivered on the promises we 
expected. It is interesting that in my previous role I applied for some funding from royalties for regions and the 
organisation I worked for is now the beneficiary of that and I will be opening one of the rooms. 
Hon Colin Holt interjected. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Like I said, out of 3 000, the government hit it right a few times and I am really pleased 
about that. It was really good, but $1 billion a year did not deliver what it could have if it had been used more 
thoughtfully, less recklessly and maybe less corruptly—not that I would suggest that about anybody. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You want to be careful. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I am careful, but I think that rather than sitting in this room and arguing about the past, 
knowing that mistakes have been made, we really should be moving on into the future to do better things. That is 
what we have to do. I hope that over the three years we have left in this Parliament we will put some funding into 
the regions, support educational institutions, keep people out there in the regions and get people to move out there, 
because it is a good life. I spend a lot of my time in Perth now and I miss home, but it is home and that is because 
it is a good place to be, and a lot of people know that. We need to decentralise some of our services and put them 
into the regions and get people working out there. Next week we will be discussing the education issues on the 
notice paper. Aboriginal support officers are working in the regions helping kids get to school each day. It is not 
going to work if we have those officers in the schools. They need to be in the community talking to the parents 
and the grandparents who are looking after these kids, and encouraging them to get these kids to school, because 
we need to have kids in school so that they get a good education. I do not think that the funds, which were wasted, 
over the past eight years have done what they could have done had they been managed more effectively. I would 
really like to see somebody stand up and acknowledge that and say, “Yes, okay, we have made some mistakes, but 
we are prepared to move on. We know that some of the programs and projects were done without a plan, business 
case or forethought.” We need to get somebody to acknowledge that and then move on from it. But I have been 
here for a year and I just do not see it happening. I just do not see it working that way. To both sides: come on, 
guys, get your thumbs out; do something useful. We need to work together to get some good legislation through 
that supports the people we represent. Although sometimes by chance and sometimes by good actions that happens, 
many other times we are just in here passing the time and I just do not get it. 
HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural) [12.32 pm]: I thank Hon Dr Sally Talbot for her motion today. I did not agree 
with all her statements about royalties for regions. In fact, royalties for regions is a good program. As we have 
already heard from a number of members, the good work done under that program was far greater than some of 
the mistakes made. Nonetheless, mistakes were made and that has been acknowledged. It has been acknowledged 
in the Langoulant report and it has been acknowledged publicly by members of my party and others. A program 
of this size when it was first initiated and in its embryonic stages, and as it developed, certainly enhanced the 
prospects of all communities in regional Western Australia. I am very happy to see that the Labor government has 
kept that program to some degree, even though it is using it as a form of consolidated revenue, and we will probably 
have a discussion about that at a later date. 
Let us look at the big picture here. The Langoulant report was a significant report commissioned by this 
government to be used as a political tool. It was used as a political whipping boy to justify the Labor government’s 
expenditure and the 25 per cent increase in state debt. That is probably another debate for another time. However, 
the Langoulant report has some recommendations. Although Hon Dr Sally Talbot is a backbencher and probably 
does not have the ability or the authority to respond to my questions, we have two ministers of cabinet here. I will 
put my questions to them and I am more than happy for them to interject and respond with an answer. The 
Langoulant report made a couple of recommendations. Recommendation VII states — 

It is recommended that Government establish a Parliamentary Budget Office to enhance transparency and 
public understanding of election commitments … 

That relates to my first question to the two ministers here. Will the government initiate such an office and ensure 
that it is financed in the Parliament as such? This is a very important part of Langoulant’s recommendations to 
government. The Labor Party is in government. This has nothing to do with the opposition. This is the report of 
the ministers’ government. The recommendation for government decisions and implementation under the heading 
“Transparency” states — 

Information about Government programs and projects should be open for scrutiny including governance 
arrangements, project business cases, risk management information, procurement planning and 
contracts, options analysis, financial analysis, project progress reporting, and project closure reports 
with lessons learned. 
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I would like one of the ministers over there, or even the Leader of the House, to respond whether this government 
is going to adopt those very important recommendations out of the Langoulant report, because at this stage it has 
not. It has not by its own actions. It has not under its Local Projects, Local Jobs policy. If the government is going 
to call the kettle black, it should do that itself. The hypocrisy in regard to this report and those recommendations 
is breathtaking in its arrogance and the inability to address the issues that the government commissioned the report 
to deal with. I am going to sit down and I am — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Hon Jim Chown is on his feet. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I intend to sit down and I would like to hear from the minister in regard to those questions 
I have raised in the report. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is not question time. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: The minister is now saying that the government is not going to adopt those recommendations. 
I have given the minister a fair chance. 
HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.37 pm]: Thank 
you, Mr Acting President. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I note that members are trying to direct you how to do your job, Mr Acting President, 
but I am sure you are quite capable of doing it. 
Opposition members: Hear, hear! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think that was needed, but there you go. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I am very, very happy that Hon Dr Sally Talbot has brought this motion to the house 
today and I welcome her back, seeing as it has been 12 months since I have heard from her in this Parliament. I am 
not sure whether they were her speech notes or those of Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I am sure that Hansard is having a problem hearing, so if 
Hon Jacqui Boydell is on her feet, we will hear from Hon Jacqui Boydell. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Anyway, welcome back, Hon Dr Sally Talbot. 
It has been fantastic over the last two days to have had the focus of the Legislative Council on regional 
Western Australia. With all due respect, Hon Diane Evers, when you say that “we need to get on with the job”, 
actually, you are not part of the government. It is the government’s job to get on with the job. The Parliament is 
a meeting of ideas and members have the opportunity to debate that. That is what the Parliament is about. If you 
do not want to be a part of that, go home and stop feeling homesick; give the spot to somebody else! 
Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Order! Hon Jacqui Boydell, please resume your seat. I do 
not think casting aspersions on whether people should be in this chamber is parliamentary. I ask you to withdraw 
that statement. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I would also ask Hon Diane Evers to consider withdrawing her statement that royalties 
for regions was administered corruptly, because that is not the case. If she knew anything about the fund, she 
would understand that. As a bit of history about royalties for regions, in 2008 the Labor government of the time 
was delivering $20 million into regional Western Australia through its regional investment fund. That was its 
policy position for regional investment. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I am sure Hansard would like to listen to Hon Jacqui Boydell. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: In fact, I will table parts of the 2006–07 budget for the regional investment plan of the 
Labor government at that time, because it tells us that regional Western Australia was going nowhere under the Labor 
government in 2006–07. That is a fact, because it is in the budget papers. Ten years later, the National Party in 
government with the Liberal Party has rebuilt regional Western Australia. In the special inquirer’s own words, it has 
rebuilt and changed the face of regional Western Australia. That cannot be debated and, as part of the National Party, 
I am exceptionally proud of it. I stand by every single decision that was made by that government at that time. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
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Point of Order 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is like an illness with Hon Alannah MacTiernan. She just cannot stop herself. All 
we have is consistent interjection. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Hon Michael Mischin, if you have a point of order, please 
raise it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think that is a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon Martin Aldridge: The clock is still running while the point of order is being taken. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I am going to keep going, because the clock is still running. At that time, my home 
town of Carnarvon, which produces 70 per cent of the fruit and vegetables for the Perth region during the winter 
recess, was struggling. There is absolutely no doubt about that. I was working, at the time, in local government. In 
the theatre in Carnarvon, we had lights falling out of the roof. We had no commitment from the government. I was 
involved in many community organisations there. We found a total lack of support from the Western Australian 
government at that time. For an area that is so essential to the Perth metropolitan area, I found it incredible, and it 
is one of the reasons I find myself here today. There was a ground zero starting base in 2008 for royalties for 
regions. When we want to achieve something in the Parliament, it is all about numbers, Hon Diane Evers. That 
means that, with the balance of power achieved at the 2008 election, the Labor Party and the Liberal Party wanted 
to join government with the National Party at that time. They were both absolutely scrambling to do it. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Not any more. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I find that hard to believe, Hon Stephen Dawson. 

This government now pretends to support royalties for regions, when it cost shifts, on a daily basis, projects that 
should be funded out of consolidated revenue. We heard that yesterday in the minister’s response to the education 
debate. I have a list of projects that have been funded previously out of consolidated revenue and are now being 
cost shifted into royalties for regions. That is supporting royalties for regions via stealth. The minister suggested 
yesterday that we should not continue to support the boarding away from home allowance, because it is 
a temporary measure and cannot be sustained. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You should have put in place a permanent arrangement. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: That is what the minister said, and education assistants are now being paid out of the 
royalties for regions fund, as well as water subsidies. How is that sustainable into the future for regional 
Western Australia? 

I want to touch briefly on the governance of royalties for regions, because that has been a focus of today’s debate. 
All royalties for regions projects were required to be accompanied by a business case that was then brought before 
cabinet for examination and approval. The then Department of Regional Development met with Treasury officials 
monthly to discuss funding and projects. All business cases were referred to Treasury prior to going to cabinet. 
Directors general, including those of Treasury and the Department of Regional Development, were meeting 
bimonthly as a reference group. All royalties for regions proponents were required to report quarterly to the 
department in order to allow further release of cash for their projects. I am going to run out of time, but I will say 
that royalties for regions is the most governed program of any government that has ever been seen by the state of 
Western Australia. One of the criticisms from people who tried to access the fund is that it is over-governed, and 
that they had so much red tape to go through to get access to the fund. That was one of the things that people 
always complained about in the program previously. The complaint we are now hearing is that there is no plan for 
how parties in regional Western Australia can access that fund, and that is a problem for regional 
Western Australia. 

Tabling of Paper 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I have a point of order. Hon Jacqui Boydell read from a document during her 
speech, and committed to tabling that document. I ask that she do so. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes. 

Leave granted. 

[See paper 1140.] 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Discharge of Order 

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

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

1. Shire of Northampton Dogs Local Law 2017 — Disallowance. 

2. Shire of Victoria Plains Bush Fire Brigades Local Law 2017 — Disallowance. 

3. Shire of Narrogin Bush Fire Brigades Local Law 2017 — Disallowance. 

SENTENCE ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Committee 

Resumed from 14 March. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Steve Thomas) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery 
(Leader of the House) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 9: Part 5 Division 1A inserted — 
Progress was reported on the following amendment moved by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House) — 

