
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Wednesday, 9 November 2011 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 12.00 noon, and read prayers. 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE WEEK — WEAR ORANGE WEDNESDAY 

Statement by Minister for Emergency Services 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Emergency Services) [12.02 pm]: I take this opportunity to 
inform the house that this week is National State Emergency Service Week and that today is Wear Orange 
Wednesday or “WOW Day”. As I look around the chamber, I see a number of my parliamentary colleagues 
supporting the work of our SES by wearing an orange lapel pin. National SES Week and WOW Day are 
celebrated across Australia to recognise the dedication and commitment of the SES volunteers that protect their 
local communities. 

In Western Australia, there are more than 2 000 dedicated and committed SES volunteers who leave their homes, 
jobs and loved ones without hesitation to help other people when disaster strikes. Over the past year, SES 
volunteers have faced the devastating floods in Carnarvon, widespread flooding in the Kimberley and 
Goldfields, and destructive thunderstorms in Perth, Northam and York. Volunteers have made themselves 
available 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and travelled far and wide to help those in need—even helping the 
Queensland community after it was hit by cyclone Yasi. 

This coming year will once again be a busy time for SES volunteers, with severe cyclones predicted for the north 
west of WA and requests to the SES to assist police with searches and rescues inevitable. The Liberal–National 
government is committed to supporting our emergency services and the individuals who stand behind them. 
National SES Week is the time for people to show their appreciation for the contribution made by this 
tremendous group of people to keep our communities safe all year around. 

This morning, I had the pleasure of officially attending the launch of WOW Day and watched as SES volunteers 
showcased their skills by guiding a number of media personalities and sportspeople 20 metres down the iconic 
belltower in a celebrity abseil challenge. Although my feet stayed planted firmly on the ground, I watched in 
admiration as the brave participants scaled over the platform and down into a boat, entertaining many city 
commuters on their way to work. 

A number of city landmarks will be showing their support this week, with the belltower, Council House and 
Trafalgar Bridge near the Old Swan Brewery all being lit up in orange. A series of other activities are being held 
in both metropolitan and regional areas throughout the week, culminating with the SES awards ceremony this 
Saturday evening to honour the state’s finest SES volunteers. 

SES volunteers are ordinary Western Australians. They are mothers and fathers, brothers and sisters. They are 
people who go to everyday jobs and young people with study commitments, but they do extraordinary things. In 
the midst of their busy lives, they make the time to train and gather skills so that they can drop everything when 
emergency strikes and dedicate themselves to the protection of others. 

I encourage everyone to come together as a community during National SES Week and join us in extending our 
gratitude to all the men and women who put on their orange overalls to help others in times of need. 

ALCOHOL MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES — REGIONAL AREAS 

Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.05 pm]: The Liberal–National 
government is committed to tackling alcohol abuse issues in regional and remote areas through a range of 
initiatives aimed at improving the health and welfare of at-risk communities. An important part of this strategy 
has been the roll-out of section 175 alcohol bans, which are aimed at providing support to those communities 
that have a desire to remove the damaging effects of alcohol from their community. This has been an extremely 
successful project, with 15 communities now successfully operating under total alcohol bans. 

As minister, I am very keen to expand on the good results achieved with the community-based alcohol bans, and 
members will recall that as part of the reforms to the Liquor Control Act I took to the Parliament last year, 
provisions were established to allow alcohol bans to be imposed on individual premises. I am very pleased to 
inform the house that the regulations needed to support this strategy are now in place. The regulations provide 
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that an owner or occupier of residential or non-residential premises may apply to the Director of Liquor 
Licensing to have their premises declared as liquor-restricted premises, thereby prohibiting the possession or 
consumption of alcohol therein. The regulations also enable the chief executive officer of the Department for 
Child Protection to apply for a particular residential premises to be declared a restricted premises. An application 
is required in writing and no fee applies to applications lodged by the occupier. 

In determining an application, the director may consult all or any of the following persons—owners or occupiers 
of the premises the subject of the application; owners or occupiers of premises near the premises the subject of 
the application; the Commissioner of Police; the relevant local government authority; and any other person, body 
or authority the director considers relevant. If friends and relatives regularly cause trouble when drinking alcohol 
in a person’s home, or the owner or occupier is concerned about other antisocial behaviour in the home caused 
by alcohol consumption, they are able to apply to have that place declared a liquor-restricted premises. Once a 
liquor-restricted premises declaration has been issued, a notice must be displayed on site. If someone is then 
drinking alcohol or taking alcohol into that restricted premises, the owner or occupier will be able to call the 
police, who will have the power to seize the liquor and take action against the person who committed the 
offence. Police will also have the power to enter restricted premises if they believe that an offence is being 
committed. Police can then search the premises for alcohol and can seize any opened or unopened containers. A 
maximum penalty of $2 000 applies for contravention of a declaration issued under this provision. 

I believe that the ability to restrict alcohol in individual premises will complement the community-based 
section 175 alcohol bans, and I look forward to the roll-out of this important initiative. 

NINGALOO MARINE PARK’S WHALE SHARK TOURISM SEASON — STATISTICS 

Statement by Minister for Environment 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [12.08 pm]: Our state is blessed with some 
extraordinary wildlife that can be admired in settings that are like nowhere else in the world. One such area is the 
Ningaloo coast, which was inscribed on the World Heritage List earlier this year. 

The tourism industry may be going through challenging times, but despite this, I have good news that 
demonstrates that the industry is performing well in one of the state’s iconic destinations. Recently I released 
visitor statistics for Ningaloo Marine Park’s 2011 whale shark tourism season, which was open from March to 
August. A total of 17 500 visitors participated in 994 whale shark tours. This is an increase of 22.4 per cent on 
the number of visitors in the 2010 season, while the number of whale shark tours was also up almost 12 per cent. 
This is also a record number of people visiting Ningaloo Marine Park to participate in this unique wildlife 
tourism experience, and represents an increase of 130 per cent since 2006.  

This not only is a great result for our tourism industry, but also re-affirms the management program overseen by 
the Department of Environment and Conservation in collaboration with whale shark tour operators. This science-
based management program ensures that future generations can continue to participate in this extraordinary 
experience. Logbook information collected by tour operators shows that despite an increase in the number of 
tours, the contact rate with whale sharks has remained steady. This demonstrates that the increase in the number 
of tourists is not adversely impacting on the whale shark population in Ningaloo Marine Park. 

In addition to the appeal of whale sharks, tourists are drawn to Ningaloo to experience the 290-kilometre 
fringing coral reef, the beautiful beaches, the majestic manta rays, humpback whales and their calves, and marine 
turtles and their hatchlings in a pristine marine setting. Cape Range National Park, which adjoins part of 
Ningaloo, received almost 240 000 visits in the 2010–11 financial year; and thanks to a royalties for regions 
investment of $800 000, DEC is constructing a one-kilometre loop road, a double toilet block and 14 additional 
camp sites at Kurrajong campground this financial year. This will bring the total number of campsites in Cape 
Range National Park to 112. 

I encourage members to visit the Gascoyne coast, including Ningaloo Marine Park and Cape Range National 
Park, to show their support for our state’s regional tourism sector. 

INTEGRITY (LOBBYISTS) BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Premier), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Premier. 

Second Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [12.11 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
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It has been a constant priority of this government to move to restore integrity and to promote fair, open and 
accountable government. Prior to the last election, in the Liberal Party’s government accountability and public 
sector management platform, the government pledged to legislate to register and monitor the activities of 
consultant lobbyists. This government recognises that lobbying is a legitimate part of the political process. This 
bill seeks to strike the right balance of allowing communications between lobbyists and government 
representatives on behalf of clients, while at the same time ensuring that all parties to those communications 
remain appropriately accountable and abide by rigorous standards of conduct. This will ensure that the people of 
Western Australia have confidence in how their government is conducting its business. Therefore, this bill will 
create a statutory framework for the state’s current Register of Lobbyists, which was administratively established 
under the Contact with Lobbyists Code in 2007. Since 2007, all state jurisdictions in Australia and the 
commonwealth have followed Western Australia’s lead and established lobbyist registers modelled on ours. This 
bill now takes the next step to strengthen the current administrative system and enhance its transparency and 
accountability mechanisms. Last year, the public sector reforms spearheaded by this government led to the 
establishment of the Public Sector Commissioner as a statutory officer independently accountable to this 
Parliament. Under this bill, the Public Sector Commissioner will continue to be responsible for administering the 
Register of Lobbyists, which will ensure the independence of the lobbyist oversight process from executive 
government. 

The bill defines “lobbying” as communicating with a government representative for the purposes of influencing 
state government decision making. It prohibits individuals or firms from engaging in lobbying on behalf of third 
parties unless they have been accepted onto the register by the Public Sector Commissioner and thereby 
accredited as registered advocates to government. If individuals or firms seek to lobby government on behalf of a 
third party without being registered, they may face a fine of $10 000. Since the bill prescribes a fine for lobbying 
while unregistered, it also provides examples of what is not lobbying. This includes communicating with 
ministers or parliamentary secretaries in their capacity as members of Parliament, and communicating with a 
government representative on behalf of a third party about personal, family or household affairs that are not 
related to any business or commercial activity. 

The transparency imperatives underpinning the bill do not require all types of interest groups, non-profit 
organisations, in-house lawyers or professionals such as architects or engineers to be regulated. Sufficient 
transparency already exists as to whose interests they are representing, and any lobbying that professional 
service providers do is incidental to their core business. 

The bill does, however, apply to a wide range of government representatives. All ministers, parliamentary 
secretaries and ministerial officers; all persons employed, contracted or engaged by a public sector agency; and 
all officers who are part of the public sector, including chief executive officers, fall within its ambit. The bill 
does not require them to communicate with all registered advocates to government who seek to influence them, 
but should they choose to do so, under their applicable code of conduct they will be required to confirm that a 
lobbyist is registered before allowing a communication to occur. 

The Public Sector Commissioner will be responsible for maintaining and publishing the register and will have 
discretion in determining what is recorded on it. It is anticipated that the current operation of the register will 
continue, with some minor changes to registration details and procedures. The commissioner will continue to be 
responsible for deciding registration applications from lobbyists. It is expected that this will be determined on an 
applicant’s statutory declaration as to past criminal convictions, and accreditation will be based on a fit-and-
proper test. 

To build public confidence in government decision making and the conduct of registered advocates to 
government, the bill restricts senior government employees, members of this Parliament, Western Australian 
senators and members of the House of Representatives from seeking to be registered for 12 months after ceasing 
to hold public office. This will reduce their capacity to gain inappropriate personal advantage from contacts 
made or information acquired in areas for which they previously had some official responsibility. To increase 
public trust in the register and to enhance its transparency, it will be an offence to supply false or misleading 
information to the commissioner, punishable by a fine of up to $10 000. 

In addition, the bill enables the Public Sector Commissioner to establish a code of conduct for registered 
advocates to government after relevant consultation. Given the commissioner’s role as an independent and 
authoritative source of advice on ethics and integrity matters for the public sector, it is appropriate for him to 
develop standards of ethical behaviour for lobbyists. The bill allows sufficient administrative flexibility to enable 
the commissioner to amend the code of conduct in response to emerging issues. 

Further, the bill prohibits agreements between registered advocates to government and their clients for the 
payment of a success fee or other reward that is contingent upon achieving a particular outcome. A contractual 
term to this effect is rendered void and unenforceable, and the Treasurer may take legal action on behalf of the 
state to recover any success fee paid. The proposed ban on success fees and the penalty for supplying false or 
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misleading information will benefit both the community and the consultant lobbying industry by increasing 
public confidence in government decision making and the ethical conduct of lobbyists, outweighing any 
restriction on competition. 

Finally, the Public Sector Commissioner currently has the discretion to refuse or cancel a lobbyist’s registration, 
and this will continue subject to the general rules of procedural fairness. For example, if a registered advocate to 
government were to breach the code of conduct or provide false or misleading information, their registration may 
be cancelled. Although a decision to refuse or cancel the registration could affect a lobbyist’s livelihood, it is 
important that the commissioner has the power to restrict registration in appropriate circumstances and to act 
quickly if unethical conduct is detected. Any person who is aggrieved by his decision may seek judicial review 
by the Supreme Court. 