Page 6, after line 30 — To insert — 

(v) to the extent known to the Commissioner of Police, the prisoner’s mental capacity to provide 
relevant information or evidence; 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I go back to the subject we left yesterday. We were dealing with this particular 
amendment but also, in context, the question of the obligation for either the Prisoners Review Board or 
Commissioner of Police to ascertain any information regarding the mental capacity of a prisoner. We have been 
around what the board might do, what it is capable of doing, what information it might obtain and the like, but I still 
have not had any clarification from the minister of whether there is an obligation for the Commissioner of Police or 
the Prisoners Review Board to obtain current information on mental capacity. Is the minister able to point me to 
that obligation, given that the government is not prepared to entertain the amendment that would require the 
Commissioner of Police to at least gather that information from those suitably qualified to provide it? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We have been over this point several times. I understand that the honourable member is not 
satisfied with my answer, but it is the answer that I am required to give him; that is, the obligation is on the 
Prisoners Review Board to satisfy itself that the threshold test has been met for cooperation, and in doing that, it 
needs to satisfy itself, and gather whatever material it thinks it needs to satisfy itself, that the prisoner is able, 
because of their mental capacity, to cooperate. I have been over that several times. There is nothing further I can 
add that I think would give the member the satisfaction he seeks. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The minister keeps telling me that she has been over it before, and she has, but either 
I am not making myself specifically clear or there is some difficulty in translation here. Under proposed section 66B, 
the board cannot do something unless it is satisfied—it has to be satisfied on a particular matter. The only obligation 
upon the board, under the terms of the bill, is to obtain a written report from the Commissioner of Police. The only 
other obligation on the board is to have regard to the information available to it. The commissioner has to disclose 
in his report only the information available to him. Where is the obligation for the board to make any further 
inquiry to reach that level of satisfaction, rather than simply compiling the material that it has to hand at the relevant 
time? Where is the active requirement to be found? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I have made this point once before, but I will try one more time. The obligation on the board 
is to have all the material it would need to report on the release obligations before it considers whether cooperation 
has been demonstrated. It will have gathered all the material that it needs. That may well be from a variety of 
organisations, some of which we canvassed earlier in the course of the debate. I am not sure that I can say it in 
another way. I am not sure that there is anything further I can add. Before the Prisoners Review Board gets to the 
point of determining that first threshold issue, it will have gathered all the material it believes it needs to rely on 
to meet its reporting obligations to meet the release obligations. It will then determine whether it can go any further 
than that first threshold, having considered whether cooperation has been demonstrated and whether cooperation 
could even have been demonstrated, given the mental capacity of the prisoner it is considering. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: As I have indicated previously, the Greens will support this amendment because it at least 
goes some way towards acknowledging that it is important that we recognise that people sometimes may not have 
the mental capacity, or may have lost the mental capacity, to meet the new precondition that is now being imposed 
on people who have been sentenced under these offences. In terms of the way in which this discussion has been 
rolling out, it really goes to the heart of the difficulty facing people who have become mentally impaired, particularly 
during the time they have been incarcerated. I note that when we discussed this issue yesterday, Hon Michael Mischin 
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proposed an amendment to remove the words “to the extent known to the Commissioner of Police,”. As I understand 
it, the rationale behind suggesting that amendment was to try to ensure that there was, effectively, a compulsion 
on the Prisoners Review Board, as part of its information gathering in determining the precondition, to also be 
satisfied that the prisoner being considered was not mentally impaired. As has been rightly responded, without 
having further clarification around that, it would not be appropriate to have the Commissioner of Police attempt to 
make such an assessment, because clearly they are not qualified to do that and should not be attempting to make 
an assessment of whether somebody has a mental impairment. I suppose this comes back to the crux of the problem 
that faces mentally impaired accused prisoners, and is one of the concerns around the lack of procedural fairness 
in this process; that is, by the very nature of having a mental impairment, a prisoner is less likely to be able to 
undertake their own advocacy on whether they have a mental impairment. If someone has psychosis, dementia, 
cognitive impairment, an acquired brain injury or a previously undiagnosed intellectual disability, by the very 
nature of having that they will not be able to put forward submissions to the Prisoners Review Board on whether 
they are mentally impaired. At the same time, the Prisoners Review Board is not necessarily going to seek out this 
information just as a matter of course: “Oh, by the way, should we check to see whether the prisoner also has 
mental capacity?” Generally, the presumption is that people do have mental capacity, until it is proactively 
demonstrated otherwise. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I will continue with the remarks I was making before we were interrupted. We know 
that prisoners who develop a mental impairment often do not have an adequate advocate even if they have 
a diagnosis. One of the problems at the moment is that there is effectively only one requirement for the 
precondition and that is the report coming from the police, who cannot be expected to know whether someone has 
a mental impairment. The Prisoners Review Board of Western Australia will also not necessarily give 
a commitment to proactively seek out that information. This really goes to the heart of the problem with the 
prisoner who is subject to assessment not having an automatic capacity to receive certain documents. I recognise 
this a problem that is not unique and occurs for all prisoners who have a mental impairment, but I thought it was 
important to at least put on the record how difficult it can be, particularly for this cohort of prisoners. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There seems to have been a misunderstanding yesterday as to the obligation being 
placed on the Commissioner of Police by the amendment that I suggested might be worthy of consideration, but 
apparently it is not to be entertained at all by the government, let alone analysed and weighed. It was not suggested 
to get the Commissioner of Police to express any opinions outside his—or her in the future—competence. It was 
simply about the report needed from the Commissioner of Police that needs to address a variety of things based 
on input from other sources. The Commissioner of Police has to provide a report on the prisoner’s mental capacity 
to provide the relevant information or evidence of cooperation. That may mean that some investigative work has 
to be done on behalf of the Commissioner of Police to get advice from a psychologist, psychiatrist, medical 
practitioner, or whoever it happens to be, to assist the board in its functions. The idea that it is outside the 
Commissioner of Police’s remit and ability to provide that is simply not true. The purpose of it was to require the 
Commissioner of Police to obtain timely information to assist the board. However, the government seems to take 
the view that there is nothing to see here, that there is no problem, that it will all be attended to, that no-one is 
going to be disadvantaged, that the board will do what the minister claims the board will do and that no further 
clarification is necessary in this comprehensive scheme that has reduced these principles to precise rules. If that is 
the government’s position, so be it, and it can bear the responsibility of anything that goes wrong into the future. 
I hope it will not, but it ought to be made quite plain that this is the Attorney General’s position and he needs to 
take the responsibility if it turns out that this scheme could have been fixed up a little more with some greater and 
more careful consideration in the manner that has already been suggested by the committee in respect of other 
things and to which the government has agreed. But if the Attorney General thinks that the bill, like his original 
version in 2016, is the perfect article now, then there is no point sitting on this any longer and we will agree to the 
amendment proposed on that basis. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There are a few more general questions regarding the operation of the clause and 
the three operative provisions—proposed division 1A generally, but also proposed sections 66A, 66B and 66C—
and how they work. The operation of this scheme depends on the Prisoners Review Board being satisfied to 
a certain level of satisfaction. The way it seems to work—if I get this wrong, hopefully the minister can assist me 
and set me straight—is that the board is positively prohibited from making a certain decision about a relevant 
prisoner unless it has achieved a certain level of satisfaction on a particular matter. As we have traversed 
previously, that means that the board then has to identify whether the person coming up for review is one of those 
captured by the Sentence Administration Act, whether this is a homicide offence or a related offence, and whether 
the prisoner, when the remains have not been located, has cooperated in the location of those remains. It is 
a triaging, sifting process. Then the board needs to obtain a written report from the commissioner dealing with 
a variety of matters, and then it has to form an opinion on whether there has been cooperation in the relevant sense. 
The board cannot make a decision in favour of the prisoner unless it has achieved that level of satisfaction. 
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Two things come out of it: firstly, to what level of satisfaction is that term used in respect of any other decisions 
that the Prisoners Review Board presently has to make under the act; and, secondly, to what extent does it take 
into account mental capacity? At the moment it just says that pursuant to that last amendment, the board has to 
take it into account. It does not say how it takes it into account. The board might say, “Yes. The guy is not mentally 
capable of providing assistance, but hasn’t cooperated”, but how is the board meant to take it into account? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It is worth noting that we are not inventing a new parole board whose members have not 
already had to decide some fairly complex matters and take into account the existing criteria that they have to 
apply. In fact, the Prisoners Review Board has been around for a long time and its members have to conduct 
themselves in accordance with the criteria that are already set out in the act. Members of the board set their own 
internal working guidelines for how they will work through these things. If the honourable member is looking for 
some kind of hierarchy or gradation within the act, he knows that is not there because I am sure he would have 
dutifully read the act. Members of the board are required to satisfy themselves that cooperation has been provided 
or not and they are required to satisfy themselves of the prisoner’s capacity to offer cooperation. They can seek 
advice and they can seek all sorts of information to assist them to make that decision. For anybody who reads the 
act, it quite clearly does not state that the board needs to be satisfied by 50 per cent, 70 per cent or 80 per cent. It 
states that board members need to be satisfied that the prisoner has cooperated and they need to be satisfied that 
the prisoner has the mental capacity to cooperate. If members of the Prisoners Review Board are unsure whether 
they can satisfy themselves of that, they have the capacity to—and they do now—seek information from whichever 
experts or particular people they want to seek advice from to help them satisfy themselves to that extent. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps I can help the minister out a little; we are not talking here about a level of 
satisfaction beyond any doubt, are we? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am sure that the member knows this; it is satisfaction in the normal use of the word. We 
are not talking about it in the context of criminal proceedings or civil proceedings. We are talking about it in the 
normal usage of the word. If members of the board are unsure whether they can be satisfied on the basis of what 
is presented to them, they can seek further information from all sorts of people. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the minister. I was trying to clarify that it was not being used in the technical 
sense of “satisfaction beyond reasonable doubt” or “satisfaction on the balance of probabilities”, or the words 
“more likely than not”. I think the “level of comfortable satisfaction” is one of the other standards. We are talking 
about the ordinary use of the word, whatever that might be, but none of the particular standards that I have 
mentioned; is that correct? 
Hon Sue Ellery: Yes, it is. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Is the term “mental capacity” used anywhere else in the legislation or in any other 
connected legislation from which the Prisoners Review Board might be able to draw some guidance on what is 
embraced by that term? Is it mental capacity in the general sense—for example, as a result of some kind of mental 
illness or mental impairment? Is it mental capacity whether under the influence of drugs or the like? What sort of 
mental capacity are we talking about? Has it been drawn from any particular term or other usage of this form of 
words that the Prisoners Review Board or others can turn to for some guidance? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am sure that the honourable member has read the Sentence Administration Act and I am 
sure that he has read the bill, so he knows that there is no technical definition of the words within the bill. It is used 
in the general sense. It is not tied to a specific technical or medical definition. It is used in the general sense and 
the parole board, as I have said a number of times now, can seek expert advice to satisfy itself that its obligations 
have been met under the act. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have to say that this is not simply for my benefit. It is for the benefit of other 
members of this place who may not have thought about these issues or might have some doubts about them but do 
not know how to articulate them. This is also for the benefit of the future so that those looking back on this debate, 
should something go wrong with the legislation, should some loophole be revealed or some problem be exposed, 
can see just what the government had in mind. Likewise, the Prisoners Review Board can see what the government 
had in mind. 
As to the process itself, I note that one of the matters under proposed section 66C(3) that the report from the police 
must deal with is the question of timeliness as well as other matters. They are all subjective considerations, are 
they not? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, and again I make the point that the honourable member would be able to see himself 
that those things that are set out in proposed section 66C(3), including: the nature and extent of the prisoner’s 
cooperation; the timeliness; the truthfulness, completeness and reliability of information; and significance and 
usefulness, are all in fact subjective terms. They are not subject to the definitions that are set out either previously 
in section 66 or elsewhere. It is worth reminding the honourable member that the Prisoners Review Board has been 
doing the job of making difficult decisions about complex matters for a long time. Its members are appointed to 
that board because of the particular expertise that they bring. Also, they are able to seek advice when they need to. 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Certainly, the appointments to the board under my watch were designed with that 
in mind but, as the minister’s Attorney General has pointed out in the other place, it is fatuous to suggest that what 
is current now or has been in the past might be the case in the future. This does introduce certain subjective 
considerations and the board and how it looks at it will depend very much on the people who are part of that board 
from time to time. As we have seen in the past from the Prisoners Review Board before we entered government, 
there seemed to be a very high rate of some prisoners being released on the first occasion of their review rather 
than having to earn their release. With the change in regime after Honourable Justice Narelle Johnson took 
chairmanship of the board, the criteria were looked at rather differently, which meant that the number of prisoners 
being released at the first instance was rather reduced. We also saw changes over the years in how the board would 
approach breaches and the like. So to say that the Prisoners Review Board is always consistent is simply not the 
case. It depends very much on who forms the board at the time and how they look at the criteria that they have to 
deal with. Plainly, the same considerations have been there in the past but, from time to time, because the 
composition of the board varies, the way that they make their judgements can differ on these matters.  
I am after a little bit of guidance on how this is meant to work. These are subjective considerations. Let us take the 
example of the report on Zaghet and Southam, which is part of the committee report. The information there offers 
an opinion of the Commissioner of Police and some very basic details of the alleged cooperation, and that appears 
to be typical of the sort of report that the Prisoners Review Board is meant to have access to. The evidence before 
the committee, as I recall, was that this was what the police were now doing and that this was the sort of stuff that 
they intended to proffer to the Prisoners Review Board. Questions of “nature and extent” will depend very much 
on the judgement of police as to whether they think the extent of cooperation is satisfactory. “Timeliness” is a very 
subjective thing. If someone starts to reveal their stuff during the course of the police interview and confesses, that 
is one extreme of timeliness; at the other end of the bell curve are those who never provide any information. With 
regard to “truthfulness, completeness and reliability of any information or evidence”, again, that is a very 
subjective one because if the police do not know, they are relying very much on the prisoner’s account of things 
and whether, in their assessment, the prisoner is doing their best or could do better. In respect of “significance and 
usefulness of the prisoner’s cooperation”, once again, it is very subjective. The additional criterion being 
introduced—“to the extent known to the Commissioner of Police, the prisoner’s mental capacity to provide 
relevant information or evidence”—is again a subjective assessment. It may very well be that some of these are 
given greater weight by the Prisoners Review Board than others. The question of timeliness, in particular, raises 
an interesting point. Let us say that a prisoner has come forward and provided precise details as to where the body 
can be found. The prisoner takes the police to the location of the body but does so the day before the date of review 
by the Prisoners Review Board. Is it expected that the Prisoners Review Board will reject that application? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: If the prisoner has taken the police to the location of the body and the body is found, the 
board will then move through the rest of the considerations that are set out before it in respect of how it makes its 
decisions or acts in releasing or not releasing. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: That was part of my question about the issue of timeliness under proposed 
section 66C(3)(ii)—“timeliness of the prisoner’s cooperation”. This, of course, is meant to be a retrospective 
provision. As I understand it, part of the policy behind the bill is to effectively draw out information from those 
who would otherwise to date have withheld that information. The question I have is: how is it envisaged that we 
are going to deal with people who have effectively been long-term withholders of this information but who 
nevertheless suddenly reveal the information that they have held all along? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The purpose of the legislation is, to a certain extent, to evoke the circumstances that the 
honourable member just set out—that is, with regard to someone who has withheld information for a long time, once 
these laws change. A number of such cases have received public attention in recent years. We have heard the stories 
from the families about the sense of closure that they want to achieve. That is the purpose of this legislation—to get 
people to release the information about where the body is. If the body is found, the provisions we are talking about 
right now will have served their purpose. With regard to the way in which the Prisoners Review Board makes its 
considerations, it takes into account all those things, including the timeliness and all the other things that are set 
out, as it moves beyond the first threshold of determining that cooperation has been provided. It then makes 
a judgement about all sorts of things, including timeliness, and it will take all those things into account when 
making its decision or taking the action that it is able to take under the provisions of the legislation. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: This highlights one of the paradoxes in the legislation and the scheme as it is proposed. 
To get back to the example, let us say Mr Mansell, since that is the name the Attorney General likes to bring up. 
I think he said that it was 18 years’ minimum, which means his first review will come up in about 12 years, and the 
body of Mr Puddy has not been found. Let us say that in 18 years’ time, Mr Mansell is coming up for his review 
and he is one of those prisoners who has not cooperated and the body has not been found, so he does not meet the 
threshold test. The Prisoners Review Board cannot go on to recommend his release on parole, no matter how good 
a prisoner he has been. Fair enough; that is quite right and proper, in accordance with the scheme in the legislation, 
and it is consistent with the government’s policy and what people have been led to expect. But the day before the 
Prisoners Review Board sits to consider its decision, a report comes in from the police to say, “Yesterday 
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Mr Mansell revealed to us where Mr Puddy’s body has been these last 21 years. He has taken us there and we have 
recovered Mr Puddy’s remains.” That threshold question is dealt with. How does the Prisoners Review Board deal 
with it? It now has a body, or the police know where the body is. It is about to consider it, and he has been a model 
prisoner in every other respect. He is not a danger to the community anymore, according to all the evidence. Is it 
likely that he will then get favourable consideration from the Prisoners Review Board, or will it still have discretion 
to deny him or recommend that he not be released? Will the threshold considerations have been met? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I would have thought that was perfectly clear. If the body has been found and the prisoner 
cooperated in the finding of the body, the threshold test has been met. The Prisoners Review Board then applies 
all the criteria that it applies now in determining whether or not that prisoner should be released. Those are the 
criteria that it works its way through now, so in that sense it has got over the threshold. The body has been found 
because, in the member’s example, of the cooperation of the prisoner. It then applies the rest of the criteria. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Then how does the timeliness consideration come into play? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not sure I can make this any clearer. The Prisoners Review Board takes it into consideration. 
Hon Michael Mischin: To do what? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: In determining how it makes its decision and what its end decision will be. It will go through 
all the criteria and make its decision. If the member is looking for a particular set of prescriptions on how it is to 
assess every single criterion in every single case, he is not going to find it in this legislation. Frankly, given the 
complexity of the situations that the Prisoners Review Board has to deal with, I am not sure it would be a sensible 
thing to put in a piece of legislation like this. It will take into account all the criteria that are already set out and 
make its decision accordingly.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Okay. This is important, because we, the Standing Committee on Legislation and 
secondary victims have been told that this legislation is intended to require timely—that is, early—cooperation 
from a prisoner to locate the remains of their victim in order to give closure to loved ones and to demonstrate 
remorse and the like. The minister is saying that Mr Mansell, for example, can wait 21 years to provide that 
cooperation, and there is still no certainty that he will suffer any disadvantage from it. Is that right? 
Hon Sue Ellery: Other than 21 years in jail. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Well, of course 21 years in jail, minister—that is his minimum term! He is not going 
anywhere before 21 years! The whole point of this, I thought, was that he reveal the whereabouts of his victim 
earlier than 21 years. Would that not be right? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I said before that timeliness is one of things that the Prisoners Review Board looks at when 
determining cooperation. I am not sure there is any other way I can explain the criteria set out in the legislation, 
and indeed examined by the committee. I am not sure there is any other way I can explain it. I am not sure I can 
add anything more to assist the particular honourable member, other than to say what I have previously and to note 
that the committee considered all these matters, made two specific recommendations to address the concerns it 
had, the government accepted those recommendations and I moved, and the chamber accepted, those 
recommendations. So I am not sure there is much further information I am able to add on this particular point. 
There is a set of criteria. The Prisoners Review Board will apply those criteria, and when it needs additional 
information and advice it will seek it and make sure it has it before it. I am not sure there is another way I can 
explain it to the honourable member. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is regrettable, minister, because one of the major planks of this—one of the great 
features of this that has been spruiked since the idea was first floated back at the end of 2015, early 2016—was that 
people who have refused to cooperate with the police would be encouraged to give early cooperation, rather than 
to have the next of kin waiting for potentially decades to find out where their loved one’s remains are resting. The 
minister is now saying it is a criterion and she cannot say how it will actually operate. I will put the example again 
to try to at least get some help here. 
Let us use the example of Mr Mansell, who I think got 21 years’ minimum; it does not much matter, but let us say 
it will be two decades before his earliest consideration for parole. He has already been in custody several years, he 
has exhausted his rights of appeal, the loved ones are anxious for the whereabouts of Mr Puddy, and Mansell says 
nothing. Then in 18 years’ time, the day before he is due to be considered, the police report requested by the board 
comes in and the Commissioner of Police says, “Look, he’s cooperated now entirely. The day before, if we had 
signed off the report then, he wouldn’t have but today he has.” So the threshold is met. The question of timeliness 
though is one about which the police say, “Well, it wasn’t particularly timely because he waited until the last 
minute.” Does that delay guarantee that he will not be released by the Prisoners Review Board? 
Hon Sue Ellery: I cannot answer that in any other way than I already have. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Can I take the answer to be that it does not guarantee that he will not be released? 
Hon Sue Ellery: I’m not sure I can answer it in any other way than I already have. 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I think you need to, minister. Is it a guarantee of lack of release or not? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: She’s repeating! You’ve been asking the same thing over and over again over the 
last three days. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I can’t do it another way. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have not for three days, Hon Alannah MacTiernan. If you would pay attention you 
would know that a vast variety of things have been canvassed over the last few days. If you listen, you might 
actually learn something. 

Let me put it another way, minister. Let me help you here. This is what — 

Hon Sue Ellery: I’m not the one who needs help, my friend. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not your friend. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That’s true. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I will read this. Perhaps you could help your Attorney General — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Seriously! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, this is a serious matter. Expectations have been built up. 

Let me read the minister something said by the Attorney General on 18 May 2017. The minister can help us, 
perhaps, say whether this is correct or not. I quote — 

Murderer Cameron Mansell was sent an ominous message from Attorney-General John Quigley 
yesterday as he took his promised no-body, no-parole laws to State Parliament. 

“They have televisions in the prisons and I have a message for the murderer Mansell,” Mr Quigley said. 

“These laws will go through the Parliament and, once passed, Mansell will not be eligible for parole 
unless he promptly reveals the whereabouts of Craig Puddy’s remains. 

Is there a requirement that he promptly reveal this or, on the scenario I have already outlined, is it possible he will 
still be released in 18 years’ time, minister? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will try once more. Timeliness is a factor that the Prisoners Review Board takes into 
account, full stop. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you, minister. So it takes it into account, but to say, “Once passed, Mansell 
will not be eligible for parole unless he promptly reveals the whereabouts”, is false; correct? 

Hon Sue Ellery: I have nothing further to add. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, I am not surprised, minister, because the answer is no; it is not correct. Of 
course the minister cannot answer it, because the Attorney General once again has gone beyond the bounds of 
what is practical or beyond the bounds of his legislation and liked to grab a headline. I quote again — 

“Without doing so — 

That is, promptly revealing the whereabouts of Mr Puddy’s remains — 

he will die in prison, most assuredly.” 

That is not true either, is it, minister? Because timeliness can be taken into account, but the Prisoners Review Board, 
even if he reveals it the day before his assessment, can still release him; correct? It is possible, is it not? 

Hon Sue Ellery: I have nothing further to say on this point — 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, I am not surprised, minister, because the answer is, yes, he can be released, can 
he not? That is the answer. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Chair, I do not know how else to say that I have nothing further to say on this point. 

The CHAIR: Minister, I think you have said that, and it is your prerogative whether you seek the call. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I quote further — 

Mansell is serving 18 years for murdering Mr Puddy in 2010 and has refused to reveal where he disposed 
of the body. 

Mr Quigley, who announced his no-body, no-parole Bill alongside Mr Puddy’s sister Nadine, said the 
laws would prevent Mansell from being eligible for parole in 12 years. 

Unless he revealed the body’s location, the legislation would come into play. 

“Too late Mansell. You’ll have missed the bus,” Mr Quigley said. “You’ll still die in prison.” 
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Well, that is not the case. He will not necessarily die in prison if he does not promptly reveal the whereabouts of 
Mr Puddy’s remains. In fact, he could wait, could he not, for his second statutory review in 22 or 23 years and 
reveal it to the Prisoners Review Board, and they take into account timeliness and they still might release him? 
I know the minister will not respond to that because the answer is, yes, it is entirely possible. That is not what she 
wants the public to hear. In fact, this legislation does not meet the expectations that have been raised about it. Once 
again, the Attorney General, having misnamed this as no body, no parole legislation and having spruiked the fact 
that unless there is an early, timely cooperation, a prisoner will die in prison, has fallen short of those expectations. 
Still, the minister knows the answer to that and she knows that it is not favourable to the government and to this 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill. She knows also that if she opens her mouth she will be incriminating 
herself and the Attorney General, so there is not much point going any further with it. It is quite plain that this does 
not meet the expectations and does not give the guarantees that next of kin have been seeking. If the minister wants 
to refute that, I welcome giving her opportunity to do so. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I move — 

Page 7, after line 3 — To insert — 

(4A) Upon receipt of the report the Board must provide a copy of it to the prisoner with a notice 
that the prisoner may within 28 days make written representations to the Board regarding 
the content of the report. 

I note that the following amendment in my name will lapse if this amendment is not supported. 

I have put this on the notice paper as a result of the Standing Committee on Legislation report. I note that it was 
not a recommendation; it was a finding of the report. But I think it warrants some closer attention and investigation. 
One of the questions asked by the committee was whether this bill is consistent with the principles of natural 
justice. For members’ information, this is first canvassed on page 57 of the report. It refers to how helpful it would 
be if, when the Commissioner of Police provides a report as required now under the new precondition, the prisoner 
can respond directly to that report. 

I have been listening with great attention to the debate so far and I am mindful of the comments around the way the 
Prisoners Review Board operates and that, ordinarily, the rules of procedural fairness, or natural justice as the report 
refers to it, are not necessarily adhered to. However, I am also aware that the purpose of this legislation is to introduce 
an entirely new precondition to create an entirely new hurdle to be jumped before the Prisoners Review Board can 
undertake its normal deliberations. As has been discussed, when the Prisoners Review Board undertakes its normal 
deliberations around parole it seeks information from a range of bodies to inform itself as it sees fit so that it can 
be satisfied that it has all the information it feels it needs. 

One of the things I am particularly concerned about is that a prisoner having not fulfilled this precondition will not 
necessarily have any information available to them in a timely manner to enable them to ascertain what has been 
said about them in the report provided by the police commissioner. It has already been determined that, unlike 
other information that may be provided in the normal course of events through the Prisoners Review Board, this 
document is able to be FOI-ed, so a prisoner is entitled to get this document. The trouble is there is no obligation 
to provide this to the prisoner in a timely way. Even though a prisoner may put in their own submission, and, as 
we have previously discussed, may have put in a submission around the status of their mental impairment, the 
reality is that they will never be able to fully respond to what has been put forward to the Prisoners Review Board 
so they can comprehensively respond to what is said about them. 

I want to say, as the committee was at pains to point out, that the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill does 
not relate to consideration of parole. I think there is quite a difference in whether it is inconsistent or otherwise 
with how parole is considered, because it is about establishing that new precondition before parole can be 
considered. It is important that members remember that when we sacrifice procedural fairness temporarily—
sometimes we do that for good reason, for example interim injunctions on interim restraining orders; an example 
I think is justified—usually it is because we are very clear there has to be a good reason to do that. I am not satisfied 
with the response to date that the entire policy of the Prisoners Review Board is one of denying procedural fairness; 
therefore, we will simply continue to extend those provisions. Perhaps it is timely to start looking at how the 
process can become more procedurally fair. 

I am proposing this amendment, which will enable the prisoner to automatically receive a copy of this document 
within a set time, bearing in mind the Commissioner of Police is not required to provide it within a set time, simply 
have it done within a reasonable time frame, but once it has been produced, it be made available within 28 days to 
the prisoner to respond to it. It seems that it would be a step towards ensuring that the Prisoners Review Board can 
have more complete information available to it rather than a prisoner simply trying to put in a submission, 
effectively in the dark, without knowing the allegations being levelled at them or what is being said about them. 
They may, for example, have a very different idea of their level of cooperation or, indeed, once they see what the 
police are saying about them, it may be an eye-opener about their level of cooperation. If, indeed, through the 
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policy of this bill, people are trying to achieve an outcome in which people are being more cooperative, perhaps 
this is a way that outcome could be achieved. 

That is one of the reasons I have put this amendment forward. Perhaps it will be beneficial to the Prisoners Review 
Board as well as to the prisoner and the entire process to ensure that more information is made available. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I remind the honourable member that we had quite a lengthy discussion about these issues 
under clause 1. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I know; I am happy to give the member a formal response and I will do that now, but 
I remind members that we canvassed these issues under clause 1. The government is not able to support the 
honourable member’s amendment. We note her arguments and how the matters were canvassed in the committee 
report. The bill retains consistency in the way materials and reports from other agencies are dealt with throughout the 
Sentence Administration Act and the government is not of a view to change those despite the honourable member’s 
arguments about the way she sees this regime as being slightly different. Currently, the bill contains no express 
requirement that a copy of the police report on cooperation be provided to a prisoner. The Prisoners Review Board 
does not provide prisoners with copies of materials and reports submitted to it by external agencies. It is an exempt 
agency under the Freedom of Information Act. However, the agencies from which the reports originate are not, so 
it remains open for a prisoner to access those materials directly from those agencies through FOI, subject to any 
statutory exemptions. The board is obliged to provide information about its decisions to prisoners. Section 107B of 
the Sentence Administration Act deals with the board’s obligations to provide a prisoner with notice of a decision 
that affects them. This includes a requirement that a notice include reasons for a decision. The nature and extent 
of those reasons has been canvassed in a range of judicial decisions, for instance—I have a reference if it is of 
interest to the member—in the case of Seiffert v The Prisoners Review Board [2011]. Essentially the government 
is not of a view to change the arrangements for this section, in what will become the act, so that two different 
regimes apply to the release of information to a prisoner. I appreciate the arguments put by the member but the 
government will not accept the amendment. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I rise to indicate my support for the amendments. As we are putting in place 
a new precondition that will act as a gateway, it seems to me that, wherever possible, increasing transparency 
would be desirable and that to inform prisoners that their level of cooperation has been satisfactory would only 
further increase their incentive to cooperate on disclosing the location of a victim’s remains, in my view. I echo 
many of the same sentiments as Hon Alison Xamon in the interests of procedural fairness. I am very sceptical of 
the efficacy and need for the changes in this bill; therefore, increasing transparency wherever possible is my goal 
and my aim. I will be supporting the amendments and look forward to voting on the matter. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the member for his comments and I appreciate his consistent stand on transparency 
in these matters and in many others. We do not want to set up a two-tiered regime for the release of information, 
and if we were of a view that that was the right policy decision to take, we would not want to do it on the run by 
accepting this amendment; we would want to give consideration to the whole regime that might be put in place. 
I understand the member’s argument, but the government is not of a view of accepting this amendment. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I would like to clarify a few things. Firstly, I understand the government’s 
reluctance to introduce significant changes for accessing materials. If that is to be done, it is quite proper that it be 
done as part of a holistic appraisal of what sort of information as a matter of routine ought to be provided to 
prisoners as part of the parole regime. Having said that, I also see merit in Hon Alison Xamon’s proposal for 
two reasons: firstly, a second tier, or second category, of prisoners is already being established under this 
legislation. We are looking at people who are a subset of those coming up for parole review whereby additional 
considerations are being tacked onto even whether their parole ought to be assessed—from my understanding of 
the comments over the last two days—let alone whether any recommendation can be made in respect of them. As 
we have heard, the police have to address particular subjective criteria and the Prisoners Review Board is reliant 
on the police’s assessment of all that. We have already set up a second tier, or category, of prisoners. 

The second point insofar as disclosure is that it may be right that it is not routine to disclose these things; however, 
as has also been explained when we went some length through the process on Tuesday, although certain 
documentation and reports are not provided as a matter of course, they are FOI-able from the agencies that have 
generated them. That includes police reports, albeit that what is provided may be redacted to a greater or lesser 
degree if it contains sensitive information. The fact that there is a threshold question before a prisoner’s assessment 
can be properly conducted to make a proper recommendation for release and that there is a police report upon 
which that is based, amongst other things, tends to argue that there ought to be some ability for the prisoner to 
know what is being said about him or her and their level of cooperation so that they can contradict that, especially 
if we are looking at things like timeliness. If the police say that there has not been timely cooperation, the prisoner 
may think that the closest they could have disclosed any of this was immediately after their appeal—nature and 
extent: “I cooperated to the best of my ability because my mental health isn’t all the best and I’ve got memory loss 
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and a variety of things, such as post-traumatic stress disorder, which has impeded my ability to recall things.” All 
sorts of possibilities could be raised. Since a question of a recommendation for parole turns on this, there is a very 
good argument that there ought to be some further disclosure. 
I would like to hear the minister’s comments regarding the second tier of prisoners, or the second types of prisoners, 
and why what is being set up here is not already a second set of categories to eliminate that argument. Also, I would 
like to hear whether specific recommendations the police need to report on might not benefit from a prisoner 
having some input and putting an alternative point of view. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I want to make a couple of points. I am not sure that the amendment as it stands gives the 
member everything that she would want, because it specifically refers to the police report when a large part of our 
discussion has been that, in fact, the Prisoners Review Board may seek other information. In any event, the 
honourable member asks why we would not set up provisions for only this group of prisoners. I thought I had 
answered that when we canvassed these ideas in debate on clause 1. On the release of information, we do not want 
to have two tiers of arrangements put in place. If changes to the regime for releasing information were to be 
considered for any group or to be considered across the board, we would do that in a considered, methodical 
fashion. We are not prepared to set up a separate regime in the absence of considering whether we need to do 
something more broadly, or for other categories as well. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Once again, I understand that point of view, but the police report is rather different 
from much of the other material that may be provided to the Prisoners Review Board or to which the Prisoners Review 
Board might have access, because there is now a specific requirement for this subset of prisoners who are different 
from all the other prisoners. For this second category of prisoners, if you like, there is a requirement that a police 
report be specifically sought on specific matters, and that puts them apart from the general run of prisoners. That 
report will form much of the essential evidence and information that the Prisoners Review Board will require to 
come to its level of satisfaction, which is not the case with the other materials that are routinely gathered by the 
Prisoners Review Board for the purposes of exercising its function. The government has already set up a separate 
category of prisoners requiring some specific information from a specific source of a specifically subjective nature. 
Has any thought been given to providing that sort of material in some form or other to a prisoner so that they are 
able to say in advance of the Prisoners Review Board’s consideration whether they ought to be considered as 
having crossed the threshold? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No; it has not been considered. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Is the government prepared to consider it now? It has had these proposed 
amendments since the beginning of the week. Why has consideration not been given to this? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We canvassed this in the debate on clause 1. I have already explained that the government 
is not of a view to accept the amendment because we do not want a second regime for the release of information. 
If we were to consider the release of information, it would be across the board. That is not under active 
consideration by the government. No further information is available to me about why, or whether it might be in 
the future, but I have been advised that it is not under active consideration. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In a nutshell: it has been raised by the Greens and has not been considered, but it 
has been rejected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We considered it for the purpose of determining whether to accept or reject it, and we 
rejected it. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Did the government consider it for the purpose of weighing its merits and did it 
have any consultation with Hon Alison Xamon about whether there was a good argument for such an amendment? 
Alternatively, was it done simply by reading the amendment and saying, “No, we don’t want to do that because it 
sets up a second tier of consideration for some prisoners and we just don’t want to do it”? 
Hon Sue Ellery: You’re asking me what conversations I had with Hon Alison Xamon. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Whether anyone on behalf of the government — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Seriously. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What is unusual about that, minister? The government had an amendment before it — 
Hon Sue Ellery: It is unusual that you would want to know that and that something would turn on that for you. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am curious about what consideration has been given to this legislation in its 
metes and bounds. The minister has already declined to comment on how timeliness will work. I pointed out 
a potential problem. The minister seems to think that it is risible and maybe it is, but I pointed out something 
that Hon Alison Xamon put forward with some arguments about why it has merit. I am asking about the level of 
consideration given. Has there been any discussion to ask why the Greens want to do this? I see some merit in it. 
No answer, came the stern reply. Okay. I think there is merit in what Hon Alison Xamon has proposed. I think that 
there is an arguable issue there. It is a shame that this government, with all the time and resources available to it, 
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has not given it some more respectful consideration. If the government considers that there is no problem to be 
seen here and that no-one will be unfairly advantaged or disadvantaged as a result of it, for the sake of the 
expeditious disposal of the legislation to the extent that it will offer any comfort at all to people, the government 
will not support Hon Alison Xamon’s amendment and I will take the government at its word. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I will make some further comments. One of the things in the report that particularly 
interested me was that the police said that the prisoner being able to have access to the report would be helpful. 
The actual quote is — 

Officers believed that providing the prisoner with a copy of the police report for the PRB would be 
beneficial. 

I also note that the committee went on to state that providing the report to the prisoner “would be in the interests 
of justice overall”. 
I do not believe that there is any public interest in the contents of the report being kept confidential from the 
prisoner, bearing in mind that we are talking about an entirely new process that has created a precondition, and we 
have already started to prescribe the documentation required as part of that precondition. Any parts that should be 
kept confidential—if parts are indeed deemed to need to be kept confidential—can easily be redacted, like we do 
now with any normal freedom of information process. By its reference to the availability of the FOI process, the 
government seems to have already acknowledged this aspect. 
I put on the record that I think it would be useful and in the interests of justice as a whole if, at some point, the 
government undertook to look at the availability of documentation for the Prisoners Review Board as a whole. It 
would also be interesting to see whether any issues with this new precondition emerge and perhaps whether there 
are any concerns about whether justice has been served. I am a big fan of having this sort of information made 
available in annual reports so that we are not only reporting but also monitoring in the first place. But I am not 
holding out much hope. I thought that I should make those few comments, noting that it is unlikely that the 
amendment will be passed. Nevertheless, it is really important that these concerns are placed on the record. 
Amendment put and negatived. 
The CHAIR: We now return to the substantive motion that clause 9, as amended, be agreed to. From looking at 
the notice paper, I think that the further amendment will lapse, of course, so I do not intend to invite that to be 
moved. However, if any member wishes to address the central question, they can now do so. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Picking up on the philosophy of the bill and some of the earlier discussions on this 
question of timeliness, although the minister was reticent about it, I think that the philosophy as expressed by the 
Attorney General—I think even in the second reading speech—was that timely cooperation is being sought here, 
rather than mentioning it as a factor to be taken into account in some vague fashion. Would the minister agree that 
the earlier cooperation is provided, the more in tune it is with the policy of the bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We have canvassed this issue already and the honourable member has asked in a variety of 
different ways whether there is a hierarchy or a degree of gradation within each of those criteria—there is not. 
Timeliness is a factor that the board needs to take into account. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps I have not made myself clear. In terms of timeliness, I am saying that the 
more timely the cooperation, the greater the credit to the prisoner, and the later the cooperation, the less the credit 
to the prisoner. Is that correct? We are trying, are we not, to encourage cooperation as early as possible rather than 
as late as possible—correct? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We have canvassed this a number of times now. I am not sure that there is another way that 
I can put it. Timeliness is a factor that the board needs to take into account. We have quite deliberately not 
prescribed the extent to which it needs to do that. I am not sure that I can help the member in any other way. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Can I put it this way: would the government prefer a prisoner to cooperate sooner 
or later, or is it just there at large? 
Hon Sue Ellery: I cannot add anything. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Does the government want prisoners to cooperate sooner or later? It is not hard. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I cannot help the member. I have canvassed the issue of timeliness. I have lost count of the 
number of times I have addressed it. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I know, but the minister has not actually addressed the question I am asking. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I know it is not to the honourable member’s satisfaction, but he is just going to have to live with 
the fact that on this issue he will be unsatisfied. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: So the government cannot say whether it would prefer early or late cooperation. Is 
that what the Leader of the House is trying to say, or is she not going to say anything at all? Would she prefer early 
cooperation or late cooperation? 
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Hon Sue Ellery: I cannot add anything to what I have already said. I know the member wants me to say something 
in particular, because I can follow his line of thinking, but on this issue I am not going to give the member what 
he wants me to give him. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I think I can say that the opposition would prefer early cooperation. To that 
objective, would the government be prepared to entertain an amendment that requires early cooperation? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The short answer to the member is no. We have deliberately structured the legislation before 
us to send a clear message that timeliness matters, but we will leave it to the board as to how it applies that test. 
I cannot say it another way. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I will develop that a little further. Does late cooperation not bar a prisoner from 
being released on parole under these provisions? 

Hon Sue Ellery: I have nothing further to say. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 10: Section 112 amended — 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I move — 

Page 7, after line 19 — To insert — 

(ec) the timeliness of the provision of reports pursuant to section 66C, particularly in relation to 
prisoners transferred from interstate, during the previous financial year; 

The purpose of this amendment should be fairly straightforward. It arises from the committee report as a finding, 
not a recommendation. The finding in the report states — 

The Committee finds that the Government should monitor the information gathering process of 
the Western Australia Police Force on interstate prisoners for reports prepared under the proposed 
section 66C of the Sentence Administration Act 2003, to ensure its efficiency and effectiveness. 

I am mindful that no mechanism by which this information will be collected has been articulated or prescribed. 
My first question to the minister is: is there an intention to gather that information and how will that be gathered? 
The second question is: if that information is being gathered—I certainly hope it will be and that people will act 
upon that recommendation—will that process be transparent and what are the reporting mechanisms? This 
amendment seeks to simply install some transparency around the collection of that data, which is one reason for 
supporting this amendment. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Section 112 deals with the information that must be contained in the board’s annual report 
to the Attorney General. The amendment before us would include the timeliness of the provision of reports 
pursuant to proposed section 66C, particularly for prisoners transferred from interstate during the previous 
financial year. Timeliness in this regard relates to the period from when a report was requested by the board to the 
date that the police provided their report. The police report will always be available to the board before it is in 
a position to make a decision under these new provisions. In fact, the board might request the police report at 
different times. That might then end up with the board giving various periods of time for timely provision of the 
report; therefore, timeliness is not necessarily going to be a useful inclusion in the annual report because the police 
report might be requested at different times. 