This government was elected on a platform of honesty and integrity. In its term of government to date, the 
Liberal–National government has made significant progress in restoring community confidence in the public 
sector and government decision-making processes. This proposed legislative reform recognises the need for 
clearer direction for, and independent oversight of, that part of the lobbying industry that is retained to influence 
government on behalf of third parties. It will establish a high standard of ethical practice within the industry and 
ensure the probity and accountability of interactions between government representatives and consultant 
lobbyists in accordance with public expectations of transparency and integrity. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

COMMUNITY PROTECTION (OFFENDER REPORTING) AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Minister for Police), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [12.20 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2011 delivers on the state 
government’s commitment to introduce a public sex offender register in Western Australia. This bill will enable 
any member of the public to access certain information on Western Australia’s most dangerous and high-risk 
sexual offenders and will also enable parents and guardians to make inquiries with Western Australia Police 
about any person who has access to their children. The objective of this bill is to ensure that families and 
communities have information on known sex offenders that will assist in the protection and safety of children. 

Before I turn to the detail of the bill, I will briefly explain what the terms “reportable offender” and “dangerous 
sexual offender” mean in a legislative context. A reportable offender is a term used in the Community Protection 
(Offender Reporting) Act 2004 that describes a person whom a court sentences for a reportable offence. A 
reportable offence is an offence that has a sexual or serious element involving a child, or an incapable person as 
defined in part 2 of the act. A reportable offender can also include offenders who come to reside in Western 
Australia from other jurisdictions and persons whom the court has ordered to comply with the act. A reportable 
offender is required by the act to report their personal details to police on a regular basis. Such details include 
their address, whether they reside with or have regular unsupervised contact with children, their email address 
and internet service provider, and details of their employment. A “dangerous sexual offender” is a person who 
has been ordered by the Supreme Court, under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act 2006, to post-sentence 
detention or to strict supervision in the community. An order of this nature can be made when the offender is 
under a sentence of imprisonment for a serious sexual offence. Both the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act and 
the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Bill can apply to children. Western Australia currently does not 
have any children who are dangerous sexual offenders. However, there are a small proportion of reportable 
offenders who are children. It is important to note that the bill does not apply to child offenders. Whilst an 
offender is still a child, no publication or disclosure can be made in relation to them.  

I will now turn to the detail of the bill. This bill enables three different types of disclosure. The first tier of 
disclosure will apply to reportable offenders who have failed to comply with their reporting obligations under the 
act or who have provided a false or misleading report to police. In these circumstances, if police also do not 
know the location or whereabouts of the reportable offender, they will be subject to disclosure. Disclosure in 
these circumstances will occur via publication on a website maintained by the Commissioner of Police. The 
purpose of this publication will be to enhance public vigilance and increase the prospect of the offender’s arrest. 
Although all personal details relating to a noncompliant offender can potentially be published—except for 
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information that may identify a child—the commissioner will have discretion as to what personal information 
will ultimately appear on the public register. Once the reportable offender reports their whereabouts to police, 
the publication in relation to that offender will be removed from the website as soon as possible. 

The second tier of disclosure involves publication of the image and locality of certain categories of offenders 
primarily for the purposes of enhanced public awareness and safety. There are three categories of offenders who 
will be eligible for this type of publication. The first category of offenders will be dangerous sexual offenders 
subject to supervision orders under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act. However, the bill provides that it will 
be possible for the Supreme Court to include in a supervision order that the dangerous sexual offender’s 
photograph and locality not be published. The second category will be reportable offenders who are considered 
to be high risk. “Risk” in this context is determined by the reportable offender having re-offended since 
becoming a reportable offender and one of the offences committed was a serious sexual offence against a child 
or an indecent assault offence involving a child. The final category of offenders subject to publication will 
consist of those whom the Commissioner of Police applies to the Minister for Police for approval to publish. 
This category will be persons who have been convicted of an offence punishable by five years or more 
imprisonment and concern is held that this person is a risk to the lives or sexual safety of one or more persons, or 
persons generally. The minister does not need to identify a risk to a particular person or class of persons in 
authorising the approval to publish. In making the authorisation, the bill specifies that the Minister for Police 
may take into account the following factors: any medical, psychiatric, psychological or other assessments 
relating to the person; any information indicating whether the person is likely to commit a sexual offence in the 
future; whether there is any pattern of offending behaviour on the part of the person; the person’s antecedents 
and the seriousness of his or her total criminal record; the person’s age and the age of any victims of any 
offences committed by the person at the time those offences were committed; the difference in age between the 
person and any victims of those offences; and any other matter the Minister for Police considers relevant. 

The bill specifies the matters the Commissioner of Police may take into account when determining whether to 
publish a person’s details, or considering removing those details from the website. These considerations apply to 
both the first and second tiers of publication. Considerations include whether the publication of the identifying 
information about a person would interfere with an investigation by police officers in relation to the person; the 
person’s compliance with the reporting obligations of this legislation; or the operation of a community order 
under the Sentencing Act 1995, a supervision order made under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, or any 
other order or requirement under a written law to which the person is subject. Further considerations are whether 
the publication of the identifying information about the person might identify a victim of an offence, or the 
school attended by a victim of an offence committed by the person; the effect that the publication of the 
identifying information about the person might have on a victim of an offence committed by the person; 
whether, in statements made by the victim to the Commissioner of Police, the publication of the identifying 
information about the person has been supported or opposed by a victim of an offence committed by the person; 
whether the publication of the identifying information about the person would increase the risk of the person 
committing offences; the commissioner’s assessment of the benefit to the community of the publication of the 
identifying information about the person; if the identifying information is about a person who is awaiting trial on 
a charge of an offence, whether the publication of the identifying information might prejudice the fair trial of that 
person; and any other matter that the commissioner considers relevant. 

If the Commissioner of Police proposes to publish the photograph and locality of a person under the second tier, 
the commissioner must give the person written notice of the proposal and provide them with a specified period 
of not less than 21 days to make a submission on the proposal. If the person is a dangerous sexual offender, the 
commissioner must also provide notice of the proposed publication to the Department of Corrective Services. 
Before publication can occur, the commissioner must have regard to any submission made by the person, and, if 
the person concerned is a dangerous sexual offender, any submission by the Department of Corrective Services. 
Again, publication of the second tier of offenders will occur on a website maintained by the Commissioner of 
Police. There will be some limitations on the information disclosed for the second-tier offenders so that only the 
locality and photograph of the offender will appear on the website. The commissioner may remove the 
photograph and locality of a second-tier offender from the website at any time. He also must remove the person’s 
details if the person ceases to be a dangerous sexual offender subject to a supervision order or if the person is no 
longer a reportable offender or a person who has been convicted of an offence punishable by five years’ 
imprisonment or more—for example, in circumstances in which a conviction is quashed. The commissioner 
must also remove the photograph and locality of a reportable offender if that person’s reporting obligations have 
ceased and they are not on the website by virtue of being a dangerous sexual offender subject to a supervision 
order, or by the authorisation of the Minister for Police.  

The final tier of proposed public disclosure will enable parents and guardians to inquire of police whether a 
specific person who has access to their child or children is a reportable offender. The applicant will be required 
to supply police with any evidence required by the commissioner to be satisfied that the person the subject of the 
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inquiry has regular unsupervised contact with the child or children. If the commissioner is satisfied that the 
person the subject of the inquiry has unsupervised contact with the applicant’s child or children, the 
commissioner may confirm to the applicant whether the person is a reportable offender.  

The bill provides for protection to the Commissioner of Police and the state of Western Australia from civil or 
criminal liability arising from the publication or provision of information under this bill. This protection from 
liability extends to omitting to publish or provide information. The bill also ensures that information published or 
provided cannot be regarded as a breach of duty of confidentiality or secrecy imposed by law or as a breach of 
professional ethics or standards or as unprofessional conduct.  

Given the highly sensitive nature of the bill, offence provisions have been included that will apply to the misuse 
of publically disclosed information. Firstly, the bill creates an offence that prohibits behaviour in a public place 
that is intended to create, promote or increase animosity towards or harassment of a person who has been 
identified on either the website or through an inquiry. This offence carries a penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment. 
The bill also provides for a similar offence without the requisite mental element that prohibits behaviour in a 
public place that is likely to create, promote or increase animosity towards, or harassment of, a person who has 
been identified either on the website or through an inquiry. This offence carries a penalty of two years’ 
imprisonment. Further, the bill creates an offence that prohibits information obtained either from the website or 
through an inquiry being published, distributed or displayed without the prior written approval of the Minister 
for Police. This offence carries a penalty of two years’ imprisonment.  

The government wishes to evaluate this scheme and accordingly the bill contains a requirement for the minister 
to review the operation and effectiveness of these reforms in three years.  

In closing, the bill seeks to provide members of the Western Australia community with a tool to further 
community safety and a measure to protect children and vulnerable people. I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

LEGAL DEPOSIT BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Minister for Culture and the Arts), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [12.33 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

Legal deposit laws have been in force for nearly 500 years, initially in France, to enable countries or states to 
collect, record and make available the published cultural and intellectual heritage of that jurisdiction. It is a 
statutory provision that obliges publishers to deposit copies of their publications with a recognised central 
institution. In Australia this is primarily the National Library of Australia or state libraries. Those libraries that 
receive material under legal deposit legislation have a reciprocal obligation to collect, store, preserve and provide 
access to those materials for future generations.  

Western Australia is currently the only state within Australia that does not have legal deposit legislation. Legal 
deposit provisions were included in the Copyright Act 1895 and the Newspaper Libel and Registration Act 1884. 
However, those laws were repealed in 1994 and 2005 respectively. Fortunately, many Western Australian 
publishers of print material have maintained the spirit of legal deposit following the repeal of these acts, and 
have continued to provide copies of their publications to the State Library.  

The benefit to Western Australia from this legislation is that it will capture and provide access to the published 
record of the state’s economic, social, creative, scientific and educational activities. It will provide almost 
comprehensive coverage of these materials, and these collections will form the basis for much of the historical 
research in this state for decades, if not centuries, to come. Thorough and total records are required to build a 
complete and accurate picture of the past. Notwithstanding the gap in legal deposit legislation, the State Library 
has extensive print collections from the state and local governments, commercial and non-government 
organisations, and publishers of all descriptions. However, the traditional legal deposit model did not extend to 
non-print publications such as music, film and multimedia material. This limitation leaves gaps in the recording 
of Western Australia’s social, political and economic history. This legislation recognises that the documentary 
history of this state comes in more than just the printed form.  

The world is now embracing powerful new information technologies, which are dramatically changing what it 
means to “publish” a work. This is particularly evident, for instance, with government information. For most 
government agencies the internet is now the primary means of communicating information to the public. Most 
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agency or department information, from reports and media releases to guidelines and standards, is posted on 
government websites, often in place of publication in the printed form. Government invests significantly in 
creating and publishing these works. Legal deposit ensures this investment is captured and carried forward, 
securing it for future historians and researchers. Beyond the government sphere, even less is being produced in 
printed form. We are entering the age of the e-book. Estimates of the rate of change to digital publishing vary, 
but conservative estimates indicate that by 2020, only 25 per cent of all titles worldwide will be published in 
print form alone, with 75 per cent being available only digitally, or in both digital and print form. It is critically 
important to capture digital information in order to record the state’s history and culture.  

The definition of materials to be deposited under this bill is deliberately very broad to ensure that any document 
related to the heritage of Western Australia will be collected, regardless of length, format and medium. It will 
continue to cover the print materials included in previous legislation such as books, newspapers, magazines, 
directories, newsletters, maps, brochures and sheet music. As I have already mentioned, this bill broadens the 
definition of a publication to include information recorded on other media such as music and video cassettes, 
compact discs, CD-ROMs and DVDs. These definitions have been framed broadly to account for future 
technological developments. Most states in Australia and the commonwealth have legal deposit legislation 
covering these formats.  