Section 17 of the Sentence Administration Act deals with reports from the chief executive officer of corrections 
regarding a prisoner serving a parole term. The report must be provided in a reasonable time prior to the board 
considering someone for their earliest eligibility date. There is also no corresponding requirement in section 112 that 
the board provides reports on the timeliness of the CEO’s reports. The government has accepted the 
two recommendations made by the committee. The committee did not choose to make a recommendation in this 
respect, and for the reasons that I have just outlined, we will not accept the honourable member’s amendment. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I have just a few further questions about this point. If the board does not receive 
information from the Commissioner of Police about the prisoner’s cooperation as envisaged by the provisions in 
proposed section 66C, how does the government propose that the board make a decision whether the precondition 
is met because there is no process by which the prisoner can provide that information instead? Effectively, I am 
asking whether the board’s consideration of the precondition and therefore parole would have to be delayed for 
this reason. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I had difficulty hearing the very last bit, but I think the honourable member asked me how 
the situation would be dealt with if a report was not provided. 

Hon Alison Xamon: That’s correct. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If it was not provided full stop, as opposed to not provided in a timely fashion—is that what 
the member asked? 
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Hon ALISON XAMON: If I can clarify, it is really either. What would the board do if either the report was not 
provided because, particularly in this instance, interstate police were tardy or a bit hopeless or whatever, or if the 
report was not supplied in a timely manner? They are potentially two different scenarios but what would happen 
in either of them? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The board has to have the report in order to make its decision. In the worst-case scenario, it 
would become an issue between the respective ministers to sort out to ensure that the board did have the report 
that it needed to take into account when making its decision. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have listened with interest to Hon Alison Xamon’s reasons for advancing this 
proposed amendment and to the government’s response. We can see, again, some merit in what is being 
proposed—albeit that I think it needs to be refined a little more. In the circumstances, we will leave it to the 
government and its assurance that this amendment is unnecessary, so we do not agree to the amendment proposed 
by the member. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I would like to clarify one more point. I want to be very clear because, certainly, the 
minister has identified that if the information is not provided, that creates a problem between the respective 
ministers. I want to be clear that if for any reason the Commissioner of Police does not or cannot provide the 
necessary information about the precondition, does that effectively mean the prisoner involved will never be able 
to be considered for parole? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am told that the answer is no. If it is impossible, the board will consider and will seek 
information from other bodies, but it will not have the effect that the member has outlined. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, with amendments, and, by leave, the report adopted. 

As to Third Reading — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
On motion without notice by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), resolved with an absolute majority — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended so as to enable the bill to be read a third time forthwith. 

Third Reading 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.26 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.27 pm]: The Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2017 
that is before the house at the moment is, of course, different from the bill that was second read in this place. I think 
it is very important for members to be aware that there are three reasons that this amendment to the legislation is 
not yet the law. The first reason is that the government, headed by Hon Sue Ellery, the Leader of the Government 
in this place, made the conscious decision in the last sitting week of 2017 to bury this bill. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This one? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the bill that we are on. To assist the minister, it is the 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2017. 

Members opposite and their cabinet colleagues, led by their illustrious leader Hon Sue Ellery, made the conscious 
decision in 2017 to bury this bill. Indeed, in the words of their friend the Attorney General, it was to give comfort to 
murderers. Instead of dealing with this bill as its top priority in the last sitting week of 2017, the government, headed 
by Hon Sue Ellery in this place, instead made the top priority the passing of legislation to freeze the salaries of MPs 
that were already frozen by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal in its latest determination. That was this 
government’s top priority. This government, led in this place by Hon Sue Ellery, made the conscious decision at the 
end of 2017 to bury this bill. It could have been brought on in the last week of last year but government members 
decided not to; it preferred to give comfort to murderers, according to their friend the Attorney General. That is what 
the government did last year. That is the first reason that this bill is not yet law—the friends of murderers. 

The second reason is the government’s complete inability to understand the Victorian legislation. We know that 
the government read the Victorian legislation; the Leader of the House told us it did. It read the Victorian 
legislation, but between all its cabinet ministers and the resources of government, it was completely unable to 
understand it. It read it, it looked at it, it did not understand it, and it incompetently left manslaughter out of the 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2017. Again, to borrow the language of the Attorney General of this 
state, that would have given comfort to those convicted of manslaughter. That is what the administration led by 
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Premier Mark McGowan did, and is the second reason why this legislation is not yet law. In fact, it is this 
government’s lazy and incompetent handling of this legislation that has now seen the Leader of the House move 
a motion to suspend standing orders—“Blow the standing orders out of the way; don’t worry about them. We’re 
going to make sure this goes down to the Legislative Assembly.” Why does it need to go down there? Why did 
the Leader of the House need to suspend standing orders? It was because this bill is different from the one that was 
second read. Why was that? It was because the government moved amendments to its own legislation. The 
government had to request changes to its own incompetent legislation. These were the government’s amendments. 
It decided to move them, and now the legislation has to go back to the other place. 
Of course, it will go back to the other place if this bill is read a third time, which I support, and I recommend all 
members support. This bill will go back to the other place, which was sitting last month. This could have been 
dealt with last month, but no, it was not, because the government was too busy shielding the Minister for Education 
and Training from any scrutiny in this place. It was still on Christmas vacation and preparing for the big festival 
at the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre. That was the government’s priority last month—to prepare for the 
big festival at the Convention Centre instead of making sure that the house sat to deal with this legislation as its 
top priority. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You agreed to the sitting dates months and months ago. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The government is the one that sets and prepares them. Is it our job to run the chamber? That 
is what the government gets paid the big bucks for; they might be frozen, but they are the government’s big bucks. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I know it is uncomfortable for the Leader of the House. The handling of this legislation by 
her and her colleague in the other place has been inept. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It wasn’t. We brought it in at the first resumption of sitting. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is truly unbelievable that the Minister for Regional Development—who is in the place 
and not away on urgent parliamentary business—has two ears and can hear and still does not understand that the 
government could have brought this legislation on in the final sitting week of last year. It decided it did not want to 
do that. Instead, its priority was to freeze the remuneration of members of Parliament. I know that is not a big deal 
for the minister, because she is on that luxurious pension scheme, the big pension scheme, busy double dipping. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Hon Nick Goiran! Minister! We will not have 
conversations at that level across the chamber, please. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The reason this legislation was not dealt with last year was because Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
got together with her mate Hon Sue Ellery and said, “No, let’s bury this bill. Instead we’re going to make sure 
that the freezing of salaries that are already frozen will be our top priority.” That is what happened, and if 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan is not aware of that, I encourage her to go back and read Hansard from December 
last year. 
The third reason this important piece of legislation is not yet law is because the government is not yet even ready 
to proclaim it. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You’re time wasting. That’s what you’re doing, and that’s what you did last year. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let me get this straight: the supposedly intelligent interjection by the Minister for 
Regional Development is that we are time wasting, when in actual fact what has happened here is that we have 
a government that could not read Victorian legislation and could not understand it, so it forgot about the 
manslaughter aspect. That is what has, in the end, caused it to have to be amended by the government, thanks to the 
motion moved by Hon Aaron Stonehouse, yet we are the ones time wasting! If the minister and her mates had actually 
read the Victorian legislation and understood it and made sure that the legislation we had before us included the 
provision for manslaughter, there would not have been a need for all this. The fault lies squarely at the government’s 
feet. In fact, the minister is a very experienced minister. Does the minister not have some legal qualifications? I have 
something in the back of my mind that she might have some initials after her name, possibly LLB? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Why is that relevant? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Because I would have expected the minister to show some leadership with her colleagues, 
pick up the Victorian legislation and get them to understand it, and say to them, “Hey, see this word 
‘manslaughter’? That’s going to be important. We’re going to be very embarrassed next year.” But the minister 
did not do that. What was she doing? I do not know what she was doing. She is very comfortable with her pension 
scheme and so forth; everyone else’s is frozen. That was her big priority. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You obviously don’t know much about how the system works, do you? 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not know about the pension scheme, sorry. I defer to the minister’s greater experience 
with all things to do with the entitlements of members of Parliament. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: So you would know that I don’t get the pension while I’m in Parliament, right? You 
would know that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I agree that the minister is the expert when it comes to those things. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Honourable members, I think we have diverged a fair degree from the bill before 
the house. This is a third reading contribution and should be directed to highlighting and summing up of the bill. 
I do not want to hear further interjections across the floor. If Hon Nick Goiran would address the Chair, we might 
be able to progress in a more seemly matter. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I have mentioned previously, this bill is different from the one that was second read in 
this place, for the reason that the Leader of the House decided that she wanted to move amendments to her 
incompetent bill. The government finally realised that it would be inappropriate for it to continue to give comfort 
to those convicted of manslaughter, it has finally been exposed for that, and now it has had to move amendments. 
That is what has delayed the passage of this bill, the only thing that has delayed its passage. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan might get all upset about that and make these wild allegations that somehow we are the 
ones wasting time, which is absolutely outrageous, but guess what? The bill still has to go back to the other place 
and be dealt with there. In addition, the government is still not ready to proclaim the legislation; we found that out 
earlier this week. For all the huff and puff and blow-your-house-down style of the WA Labor Party, it is not even 
ready. It could have brought this on in December, but it did not. It decided to bring it on now, in March, which 
gave it another four months to get itself ready and be ready to proclaim it—and that is still not the case. Let us be 
under no doubt whatsoever: the only reason this legislation is not yet law is because of the lazy incompetence of 
this government—a government that decided that it was far more pressing to push forward with legislation to 
freeze salaries that were already frozen. That was the government’s big priority. Boy, it must have felt great going 
into Christmas last year knowing that it had achieved that, meanwhile continuing to give comfort to murderers and 
those convicted of manslaughter. It must have felt fantastic. If it did not feel fantastic about that at Christmas time, 
it certainly would have when it was living it up big-time at the Perth Convention Centre. 

This episode is a disgrace to this government, and I hope it is the first and last time we see legislation dealt with 
in this shambolic fashion. Secondly, I hope that members in this place, particularly Liberal and National members, 
never again have to put up with nonsense from the Attorney General and the outrageous remarks he made about 
me and my colleagues.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): I am just going to catch up on this, members; I apologise. 
I have received from the Chair of Committees a certificate in writing that is a true copy of the bill as agreed to in 
the Committee of the Whole House and reported. 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.40 pm]: I will not 
take up much time on this. Firstly, I will say what this bill is not. It is not a no body, no parole bill; it is a no 
cooperation, no parole bill. It has not been delayed by the Liberal Party, either with or without the complicity of 
the National Party. It is a bill that was quite properly the subject of committee scrutiny; something initiated at the 
motion of Hon Aaron Stonehouse because, as he explained at the time, there were elements of it that he did not 
fully understand even following any briefing given by the government, that he was not legally trained and that he 
would benefit from having a report of this house. That is quite proper, whatever the Attorney General or his 
colleagues in the other place might think. They seem to think that we should be rubberstamping any piece of 
nonsense they manage to barge through with their numbers in the Legislative Assembly. 

This is not a perfect bill, or at least it was not a perfect bill. I do not think it is a perfect bill now, but it is certainly 
a vast improvement on the one brought into this chamber last year. Two elements of it have been improved. One 
is the addition of the homicide offence of manslaughter—something that had not been part of the original 
legislation, although other homicide-related offences with finite terms potentially attached to them had been. The 
other element that needed to be looked at, and was and has now been dealt with in some fashion, is that of the 
mental capacity of an offender being taken into consideration—another element that had not been considered in 
the original legislation or by the geniuses on the government benches down in the other place who seemed to think 
that the bill was in a fit state to come here and simply receive our imprimatur. 

So the bill was not perfect, and neither was the bill that the Attorney General, when he was a shadow of his current 
self, put forward in the Assembly as a private member’s bill in 2016, and which he castigated the government for 
not giving outright support to. That was a very, very, very different bill from what we see now—a vastly inadequate 
one. A first-year law student could have told the Attorney General what was wrong with that bill, yet he put it 
forward and demanded that it be passed in that form. Did he put forward that bill this time? No. Having got sensible 
advice on it—having actually turned his attention to it, rather than looking for a headline—he put forward this 
legislation; a significant improvement and vastly better than the half-baked nonsense he served up in the other 
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place. However much he might whine about delays, it is certainly the case that he was not ready to introduce this 
bill in the first few weeks of his government last year. It took some time to craft, was rushed through the other 
place, and then came here and received proper, careful, mature and reasoned consideration by members of 
a bipartisan standing committee. So none of the legislation put forward by the government or Attorney General 
when he was shadow was perfect, or indeed met the necessary requirements. 

What else will this bill not do? What is it not? It will not guarantee cooperation on the part of an offender if a body 
has not been recovered. It will not even guarantee early cooperation on the part of a prisoner. Indeed, what was 
particularly disappointing was that the minister was not even prepared to say that the government would prefer 
early rather than late cooperation. I find that astonishing. The bill does not ensure that if there is no body, people 
will die in jail, or that they will never be released. For a start, in the case of finite terms, the maximum that parole 
can be delayed is two years. In any case, as has been revealed, although the timeliness of cooperation is a factor 
that the Prisoners Review Board will take into account with a whole raft of other factors, there is no guidance as 
to whether that is a positive or negative consideration. One would assume a timely disclosure and cooperation will 
be positive, but the bill does not say so and the government indicated a little while ago that it is not even prepared 
to entertain an amendment geared to providing credit for early cooperation or liability for late or non-cooperation. 

What this bill does not do is ensure that someone who waits until the last minute—in 20 years’ time potentially—
will not be released on parole, and nor at any other statutory review period. After 20 years, for example, if that is 
the minimum, there are still statutory review periods at intervals into the future. What was revealed is that 
a prisoner might choose to not disclose at the first time or the second time or the third review, but when he finally 
does, the question of timeliness will be weighed up but is no bar to being released on parole. This bill will not live 
up to the expectations raised by the government, the Leader of the House and the Attorney General. Expectations 
have been raised with secondary victims who have relied on the slogan of “no body, no parole” as being some 
panacea for their grief; some solution. What is being proposed is hedged around with all sorts of technical rules, 
thresholds and considerations, but it is really, in the end, no better than what is currently in place. It reduces some 
of the flexibility around a regime that has operated satisfactorily in the past and has never seen a murderer released 
who has not cooperated with the authorities. 

What other things is this bill not? There is no suggestion of responsibility on the part of the government for its late 
passage. This could have been, as Hon Nick Goiran pointed out, one of the urgent bills that the government and 
this side of the chamber agreed ought to be passed before Parliament rose at the end of last year. There were about 
half a dozen bills that the government thought were sufficiently important to the community—sufficiently in the 
public interest—that ought to be prioritised and passed. Hon Alannah MacTiernan might rave away about this, but 
there was no impediment to those being passed. They were passed in accordance with the agreement. Every piece 
of legislation that this government wanted passed was passed, and passed no later than the period of time the 
government was prepared to ask for it before we rose. This could have been one of them; the amendments were 
not that difficult. The report was there in November. The Leader of the House could have come to the Leader of 
the Opposition and the other parties and said, “With this half a dozen really important bills that we would like 
passed, can we stick in the no body, no parole one as well? Can you guarantee us that after due debate and 
consideration, it will be passed before we rise because people are depending on it?” That could have been done 
but it was not; other legislation took priority. The failure to pass the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 
before 15 March 2018 falls entirely on the government. It could have been passed even earlier than that had we 
recommenced sitting in February 2018. It is not the opposition that sets the legislative agenda. If the government 
wanted to sit for two days of the year, so be it. It would not get much legislation through, but it should not complain 
to us that it does not have enough time. Another thing this bill is not is a signal example of the government being 
able to manage its legislative agenda properly—quite the contrary. 

The other thing this bill will not do is guarantee a similar regime to what is currently in place and with the safety 
nets hedged around it. For example, it will not mean that the Supreme Court will not be able to examine by way 
of judicial review of administrative decisions various elements of the parole system relating to these prisoners that 
would not otherwise have been the subject of scrutiny. That leads to another thing that this bill will not do. It will 
not guarantee any greater comfort, greater certainty or greater amelioration of pain or expectation on the part of 
secondary victims. In fact, it will create potential problems that down the track might cause greater anguish to 
secondary victims than what was in place beforehand. I think I have already mentioned that it is not a bill under 
which offenders who do not cooperate will stay in jail indefinitely. Manslaughter is an example. Accessory after 
the fact and a variety of other homicide-related offences might only delay, but not prevent, the release of prisoners. 
So it will not involve the uncooperative being in jail indefinitely. 

This bill will not achieve the expectations that have been trumpeted for it politically by the Attorney General or 
this government. This bill reflects a few things; one of them is the political element. It is one of the only pieces of 
so-called law and order legislation that are part of this government’s platform. It will pick a very niche group of 
offenders and do something in respect of them that will receive the support of secondary victims in the community 
because it will be hard on those offenders, and so be it. But will it make the slightest difference to community 
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concerns about the level of crime in the community? I think not. Fortunately, the vast majority of people in the 
community do not have to worry about whether one of their loved ones will be killed and their body recovered. 
Most of them worry about burglaries, assaults, dangerous driving and a variety of other things. Will this bill be 
a great achievement in dropping the crime rate in this community? Will it drop drug use in this community? No. 
Is this bill necessary? The opposition contends that it is not. Mechanisms have been in place that have worked 
flexibly and effectively in this jurisdiction for as long as anyone can remember. Will it materially change the 
processes in place or the effective means of dealing with prisoners who do not disclose information about the 
remains of a deceased? No, it will not. Will it potentially give rise to problems into the future, whether it be by 
way of technicalities that will be tested in courts or argued about by offenders and their legal representatives, the 
subject of examination by the courts or other problems? Potentially, yes. 
The government has put this bill forward; the opposition has indicated its support for it. It has indicated its support 
for the philosophy behind it and for the legislation. We think there are potential problems but they will be exposed 
in due course and the government will have to take responsibility for them. 
I hesitate to think that anyone who is hoping to benefit from this legislation will wake up in the morning after it 
receives royal assent at some stage in the future and all of it is proclaimed, perhaps weeks or months after it gets 
royal assent, and get much comfort from it. They will not, I suspect, wake up in the morning after this bill has been 
proclaimed and think, “Well, that’s fixed the problem; I’m now comforted that there’s no body, no parole 
legislation in place”, and be sitting around waiting at the phone to find out whether their deceased loved one has 
been located. I doubt that will happen. I hope some positive good will come from this, rather than simply the 
headlines, but we will wait and see. I doubt it. Otherwise, I bid the bill farewell and good luck, because I do not 
think it will do much, but it will allow the Attorney General to strut around and say, “Look what I’ve done.” 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [3.56 pm]: It is indeed a very different Sentence 
Administration Amendment Bill that we have before us now from the one that was first introduced. I would like 
to quickly quote something brought to my attention by Hon Nick Goiran from Hansard of 16 August 2017 during 
question time. The Attorney General, Hon John Quigley, said, and I quote — 

Now, the Liberal Party and the National Party in the other place are giving comfort to murderers! I assure 
this chamber that Cameron Mansell, who murdered Mr Puddy and disposed of his body Lord knows where, 
will sleep a lot easier in his cell tonight knowing that he has got the Liberal Party and the National Party 
in his corner protecting him. 

What an asinine, foolish, flippant and inane comment. I would expect a comment like that from a child, not from 
the Attorney General of Western Australia. To attribute motive in such a way, to imply that legislators who have 
concerns about the efficacy of the so-called no body, no parole bill somehow not only do not care about the 
secondary victims of murder, but are in there to bat for the murderers themselves, is a very disgusting, very lazy 
argument for the Attorney General to make. Maybe Hon John Quigley was a little confused. It was not the Liberals 
or the Nationals that referred the bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation; it was me, so I assume that those 
comments were intended for me and not the Liberals or the Nationals, despite the theatre that goes on in the other 
place. Given that, I look forward to receiving the Attorney General’s apology. I am sure it is in the mail! 
I referred this bill to the legislation committee because I had serious concerns about unintended consequences, 
and, as I mentioned earlier, other members of this place had concerns about its efficacy. Thank God I did. What 
a feeling to be vindicated in such a way. The system works; the Legislative Council is operating as a house of 
review, carrying out its lawful role. When there are concerns about a bill before it, it is willing to use the committee 
process to ensure that no rock is left unturned. The report that the Standing Committee on Legislation put forward 
goes some way in assuaging my concerns mostly, but, as has been pointed out by Hon Michael Mischin, this bill 
was not perfect and I dare say it is still not perfect. Both Victoria and Queensland’s no body, no parole laws include 
manslaughter, so I find it very, very confusing that no-one in the Attorney General’s office took the effort to look 
into the Victorian or Queensland legislation to make sure that those provisions were included, and that it took this 
place to send the bill to a committee before that was discovered and recommendations were made. Despite the 
abuse we received in the other place during question time, we carried out our lawful duty. We have acted 
responsibly and we have ensured that included in the bill is not only manslaughter but also consideration of the 
mental capacity of a prisoner to answer questions and to cooperate with police. Despite that one amendment not 
being included, we also made other recommendations about reports being made available to prisoners. 
However, I remain unconvinced that we need those provisions. The committee report states that the provisions in 
the bill are desirable, but in my view it does not go far enough in proving that they are desirable. The arguments 
about the bill acting as an incentive are rather vague. Not enough evidence has been provided to convince me of 
that. Indeed, it seems that after hundreds and hundreds of years of having parole under our common law–based 
Criminal Code, parole has functioned seemingly well enough—I am sure we can find exceptions—without the 
need for no body, no parole provisions. Why is it that there has been a requirement for this in only the last couple 
of years? In fact, other jurisdictions that have no body, no parole laws only got them in 2016, according to the 
committee’s report. The UK is considering them but has not implemented them. Why is it that the jurisdictions 
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that have parole have not seen the need to include a no body, no parole provision until now? The provisions have 
not been in place long enough to know whether they are efficient or whether they achieve their stated goal. Again, 
I am very sceptical. In fact, towards the end of paragraph 8.1, in chapter 8 of the committee’s report, it states — 

It will not guarantee a prisoner’s cooperation—there is nothing that the Parliament could do to ensure 
that. Nor will it necessarily lead to the discovery of the remains of any victim. 

I am still not convinced that we need these provisions and I will not be supporting the bill in its current form. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments.  

HEALTH PRACTITIONER REGULATION NATIONAL LAW (WA) AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 September 2017. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [4.03 pm]: I rise on behalf of the opposition to speak on the 
Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2017. The progress of this bill is illustrative 
of the government’s performance in its first year of office. I remind members that the bill was introduced and read 
a first time in the other place on 16 August last year. On 5 September last year, the government had the other place 
declare the bill urgent, agree to the second reading, consider the bill in detail and adopt amendments. The next day 
the bill was read a third time. That same day, 6 September last year, the bill was speedily introduced into this place, 
the Legislative Council of Western Australia. Relevantly, the government argued that same day that the bill, and 
I quote, “does not need to be referred to the uniform legislation committee”. That was on 6 September 2017. This 
is the same bill that the government started in the other place on 16 August 2017. 
When the government next decided to bring on this bill for debate, on 14 September 2017, I moved, without 
notice, that the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2017 be referred to the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review pursuant to standing order 126. On that day the 
government agreed to support the referral of the bill to committee, but continued to argue, and I quote, “the referral 
to the committee is not necessary”. As is our practice, the bill was then discharged from the notice paper and 
referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, which under the chairmanship 
of my learned friend, Hon Michael Mischin, tabled the 109th report on 31 October last year, being the next sitting 
day after the 45-day period mandated by standing order 126. That was 31 October 2017. Remember this is the bill 
that the government had declared urgent in the other place; this is the bill that the government did not want to go 
to the uniform legislation committee. The uniform legislation committee does its work in a timely and efficient 
fashion and the bill came back to this place on 31 October 2017. What has happened since then? The bill has 
languished on the notice paper ever since, with the government bringing on the matter for debate now in 2018. It 
could have been brought on after the committee handed down its report; but, no, the government decided to go 
have a snooze in November, December, January, and February. Now that it is March, it has developed just enough 
energy to bring this bill on for debate. That is the chronology of the passage of this bill so far. That is the chronology 
of the passage of a bill that the government considered urgent. I think that the history of this bill is illustrative of 
this government’s performance in its first year in office. 
Having dealt with the history of the bill, I turn now to the policy of the bill before considering the findings and 
recommendations made by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. By my count, 
this bill seeks to do at least six things, including establish the Paramedicine Board of Australia, separate nursing 
and midwifery, restrict care in the three stages of labour to a registered midwife or medical practitioner, improve 
the complaints procedure, make some technical improvements for efficiency and effectiveness, and make some 
regulation amendments to change the structure of national boards. However, as the saying goes, the devil is in 
the detail. 
As those members who have had the opportunity to peruse and consider the report by the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review have seen, there are some significant concerns with the current 
legislation. Indeed, I note that the committee has identified deficiencies that derogate from Western Australian 
parliamentary sovereignty and question the adequacy of the process for authentic parliamentary scrutiny. 
Amendments have been made to the national regulation without any scrutiny by the Western Australian 
Parliament, and, for my part, I consider that unacceptable. That current process only serves to undermine 
Western Australian parliamentary sovereignty. Our Parliament must ensure that amendments to the national 
regulation are in the best interests of our state and that it disallows those that are not. I note that the committee has 
also proposed that the Minister for Health advise the Legislative Council on the progress of the new health 
practitioner national regulation and any proposed date for tabling. I look forward to finding that out from the 
government in due course. 
I advise that the opposition will support the second reading of the bill, but insists that the government amends the 
bill to address the deficiencies in the act that derogate from the Western Australian Parliament’s sovereignty. I note 
that the government has foreshadowed amendments to the bill to do exactly that. It is most regrettable that the 
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government delayed the bill being referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
and has since allowed the bill to languish on the notice paper. Now that the government has belatedly brought on 
the bill for debate and conceded the need for amendments, it can be assured of the opposition’s assistance in 
facilitating the passage of the bill. If nothing else, the passage of this bill has demonstrated the importance and 
effectiveness of our bicameral parliamentary system in Western Australia to ensure that the legislation we enact is 
indeed fit for its intended purpose. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [4.10 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on the Health Practitioner 
Regulation National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2017. The bill and explanatory memorandum are quite hefty for 
a bill that predominantly requires the registration of paramedics and distinguishes between the professions of 
nursing and midwifery. Like Hon Nick Goiran, I found it a bit curious that the last paragraph of the second reading 
speech states that the bill did not need to be referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review. However, the government quite quickly agreed that it did. Some useful work has been done in 
that report, particularly around how the bill affects the sovereignty of Western Australia. Like quite a number of 
these uniform-type legislations, it is disjointed. Queensland, as the host state, deals with this legislation. 
Regulations are then gazetted in Victoria. We are bound by those regulations, but there is no mechanism for 
Western Australia to scrutinise or disallow those regulations. I believe that with the amendments proposed by the 
government, that problem will be fixed. 
I refer to the requirements to become a registered paramedic. I think most people, particularly in 
Western Australia, would expect that if a paramedic were needed to assist someone, they would have a level of 
expertise and skill in dealing with whatever the issue might be. I think it is very important that paramedics have 
been brought onto the medical practitioners register to ensure that they meet the high standards expected by people 
in Western Australia should an emergency occur. I believe that the coroner recommended that nurses and 
midwives be registered separately and this bill will take care of that matter as well. 
Looking through this bill, I think that most matters have been covered by this committee report. As I said, the 
government will move that amendment to make sure that Western Australia has some scrutiny and maintains 
sovereignty of the legislation as it comes through. The Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party indicates that we will 
support the bill. 
HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [4.13 pm]: I inform the house that Pauline Hanson’s One Nation will 
also support the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2017. The amendments aim 
to protect the general public and provide good governance. The registration of paramedics will bring them into 
line with many other health professionals who are required to be registered. This will provide extra protection to 
the general public by requiring set standards for the skills needed for someone to be registered as a paramedic. 
I support the separation of midwifery and nursing registrations. The separation will lead to better clarity around 
the qualifications required to perform certain nursing tasks and may decrease adverse health outcomes. 
I support the bill as a means to regulate the industry better through strengthening the complaints management 
process, which will generally better protect the public from practitioners who may abuse the system. One Nation 
will support the bill. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 832.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

OPTUS STADIUM — PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 
50. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the revised contract with York Rizzani to build the Optus Stadium pedestrian bridge. 
(1) Will the minister table the revised contract; and, if not, why not? 
(2) What are the meaningful financial penalties that have been incorporated into the contract and under what 

circumstances will the penalties be applied? 
(3) Does the $2.6 million payable to York Rizzani for completion of the contract by March, as reported in 

The Sunday Times on 25 June 2017, form part of the meaningful financial penalties? 
(4) Can the minister confirm that York Rizzani will no longer be paid this sum given its failure to meet the 

March deadline; and, if not, why not? 
(5) Will the removal of the cladding as suggested by York Rizzani and approved by the government result in 

a reduction of $4 million to the budget, as claimed in a media release on 23 November 2017; and, if not, 
why not? 

(6) What is the current budget for the Swan River pedestrian bridge and has this changed since the  
2017–18 budget? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 

(1) Legal and commercial advice is being sought. 

(2) The incentives within the contract for timely completion within budget include: no corporate overhead 
and profit margin will apply to the direct costs of works; York Rizzani is responsible for 60 per cent of 
the total direct costs that exceed the agreed target direct costs; and a completion incentive payment. An 
additional $2.6 million was payable if completion was achieved by 16 march 2018. 

(3)–(4) Yes, it is an incentive payment linked to that date. 

(5)–(6) Yes, however, additional costs will be associated with the sky walk. The final costs will be available 
following completion of the project. However, the current budget remains at $91.5 million, as outlined in 
the 2017–18 budget. 

ROE HIGHWAY STAGE 8 — FUNDING REALLOCATION 

51. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the minister’s decision to reallocate funding from the cancelled Roe Highway Stage 8 project to the 
Wanneroo Road, Murdoch Drive connection and Armadale Road projects and his decision not to go to tender. 

(1) Did the minister seek advice from the Department of Finance or the Department of Treasury before 
making that decision; and, if not, why not; and, if yes, will the minister now table that advice? 

(2) Did Main Roads Western Australia seek an exemption to the State Supply Commission’s procurement 
policy; and, if so, who provided the exemption and on what basis was the exemption provided and will 
the minister table the advice received about the exemption? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

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

(1)–(2) Main Roads Western Australia has a total exemption from section 19 of the State Supply Commission 
Act 1991 in accordance with section 20 of this act. 

ARTHUR BOYCOTT GREER — PAROLE 

52. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 

I refer to the prisoner Arthur Boycott Greer, the murderer of Sharon Mason. 

(1) Has the Attorney General, since becoming a minister, received any representations or petitions to refer 
Greer’s case yet again to the Court of Appeal? 

(2) If yes to (1), what form has that approach taken and when was it made? 

(3) Does the latest approach materially differ from that already considered and previously rejected as a basis 
for referral; and, if so, how? 

(4) Has the Attorney General sought advice on the question of a referral; and, if so, from whom and when 
was that advice sought and received? 

(5) Has any of that advice supported referring the case to the Court of Appeal; and, if so, whose? 

(6) Has the Attorney General made a decision as to referring Greer’s case; and, if not, why not, and when 
will a decision be made? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

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

(1) Yes, although not from Mr Greer or his legal representative. The request came from a member of the public. 

(2) A request was made by letter that the Attorney General commission a review of Mr Greer’s case. 

(3) The request did not put forward any material different to that already considered and previously rejected 
as a basis for referral. 

(4) Yes, from State Counsel. 

(5) No. 

(6) The Attorney General did not refer the matter on the basis that no new evidence was presented at that time. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — PROGRAMS — REVIEW 
53. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the government’s education budget cuts announced by press release on 13 December 2017. 
(1) Can the minister confirm that there are other cuts to the education budget that were not included in the 

minister’s original press release? 
(2) If yes to (1), will the minister list all the programs and/or services that are impacted by the government’s 

announcement; and, if not, why not? 
(3) For each of the programs and/or services identified in (2) — 

(a) what is the nature of the savings measure and how will this impact the program and/or service; and 
(b) what savings are expected to be achieved? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) As stated in the media statement of 13 December 2017, the Department of Education will continue to review 

programs. Decisions relating to the department’s budget are occurring as part of the 2018–19 budget process 
and remain confidential until the release of the state budget on 10 May 2018. 

CHILD PROTECTION — CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE — ROEBOURNE 
54. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to my question without notice on 13 March 2018 about the 184 victims of child 
sex offences in Roebourne. 
(1) Does the minister know whether any of the 184 victims are currently residing with a person either charged 

or convicted with one or more child sex offences? 
(2) If no to (1), has the minister asked the Department of Communities? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
(1)–(2) As previously advised in the response to Legislative Council question without notice C016, the minister has 

received regular updates regarding Roebourne and I reiterate that the minister is satisfied the Department of 
Communities continues to undertake the necessary actions to appropriately protect and support children and 
families in Roebourne. This is a complex situation and involves detailed and ongoing assessments. As 
information is received, the Department of Communities will always assess this to make determinations on 
the appropriate action that needs to be undertaken. Should a circumstance arise in which there are concerns 
about a child or children living with a particular individual or individuals, action will be taken to assess the 
safety of children in these circumstances and appropriate protective action will be taken. 

MOORA RESIDENTIAL COLLEGE — CAPITAL WORKS 
55. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the Labor government decision to close Moora Residential College and the government’s explanation 
that this is a budget repair decision, citing the high costs of capital works. 
(1) What assessment has the government undertaken to identify the most urgent and necessary works to keep 

the college open, as committed by the minister on 17 October 2017 during the budget estimates hearing? 
(2) Would the government consider revisiting its decision to close Moora Residential College if other sources 

of funding are identified to carry out the most urgent and necessary works? 
(3) If the government remains resolute in its decision to close the Moora Residential College, how does it 

plan to manage the site into the future and for what purpose will it be used? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Following the decision not to proceed with the $8.7 million upgrade, information was sought to determine 

whether work was required to mitigate any risks or noncompliant items at the college. Various fire reports 
commissioned by the Department of Finance, Building Management and Works in late 2017 identified 
the need to improve fire detection and warning systems and improve egress by upgrading the emergency 
lighting. To safeguard the students and staff for the remainder of 2018, these minor but essential works 
will proceed at an estimated cost of $59 000. It is anticipated work will be completed by April 2018. This 
is an appropriate response to the risks identified for the residential college to remain open until the end 
of 2018 only. 

(2) No. 
(3) A decision on the future use of the site is yet to be made. 
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BUSHFIRE SUPPRESSION — SAWYERS VALLEY 

56. Hon RICK MAZZA to the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the bushfires around Sawyers Valley and Mundaring Weir in January this year. 