The final part of the definition is “information on a website”. This is a very broad definition and may cover a 
separate document such as a report, an e-book, music or video online, or a part of or a complete website that 
relates to Western Australia. With the globalisation of information, Western Australian information may be held 
on a server anywhere in the world, but the definition of a WA internet document ties the document to a person 
resident in the state or a company whose primary place of business is in this state and who controls the content 
on the website.  

There may be concerns that the definition of “documents” in the bill is too broad and may attract surplus material 
of little value or relevance. However, to prescribe exemptions to the bill will decrease the possibility of gaining a 
full and relevant collection. Items deposited under legal deposit will be subject to the State Library’s collection 
development policy and there will be provisions in regulations for the state librarian to exempt particular persons 
or a class of persons from this definition so that for some types of materials only a sample is collected, as is 
already the case with some print materials.  

Within Australia, this legislation provides a benchmark, with only the Northern Territory having legal deposit 
legislation for internet documents. In other jurisdictions, however, such as New Zealand and the United 
Kingdom, as well as many countries in Europe, this is now the norm for legal deposit, as countries seek to ensure 
that their future cultural heritage is collected and preserved. 

Collecting documents from the internet within Australia does present challenges, not least because of the 
requirements of the commonwealth Copyright Act 1968. Due to restrictions on copying documents imposed by 
the federal copyright legislation, under this bill, WA internet documents are treated in the same manner as other 
public documents, with the onus on the publisher for supplying the document or information about the 
document. Once the State Library of Western Australia has been notified of a Western Australian internet 
document, it will be assessed against the library’s collection development policy to determine whether the online 
information is required. If the item meets the selection criteria, the publisher will then supply a copy to the 
library or give permission for the item to be copied from the internet. The State Library has considerable 
experience in this area, having worked for many years to preserve Western Australia’s websites and internet 
documents as part of the National Library of Australia’s PANDORA initiative. This bill will increase those 
powers and extend the range of documents collected. 

The intention of this bill is to ensure a comprehensive state collection of heritage items. It is not intended to be 
punitive, and deposit will be encouraged rather than a penalty imposed. This legislation for legal deposit is 
designed to encourage compliance rather than to pursue offenders. Penalties or civil action would be undertaken 
only if extensive negotiations failed for significant items. 

Although the bill has been developed to give overarching powers, much of the detail will be included in the 
accompanying regulations. These will be developed in a cooperative and consensual approach with the industries 
impacted. Publishers already deposit material with the National Library of Australia, and processes for the 
deposit of public documents are well developed Australia-wide. Processes for the deposit of internet documents 
have been developed in New Zealand and the United Kingdom and this state can learn from their experience. 
These include issues of access, storage, deposit of documents at regular intervals, protecting commercial 
interests and others. Legal deposit legislation is in place in Canada, France, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, 
Spain, Sweden and the United States of America. Most countries rely on a legal instrument of some sort to 
ensure the comprehensiveness of their heritage collections. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization has noted that a well-organised legal deposit scheme is an essential element of any 
national public policy of freedom of expression and access to information. The reintroduction and expansion of 
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legal deposit legislation in this state will be welcomed by historians, researchers, librarians and all those who use 
and value our documentary cultural heritage. I commend this bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

MISUSE OF DRUGS AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Council’s Amendment — Consideration in Detail 

The following amendment made by the Council now considered — 

Clause 9 

Page 8, after line 25 — To insert —  

(7) The Minister is to lay (or cause to be laid) a report of the review under this section 
before both Houses of Parliament as soon as practicable after the review is completed. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I move — 

That the amendment made by the Council be agreed to. 

I will just explain the amendment very simply. The amendment contained on page 10 of the notice paper simply 
states — 

The Minister is to lay (or cause to be laid) a report of the review under this section before both Houses 
of Parliament as soon as practicable after the review is completed. 

That is the whole sum of the amendment. Of course, an amendment was moved in this chamber to ensure that 
there was a review of this legislation after three years. I believe Hon Giz Watson moved this amendment in the 
upper house—we would have done that anyway, but belt and braces, so that is not a problem—to provide that 
the minister should lay, or cause to be laid, a report of that review before both houses of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after the review is completed. It is a very simple amendment. I am sure that the opposition will 
wholeheartedly agree with it, particularly as Hon Giz Watson moved the amendment. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 

PETROLEUM (SUBMERGED LANDS) AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

First Reading 

Bill read a first time, on motion by Mr W.R. Marmion (Minister for Environment). 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [12.45 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011, which will remove the National Offshore Petroleum 
Safety Authority’s powers and functions from the Western Australian Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982, 
is a reversal of what occurred with the passage of the Petroleum Legislation Amendment and Repeal Act in 
2005; that is, the state, via the Department of Mines and Petroleum’s Resources Safety division, will resume 
responsibility for petroleum occupational safety and health regulatory services in the waters of the three nautical 
mile territorial sea and any waters inside the baseline to which the state’s Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 
1982 applies. 

The commonwealth has passed the Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Amendment (National 
Regulator) Act 2011 as part of a package of five acts relating to the administration and regulation of petroleum 
and greenhouse gas storage operations in commonwealth waters. The national regulator amendments establish a 
new framework for the administration of the commonwealth offshore area. The commonwealth is replacing the 
state and Northern Territory–based designated authorities with the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and 
Environmental Management Authority—NOPSEMA—which, with extended functions, replaces NOPSA and the 
National Offshore Petroleum Titles Administrator. 

However, the management of petroleum safety is an important issue for the state, especially in the waters around 
Barrow, Thevenard and Varanus Islands, where there is a complex mix of regulatory responsibility and 
accountability. This includes the network of petroleum flow lines–gathering lines and wellheads in the shallow 
waters around the island production hubs. Many commentators have made much of the complexity, or the 
patchwork quilt, of titles and jurisdictional boundaries on the waters of Western Australia’s North West Shelf. 
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This is an accident of both history and geology. This bill goes a substantial way to addressing these issues by 
providing clear jurisdictional responsibility in state areas currently regulated by both NOPSA and the state to 
alleviate any confusion. The state’s resumption of responsibility for petroleum occupational safety and health 
regulatory services in Western Australian waters will provide a clear demarcation point between the 
commonwealth offshore regulators and the state regulator; a consistent approach to safety, integrity and security 
of supply for all Western Australian areas, including onshore areas, islands and state waters; and an ability for 
the minister to intervene to remedy any incident that occurs and to implement reforms and control areas for 
which he is held accountable. Additional resources will be required to regulate safety in state waters. It is 
intended that these costs will be incorporated into the petroleum safety levies and be cost recovered. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

LEGAL DEPOSIT BILL 2011 

Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes of the bill. 

WATER SERVICES BILL 2011 
WATER SERVICES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 8 November. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [12.49 pm]: I begin by highlighting that obviously we are dealing with 
two bills cognately, the Water Services Bill 2011 and the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal 
Bill 2011. I want to make some general comments about some of the debate that has already occurred with 
regard to the two bills that are before the house, and also make some general comments about the importance of 
water provision into the future for Western Australia. One of the sad things, when water has been debated in this 
place over recent years, is, of course, the polarisation that we have seen in some respects, with people saying, 
“We have got a better plan than you have”, or, “We have done better on water than you have.” I think it is 
important to acknowledge that the Western Australian community has, in my view, for a very long time 
recognised the importance of a secure water future for Western Australia. I think we only need to look back to 30 
or 40 years ago and to the whole debate about how we could continue to provide good quality water for potable 
reasons, but also quality water for infrastructure, for mining, for industry, for agriculture and for horticulture. I 
can remember vividly as a kid the interesting debates that were taking place in the late 1970s when it was 
genuinely debated and highlighted that one option for providing for the water future of Western Australia was to 
tow icebergs to Western Australia. I can remember that as a kid in the early years of high school when those 
things were being debated. The first proposal to pipe water from the north of the state has generally been 
attributed to Ernie Bridge, and of course as the population of Perth and the south west has increased in the last 
two to three decades, the whole question of how we can provide for the growing population of Western Australia 
has seen some interesting schemes hatched and some interesting proposals proposed. We know that the now 
Premier had a plan for a canal. I think that the Premier’s plan, when he was opposition leader in the lead-up to 
the 2005 election, was almost an attempt to grab an issue that he thought had resonance—and it does have 
resonance in our communities, the concept of piping water from the north. I think the now Premier saw that as a 
possibility of swaying opinion behind the Liberal Party’s push to win government in 2005. Of course the canal 
plan was widely and roundly criticised, and I think reasonably so, for the cost, and ultimately for the logistics of 
having an open canal in which water would travel some 3 000 kilometres from the north to supply water to the 
growing population of Perth and the south west.  

But I recognise—I certainly recognise it in my community, in Mandurah, and indeed in the Peel, and I think it is 
reflected widely among many communities throughout Western Australia—that there is an embracing of the idea 
of capturing the massive volumes of water that ultimately flow into the northern ocean and directing that water 
to the south. My personal view is that any project of that nature is in fact a nation-building project. I do not think 
the Western Australian government could itself ever afford, on current calculations, a project of that scale 
without a massive investment by the commonwealth government. I think that such a proposal would need to be 
seen as a nation-building proposal, and the real cost is something that would need to be considered by 
governments both state and federal. The whole concept of moving water some 3 000-plus kilometres is not 
without its logistical challenges. It is also not without its cost factors. I think the reality is that as our nation 
grows, we need to become far more innovative in how we treat waste water, and in looking at how we recycle 
and re-use a lot of that water, which is actually used once, if we like, and effectively wasted because it is not 
recycled. I think both sides of politics can be congratulated, and in many respects criticised, for water policy over 
the last 50 years. I think that both sides of politics and Ministers for Water over that 50-year period, as I say from 
both sides of politics, have stepped away when they should have stepped forward on water policy. 
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Mr M.J. Cowper: That is evidenced by the desal plants that we do have, member. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is true. But in terms of desalination plants, and I know this is of particular 
interest to the member for Murray–Wellington, one of the things that the Gallop government, and in particular 
Premier Gallop, can be roundly congratulated for was the recognition of the need to do something, and do 
something immediately, about the pressure on our water system when he came to government in 2001, and that 
was, of course, to fund and commission the first desalination plant in Kwinana. As soon as that desalination plant 
was commissioned, the water was already effectively being used in terms of the population demand, and we then 
had the interesting debate about the south west Yarragadee versus building another desalination plant. Certainly, 
when I came into the position of Minister for Environment in early 2007, a campaign to effectively save the 
south west Yarragadee from water mining, as it was called by many, was a topical issue. I think the Liberal 
opposition at the time was surprised by our government’s decision to not tap the south west Yarragadee. I think 
it was expecting that we would do that. I think it was certainly hoping that we would do that, because that would 
have been a very effective campaign leading up to the 2008 election. The reality is, though, that as the 
population of Western Australia, particularly in the south west, and particularly in the Perth metropolitan area, 
continues to increase markedly, the demand for water to satisfy and indeed service that population will continue 
to increase.  

Minister, one of the things I think we all need to acknowledge is that the Western Australian community has 
become very sophisticated in its understanding of the whole water situation. I think that can be demonstrated in a 
number of ways. A simple example was the rebate system that operated previously under which people had an 
incentive to include water-saving devices in the design of their homes or, indeed, in their household day-to-day 
lives. For many years sprinkler use over summer has been restricted to two days. Effectively, no-one complains 
about that. I do not think I have heard any complaints from people not being able to water their gardens more 
than two days a week. To be totally honest, when there have been total bans on sprinkler use, as there was during 
winter and even leading into the spring season—admittedly we have had unseasonal spring rain, as we know—I 
think, in general, the Western Australian population understands the reasons behind that. We need only see what 
happened in Melbourne just over three years ago when it suffered a severe drought. In Collingwood, where my 
brother lives, and in other places, people had to get used to bucketing water and things like that. I think our 
general population is sophisticated and understands intimately the pressures we face in providing water for 
drinking, for day-to-day use and for industry. People recognise that if belts have to be tightened in their use of 
water, they can, and do, respond. Of course, that is not to say that we can allow complacency. Even with the 
unseasonal rains this spring and just on average rainfall in winter, minister, I think it was —  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — the perception that we had a wet winter, interestingly enough, but actually it was 
an average year’s rainfall.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Just a tiny bit below—until the last two months.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. We need to be very mindful of not becoming complacent. Effectively, 
our dams are, what, 30 per cent full?  

Mr W.R. Marmion: They’re 34 to 35 per cent—the same as this time last year.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is woeful. The reality is that our dams are nowhere near capacity. However, it is 
interesting to compare Western Australia’s experience with that of the eastern seaboard, particularly Queensland. 
I think two years ago south east Queensland householders were bucketing water for household use because of 
severe water restrictions. Of course, then the floods in Queensland occurred early this year and the Wivenhoe 
Dam was threatening to flood. They were very interesting scenarios.  

I want to put on record my acknowledgement of previous ministers on both sides of the house for the good 
things they have done, but also highlight that there have been times when we needed to step up to the mark and 
did not. That is something I think everyone should be mindful of. I think the debate about piping water from the 
north will continue. I think that when it becomes economically viable, it will become a national project. I firmly 
believe that.  

These bills propose a number of key changes, which my colleague the member for Cockburn highlighted in his 
contribution to this debate last evening. I was not able to be here for it because I was at the Coodanup 
Community College year 12 graduation. A number of issues relate to a proposal I understand the minister is 
aware of—I think the minister indicated his awareness—namely, the water re-use proposal for Peel.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I want to put on record a couple of points on that. First of all, the Peel region has 
some significant peculiarities. It has a growing urban population. A lot of the land has traditionally been used for 
agricultural purposes and some of that has changed over the period. There is significant mining activity, which 
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will continue for a number of decades, including, of course, goldmining in the Boddington area and the alumina 
mining by Alcoa on the scarp. As the minister is aware, throughout a significant part of this year, Alcoa had to 
cart water for its industrial use. That of course, in itself, created a range of problems not only for Alcoa, but, 
indeed, for the population, particularly with traffic management and traffic movements. It highlighted that if 
operations on the scale of Alcoa have to do those sorts of things, we have an issue with water.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My view of the proposal that has been highlighted to the minister by the member for 
Cockburn is this: the Peel region is an area that holds opportunity for diversification. Traditionally, we have 
relied on what I think is a quite narrow economic base around mining, agriculture to some extent, a fledgling but 
difficult tourism industry, and, effectively, services that provide facilities to the population that lives there and 
visits there. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: There’s the equine industry.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is still limited in the number of people it employs, although there is a flow-on with 
services to that industry. Effectively, Peel has a reasonably narrow economy. One of the problems with an 
economy that focuses very heavily on retail and services is that when there is an economic downturn, areas like 
ours are the first to feel it. I am sure that if the member for Murray–Wellington spoke to lots of businesses in the 
region, he would find that some of them are doing it quite tough in the current circumstances.  

The proposal in the bill is quite significant for the Peel region. It focuses on, if we like, using waste water to 
create, I think, potential diversification of opportunity, whether it be fledgling and/or intensive horticultural 
pursuits, ancillary water for mining efforts in the region, and innovation that will, of course, allow water 
provision to some of the industrial land identified in the area that needs to be developed to again increase the 
amount of commercial land within the region for the creation of jobs. I strongly support the diversification of the 
economy of the Peel region. If we are going to create jobs for the growing population of that region, and if we 
are going to provide jobs for, particularly, young people and people who are retraining and who want to live and 
work in the Peel, we have to seriously consider the diversification of our economy. I think it is essential, and we 
need to be innovative.  

One thing we have in the Peel is land, but one of the problems with a lot of that land is the environmental 
constraints on it, as the minister knows very well. Indeed, there are issues and impacts on that land relating to 
broadacre agriculture, and that is why diversification into highly intensive horticultural and aquacultural 
opportunities is being explored. That will take money and innovation, and it will need investment, and that is 
where I see programs like royalties for regions playing a key role. It is just sad that, until now—I have 
highlighted this in the house before—the Peel, which is the third highest royalty generating region of Western 
Australia, has received a pittance of royalties for regions money. I have highlighted that. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It has received $9 million. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, $9 million out of — 

Mr M.J. Cowper: It’s a bit less, isn’t it?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think it has received $8.6 million out of a pot of nearly $900 million.  

As I have said in this place before, I do not begrudge or have a problem with some of the other regions receiving 
royalties for regions money, particularly the Pilbara and the Kimberley, and even the Mid West. But I am 
starting to get a little more concerned when the big population centres like Peel and the South West, which is 
also a royalty generator, do not get anywhere near what would be their fair share if it was calculated on 
population. One of the great failings of the royalties for regions experience is that population has not been one of 
the criteria for dishing out the dollars. Given the population growth in the Peel and in the South West, the fastest-
growing regions of the nine, they have received the least of the royalties for regions funding. That is a fact. I 
have raised it with the Minister for Regional Development on a number of occasions, including during the 
estimates hearings—I was asked, very politely, to leave estimates—because that is fact.  

If we are going to diversify the Peel region economy, a lot more of that royalties for regions money has to go 
into innovation and genuine job creation opportunities; that is critical. It sticks in my craw that youth 
unemployment in the Peel continues to be one of the highest in the state and nationally; it should not be. We 
should be giving those young people the opportunity of good-quality training to get them into the workforce; 
and, if possible, that should be done locally, for locally created jobs; or, indeed, if they go off to other mining 
areas as trained tradesmen and women, good on them! Brilliant! I do not have a problem with that. Sometimes 
we have this sort of fixation that we want to keep all our young people in our town or region. The reality is that 
young people these days will be highly mobile, but let us make sure that they are the best-trained highly mobile 
young people in Australia. If they come from the Peel and have been trained in the Peel, let us be proud that we 
are recognised as a quality training community. That is what we should be aiming for.  



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 November 2011] 9199 

 

The minister needs to look very closely at that proposal. I know the member for Cockburn has raised a number 
of concerns about it, as he should and as should be raised, because when we know that there are proposals for 
private partnerships and the establishment of corporations or corporate entities that are spending and distributing 
public money on behalf of, ultimately, in the case of this model, the ratepayers of five local government 
authorities — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: By the way, I think the member was actually talking about governance. I do not think he 
was against the proposal; it was more, I think, the concept.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right, yes. He was raising the issue of governance and making sure checks and 
balances are in place so that we do not have a situation of an entity being able to spend money willy-nilly on 
something that does not work, and then not being accountable for it. I think that was the concern. The member 
for Cockburn is in deep discussion with the member for Joondalup, but I think that was, effectively, his concern. 

The other thing I wanted to highlight in regard to the Water Services Bill 2011 and the Water Services 
Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011 is that a lot of people in Western Australia are unaware of the 
governance around water services legislation relating to country area water supply. A lot of people in Western 
Australia are perhaps not au fait with, or well aware of, the differences in the way water is done in Western 
Australia compared with other states. Indeed, apart from those country entities such as Busselton Water supply—
is that what it is called? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes, and Bunbury, which is Aqwest.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The amount of autonomy and control those entities have is very significant. The 
reality is that the licensed draw of the Busselton Water Board from the south west Yarragadee aquifer, for 
example, is quite significant. I think lots of people would not be aware of the significance of that.  

As these bills move through this Parliament and we go into consideration detail, significant questions will be 
asked on a range of clauses. We need to be mindful that, when in government, both sides have done things very 
well in water; there have also been some not-so-successful examples of water policy. But as this population of 
Western Australia grows, and as Western Australia continues to be seen as a place of opportunity and a place of 
optimism, water policy, and the legislation that underpins it, will become even more significant. It is important 
that all of us, no matter which side of the chamber we sit on, become intimately interested in how water is dealt 
with, serviced and provided into the future. The reality is that every single one of us represents a community, the 
very lifeblood of which depends on quality infrastructure being delivered. I urge the minister to respond to the 
questions which the member for Cockburn and others from this side have highlighted in their contributions to the 
debate last night or today or which will be highlighted. I would also be interested in hearing the comments of 
members opposite, because members opposite have probably been told not to stand and talk about the legislation 
because they will hold it up. But this is legislation about which they should say, “Wait a second; I want to have a 
couple of minutes on this”, because it is significant. They should not allow their party room or the minister—I do 
not think it is the minister; it is probably the Premier or the Leader of the House—to dictate to them whether they 
can speak on something that has the importance of a safe, secure, well-planned water future for Western 
Australia.  

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington — Parliamentary Secretary) [1.20 pm]: I feel compelled to speak 
on the Water Services Bill 2011 and the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011 after 
listening to the previous speaker, the member for Mandurah. I mentioned to the Minister for Environment a few 
minutes ago that I might say a few words, but the member for Mandurah has pushed me over the line. It will be 
concerning to members to know that I actually agree with just about everything the member for Mandurah said! 
That is not highly unusual, although sometimes when the member informs us of his views on certain things, he 
makes me want to walk out of the chamber. However, what he spoke about today was on the money. As he said, 
we are here to look after the people we represent. One of the greatest impediments to the state’s ability to do that 
is the management of water in Western Australia. Members are aware that the electorate of Murray–Wellington 
is a major mining region, but it is also arguably the primary food producing region of Western Australia. Look at 
the iconic brands such as Harvey Fresh and Harvey Beef and the vegetable growers around Myalup. The need 
for water in that region is paramount. The 600 irrigators that operate along the Darling Scarp between Waroona 
and Dardanup produce a large amount of the food that we eat. It is fantastic when the Premier and others talk in 
this place about the big projects, particularly the oil and gas projects and the expansion of our resources industry 
in the north, but as Napoleon found out, an army marches on its stomach. They need food to eat; they cannot eat 
rocks. The benefit of having all those great natural resources up north will not be realised unless we have the 
food with which to feed the army, and with food comes water. When it is boiled down, water is the number one 
issue for this state, irrespective of who will govern the state over the next 100 years. 

The member for Mandurah spoke about the water re-use program. Members may be aware that this issue has 
been worked on for several years. There is a problem with getting rid of the excess water that goes through our 
waste water treatment plants. We are looking at trying to accommodate industry in the Peel region. I speak 
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specifically of what was E.G. Green and Sons’ old abattoir on Lakes Road, which was bought by T&R Pastoral. 
T&R is owned by the Thomas Family. It is a South Australian family-owned business that operates abattoirs 
throughout each state of Australia except for Western Australia. The Western Australian abattoir is not operating 
because there are problems with getting rid of some water. There is an application on the books for royalties for 
regions money to the tune of $22.8 million to put a pipeline from Mandurah along Lakes Road to the beautiful 
town of North Dandalup. The north–south line will be a truncated line that will run virtually from the Woodman 
Point waste water treatment plant and interconnect with Kwinana, down through the scarp at Pinjarra to the 
Alcoa Wagerup refinery and, ultimately, it will connect with the Harvey Water irrigation area. That will give us 
options about how to deal with the challenges that are associated with the changing climate. I understand also 
that there is a proposal to put a truncated line across to Boddington Gold Mine. That will free up a lot of 
opportunities for us to manage water, which is what it is about. This state does not have a water crisis issue but a 
water management problem. How we manage that is the challenge for the future. 