(1) Can the minister advise the costs of aerial water-bombing for this event? 

(2) From which department or agency did these costs come? 

(3) Has an analysis been undertaken of the effectiveness of water-bombing to control this fire? 

(4) If no to (3), will an analysis be undertaken? 

(5) If yes to (3), what was the outcome of the analysis? 

(6) Will the analysis be made public? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

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

(1) The combined cost of aerial water-bombing operations by Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions and Department of Fire and Emergency Services contractors for the Chamber Road, 
Sawyers Valley fire in January 2018 was $394 857, including fuel and retardants. 

(2) As the controlling agency for the fire, the DBCA is responsible for all water-bombing costs. 

(3)–(6) The analysis of water-bombing effectiveness for specific fires is not undertaken routinely and was not 
conducted for this fire. A review of water-bomber operations at an individual bushfire event would 
normally be conducted only in response to a specific operational incident. At the end of a bushfire season, 
overall operations are reviewed as good practice to ensure they are safe and efficient. This does not focus 
on the efficiency of each water drop or effectiveness of each operation due to the substantial number of 
variables involved in bushfire suppression. 

In the instance of the Chamber Road fire, water-bombers provided routine assistance to ground crews 
in an initial attack and ongoing incident response. Of note was the rescue of a lone walker from 
a Bibbulmun Track hut by an aerial-attack helicopter. 

TOURISM STRATEGY 

57. Hon COLIN TINCKNELL to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 

Recent reports by the ABC state that Western Australia is the only state in Australia where tourism revenue 
dropped in 2017, decreasing by about five per cent while other states have all grown, some by up to as much as 
31 per cent. The next part of my question relates to senior positions being vacant. 

(1) Does the government have a solid strategic plan to increase visitor numbers to WA from; 

(a) the domestic market; and 

(b) the international market, particularly China, South East Asia and India? 

(2) If yes to (1), what are those strategies; and, if not, why not? 

(3) In reference to the vacant senior positions, does the minister believe the senior management skill shortage 
has played a part in the decreased numbers? 

(4) Does the minister believe that a key WA industry like tourism is adequately managed when vital positions 
remain vacant or temporarily filled by inexperienced people; and, if so, why? 

(5) If no to (4), when is the minister planning to fill these very important roles with suitably qualified candidates? 

The PRESIDENT: Minister for Regional Development, I think the latter parts of those questions might be seeking 
your opinions around some broader issues, so I might leave it up to you. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

Thank you for your guidance, Madam President. I think the answer that has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Tourism successfully navigates those waters. 

(1) Yes. Visitor attraction is the government’s number one tourism priority. Everything that we are doing is 
about growing visitor numbers to create jobs, develop business opportunities and diversify the economy. 

(2) At the Minister for Tourism’s request, Tourism Western Australia has developed a two-year action plan 
to be launched on 21 March 2018, which outlines a range of destination marketing, and event attraction 
and destination development initiatives to increase visitation to Western Australia. 
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(3)–(5) Tourism Western Australia is part of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation and its 
director general is also CEO of Tourism Western Australia. The CEO role is not vacant. 
Tourism Western Australia’s marketing divisions are headed by the executive director of strategy, brand 
and marketing services, who is also acting as the executive director of markets and partnerships. This 
person is a qualified and experienced marketing professional. 

TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL ACT — REVIEW 
58. Hon AARON STONEHOUSE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
I note that the minister’s comments on tobacco reform were published in The Sydney Morning Herald on 
7 March 2018, and in particular his reassurance regarding the “widespread commercial impact” of the 
proposed changes. 
(1) How widely has the government consulted with the retail industry ahead of these proposed changes 

being tabled? 
(2) How many people under the age of 18 are currently employed in the retail sector across 

Western Australia? 
(3) Of those people aged under 18 employed in retail, how many are involved in the sale of tobacco products? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
I am advised the following. 
(1) The public consultation process for the review of the Tobacco Products Control Act 2006 was undertaken 

in the six weeks from 29 April to 10 June 2011. In total, 169 peak representative bodies, groups and 
individuals with a known interest in the issues covered by the act received a letter from the Department of 
Health notifying them of the review and inviting them to make a submission. In addition, advertisements 
regarding the review were placed in The West Australian and on the Department of Health’s tobacco 
control website to invite submissions. In total, 69 submissions were received from a diverse group of 
stakeholders across WA. Respondents to the discussion paper comprised: 10 industry stakeholders 
comprising tobacco companies, tobacco retailers, hospitality industry associations, and hospitality and 
entertainment stakeholders; five state government departments or agencies; 18 local government 
authorities from a total of 139 statewide; eight sporting and arts organisations; seven non-government 
health organisations; and 21 members of the public. 

(2)–(3) The Department of Health does not have access to this information. 
POLICE — CRIME STATISTICS — KIMBERLEY REGION 

59. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the increased crime rates in Kununurra identified in the FOI documents released by The Guardian in 
“Family violence rates rise in Kimberley towns with cashless welfare” of Friday, 12 January 2018 and question 
on notice 45 of June 2017. 
(1) What has led to this spike in domestic-related assaults and police-attended domestic violence reports, 

offences against property, theft offences and threatening behaviour offences since April 2016? 
(2) What action will the Minister for Police take to address the spike in these offences? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 
(1) Since April 2016, Kimberley district police have taken a proactive approach, in line with organisational 

expectations, to deal with domestic assaults and supporting vulnerable victims, which has led to higher 
police response rates and therefore higher domestic violence reporting rates. This proactive response 
ensures that wherever there is a suggestion of an offence, including threatening behaviour and being 
committed within a domestic dispute, these are properly identified and recorded. 

(2) The Kimberley district is focusing on investigative actions with a view to ensuring high sanction rates are 
maintained. The Kimberley police district is working with a strong interagency focus on youth through 
the Kimberley youth offending plan. Additionally, the Kimberley district office has accepted the chair 
position of this whole-of-Kimberley response to families and juvenile offenders. 
Youth crime intervention officers have been implemented in Kununurra to actively work with 
government and non-government service providers to provide programs for young people, including the 
Save the Children’s Strong Tomorrow program. The Kimberley district office has placed an inspector 
permanently at Kununurra to help lead and drive cross-government strategies. 
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SHENTON PARK REHABILITATION HOSPITAL REDEVELOPMENT SITE — 
BUSHLAND CLEARING — LEMNOS STREET 

60. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to the answer to my question without notice 10 asked on 13 March, in which it was stated that a subdivision 
application for the Shenton Park Rehabilitation Hospital site is currently under consideration, and the answer to 
my question without notice 590 from last year, in which it was stated that no further planning activities were 
required prior to clearing the bushland. 

(1) When was the subdivision application for this site submitted to the Western Australian 
Planning Commission? 

(2) Why was the subdivision application not mentioned in the answer to question without notice 590? 

(3) Has LandCorp or the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage received any indication from 
the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation regarding the likely outcome of clearing 
application CPS 7781/1? 

(4) If yes to (3), when was that advice or indication received and what was it? 

(5) Which agency requested the suspension of consideration of CPS 7781/1? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

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

(1) On 14 December 2017. 

(2) No planning activities were contemplated at the time of question without notice 590. 

(3) LandCorp has been formally advised by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation that 
under section 51O(4) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, “In considering a clearing matter the 
CEO shall have regard to any planning instrument, or other matter, that the CEO considers relevant.” 

(4) It was a letter, received 6 February 2018. 

(5) It was LandCorp. 

DISABILITY SERVICES — LOCAL AREA COORDINATORS 

61. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the Minister for Disability Services: 

I refer to services provided by local area coordinators to Western Australians with disability and their families. 

(1) How many LACs were employed at 9 March 2017 and today, respectively? 

(2) Have any LAC offices been closed since 9 March 2017; and, if so, which offices and why? 

(3) Will the LAC system continue to be a key feature of service provision in Western Australia under the 
new Department of Communities and National Disability Insurance Scheme arrangements? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question and his continued interest in the  
disability portfolio. 

(1) There were 284 local coordinators as at 9 March 2017; and 343 local coordinators as at 15 March 2018. 

(2) Four local coordination offices have been closed since 9 March 2017 — 

(a) One office in Eaton, as the space was no longer fit for purpose. Staff have relocated to the 
Bunbury local coordination office. 

(b) One office in Kununurra, as the space was no longer fit for purpose. Staff are now co-located 
with staff from the Department of Communities’ housing division in a newly refurbished space. 

(c) Two offices in Midland, as a result of the decision to join the nationally delivered NDIS. 

(3) The McGowan Labor government is negotiating with the commonwealth government with regard to 
incorporating key features of the WA local coordination model into the nationally delivered NDIS in 
Western Australia. The Department of Communities will continue to employ the key elements and ethos 
of the WA local coordination system, based on local relationships and local decision-making and 
partnerships in its service delivery model into the future. 
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COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRES — REVIEW 
62. Hon COLIN HOLT to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the minister’s decision to task the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development with 
conducting a review of the community resource centres network. 
(1) What are the terms of reference of the review? 
(2) In relation to (1), how will the process be open and transparent? 
(3) Will other service providers and partners that deliver services into regional Western Australia be 

consulted as part of the review? 
(4) If yes to (3), what other service providers have been identified? 
(5) Will the options paper delivered to the minister by 30 June 2018 take into consideration how CRCs can 

help the state government’s sustainable health and service priority reviews? 
(6) If yes to (5), how will this be considered? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
(1) The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development–led review will provide: an analysis 

of the CRC network, including locations, functions and budget, both current and historic; an analysis of 
previous reviews undertaken of the CRC program; clarity and recommendations on core functions of 
CRCs into the future; recommendations to improve engagement and partnerships between state 
government agencies and the CRC network; and options to meet the revised budget. We anticipate the 
review will be completed by the middle of the year. 

(2)–(6) DPIRD staff already have a close working relationship with the CRC network and will continue to consult 
with CRCs as required throughout the review. We are open to constructive ideas about how we can meet 
the new budget circumstances and I will be taking opportunities to meet with CRCs during the review 
process. CRC service providers and partners will be consulted as required. The CRC review will consider 
both the service priority review and the sustainable health review as they relate to the future operation of 
the CRC network. 

EDUCATION — INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS 
63. Hon KEN BASTON to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to an article in The Australian of 31 January 2018 which reports that WA is the only state in which overseas 
student commencements declined last year, as has the value of international students to Western Australian tourism. 
(1) Has the Minister for Tourism made representations to the minister’s office regarding the fall in the number 

of international student enrolments in WA? 
(2) Has the minister encouraged a rethink of the current state skills policy? 
(3) What feedback has been received from StudyPerth regarding the government’s changes to state migration 

policy, which include changes to the state skills list, removal of Perth from the regional sponsored 
migration scheme and student incentives? 

(4) What consideration will be given to overturning this decision? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The Minister for Tourism and I are working closely on increasing the numbers of international students 

to WA. 
(2)–(4) The government is giving consideration to options that would encourage international students to WA 

but that would not undermine the government’s commitment to putting Western Australian jobs first. 
TRANSPERTH — BUSES — CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS 

64. Hon TIM CLIFFORD to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) What are the average CO2 emissions, in grams, for a Transperth bus per kilometre — 

(a) for gas-powered vehicles; and 
(b) for diesel-powered vehicles? 

(2) What is the total annual amount of CO2 emissions, in grams, emitted by public transport buses in — 
(a) Western Australia; and 
(b) the Perth metropolitan region? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The first part of the answer to (1) is in tabular form, so I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

Emission Standard No. PTA Gas Buses *CO (g/kWh) 

Euro 2 17 4.0 

Euro 4 492 1.5 

Euro 5 3 1.5 

Total 512   

Emission Standard No. of PTA Diesel Buses *CO (g/kWh) 

Euro 2 275 4.0 

Euro 5 756 1.5 

Euro 6 107 1.5 

Total 1138   

*Note: The requested data relates to Co2 (carbon dioxide) levels. Australian heavy vehicle (any vehicle with a gross vehicle mass over 
3.5 tonnes) regulations do not provide reference for greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide. For the purpose of providing an answer to the 
question, the PTA has assumed the question relates to CO (carbon monoxide) emission levels which are part of the standard vehicle tail pipe 
emission standards measured i.e. (g/kWh) = Grams per kilowatt hour 
 

All Public Transport Authority buses comply with each Australian emission standard for heavy vehicles, 
including buses. The PTA bus fleet currently ranges in age from zero to 19 years and buses comply with 
relevant exhaust emission standards at the time of purchase. 

(2) Due to the level of detail requested by the honourable member, it is asked that the member place this 
portion of the question on notice. 

BUSSELL HIGHWAY — BUSSELTON–CAPEL 

65. Hon JIM CHOWN to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the section of Bussell Highway between Busselton and Capel. 

(1) What is the latest road count for the number of vehicles along this stretch of road? 

(2) What is the number and severity of crashes on this road for the five years up to December 2015? 

(3) What measures will be put in place to manage congestion over the upcoming long weekend? 

(4) What is the largest number of vehicles that has been recorded on this stretch of road and on what date 
was it recorded? 

(5) What are the plans to progress the dualling of this road? 

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

(1) The average weekday traffic count is approximately 14 000 vehicles per day. 

(2) For the period from 1 January 2011 to 31 December 2015, there have been 156 crashes on 
Bussell Highway between Busselton and Capel. Of these, three were fatalities, 18 were hospitalised, 
27 required medical attention and 108 included property damage, including 79 cases of major damage 
and 29 cases of minor damage. For the period from 1 January 2013 to 31 December 2017, there have 
been 134 crashes on Bussell Highway between Busselton and Capel. Of these, four were fatalities, 
15 were hospitalised, 24 required medical attention and 91 included property damage, including 65 cases 
of major damage and 26 cases of minor damage. 

(3) Drivers are encouraged to plan their journey and allow extra travel time to and from their destination. 
Congestion on this section of road during long weekends is well known. 

(4) The largest recent traffic counts recorded were on 27 December 2017 and 2 March 2018, when 
approximately 20 000 vehicles per day were recorded. 

(5) There are plans to dual this section of highway, but construction funding will be subject to future 
budgetary processes.  
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MINES AND PETROLEUM — FRASER INSTITUTE — ANNUAL SURVEY OF MINING COMPANIES 
66. Hon ROBIN SCOTT to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
(1) Is the minister aware of the annual survey of mining companies conducted by the Canada-based 

Fraser Institute? 
(2) Is the minister aware that in its 2017 policy perception index the Fraser Institute, on a list of 

91 jurisdictions, rated Western Australia seventeenth, below Ireland, Finland, Sweden, Northern Ireland, 
Portugal, five Canadian provinces and six states of the USA? 

(3) Is the minister aware that in its 2017 best practices mineral potential index the Fraser Institute, on a list 
of 91 jurisdictions, rated Western Australia fourth? 

(4) Is the minister aware that in its investment attractiveness index the Fraser Institute, on a list of 
91 jurisdictions, rated Western Australia fifth, down from third in 2016? 

(5) Will the minister resolve to elevate policies towards mining so that Western Australia occupies its proper 
place as number one on the policy perception index? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
(1)–(5) The Minister for Mines and Petroleum is aware that the Fraser Institute annual survey provides rankings of 

multiple international jurisdictions through a relatively small sample of internal industry stakeholders. It is 
noted that almost all Australian jurisdictions fell in the 2017 Fraser Institute rankings, demonstrating that 
the instability currently experienced in the commonwealth government has led to Australian jurisdictions 
declining in the 2017 rankings. It should be noted that Western Australia ranked fifth overall, despite the 
instability in the commonwealth government, which is a testament to the expertise and dedication within the 
Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety, and government more broadly. 

SHARK DETERRENT DEVICES — RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
67. Hon DIANE EVERS to the minister representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
(1) What was the outcome of a $300 000 grant provided by the Barnett government in 2013–14 to 

Shark Shield Pty Ltd to develop a surfboard fin system with an electronic shark deterrent? 
(2) In relation to (1), will the minister please table the results of the research; and, if not, why not? 
(3) How much money in total has been allocated by the Barnett and McGowan governments for research and 

development and verification of Shark Shield Pty Ltd shark deterrent products? Please list the date and 
purpose of each allocation. 

(4) How much money in total has been allocated by the Barnett and McGowan governments for research and 
development and verification of shark deterrent products made by Surfsafe Pty Ltd? Please list the date 
and purpose of each allocation. 

(5) Of the total applications for a rebate for a Shark Shield Freedom7 to date, how many units are on back 
order due to demand outstripping supply? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
(1) The outcome of the funding was a final report titled “Integrated surfboard electronic shark deterrent to 

protect surfers and swimmers”. I table the report. 
[See paper 1141.] 
(2) Yes. 
(3) Funding of $300 000 was provided by the Barnett government to Shark Shield Pty Ltd in 2013–14 to 

develop new surfboard fins with an in-built electronic shark deterrent, and $220 573 was provided to the 
University of Western Australia in 2012–13 to independently test and improve existing shark deterrents. 

(4) Nil. 
(5) As of 13 March 2018, 1 591 rebates have been allocated; however, the issue of back orders is 

a commercial matter between the supplier of the Shark Shield Freedom7 devices and individual retailers. 
LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS — RESIDUAL AMOUNT 

68. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s answer to my question of 13 March 2018 concerning the $39 million Local Projects, 
Local Jobs grants program, which advised that as at 31 December 2017, some $27 344 128 had been paid, with 
$10 628 680 remaining to be paid. 
(1) As of today, how much of the $10.6 million characterised as money “remaining to be paid” at 

31 December 2017 has been committed to recipients? 
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(2) To which projects and recipients has this residual amount been committed, and in what amounts? 
Furthermore, has this money now been paid; and, if so, on what dates? 