As I mentioned, water is a very critical issue in my electorate. Recently I went to South Australia, which is the 
driest state in the driest continent in the world. It is a great place to observe how business is done. A company 
called Tyco International Ltd operates a very similar water recycling system in the north east of Adelaide. That 
company has experience in this field. When this proposal for a pipeline gets legs and is in a position at which we 
will be looking at investing in infrastructure, I would like to call upon on the support of all my colleagues to 
make sure that the project gets the green light. As the member for Mandurah said, when combined, the Peel and 
the South West regions—the bottom half of my electorate is in the South West—represent more than one-third 
of the population of regional Western Australia. The South West got $28 million and the Peel region got 
$8.6 million from royalties for regions, which is a total of about $36 million. That was welcome money, 
particularly for key issues such as Harvey Hospital, the new College of Agriculture and the Pinjarra swimming 
pool. Some good money has been spent. However, in proportion we have been very patient in our neck of the 
woods. Investment in infrastructure such as this very good project will be fundamental for the region’s future. 

The challenges that face growers come from not only government, but also lower rainfall. Last year the irrigators 
north of Benger, Harvey, Yarloop and Waroona had their water allocations reduced to just 34 per cent of their 
usual allocation. I will not go into the nuances of how they pay for the water and the cost of production that that 
reduction in rainfall caused. The problem is that the farmers have to sell their product on an open market and are 
unable to request compensation because of the lack of water. Often they must sell their product at a loss just to 
keep the wheels turning. 

Other issues that will impact on us, starting with the electorate of Murray–Wellington in the north, include the 
bottom end of the Serpentine Dam and the North Dandalup Dam, which is at 25 per cent capacity. The North 
Dandalup Dam is not very big. It is the newest dam and was built in about 1994 or 1995. Further south is the 
South Dandalup Dam, which is all but empty. Alcoa relies on the water from that dam for its Pinjarra plant. I 
understand that Alcoa contributed to the building of the dam many years ago. Last year’s low rainfall has 
resulted in that dam being almost bone dry. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It is still pretty low. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Yes, it is. Further south are Waroona Dam; Samson Dam; Drakesbrook Dam; the famous 
Logue Brook Dam, which has only five gigalitres but which is still very important to the local community; 
Harvey Weir; Stirling Dam; and, of course, the largest dam in the South West, Wellington Dam. Wellington 
Dam can hold 187-odd gigalitres of water. Unfortunately, that has not always been utilised to its maximum 
potential because of its high salt content. There have been discussions about that for some time. 

It is important to touch upon the importance of Wellington Dam. A number of Indian companies have submitted 
proposals. Lanco has bought out Griffin Coal and wishes to expand its operations in Collie, which will mean job 
opportunities for the people in that region, particularly in my electorate around Australind, Eaton, Brunswick and 
so on. Perdaman Industries wants to build a urea plant, which also requires water. Perdaman is looking to invest 
in some fit-for-purpose water from Wellington Dam so that it can get that project up and running. That project 
must overcome a few hurdles first. Other members and I will go to India this coming week to meet with Lanco 
and other companies to try to resolve the issues and show that we are very keen for important projects such as 
this to get off the ground. 

Ms L.L. Baker: When you are in India with Lanco, make sure you congratulate them for sponsoring the hockey 
Super Series. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I noted that Lanco was involved in the hockey. Members know that Indians are very 
competitive at hockey. That will be noted. I thank the member. 

Members may be aware that the two Indian companies I referred to are in the courts about some disagreements 
they have. We want to get on with business in the state and we are trying to see whether we cannot speak to 
those two companies and see a bit of sense between them. Of course, water is an issue for the development of 
that particular area in the member for Collie–Preston’s electorate. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 November 2011] 9201 

 

Another area of considerable concern to me as the local member is the waste water treatment plant at Kemerton. 
When I was in charge of the Australind Police Station, the small waste water treatment plant was relocated from 
Australind to Kemerton. The treatment plant was designed to have the capacity to accommodate the rather 
burgeoning population in that area. The problem is that that area has grown so quickly that the infill sewerage 
program in Australind, which is almost complete, cannot be expanded without first expanding the capacity of the 
waste water treatment plant at Kemerton. As we speak, that water is being pumped into the ground. It is water 
that is otherwise being wasted; it is water that could be used fit-for-purpose and could be utilised in a very 
similar fashion to what we will do with this waste water re-use program in the Peel region. Binningup Golf Club 
has made approaches to me to see whether we could use that water for the golf course. Unfortunately, the Water 
Corporation has reluctantly said no, because it wants to charge the Binningup Golf Club for the use of that water. 
Currently, the water pumped onto the golf course at Binningup comes from groundwater out of the limestone. As 
members would appreciate, near Binningup is what is called the Myalla water mound, which is a superficial 
aquifer from which all the market gardeners in the area pump all their water onto all their carrots, onions, 
cauliflowers, potatoes and other vegetables. I visited those market gardens the day before yesterday and 
everything looks very good down there after the replenishing rains. There is competition for that groundwater 
and if we could best use the waste water from Kemerton and perhaps give the Binningup Golf Club the 
opportunity not to draw on the groundwater and allow it to be relinquished for the market gardeners, it would be 
a step forward. At the moment, minister, the Water Corporation’s proposal is to build a pipeline and pump the 
waste water into the ocean and to me that makes no sense. It makes no sense to pump fit-for-purpose water into 
the ocean when it could be used on the golf course primarily, or for other uses in parks or gardens or what have 
you. There is an opportunity right there, minister, to better utilise that water.  

The other problem we have with the pumping of that water into the ground is evidence, as I understand it, to 
suggest that there is a nutrient build-up in that water body below Kemerton that is slowly progressing westward 
towards the Leschenault Estuary. There are a number of significant problems with the Leschenault Estuary in 
Australind. Once upon a time, a person could go down to the mouth of the Collie River or along the foreshore in 
Australind and catch a heap of blue manna crabs. The days of catching a great big old bucket of blue manna 
crabs are almost a distant memory. There are a number of health issues pertaining to the Leschenault Estuary and 
one of them will be the nutrients running into the estuary impacting upon the fish and what have you.  

Whilst I am on the topic, I will also say on the record that it is time that we got rid of Millennium Chemicals. 
Millennium Chemicals is based in the heart of Australind, right next to the Collie Bridge Tavern. That area will 
soon become part of the member for Bunbury’s electorate, but we can rest assured that given that it bumps up 
against my electorate, I will keep a very close eye on it over the few years ahead. It is interesting to note that 
when the Millennium Chemicals plant was owned by the French company Roche, it had a terrible track record 
for, let us say, less than environmentally friendly procedures. There is suggestion that under the ground of that 
Millennium Chemicals plant—I think the company calls itself Cristal now—there is a plume of toxic material, 
including sulfuric acid. It has been told to me that that is the key reason for fish kills in the Collie River at the 
back of Australind. It is interesting to note that the land that that factory now sits on is owned by the state 
government and is leased back to the company. I think it is time for that company to consider relocating either to 
Kemerton or to some other place, because that area adjoining many beautiful homes overlooking the Leschenault 
Estuary has a dark cloud over it. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I think it’s right between the Collie River and the estuary. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: It is right between the Collie River and the estuary; it is right next to the Bunbury golf 
course at Clifton Park and the people beyond Lisa Road and along the foreshore.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: I think it was created under the 1962 Laporte industries act, so I think there might be some 
state agreements. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: If the minister is in any way concerned about the environment and water, which I know are 
both his portfolios, that is one issue. I have written to the minister and I will write to him again about some of the 
anecdotal evidence that is coming from that area and the belief held by people who have been in the area for 
many years, including fishermen and long-time residents, who I do not regard as being over the top. I think these 
people are level headed and we need to be paying particular attention to them in their area. It is a beautiful part 
of the world and there are a lot of very good people down there. Being a Bunbury person himself, I am sure the 
minister is very familiar with that area. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: There is a nice picnic spot by the blackbutt on the Collie River. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: There certainly is.  

Geosequestration is another challenge that I have been keeping a very close eye on in my neck of the woods. I 
have not spoken about it in this place until now, but I will touch upon it, because it has the potential to impact 
upon arguably the primary food growing area of Western Australia. Simply, the plan is to put a pipeline from 
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Kwinana and from Collie, pick up the carbon dioxide from Alcoa, Pinjarra, Wagerup, Griffin Coal and all the 
other various industries in Collie, and pipe it down to the beautiful town of Harvey, not Kemerton as was 
mentioned by the federal Minister for Resources and Energy, Martin Ferguson, and Hon Norman Moore, the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum. They mentioned that it would be piped to Kemerton North, and that is a little 
misleading; it is not Kemerton North at all, it is an area bordered by Forestry Road, Government Road, Riverdale 
Road and Old Coast Road, and right under that are some of the best farms in Western Australia. There some 
farms belonging to the Parraviccinis, the Maughans, the Gianfrancescos and there are also some significant 
market gardens belonging to the Galati boys and Sonia and Joe Castro of Castro Farms—Bright Eyes carrots 
come from Joe Castro’s place. There are also the Mayolos, the Petanis and the Roses, who all farm along there. 
By capturing this carbon and pumping it 3 000 metres below the ground into a saline aquifer called the Lesueur 
aquifer, carbon dioxide will be pumped into salt water. My chemistry is only year 12 level, but if H2O and CO2 

are combined, we get H2CO3, which is carbonic acid. The concern I have is that that is being pumped in under 
pressure, and my science is only relatively simple, but I can refer to the beer kegs we used to have after a 
football match into which we put CO2 and the beer would bubble out into a nice old frothy glass—it was very 
enjoyable. Similarly, if we start pumping CO2 into the ground under pressure, something will have to come up 
somewhere. What concerns me is that Myalla water mound. The state and federal governments are stumping up 
$63 million to test whether the Lesueur aquifer would be satisfactory to pump CO2 into.  

A committee has been put together on which I have a representative, but I must say straight up that I have some 
grave reserves about the capacity of the science to prove the notion of geosequestration. The question that comes 
to my mind when I sit in my office and look at my big picture of Western Australia in front of my desk is that of 
all the places that CO2 could be pumped into the ground, why would it be done under beautiful Harvey where we 
grow all our food? I am not sure whether the people of Western Australia will be comfortable in the knowledge 
that CO2 and carbonic acid is in existence 3 000 metres below the ground underneath, arguably, the primary food 
growing area in Western Australia.  

There are other geosequestration areas. Recently at my Rotary club at Pinjarra, an environmental scientist from 
the Chevron group spoke about the CO2 geosequestration at Barrow Island. Again, it is going to force salt water 
up. I think some questions should be asked about the science behind that. The only two places where that has 
happened previously are Norway, where I understand there is leaking, and the north west of the United States, 
where it is pumped into an exhausted oil field. As I said, my science and physics are probably a bit simple, but 
when something is pumped into the ground, something has to give. If we are pumping something into a void, 
obviously it will fill up the void. However, in the case of the Lesueur aquifer, there is a body of salt water. If 
CO2 is pumped into it under pressure, something has to give somewhere, some time, and that, in essence, is the 
key point that I am rather concerned about. I know we are getting off the track a bit here, but we are talking 
about water issues, and water is fundamentally important to the people of my area. Therefore, it will be 
important to the future growth of this great state. 

The member for Mandurah mentioned opportunities for the use of water from the north. Again, when I was in 
South Australia, I went to Ceduna, which is some 800 kilometres from Adelaide and, indeed, from the Murray 
River. Ceduna’s water is supplied by pipe from the Murray River. Eight pipes carry water from the Murray River 
over the Mount Lofty Ranges into Adelaide and its surrounds. It is interesting to note that when I was in South 
Australia, the Murray River had been replenished. I had words with the minister about the National Water 
Initiative. I went to a meeting in Renmark with some parliamentary colleagues from South Australia to discuss 
key water issues. I have to report to the minister that he does not know how fortunate we are to be Western 
Australians and not involved in that whole debacle about water licences on the east coast. Over there, 56 per cent 
of the water that is in the Murray–Murrumbidgee–Darling river system is sucked out of the system by the New 
South Welshmen, primarily for their rice and cotton growing—56 per cent of the water volume—34 per cent by 
the Victorians and only eight per cent by the South Australians, including the supply of water to Adelaide. I 
understand that the other two per cent goes to the Australian Capital Territory and Queensland. So the biggest 
users of the water in the Murray–Darling system are the New South Welshmen, primarily revolving around the 
cotton and rice industries. 

When I was in South Australia, I was asked to make some comments on radio station 5CC in the beautiful town 
of Port Lincoln, along with my colleague over there Peter Treloar, a wonderful local representative for the 
electorate of Flinders. I was asked, “How has mining assisted agriculture in Western Australia?” I said, “Well, 
I’ll give you a tangible example of how mining has helped agriculture”, and I referred to the investment by this 
government of $155 million in the expansion of the Ord River scheme. I said that the hope there is that we might 
be able to attract some of those heavy water users, in particular from New South Wales, who grow cotton and 
rice, so that we can perhaps take the pressure off that very important water system in New South Wales, Victoria 
and South Australia. If it had not been for the royalties for regions program, we would not have been able to do 
that. I think that is a pretty good example of how royalties for regions can assist in putting in place infrastructure 
projects revolving around water, in particular, to offset future needs. 
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We know—I do not have to reiterate it—that the population of this planet is getting greater and greater and that 
there is less access to water. I think the population has just hit seven billion, and I understand that it will go to 
15 billion by 2050. I stand to be corrected on that figure, but it is a significant number. The amount of available 
water will not increase, and the amount of available, suitable land will not increase. I am sure that the minister is 
aware, as was the previous water minister, that I am the water minister’s greatest nightmare, because nowhere 
else does water mean so much more to so many people than it does in this state. 

I thank the Parliament for giving me the time to speak about the very important issue of water when it comes to 
the Murray–Wellington electorate. 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot) [1.45 pm]: I thank the Deputy Speaker for jumping in the chair to allow me to 
make a couple of quick remarks in the context of this debate on the Water Services Bill 2011 and the Water 
Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011, and specifically on an issue that is at the heart of my 
electorate, and that is the Jandakot water mound. I want to take this opportunity to make a few brief comments, 
because I would love to know what the minister’s thoughts are and what the plan is on this issue moving 
forward. I figure that if I make these remarks now, perhaps when the minister makes his speech in reply, he will 
be able to address some of these concerns. 

The Jandakot water mound is obviously located underneath the suburbs of Jandakot itself, Cockburn Central, 
Banjup, Atwell, Aubin Grove and Harvest Lakes in the southern part of Atwell. History shows that it is used as a 
freshwater aquifer for the purpose of providing a percentage—not an awful lot—of drinking water for Western 
Australia. What has happened over the top of this water mound creates some confusion in forward planning for 
many residents, and also for commercial development. Obviously, Jandakot airport is controlled by the federal 
government, so responsibility for most of the development of that area lies squarely with the federal government. 
In the last couple of years—in fact, in the last 12 months—with the federal government’s approval, an area of 
initially 167 hectares of pristine banksia has been cleared. This land had been pretty much untouched by human 
hands forever. I am sure that the traditional owners may have paid it some visits, but, generally, it was untouched 
pristine banksia bushland and home to the Carnaby’s black cockatoo. That land has basically been cleared—I 
have had some concerns about the way in which that was done, but that is by the by—for the purpose of 
commercial development by Ascot Capital and Jandakot airport. That is all well and good. It has some 
commercial advantages. The fact that it is on federal government land means that it is not subject to the state 
Retail Trading Hours Act. The Galati brothers run the Spud Shed there—the biggest supermarket in Western 
Australia—and it trades 24/7. People can walk in there to shop at three o’clock in the morning. Obviously, if 
there was not a demand for that, they would not open their doors, but that is another issue; that is by the by. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Do they sell potatoes at three o’clock in the morning? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Because it is on federal government land, it is not even under the regulation of the Potato 
Marketing Corporation. They can do what they want there. It is not subject to any of the state trading hours laws. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Do they sell only potatoes? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: No. They sell steak, salmon and fruit and vegetables—all groceries. It is quite a massive 
supermarket. It is very popular with the locals, and it is extremely good value for money. But I am not here to 
talk about that; I am just making the point that this land has certain commercial value because of the outdated 
trading hours regulations, but that is beside the point. That land has been cleared, and there are caveats on the 
way in which this land is to be used, because, obviously, it is on top of the Jandakot water mound. Similarly, 
previous governments of both persuasions have moved the lines in the sand, so to speak, about what sits on the 
top of this water mound. In fact, I live in Harvest Lakes, in the southern part of Atwell, and it used to be on top 
of the Jandakot water mound; I am sure that it still is. The biggest Bunnings in Australia now, I think, is at 
Cockburn Central, on top of the Jandakot water mound. The suburb of Aubin Grove went from having 350 
voters at the 2008 state election to having 3 500 voters now. It is a massive booming suburb down there on the 
eastern side of Kwinana Freeway, at the southern tip of my electorate, and it is all on top of the Jandakot water 
mound. The reason I make this point is that obviously these developments have been allowed to progress with 
caveats, because it is important that we protect the quality of the water in the mound. For example, with these 
caveats, all the fresh rainwater has to hit the roof and run into freshwater soakwells that drain downwards. On 
commercial developments, there obviously have to be pollution filters before the water drains in.  

Last week, a draft planning document was released about a proposed development in Banjup on the northern side 
of Armadale Road for the area between Cockburn Central—think of the Good Guys on Armadale Road—and the 
former brick factory to the north. Stockland will be able to put in 1 800 houses in the new suburb of what I guess 
will be called North Banjup, on the northern side of Armadale Road. That is all well and good, but the problem 
is that many in my electorate live on five-acre blocks—I mentioned these people yesterday—as do many in the 
suburb of Jandakot. These people are grossly restricted in what they can do with their land. They bought their 
houses 10 or 20 years ago, because they wanted a particular semirural lifestyle; however, because of the infill 
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development around them, they have lost much of that lifestyle, especially in the suburb of Jandakot on the 
northern side of Armadale Road. In fact, on Jandakot Road, people cannot move for the peak-hour traffic. There 
are a number of different reasons for that, but — 

Ms A.R. Mitchell interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: That is on the southern side of Armadale Road, but, yes, those massive white houses near 
the chicken farms where people can buy their eggs are on top of the Jandakot water mound. 

Those who live on the western side of Beenyup Road in the southern part of my electorate, which is a normal 
residential area, can fertilise their lawns and do whatever they want. But those who live on the eastern side of the 
road cannot have more than two hoofed animals on their block and cannot use fertiliser on their lawns. It is not 
as though the rain knows which side of the road to fall on and the water knows which way to drain into the 
Jandakot water mound. I am saying that there is a growing groundswell of desire amongst the residents of not 
only Jandakot but also Banjup to be able to do what commercial developers do—that is, sell their land to a 
developer to be chopped up for infill—what the federal government allowed to happen at Jandakot airport, and 
also what the City of Cockburn allows to happen in the commercial developments of Cockburn Central and the 
new Stockland estate, which the council has signed off on. If the caveats are in place for these particular 
developments, why are they not in place for private owners of five-acre lots? Of course we have to protect the 
Jandakot water mound, but we really need to stop using it as an excuse to allow some kinds of development but 
not others. As I said before, there is a growing groundswell amongst the residents to be able to do this. 

The lifestyle these residents bought into—the lifestyle they paid all this money for 10 or 20 years ago—is not the 
lifestyle they are experiencing now. Everyone knows that there is going to be development around that area and I 
make this point about those people who buy land, for example, under a known flight path. People who sign up to 
buy a house or a block of land under a known flight path probably surrender some of their right to complain 
about aircraft noise. But if that airport, and I am talking about Jandakot airport specifically now, were to change 
its curfew hours, were to start allowing jet access or built another runway—Jandakot is about to build a fourth 
north east–south west runway—the people living under the flight path would probably have some right to 
complain about the impact of those changes on their lifestyle. I make the same reference to those who buy into a 
quiet neighbourhood. Further down the southern corridor, into the member for Kwinana’s electorate, people have 
signed up for similar semirural, five-acre lot lifestyle blocks, and have invested an awful lot of money into 
building their dream houses. Although the urban sprawl has not gone quite as far down as the Kwinana area, it 
has certainly started to spread through Jandakot and into Banjup. 

As infill development and the concentration of housing increases, people lose their lifestyle. Some even get stuck 
on their block; that is, they cannot get in and out of their own driveways because of the massive amounts of 
development around their properties. I make this point, minister, because people who have built their dream 
homes—their family castles—have every right to know the direction the WA Planning Commission and the 
Water Authority plan to take in the future because it is just not fair to do this to people. 

When it comes to subscribing to a particular lifestyle in a certain area, I have only to look to the people on the 
eastern side of Leeming who may have built their house 20 years ago, only to find eight to 10 years ago that the 
Southern Metropolitan Regional Council waste recycling facility was to be built next to them. These people have 
been adversely impacted by the odour from that plant. Without going into the detail of what has been done over 
the past few years to address that issue—albeit I congratulate the minister for the work he and his office have 
done, and the member for Riverton for his work because it affects his constituents—I will say that these people, 
more than anyone, did not sign up for that impact when they bought their house. A similar argument can be 
made in support of the issues the member for Cockburn raised about the Cockburn Cement factory. Even those 
who bought land when the cement factory was already in place, but who are affected because the cement factory 
has expanded its operations such that it impacts on them in a way that they could not have reasonably foreseen, 
have a reasonable right to be upset. The same principle that applies to the people of Leeming and those living in 
the electorate of Riverton near the waste recycling plant, and that applies to the member for Cockburn and those 
who live near the Cockburn cement factory, applies to the people who live around Jandakot airport. When there 
is an unfettered expansion of commercial development, when there is an unfettered expansion of aircraft noise 
boundaries and when the lifestyle and family home that they have signed up for and invested their life savings in 
is changed dramatically, it is not fair to continue to punish them. 

The only real option for the people of the suburb of Jandakot and, I suspect, for the people in the suburb of 
Banjup south of Armadale Road is to allow these people who want to continue living a semirural regional 
lifestyle on a bush block—of the kind I spoke about yesterday, member for Cockburn, and the five-acre blocks at 
Banjup—to have some say about what happens in the future. A key sticking point has been the Jandakot water 
mound. Essentially, I am saying that it is just not fair to say that it is okay for the federal government to forget 
about the Jandakot water mound when it comes to commercial development at Jandakot airport, that it is okay to 
forget about the Jandakot water mound when it comes to the City of Cockburn and the Western Australian 
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Planning Commission allowing development over the top of the water mound in other areas, or that it is okay for 
previous governments of both political persuasions to move the lines in the sand through the suburbs of Atwell, 
Harvest Lakes and Aubin Grove to allow residential development, but that it is not okay for us to continue to use 
the Jandakot water mound as a rubbish excuse to prevent the people of Jandakot and Banjup—adversely 
impacted by the increasing concentration of people living around them—from developing their own land.  

I ask the minister to take my concerns on board. This is probably one of the biggest pressing issues in my 
electorate—especially as the WA Planning Commission has released a number of draft planning strategies in the 
past week that impact on the residents of Banjup, on both the northern and southern sides of Armadale Road—
even though they are out of that particular planning zone, it will still have a massive impact on them—and, more 
than anywhere else, on the people in the suburb of Jandakot. The minister might want to take this on notice, 
because I suspect that the member for Kwinana may also want some feedback about the plans for further down 
the southern corridor where it sprawls into the suburbs south of Rowley Road on the eastern side of his electorate 
including the suburb of—what is it called, member? 

Mr R.H. Cook: Wandi. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Wandi—another beautiful area! And even Casuarina. Those suburbs have lifestyle blocks 
of massive acreage and beautiful houses, and some of those people will be asking, “What does the future hold for 
us?” How much of that land lies on the top of the Jandakot water mound and how much of that land can be 
developed given particular caveats? 

I thank the minister for taking my comments on board and look forward to his reply to the second reading debate 
as are, I am sure, the people in my electorate and surrounding electorates.  