(3) Further to (1) and (2), when since the election of the McGowan government were arrangements to 
enter into and/or fulfil these commitments made, to whom, by whom and in what form—verbally or 
in writing? 

(4) Noting that the Local Projects Local Jobs program has a publicly stated value of $39 million, and the 
Premier’s advice that the total funds paid and remaining to be paid is equivalent to $37 972 808; what 
will the government do with the remaining $1 027 192? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) These were election commitments. All funds have been committed. In accordance with governance 

procedures, agencies are working with recipient organisations to confirm all appropriate details prior to 
expending the funds. The 31 December figures are the most recent consolidated figures. 

(3) As previously stated in this place on a number of occasions, agencies responsible for delivering 
Local Projects, Local Jobs commitments are doing so in accordance with existing grant delivery processes 
and procedures, which include reporting and acquittal requirements. Agencies have been responsible for 
delivering commitments since May 2017. 

(4) The difference relates to rounding associated with the initial budget submission, as well as instances of 
underspends. 

PLANNING — BUSHFIRE ATTACK LEVEL ASSESSMENTS 
69. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to my question without notice 22 asked on Tuesday, 13 March on bushfire attack level assessments being 
used in the state planning process and I ask the following again. 
(1) What legal advice has the Department of Planning or the Western Australian Planning Commission 

received from the State Solicitor’s Office regarding the use of BAL assessments in the planning process? 
(2) Will the minister make that advice public, table it, or provide it or a briefing to members? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The contents of that advice are subject to legal professional privilege. If the member has a query on 

a specific issue, the minister is more than happy to arrange a briefing. 
PERTH FREIGHT LINK FUNDING REALLOCATION 

70. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Wanneroo Road, Murdoch Drive connection and Armadale Road projects. 
(1) Were business cases prepared for each of these projects; and, if so, will the minister now table these 

business cases? 
(2) What was the P90 cost estimate for each of these projects? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1) The minister tabled the business cases for the Wanneroo Road and Armadale Road projects in the 

Legislative Assembly in June 2017. For the benefit of the member, I table the documents now. 
The Murdoch Activity Centre business case formed part of the overall Perth Freight Link business case, 
which is cabinet-in-confidence to the previous government. As such, it is suggested that the member 
direct this portion of the question to the Leader of the Opposition. 

[See paper 1142.] 
(2) The budget for these projects are Wanneroo Road upgrade, Joondalup Drive to Flynn Drive, $31 million; 

Murdoch Drive connection, $100 million; and Armadale Road upgrade, Anstey Road to Tapper Road, 
$145 million. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — BUDGET 
71. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the government’s remaining education budget cuts that have not been reversed and that are estimated to 
provide a total savings of approximately $41 million. Will the minister undertake to provide the house on Tuesday, 
20 March 2018 with — 
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(a) a full list of all programs and/or services that remain affected by the government’s 
announcement; and 

(b) the nature of each savings measure and the expected savings to be achieved; and, if not, why not? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I might check Hansard, but if some matters are currently under consideration as part of the budget process, I will 
not be able to do that. 
Hon Donna Faragher: I am talking about the remaining cuts that you have identified as $41 million. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The member should listen to what I am saying. If some of those are under consideration as 
part of the budget process, I may not be able to give the member the answer she seeks, but I will read Hansard to 
see what she has just asked. If I am able to, I will do that on Tuesday. 

POLICE — WORKERS’ COMPENSATION 
72. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the government’s commitment to introduce a police compensation and redress scheme for medically 
retired officers. 
(1) How much funding has been allocated in 2017–18, and for each year of the forward estimates, to give 

effect to that commitment? 
(2) What consultation has occurred and with whom over the new schemes? 
(3) Does the minister intend to introduce legislation this year; and, if so, when? 
(4) Has cabinet considered a proposal from the minister on the new schemes? 
(5) Is the minister satisfied with the WA Police Force’s progression of the commitment? 
(6) How much longer will police officers need to wait for this minister to make good on her commitment? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The following information has been provided by the Minister for Police. 
(1)–(6) The government is continuing to work on workers’ compensation arrangements for police officers and 

a redress scheme for police officers who are medically retired due to work-related illness or injury. 
Regrettably, neither scheme was implemented during the two terms of the former government. There 
have been discussions with the Medically Retired Western Australian Police Officers Association and the 
WA Police Union. The Commissioner of Police is committed to progressing the schemes. 

WA COLLEGES OF AGRICULTURE 
Question without Notice 369 — Correction of Answer 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [5.11 pm]: I would like 
to provide a correction to Hon Martin Aldridge’s question without notice 369, asked on 15 August 2017. It has 
since come to light that part (4) of the answer was incomplete. The response included funds provided from the 
residential and farm components of the college budgets, but neglected to include funds from the school component. 
The information provided in the revised response includes funding for the school program, funding for the farm 
program and funding for the residential program. The revised answer is — 
(4) The Department of Education funds the five agricultural colleges for three distinct programs: the school 

program, farm program, and residential program. The funding is provided on a calendar year basis as 
below. 

The next part of the answer is in tabular form, so I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
 

2017 Funding to Western Australian Colleges of Agriculture* 
Cunderdin Denmark Harvey Morawa Narrogin 
$5 476 422 $5 291 114 $5 837 982 $3 876 481 $5 561 635 

*Total amount provided to colleges as at July 2017, the closest available reporting date to 15 August 2017. 
 

Hon SUE ELLERY: These amounts do not include revenue generated by each individual farm program or 
allocations from the agricultural education farm provisions trust. 
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TOURISM — AIRPORT SERVICES 
Question without Notice 33 — Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.12 pm]: 
I would like to provide an answer to Hon Robin Scott’s question without notice 33, which I seek leave to have 
incorporated into Hansard. 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Tourism. 
(1) and (3) Yes, which is why the Minister for Tourism is actively pursuing more direct flights from key Asian markets such as China, Japan 

and India, something the previous Government failed to do. 
(2) Yes, which is why the Minister for Tourism initiated a Parliamentary Inquiry into the cost of regional airfares in WA last year. 
(4)–(5) It is normal practice for international airlines to only consider flying routes to destinations that can sustain commercially viable 

passenger loadings over the long term, such as Perth. Growing international services to Perth is a focus for the Minister for Tourism 
at the present time. Support is being provided through Tourism WA to encourage the commencement of international services 
between Singapore and Broome. 

 

HEALTH PRACTITIONER REGULATION NATIONAL LAW (WA) AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [5.13 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Greens to offer our contribution 
to the debate on the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Amendment Bill 2017. I acknowledge that 
when I first received a briefing on this legislation, it was stressed to me that this was an urgent piece of legislation 
that needed to be addressed, yet I note that it has taken many, many months for this bill to be finally debated. I also 
note that when I received that briefing, I asked whether the bill was going to be referred to the Standing Committee 
on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, because it struck me as obvious that it needed to be referred to the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. I was advised at the time that that was 
unnecessary. We then, of course, discovered that indeed it was necessary that the bill be referred to the uniform 
legislation committee, which made me wish that it had been done in the first place. As we know, the uniform 
legislation committee, as usual, did a very good job and has picked up some important provisions around the 
regulation-making power, which I am pleased is going to be addressed within the revised bill. 
The bill also deals with some matters that have effectively been outstanding since 2010. That reinforces the 
importance of better utilising our committee structure. I find that a bit frustrating, because we could have dealt 
with this legislation a lot sooner. This is good legislation, and the Greens will be supporting this bill. In our view, 
the amendments serve to further strengthen the health practitioner legislation, which I last spoke about in this place 
in 2010. 
The bill seeks to give effect to the amendments that have come from the recommendations of Mr Kim Snowball 
after his review of the legislation. The bill effectively seeks to include paramedics in the national scheme. It 
provides for the establishment of the Paramedicine Board of Australia. It enables the COAG Health Council to 
change the structure of national boards by regulation rather than by legislation. We welcome that amendment. It 
strengthens public protections to include stronger powers to take action in the public interest. It separates the 
nursing and midwifery professions to clearly reflect that they are two distinct professions and expertise. I note that 
nurses and midwives will be allowed to maintain registration in both professions at the same time. It also restricts 
birthing practices to registered medical practitioners and qualified midwives. 
I am particularly pleased that paramedics are set to join the list of health professionals that are covered by the 
national law. Paramedics have been advocating for this for a long time. Paramedics are an invaluable part of our 
health system. They have high levels of training, skill and expertise, and that needs to be acknowledged through 
a national registration process. It is important to acknowledge more generally the role of paramedics as first 
responders and the personal toll that can take on people. As a suicide prevention advocate, I am deeply troubled 
about the high rate of suicide among paramedics. More can always be done to support our frontline workers. This 
legislation does not address that, and nor can it, but it is important to make that point. Registration also helps 
ensure the safety of consumers through ensuring that minimum standards are met and maintained. The Greens are 
particularly passionate about providing greater protection for people who access health services and we have been 
advocating for that for many years. 
While we are talking about national regulation, there are three additional health professions that I have long been 
advocating should be subject to a national registration regime; that is, social workers, counsellors, and 
psychotherapists. I have spoken about this many times in this chamber in the term of both this government and the 
previous government. I am disappointed that nothing has changed in this regard. I hope this will be the next tranche 
of reforms in the national regulation scheme. The fundamental problem is that because there is no government 
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regulation of the counselling and psychotherapy professions, there are no set requirements for training, supervised 
practice or ongoing professional development. This is highly problematic, because it means that anyone can claim 
the title of counsellor or psychotherapist regardless of how little they know or how poorly grounded their 
understanding of the profession. Unfortunately, the consumer has very little recourse when something goes wrong. 
Pretty much the only complaints process open to consumers is to go to the Health and Disability Services 
Complaints Office, which, frankly, does not have the capacity to address the issue in a substantive way and, most 
importantly, does not have the capacity to stop someone from practising. By the very nature of their roles, 
counsellors and psychotherapists are seeing people when they are at their most vulnerable. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

SOUTH AFRICA — LAND EXPROPRIATION 
Statement 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [5.20 pm]: I do not like to talk about race. I apply scorn 
to anyone who attempts to break up people into categories based on race, ethnicity or religion. I see people as 
individuals. I judge them on their character, their values, their beliefs and, most importantly, their actions, not by 
something as arbitrary as the colour of their skin or where they were born. Any individual or political party that 
decides to play identity politics is making a mistake, and they are just as bad as one another. It does not matter 
whether someone is left wing, right wing, an intersectional justice warrior or anything else. They are still debasing 
politics to, essentially, tribalism. However, there are people out there who will use race as a tool to promote the 
interests of their own ethnic group, rather than the interests of their fellow citizens. Sitting on the sidelines shaking 
my head will not do anything to stop that type of politics. That is why I must speak about this issue. 
As I speak, a tragedy is unfolding. An ethnic minority is being targeted and persecuted by not only criminals, but 
also its own government. Such an egregious act of racial vilification would normally be front-page news, except 
in this case the victims are white South Africans. I will not tiptoe around language here. I prefer to speak clearly, 
even if the issue is a sensitive one such as race. White farmers are being attacked in South Africa, and they are 
being attacked largely because they are white. Last year, there were a reported 404 attacks against farmers in 
a single year. That is four times what it was 10 years ago. The Transvaal Agricultural Union, which represents the 
country’s farmers, puts the murder rate of commercial farmers at 138 per 100 000. We compare that with the 
United Nations statistics for Australia, which put our homicide rate at 1.3 per 100 000, and that of South Africa, 
which is 31 per 100 000. It is 100 times more deadly to be a farmer in South Africa than it is to be an average 
person in Australia. 
There might be some contention over whether these attacks are racially motivated. We should consider the wider 
political climate in South Africa. Members of the ruling African National Congress party sing songs with lyrics 
like “kill the farmer, kill the Boer!” Julius Malema, the leader of the Economic Freedom Fighters party, recently 
told crowds of supporters to go after the white man all in the name of cutting the throat of whiteness. Just a few 
weeks ago, the National Assembly of South Africa voted on a motion to confiscate land from white farmers without 
compensation. The vote passed 241 to 83. The motion will be reviewed by the Constitutional Review Committee, 
which will report by the end of August. 
We have already seen the consequences of policies such as land expropriation, particularly when they are driven 
by identity politics. Just look at neighbouring Zimbabwe, a country that was once the breadbasket of Africa, and 
held such promise after the end of sanctions. Now it is a complete economic wasteland. We can expropriate the 
land, but we cannot expropriate the human capital—the work ethic, culture and experience gained over generations 
of farming. These skills are far more valuable than any plot of land. That is why when Zimbabwe’s economy 
collapsed, all the skilled farm workers and managers left the country, and Zimbabwe, to this day, faces food 
shortages, mass unemployment and hyperinflation. The erosion of the rule of law and the destruction of private 
property rights serves only to further drive away foreign investment. In the end, the very people this policy is 
intended to help will be the ones who suffer the most. In Zimbabwe, nearly 28 per cent of children aged under five 
years suffer from stunted growth as a result of malnutrition. The two most destructive forces in humanity are 
socialism and racism and, when blended together, they are a terrifying duo.  
Today we are witnessing many of the same ingredients of apartheid but under a different name, and against 
a different group of people. As someone who cares about human rights and applies scorn to any form of racism, 
I am deeply concerned about the violence that is being done on a systematic scale to white farmers in South Africa. 
What is perhaps equally as egregious is that all this violence is occurring in a place that bears many of the same 
political institutions as Australia—the courts, the Parliament, the Westminster system. These are all trademarks of 
our liberal democracy, yet they have been hijacked by actors who do not have the best wishes of all South African 
people at heart and who are using those institutions to twisted ends. 
Every human being has a right to life, liberty and property, be they Sikhs, Rohingya, West Papuans, Afrikaners or 
any other group of people. If their rights are being violated, it is the responsibility of anyone who values civil 
liberties, equality and justice to speak out and do their best to remedy the situation. I condemn the violence that is 
being carried out against farmers in South Africa and I urge all of my colleagues to do likewise. 



834 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 15 March 2018] 

 

OCEAN REEF MARINA PROJECT — ENVIRONMENTAL APPROVAL PROCESS 
Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [5.25 pm]: I rise this evening to briefly discuss the proposed 
Ocean Reef marina project that is in my electorate of North Metropolitan Region. Over the parliamentary sitting 
break, the revised memorandum of understanding between LandCorp and the City of Joondalup was endorsed by 
the City of Joondalup. The Ocean Reef marina, which was the subject of election promises by both the then 
Liberal–National government and the Labor Party, is to be located on both land and sea that has already been 
recognised as being environmentally important on a regional basis. That is because the marina is intended to be 
located on Bush Forever site 325 and Marmion Marine Park, which is an A-class reserve. That means that there 
are two different environmental approval processes in play concurrently. The Western Australian Planning 
Commission is dealing with a metropolitan region scheme amendment to make the marina possible—MRS 
amendment 1270-41, which is proposing to remove the Bush Forever classification from 25.96 hectares of land. 
The Environmental Protection Authority provided advice on the clearing of 19.5 hectares of land and the advice 
to Parliament on 10 May 2016 is that the area of proposed clearing had been further reduced to 16.79 hectares. 
A negotiated planning outcome is being developed as part of the changes to the Bush Forever site. Effectively, this 
will mean offsets, which, as we know, result in a net loss of environmental value to the community. The EPA is 
dealing with the proposed infringement on the A-class marine reserve through a full public environmental review. 
I note that neither process has been completed, although it has been more than a year since public submissions 
closed for both of those processes. One of things I want to note and one of my regular concerns when it comes to 
dealing with LandCorp projects is that despite the environmental significance of the site, there was nothing in the 
MOU to recognise the destruction that is going to result, which effectively has to occur in order for the project to 
go ahead. Instead, I am going to note that it was Joondalup city council that addressed this fundamental failure to 
recognise the unique environmental values of the site. Rather than potentially delay the signing of the MOU, the 
council added a resolution that requests the city to liaise with LandCorp and request it to pursue development 
parameters that will deliver world-class sustainable built form at the Ocean Reef marina. I am also calling on 
LandCorp to prioritise world-class sustainable and environmentally sensitive design at this site. Considering that 
the marina is going ahead, I am seeing this as an opportunity to see whether it can be done right—to see whether 
best practice can possibly be employed at this site. I know that LandCorp is capable of designing environmentally 
sensitive, forward-thinking and creative projects, and the project that comes to mind would be White Gum Valley. 
However, LandCorp, unfortunately, in my experience, is also capable of completely ignoring community sentiment 
and pushing ahead with environmentally destructive clearing where it is not necessary and where it is not even 
wanted. An example of that is the issue that I keep raising in this place—the plans for the Montario Quarter on the 
Shenton Park rehabilitation hospital site, which is really frustrating, because we could have a win–win solution 
there, but people are just being bloody-minded about it. 
The Minister for Planning and the Minister for Environment, I would suggest, need to keep a really close eye on 
what is happening with all stages of this project, because, as I say, it could end up being pretty good if it is handled 
well from the outset. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Is this the marina? 
Hon ALISON XAMON: This is the marina I am talking about. I feel really strongly that creating the best possible 
environmental outcomes must be baked into every stage of the design process, particularly because we are talking 
about really environmentally sensitive areas, or recognised important environmental sites. It is going to be the 
responsibility of those ministers to ensure that this happens. I thought that, early on in this process, I would make 
it clear to this chamber that this is something that we should be trying to get right from the outset. It is an issue 
that I am going to be paying very close attention to, and I also know that quite a number of residents out that way 
are paying attention to it as well. I am hoping that we can do it well. 

BARNETT GOVERNMENT — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — 
MANAGEMENT — INTERJECTION 

Statement 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.31 pm]: Very briefly, I would just like 
to clarify for members of the house some comments that were made today during the debate on royalties for 
regions, and an interjection I made across the chamber to Hon Tjorn Sibma. There seemed to be a lot of excitement 
on the opposition benches about my interjection, and a couple of tweets came out subsequently, so I thought I had 
better just double-check that it is what was said. I went back to the uncorrected Hansard and re-read what was 
happening and, as it turns out, I just missed a little piece of what the honourable member said, and it completely 
changed the context of my interjection. 

I want to put on the record fairly, squarely and very clearly, especially for those opposition members who have 
taken to Twitter in their excitement, that there is absolutely no linkage between the changes made to education by 
this government and the Local Projects, Local Jobs election commitments that were made before the election. 
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I think most people would be able to work that out. The Local Projects, Local Jobs commitments were made before 
the election, last March—over a year ago—and we, as the Labor Party, stand by those very worthwhile 
commitments, such as saving the only mammogram machine between Perth and Darwin, in Geraldton; putting 
food on the shelves at Foodbank; and fixing the track at the Woorree Park BMX Club so that their best rider could 
go on to the world championships and become number 6 in the world. We did a lot of good things, and we stand by 
those announcements. They were commitments that we took to the election; we won the election, and we honoured 
the commitments. The opposition seems to be implying that somehow there is something wrong with that. 

I did interject and say “correct” when the member mentioned the education cuts, but in the noise in the house at 
the time I missed his reference to education cuts. There is no link between Local Projects, Local Jobs and cuts to 
education. There is a link between pre-election commitments that we made and Local Projects, Local Jobs, and 
they are very important. I thought it was important to get that on the record, just to quell the excitement, and the fact 
that I did just miss a couple of words that the member said. I do not think it will shock anyone that we get a bit excited 
from time to time but, just to clarify the record and put on the record, we stand by all the things we have done in the 
name of budget repair, but we also stand by our election commitments, and those two matters are not linked. 

ELECTION COMMITMENTS — LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS PROGRAM 

Statement 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.34 pm]: 
Hon Darren West, as usual, inspires me because of the trenchant manner in which he puts his case. The idea that 
there is no connection between something like cash for votes and the election commitments made under that 
process, and any sort of economies that need to take place in other portfolios, astonishes me. I had occasion to 
look at the 700-odd so-called Local Projects, Local Jobs initiatives that were put onto a website—I think it was 
PerthNow. It was fascinating to see just what some of those commitments were. There were very worthwhile things 
like local pop-up coffee vans for a local Arab community. That, no doubt, creates a couple of jobs but the money has 
to come from somewhere. I was particularly interested in some of the commitments to do with shade sails at schools 
ranging from about $6 000 to $8 000 at a shot, up to, I think, $225 400 listed for Harrisdale Primary School—now 
that cannot be right! I would have thought that something in that order of a shade cloth for a local primary school 
might create a lot of jobs if it were handwoven out of gold thread and it covers the entire block. For any election 
promise that requires money to come out of the Department of Education’s budget, some other priority has to be 
abandoned. One cannot go to an education department and say, “Look, there are all these capital works and other 
expenditure that have already been budgeted for into the future and where there are competing requirements for 
schools, but my member has gone off to the local school and said, ‘Don’t worry about the P&C raising money for 
this particular thing. We will make it an election commitment and we will find the money out of the education 
department budget.’” At a time when stringency is being called for in every area, to be able to say that that has no 
effect on other areas of expenditure in government departments, where commitments have already been made and 
budgeted for in the future, is just absurd if not dishonest. 

At the time of the election, we had talk about so-called unallocated funds in the education department budget. I do 
not know whether the former Minister for Education knew anything about that. As far as he was concerned, every 
cent had been committed to something after a stringent process of assessment and merit, not hopeful local members 
going around to the local school and saying, “Hey, can you use a few thousand bucks? No worries, we’ll find the 
money when we get into government.” That is cash for votes and pork-barrelling. That is an outrageous way of 
going about things at a time when the Langoulant report that was commissioned by this government has insisted 
on appropriate expenditure by the use of business cases. Hiring 300 or so education assistants without any business 
case on their necessity is not a good use of public money, whether it is an election commitment or otherwise. The 
government cannot simply say, “Because we made an election commitment, anything goes and that should take 
priority.” I recall, for example—Hon Darren West might be able to help us with this—another election commitment 
about giving police a pay rise. What happened to that one? That commitment was abandoned pretty quickly for 
financial reasons. Perhaps all Labor election commitments are equal, but some are more equal than others. 

We have not started with this Local Projects, Local Jobs nonsense yet. We keep hearing about the processes 
involved and how they are dealt with like every other grants process, but these are not grants. We cannot even get 
a straight answer out of the government about whether they are grants or gifts. We continue to be told that they 
are dealt with by way of a grants process but we shall see how many of these candidates have made promises to 
grant money to organisations with which they, their friends and family or their staffers are connected. We will see 
whether any conflicts of interest have been picked up in the process and whether the process has been corrupted 
right from the beginning. I suspect we will find that. It is just a matter of digging. It will take some digging because 
we cannot get straight answers out of the government on any of those projects, so let us have a look at it and see 
the government come up with the list and the processes that were used in order to assess the priority of spending 
public money on what are effectively things that ought to be coming out of the honourable members’ electorate 
allowances rather than public funds. There is no way in the world that many of those things listed would ever, 
under any grants process, warrant funds coming out of the public purse rather than a member’s electorate 
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allowance or gifts or fundraising exercises done by parents and citizens and the like. But education is just one of 
the many areas that had to sacrifice money for these commitments that have been so widely spread around by 
members in order to buy votes from the community. 

Statement 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.40 pm]: I, too, was not 
going to make a contribution tonight but after listening to the hypocritical comments from the far side of this place, 
I felt the need to. How dare members stand there and pontificate after they have saddled this state with massive 
debt that we will be paying off for a very long time! We went to the election and we made commitments. Our 
candidates—now members of Parliament—worked extremely hard. Our candidates were connected to their 
communities and they worked extremely hard. They slogged it out. Day in, day out, they knocked on doors and 
met with local groups, and they made promises. Guess what? We are delivering on those promises. Members 
opposite never delivered any of their promises! I remember the fully funded, fully costed commitments that 
members opposite made when they went to the last election. What did they deliver for those people? Absolutely 
nothing, or very little. They certainly broke many promises. They made commitments to the poor people of 
Ellenbrook and what did they deliver to them? Nothing! How dare they sit there and pontificate! How dare they 
pontificate, having saddled us with massive debt. We made some commitments. We are delivering on them. 
Members opposite should have delivered on the commitments that they made. Guess what? They might be sitting 
on this side of the chamber, but they did not deliver them. Now it is our turn to govern. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am about to give the call to Hon Pierre Yang and I think he wants to be heard. 

HON MALCOLM JOHN BRYCE 
Statement 

HON PIERRE YANG (South Metropolitan) [5.42 pm]: I was on urgent parliamentary business yesterday, so 
I missed the opportunity to say a few words in yesterday’s members’ statements about Hon Mal Bryce, AO. I had 
the honour of meeting this great man in January 2017 at a function that I was organising. There he was, a very 
humble and pleasant man. Then I learnt that he had been the Deputy Premier of Western Australia in the 1980s. 
One of my guests asked him to give a short speech and he basically stood up and gave a pretty interesting and 
knowledgeable speech with virtually no notice. As I normally would do on meeting a great and interesting person, 
I went home and googled him and looked at the Wikipedia account on him. I was very impressed by his 
contribution to this great state and his achievements for Western Australia. To my surprise, a few days later, 
I received an email from him saying that he enjoyed the event I had organised. He shared with me his views and 
observations on how a good leader should behave and what good leadership was. Obviously, he wished me good 
luck for the election and I thanked him for his good wishes. It was probably with his support that I was elected. 
He was living in my electorate and he no doubt supported the Labor Party, as he was a true believer. He supported 
the Labor Party from the beginning to the end. I met him again at the WA Labor state conference last year in about 
August, if I remember correctly. He became one of the few life members of the WA Labor Party, which was great 
recognition for a man who did so much for the state and the Labor Party. The last time I spoke to him was in 
October 2017. While thanking me for sending my newsletter to him, he reminded me that it is a great privilege to 
be elected to the people’s legislature in our democracy. He also reminded me that other responsibilities are those 
of a trustee. I was shocked when a friend of mine told me that Mal had passed away in early March. I have known 
Hon Mal Bryce for a very short time but he had a significant and positive impact on me, and no doubt he had 
a great and positive impact on a lot of people around him. I am saddened by his passing. I wish to pass on my 
condolences to his wife, Liz, and also his family. 

House adjourned at 5.45 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — FIREFIGHTING APPLIANCES 
502. Hon Colin de Grussa to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to the Department of Fire and Emergency Services supply of fire fighting appliances to bushfire brigades, 
and I ask: 
(a) what is the total number of fire fighting appliances in operation by volunteer bushfire brigades in each 

region of Western Australia; 
(b) what is the split of light and heavy fire fighting appliances in each region of Western Australia; and 
(c) what is the range of vehicle brands and models used, and what percentage of each makes up the volunteer 

fire fighting brigade appliance fleet? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises as at 9 November 2017: 
(a) The total number of fire fighting appliances in operation by volunteer bushfire brigades in Western Australia 

is 640. 
In each DFES region there are: 

Kimberley   10  
Pilbara    7  
Midwest Gascoyne  80  
Goldfields Midlands  94  
South West   53  
Lower South West  105  
Great Southern   168  
North East Metropolitan  46  
North Coastal Metropolitan 31  
South East Metropolitan  28  
South Coastal Metropolitan 18  

(b) The split of light and heavy fire fighting appliances in each DFES region is: 
Kimberley   5 light  / 5 heavy  
Pilbara    1 light  / 6 heavy  
Midwest Gascoyne  32 light  / 48 heavy  
Goldfields Midlands  22 light  / 72 heavy  
South West   21 light  / 32 heavy  
Lower South West  48 light  / 57 heavy  
Great Southern   26 light  / 142 heavy  
North East Metropolitan  24 light  / 22 heavy  
North Coastal Metropolitan 17 light  / 14 heavy  
South East Metropolitan  13 light  / 15 heavy  
South Coastal Metropolitan 11 light  / 7 heavy  

(c) For each make and model: 
Toyota Landcruiser  (216) 33.8%  
Isuzu – FSS series  (178) 27.8%  
Isuzu – FTS series  (143) 22.4%  
Isuzu – N series   (45) 7.0%  
Hino – GT/FT series  (31) 4.8%  
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Isuzu – FVZ series  (10) 1.6%  

Isuzu – FTR series  (6) 0.9%  

Mitsubishi Canter  (6) 0.9%  

Isuzu D Max   (4) 0.6%  

Ford Cargo   (1) 0.2%  

HAWTHORN RESOURCES — PINJIN PASTORAL STATION 

505. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I refer to alleged extensive damage caused by Hawthorn Resources Ltd and Gel Resources Pty Ltd contractors  
authorised by Mr William Lloyd in the Pinjin Area to fencing, yards, water tanks, rupturing and damage to water 
pipes endangering the lives of  Aboriginal people and contractors occupying substantial buildings on the Common 
number 10041, and to a letter, dated 8 November 2017, from the shire of Menzies which apparently in part states 
“This letter is to confirm that the Shire of Menzies regard Tisala Pty Ltd the leasee of the Pinjin Pastoral Lease as the 
lawful occupiers of Reserve Common 10041 which is under management order to the Shire of Menzies”, and ask: 

(a) will the Minister immediately, and with urgency, instruct an inspector or senior inspector under 
Regulation 120L of the Mining Regulations 1981 to issue a stop work order to Hawthorn Resources Ltd 
to halt any further action taken by the mining company which may impact upon occupied buildings, 
further fencing, further yards, further water pipes or further water tanks in contravention of section 20(5) of 
the Mining Act 1978 or potentially endanger the lives of residents who have reported being threatened 
and intimidated by the company personnel; 

(b) if no to (a), why not; 

(c) will the Minister and the Department of Mines Regulation Industry and Safety (DMIRS) continue to support 
the actions of this mining company which are allegedly in breach of section 20(5) of the Mining Act 1978, 
given the pastoral leasee’s are powerless to stop them without the Minister or DMIRS enforcing the law; 

(d) if yes to (c), why; 

(e) if no to (c), why not; 

(f) will the Minister immediately, and with urgency, instruct an inspector or senior inspector under 
Regulation 120L of the Mining Regulations 1981 to issue a stop work order to Hawthorn Resources Ltd 
and Gel Resources Pty Ltd to stop an unexpected event taking place where the companies propose 
working within 100 metres of the airstrip in contravention of section 20(5)(b) of the Mining Act 1978; 

(g) if no to (f), why not; 

(h) can the Minister please state the specific section and penalty under the Mining Act 1978 that prevents 
damage to fencing, yards, water tanks and pipework on the Common Number 10041 in the Pinjin area; 

(i) if no to (h), why not; 

(j) can the Minister please state the daily penalty for a mining company which continually breaches 
section 20(5)(a) to (d) of the Mining Act 1978; 

(k) if no to (j), why not; 

(l) can the Minister please state the daily penalty for a mining company which continually breaches 
section 20(5)(e) of the Mining Act 1978; 

(m) if no to (l), why not; 

(n) will DMIRS prosecute Hawthorn Resources Ltd and Gel Resources Pty Ltd under the Mining Act 1978 for 
causing extensive damage to fencing, yards, water tanks, water tank stand, rupturing and damage to water 
pipes on the Reserve Common 10041; and 

(o) if no to (n), why not? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) No. 

(b) The Minister cannot instruct an officer of the Department to issue a stop work order. A Warden’s Court 
has power to make orders for the cessation or suspension by any party of any mining operations. 

(c) These matters are currently before the Warden’s Court as the appropriate authority to determine 
proceedings in respect of alleged encroachment or trespass upon, or injury to, land by reason of mining. 

(d) Not applicable. 
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(e) Not applicable. 

(f) No. 

(g) See answer (b). 

(h) Section 20 of the Mining Act 1978 prescribes the protection of certain Crown land, which includes land 
reserved as Common and land leased as a pastoral lease or a lease otherwise granted for grazing purposes 
only. 

Information regarding penalties is seeking legal opinion and cannot be answered under Standing Order 105. 

(i) Not applicable. 

(j) Information regarding penalties is seeking legal opinion and cannot be answered under Standing Order 105. 

(k) Not applicable. 

(l) See answer (j). 

(m) Not applicable. 

(n) No. 

(o) Only a determination by the Warden’s Court (or Supreme Court) can provide a binding answer whether 
the area of land constitutes protected land for the purposes of section 20(5) of the Mining Act 1978. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIVE SERVICES — STAFF — MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS 

506. Hon Alison Xamon to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to the Department of Corrective Services Annual Report 2016–17, and to the drop in medical practitioner 
FTE from 16.2 in 2015–16 to 13.2 in 2016–17, and I ask: 

(a) for each medical practitioner FTE currently employed by the department: 

(i) at which departmental facility is the position based; and 

(ii) what is the position title; 

(b) for each medical practitioner FTE employed by the department in 2015–16: 

(i) at which departmental facility was the position based; and 

(ii) what was the position title; and 

(c) for any medical practitioner positions which are currently vacant: 

(i) at which departmental facility is the position based; 

(ii) what is the position title; 

(iii) is a recruitment process underway to fill the position; and 

(iv) if no to (iii), why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

The Department of Justice advises: 

(a) 

 2016–17  

(i) (ii) Employees FTE 

Albany Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 0.8 

Bandyup Women’s Prison Prison Medical Officer 2 1.7 

Casuarina Prison Prison Medical Officer 3 3.0 

CoMorbidity Program 

(Officer based at Hakea Prison, 
covered all metropolitan sites) 

Prison Medical Officer 1 0.8 

Hakea Prison Prison Medical Officer 7 6.1 

West Kimberley Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 0.8 

TOTAL  15 13.2 
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(b) 

  2015–16  

(i) (ii) Employees FTE 

Albany Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 0.8 

Bandyup Women’s Prison 

  

Principal Prison Medical Officer 1 1.0 

Prison Medical Officer 3 2.7 

Casuarina Prison Prison Medical Officer 4 3.8 

CoMorbidity Program 

(One officer based at Hakea Prison 
and three officers rotated services 
through metropolitan sites) 

Prison Medical Officer 4 2.6 

Hakea Prison 

  

Principal Prison Medical Officer 1 1.0 

Prison Medical Officer 3 2.5 

West Kimberley Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 0.8 

Health Services Executive Deputy Director (medical 
practitioner) 

1 1.0 

TOTAL  19 16.2 

(c) 

(i) (ii) Current Vacant Positions 

Bandyup Women’s Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 

Casuarina Prison Prison Medical Officer 2 

Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 

Hakea Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 

Roebourne Regional Prison Prison Medical Officer 1 

TOTAL 6 

(iii) A recruitment process for doctors commenced in November 2017 and is currently being 
finalised.  The process attracted some regional applicants but the majority of applicants indicated 
they were interested in working at metropolitan sites.  A further recruitment process has 
commenced with a more targeted advertising strategy aimed at improving opportunities for 
medical practitioners to apply for the positions. 

For the regional locations, approval is being sought to undertake a procurement process to 
provide medical coverage. 

(iv) Not applicable. 

__________ 
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