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [1.59 pm]: I also rise to contribute to the debate on the Water Services Bill 
2011 and the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011. I thank all the other members of 
Parliament for their considered contribution to this particular bill. I acknowledge the comments of the member 
for Mandurah; namely, that both sides of Parliament could do better when it comes to — 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9217.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

ALMA STREET CENTRE — DISCHARGED PATIENT SUICIDES 

777. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I refer to the tragic and unnecessary deaths of three people who were either turned away or discharged early from 
Fremantle Hospital’s Alma Street clinic. I refer also to the public demand for answers from the relatives of some 
of these people.  

(1) Will the government provide information on suicides that have been associated with early discharge 
from Fremantle Hospital in the past year, including the suicide at a nearby school of a person who was 
turned away? 

(2) Will the government now commit to a full coronial investigation into the admission, treatment and 
discharge of patients at the hospital’s Alma Street clinic? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(2) That is obviously a very sad situation. I do not know the full details. It is not in my direct portfolio 
responsibilities. I would think it relates more directly to the mental health portfolio than any other. I am 
prepared to look at that issue, but I am not in a position to give an answer without any prior advice. 

ALMA STREET CENTRE — DISCHARGED PATIENT SUICIDES 

778. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Will the Premier commit to consulting with the Minister for Mental Health 
with a view to shifting from an internal departmental review of this matter to an independent investigation? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I am certainly happy to raise the issue with the Minister for Mental Health—I am sure she is fully aware of it—
but I am not going to make any pre-emptive commitment. I will look at it on good merit. As I say, it is a very sad 
situation for these patients who have suicided, which obviously they have. 
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CHINA SOUTHERN AIRLINES — WESTERN AUSTRALIA–CHINA DIRECT FLIGHTS 

779. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Tourism: 

At a time when the number of tourists coming to Western Australia is significantly down, I am proud to be part 
of a government that has successfully negotiated direct flights to Western Australia by China Southern Airlines. 
Now that the first flight has arrived in Perth, can the minister advise the house of the benefits to WA of these 
direct flights? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I thank the member for his question and also for his attendance today. Although these flights are not related to 
his electorate, I was very pleased that the member for Geraldton rang and asked whether I would be happy for 
him to be there to meet the inaugural flight. Given that we had to get up at 4.30 this morning to be ready to be 
out there, it was a difficult task. So, well done to the member for making that effort. 

The provision of direct flights from China is a huge step forward for Western Australia in its relationship with 
China, and in terms of accessing tourists. We have done poorly in the past in the sense that only three per cent of 
tourists who come to Australia come to Western Australia. Numbers have been increasing, and, in fact, 
increasing reasonably significantly, but it has been off a very low base. Only 15 000 Chinese tourists come to 
Western Australia each year. By way of comparison, I think 70 000 or 80 000 come from Singapore. We are 
hoping to increase that number of Chinese visitors by at least 10 per cent a year, and make it in the order of 
100 000 visits per year, which will make a big difference to our tourism industry. 

There have been comments in today’s paper—not about the risks involved, but there are risks—about not being 
able to be successful with this venture. This is in the sense that we will have a big influx in Chinese tourists who 
want certain things, and we have to ensure that we are ready to provide those things; namely, that we have the 
hotels for them to stay in and the tourist operators who are able to communicate, and who can provide the 
opportunity that people coming from China want when they get here. I am very pleased to say that the Tourism 
Council and Tourism WA have been working very closely together to get everybody China-ready. In fact they 
have been running classes for interested businesses to teach them the sorts of things they will need to do and to 
help them put together packages. 

Apart from negotiating this first flight, which was done by chief executive officer of Tourism WA, Stephanie 
Buckland, from Sydney, and by me when in Guangzhou, where a memorandum of understanding was signed 
with China Southern Airlines. The state has invested a considerable amount of money, $2.5 million, on 
promoting the flights when they occur, largely through marketing. Perth Airport has also put in significant funds, 
as has Tourism Australia. All of this has come together to make this a successful occurrence. Of course, the 
service is available in return for Western Australians who want to go overseas; we encourage Western 
Australians to visit China and to make use of this plane very successful.  

The chairman of China Southern Airlines, Mr Si Xianmin, is here at the moment. We met him and his entourage 
this morning, and we will meet him again later today. We have a welcoming function for him at Fraser’s 
tomorrow. I have to say that they are very appreciative of the effort that we have made to ensure that they are 
welcome here in Western Australia. We now need to make sure that we continue that promotion, to continue to 
develop the marketing associated with that first flight into Western Australia and to make sure that it is 
successful. It will be three flights a week to start off with—Monday, Wednesday and Friday. If we can make that 
flight successful, we can grow it to daily flights or even more frequently. Sydney and Melbourne have twice-
daily flights. It is very much in our interest to support China Southern Airlines and to promote it in being very 
successful in its business. 

ALCOHOL HEALTH WARNINGS 

780. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the warning labels on alcohol.  

(1) Will the state government support at the Council of Australian Governments the implementation of 
alcohol health warnings?  

(2) If COAG cannot reach a speedy agreement on supporting and implementing these warning labels, will 
the state government push forward with a WA initiative? 

(3) Importantly, will the minister commit to having warning labels on alcohol across WA by the end of 
2012? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(3) The responsibility for drugs and alcohol in the state rests with two ministers, neither of which is me. 
That is not to say that as Minister for Health I do not have a role, because quite clearly I do. However, 
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the Minister for Racing and Gaming plays a role, as does the Minister for Mental Health. Those two 
ministers are the key ones involved both in responding to the Education and Health Standing 
Committee report, which has a large number of recommendations relating to alcohol in its consumption, 
promotion and a whole range of related matters. That has been responded to partly by the Department 
of Health, partly by the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor and partly by Minister Morton. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Has the state government reached a position on this? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have not reached a decision on labelling at a statewide level. I know there is a lot of work 
being done by all three departments into what should be presented to the Council of Australian Governments by 
the Premier. At the end of the day, the Premier and his office will have a role in making the decision on what 
things are promoted at COAG. 

Mr M. McGowan: So you are waiting for a national agreement. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: These things are always better with national agreements. Some of the things that have 
occurred recently, particularly the increase in cigarette prices, were implemented by the federal Minister for 
Health and Ageing, Nicola Roxon. I personally strongly promoted that proposal at a previous Council of 
Australian Governments. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why don’t we have a proud Western Australian initiative? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: These things are sometimes controversial, as the Leader of the Opposition knows. Not 
everyone shares these views. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Do you think it is controversial? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I know it is controversial. The question is: do I support it? That is something we will form a 
collective position on. 

ALCOHOL HEALTH WARNINGS 

781. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question.  

(1) Will the minister support the Education and Health Standing Committee and WA Labor in endorsing 
the position that there should be warning labels on alcohol?  

(2) Will the minister push for that in forums both inside this government and at a ministerial level?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(2) All I can do is repeat my previous statement that the government has not yet reached a position on this 
issue.  

KIDSPORT PROGRAM 

782. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 

There are many children in Western Australia who miss out on participating in sporting activities because of 
their family’s financial circumstances. As a former physical education teacher, I know the importance that sport 
plays in the early development of children. Can the minister please update the house on the initiative he launched 
today that will assist these children and their families to get involved in organised sport?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied:  

I thank the member for Kingsley for the question and for her support. As members would know from my 11 
years in this place, I have always had a real belief in what sport and recreation delivers, not just on the sporting 
field through the physical and mental health benefits but also in our communities, from youngsters to old people. 
In the budget this year I was very proud to announce an allocation of $10 million over four years to help WA 
kids and families form better connections with their communities. This was part of an overall $20 million 
program, of which $10 million is related to KidSport, which I launched this morning. The Premier and I were 
very pleased to officially launch KidSport today at Wirrabirra Primary School in Gosnells. It was a great 
morning. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: You didn’t bother to invite the local member!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells, I am formally going to call you to order for the first time today. I 
suggest to you that there might be other ways to make that particular point.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I apologise if the member for Gosnells was not invited. I apologise; I did not realise that.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Your office did not offer any apology at all!  
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Mr T.K. WALDRON: If not, I am apologising, because I think most members in this place would know that 
when something like this is happening, I let members know. If that happened, we were wrong and I apologise.  

This is a great program. Wirrabirra is a great school. I was extremely pleased with the way the school got behind 
the launch this morning. It is obviously a very well-run school. It is a great school in the member for Gosnells’ 
area, and it did it well.  

The local government, the Gosnells city council, is also doing a great job in supporting this. I will give members 
a little of the background. This program is about giving young children access to sporting clubs, especially those 
who really cannot afford it. I will not go into all the details, as I have done that in the house before, but over the 
next four years we will see up to 30 000 children who do not access sporting clubs at present, accessing sporting 
clubs. This will bring all the benefits that come with that. Children between the ages of five and 18 will be 
subsidised $200 annually to pay their club fees, for summer and winter sports. It is a partnership with local 
government, which is responsible for the local administration of it. The Department of Sport and Recreation 
works closely with local government, the schools and other groups in our communities—social groups that work 
with people who are undergoing problems. I want to let members know that 13 local governments are already 
involved and another 21 are expected to sign up before Christmas.  

We have just got this going, but it is certainly taking off. I have already mentioned the improvement to children’s 
physical and mental health, but being involved in sport and a sporting club also has great value for their 
education and performance at school, and for their decision-making skills. I will talk about my own life 
experience, because I really believe in this, and I will relate a story to the Parliament. When I was coaching a 
Willetton cricket club a few years ago, two young boys who came to the club were pretty tough young kids, but 
they messed up a little bit and the club wanted to get rid of them. We fought this, and said no because we wanted 
to give these kids a chance. What happened is that both these boys went on to play cricket. One boy left after a 
couple of years, but is a good young kid.  

Mr M. McGowan interjected.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I know that the member for Rockingham is having a joke, but this is serious. One of the 
boys went on to be a leader in the club. He captained the club at one stage and he is now married with children; 
he has a good job and is a fine member of the community. I did not know at the time, but years later this guy 
came back and said to me that he had a very nasty situation at home, and when I heard it, it was quite shocking. 
He said that the cricket club gave him a home, a bit of discipline and some support that got him through that. He 
said that he was sure that he would have ended up in trouble and in jail, but we now have a great member of the 
community. I gave that as an example, because that is what this program is all about and that is what we are 
trying to do. 

The staff in my department have been working hard with local government, parents and groups to get it started, 
and I thank them for that. I hope that most of our local governments will participate in this. We had great start to 
the summer season, and with the winter season more will come on board. Local governments have already 
requested about 3 500 sports vouchers.  

In conclusion, the promising thing in Gosnells this morning is that 160 children have already enrolled, and 60 of 
those children have never been involved in a sports club before. That says it all about the program. I am very 
proud of our government for doing this and of my colleagues for recognising that this is something that we will 
not see in bricks and mortar but is a breakthrough that will benefit our society. Other initiatives that will support 
the volunteers who support this program will be announced early in the new year, and I encourage all members 
to take up the program and to get more information. If members want to know more, I have these KidSport 
brochures here today. I thank my colleagues for making this program possible. This will be a great program.  

KALAMUNDA — RAIL EXTENSION 

783. Mr A.J. WADDELL to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the minister’s transport commitment following a meeting with the Shire of Kalamunda that beyond a 
Perth–airport rail link, he would like “to see that include an extension of the rail line for a commuter station 
beyond the airport to service residents of Kalamunda and surrounding areas”.  

(1) Why has Planning WA made no mention of this new station in its key document “Directions 2031”, 
which is a framework that claims to provide a more sustainable urban transport network?  

(2) What modelling is the Department of Treasury currently undertaking on this rail extension to my area? 

(3) When will a budget line item allocate funds for a foothills train station?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

(1)–(3) That discussion flowed out of a meeting I had with the Shire of Kalamunda—the president, 
Don McKechnie, and the CEO, James Trail. It was a very fruitful meeting. We discussed a whole range 
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of issues in and around Kalamunda, part of the electorate of the member for Forrestfield, where a lot of 
those flashing lights will be installed. I have still got the map that I have yet to show members. I made 
the comment to them that in the not-too-distant future the government would be formalising the route of 
the railway line to Perth Airport and, in my view, a logical extension of that would be to continue to run 
the railway line under the airport; it will be underground to service the new consolidated terminal, in a 
location yet to be determined around that area east of the airport—again in the member’s electorate. I 
also made some comments publicly to the member’s local newspaper in which I said that that is 
something we need to plan for now because it will influence the town planning scheme and land-use 
decisions made by the Shire of Kalamunda, but, ultimately, the delivery of that would be some time off. 
I was very clear in saying that we needed to plan for it now, and that its delivery is not currently on our 
capital works budget, and I do not think it will be for some years to come.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Sounds like it is after 2031; is that right?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think it is important to get the planning done. It will be at some time, and I will give the 
Leader of the Opposition a tip: when the investment is made, at least everyone will know it is coming. At least 
when they build the consolidated terminal at Perth Airport, they might actually put a box under it so that the train 
has a spot to pull in and take off from. That is why we do these sorts of things. We are not the sort of 
government, as members opposite were with Perth Arena, to come in, dig a big hole, fill it in with clean soil and 
then come back and dig it up again and take the clean soil out at a cost of tens of millions of dollars; we want a 
decent planning outcome. That was the sum total of the discussion. I actually think it is a very positive outcome 
for the people in the electorate of Forrestfield and for the people who live in that hills and eastern suburbs area. I 
think the provision of a Park ‘n’ Ride station as part of a rail line extension to the airport is natural. If the 
member for Warnbro ever travelled to the northern suburbs of Perth, he would see the railway line extending into 
the member for Mindarie’s electorate.  

Mr M. McGowan: The one we built? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: You didn’t build it!  

Mr M. McGowan: The northern suburbs railway? Yes, we did. You do not understand history, my friend.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Interestingly, the railway line has not been laid yet. The hole in the ground has been dug, 
the earthworks are happening and the railway line will be laid next year into the member for Mindarie’s 
electorate. If the member for Rockingham claims he built that, he is delusional, because we are in government 
and he is not! That is the basis of what has happened. For the reason it was not included in the Department of 
Planning’s “Directions 2031” document, the member for Forrestfield will have to ask the department. Secondly, 
for what the Department of Treasury is doing, the member will have to ask the Treasurer. I can tell the member 
what my department is doing. We are planning for a railway line that will provide a great service to the people in 
the member for Forrestfield’s electorate. I did note that the member for Forrestfield in his local paper last week 
said, “I’m going to storm into Parliament and I’m going to apply the blowtorch to the Treasurer.” If that is the 
blowtorch, I would hate to see the member for Forrestfield welding! 

KALAMUNDA — RAIL EXTENSION 

784. Mr A.J. WADDELL to the Minister for Transport: 

I have a supplementary question. That is another typical flippant answer from the minister, with no modelling, 
no budget line item and no planning whatsoever. What guarantee can the minister give the people of Forrestfield 
that this thought bubble of his is any more substantive than his promise to build a railway to Ellenbrook? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

I am glad that I had my asbestos underwear on, member, or I could have been blistered and burnt in a horrible 
way with that blistering attack! Let me explain it again. I will explain it slowly to the member. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member for Warnbro, I had a practice in the mirror! Look at that, member for Warnbro! I 
am back in training for the Half Ironman next year! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you going to do it all this time? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There is no way I am going to do it all. It was agony, but it was good fun. I am sure the 
member for Warnbro would agree. 

Let me tell the member for Forrestfield what will happen. The planning is being done. I have given no 
commitment around the time frame. We are not in a position to talk about funding it yet. However, I can tell the 
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member something that perhaps he can share with officers at the Shire of Kalamunda, because they were very 
excited when we had this discussion. As they move through, they are doing a thing called a “revised town 
planning scheme”. That is how they will use the land in the member for Forrestfield’s electorate, and they can 
plan in that scheme for the ultimate provision of rail. We intend to do it. I think it is a very logical step to link a 
railway line through to Perth Airport so that they know where it is going to be and subsequently to service the 
member for Forrestfield’s electorate. If the member for Forrestfield has a problem with the railway line servicing 
his electorate, he can explain that to his constituents. 

SEX OFFENDER REGISTER 

785. Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND to the Minister for Police: 

In regard to the government’s plans to introduce a sex offender register in an attempt to protect Western 
Australian children, can the minister outline to the house how this legislation will help parents keep their 
children safe? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I thank the member for the question and indeed for his very deep commitment to the protection of children in our 
society. 

When this government made the commitment for a public sex offender register in 2008, several members of the 
community came forward with their personal stories and why they believed that WA needed such a register. One 
woman’s story struck a particular chord in me and really epitomised the value and need for such legislation. The 
single mother called Paula—not her real name—publicly shared her personal experience about unknowingly 
inviting a paedophile into her life as well as into her children’s lives. For more than 12 months, Paula lived with 
a convicted paedophile but found out only when the relationship was over. In her own words this is how Paula 
described her situation — 

You meet someone and start seeing them. You invite them into your home and encourage your children 
to welcome you and your partner into their lives, not knowing they are a paedophile. 

After the relationship ended, the Department for Child Protection contacted Paula and started asking her 
questions about her ex-partner, and wanted to interview one of her children. Paula then discovered that her 
former partner had spent time in prison after sexually assaulting a child. She said — 

I was angry. I felt betrayed and hurt, but mostly, I felt guilty. I wasn’t aware of the abuse. I didn’t know 
his history. It’s not as if a paedophile is going to be upfront. Women need to have a choice. Not 
knowing if someone is a paedophile or not is putting families at risk. We have children and these people 
are hurting them. But we are not told. 

I would like to throw out a question to the opposition and ask: is it unreasonable for a single parent like Paula to 
find out whether their new partner is a convicted child sex offender before allowing access to their children? 

Mr M. McGowan: Just answer the question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I particularly ask the member for Mandurah this question, as Paula is one of his 
constituents: where does he stand on this issue? I am pretty sure that he actually supports the legislation. 

Mr M. McGowan: This is a misuse of question time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Rockingham does not like it. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I’ll answer it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will ask the Leader of the Opposition a question in a minute. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, minister. I am going to give the opportunity perhaps also to the member for 
Mandurah, if he wishes to return to his seat in this place. I provide you with that opportunity, member for 
Mandurah. I know that your business in here takes you around the place; I observe that. If the Leader of the 
Opposition wishes to answer that question provided, I will enable that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I mentioned the member for Mandurah because I think he would actually 
support the legislation—I truly do. But I have to say that I found it interesting to hear the member for 
Girrawheen on talkback radio on Monday morning claiming that there are a number of mechanisms whereby a 
mother can access information about sex offenders. I wonder whether the member can enlighten the house 
sometime how this is possible under current laws. I wonder whether she would be prepared to do that and 
explain it to the media and the public. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Let me answer the question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will ask the Leader of the Opposition a question in a minute. I will come to him in a 
minute. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: She can ask the person to produce a working with children card. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That has nothing to do with the laws that we bring in. What a stupid response! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So, a woman is going to ask her partner for a working with children card! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Hundreds of thousands of people have that. People who volunteer at football clubs have to 
have those things. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, we know that. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! Minister for Police, if you want to answer this question, I am going 
to ask that you answer this question. If you want to engage members of the opposition in endeavouring to answer 
other questions, then there is nothing to prevent you from doing that, but I do not know that you are going to 
expect different behaviour in this place if that is what you are intending to do. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, let me just say this: there is no way under current laws that that mother could 
find out about whether or not her new partner was a sex offender. The only way Paula found out about her ex-
partner’s convictions for child molestation was when DCP interviewed her children to determine whether they 
had been sexually abused by him. By then it was too late. 

While we are on the subject of the member for Girrawheen, let us go back to September last year when she told 
The West Australian newspaper that she was very strongly against a public sex offender register. This is despite 
knowing nothing about the form the register would take. 

Mr M. McGowan: This is bizarre! It’s not even on the subject. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, it is. 

Fast-forward a year to October 2011—that is, last month—and the member for Girrawheen softened her stance 
in calling for a debate on the sex offender register to be brought forward and admitted that existing laws are 
constrained. This statement would have given the perception that the member for Girrawheen actually had an 
open mind about considering these laws. However, whatever her thoughts were last month, they did not last long 
because she was out in the media on Sunday to reaffirm Labor’s opposition to the proposed laws, despite not 
even reading them. The member for Mindarie was also — 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you incapable of speaking without reading? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Warnbro is just incapable. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I am going to formally call you to order for the first time today. I am 
also going to reflect on the fact that a member who is not present in this place is being referred to. Minister, it is 
your choice. I am simply going to request once again that you return to the basic question that the member for 
Mount Lawley asked. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I do not canvass your ruling but I believe that I am answering the question 
that the member for Mount Lawley asked. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, yesterday was not very special in this place and it was not helped by continuing 
interjections. Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I was going to ask the Leader of the Opposition a question, but I am not 
going to. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’ve been told by the Premier not to ask it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Don’t ask the leader to explain what the opposition’s position is! Don’t get that on the record! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What I would like to know at some stage is where the Leader of the Opposition stands on 
this. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I’ve got a question for you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: There are more things I can say but I have to say this: I know that some of the 
backbenchers on the opposite side of this house do support this legislation, so I would be very interested to see 
how they go. It would show some leadership by the Leader of the Opposition as to how he directs those matters. 



9212 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 November 2011] 

 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I’ll show you leadership, don’t you worry about it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will, for a change. 

Let me say one thing; those backbenchers would be well aware of the sentiments indeed — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Health!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: A poll run by The Sunday Times showed that 80 per cent of people support this legislation 
and in a separate —  

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We are bringing in laws that the people want and that the people have asked for. In a 
separate poll run by WIN Television, 93 per cent of the people responded that they support this legislation. That 
is a hell of a lot. We take it very seriously that we represent the views of our constituents and their wishes and 
concerns. That is what we have done as a government. I wonder what the opposition will do when it comes to 
oppose this. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You have been told by the Premier not to ask the question.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have asked the Leader of the Opposition where he stands on this. He has been very quiet 
up to now. The Leader of the Opposition has not said a word; he has let his two law-and-order people talk about 
things.  

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected.  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Minister for 
Police, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I have given the call to the member for Rockingham. 

AGENT GENERAL TO LONDON — HON NORMAN MOORE 

786. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s confirmation that Hon Norman Moore is being seriously considered as the next Western 
Australian Agent General to London.  

(1) What lobbying or discussions has Mr Moore undertaken to the Premier to secure this position? 

(2) Has the Premier abandoned Geoff Gallop’s decision to reserve this position for public servants with 
business experience or Western Australian businesspeople?  

(3) What private sector experience does Mr Moore have to qualify him for this trade position?  

(4) Will the Premier appoint Mr Moore and when will he make a decision?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(4) Hon Norman Moore approached me two or three months ago and said that he was aware that the Agent 
General position was coming up and that he is interested and wants to be considered. I see nothing 
wrong with that. He is being considered. A final decision has yet to be made.  

Mr M. McGowan: When is it coming up?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The contract of the current incumbent, Kerry Sanderson, finishes on about 18 December. 
She is in place. I would expect an appointment to that position would be made before the end of this year. I 
would hope that the appointee would take up the position in February or March of next year.  

Mr M. McGowan: So he doesn’t want to be in cabinet anymore?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have had discussions with Hon Norman Moore; there is no secret about that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know why the member for Mandurah is laughing. I find interesting the member 
for Rockingham’s premise about abandoning the policy of Premier Geoff Gallop.  

Mr M. McGowan: That was Geoff Gallop’s policy.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was his policy but it is not our policy; never has been and never will be. Can I make 
some observations about the position of Agent General? The position of Agent General goes back to colonial 
days—pre-Federation, pre-self-government.  



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 November 2011] 9213 

 

The position of Agent General is, in effect, a diplomatic position pre-dating Federation. I understand that New 
South Wales gave up the position, somewhat foolishly, and has tried to recover it. However, the British 
government will not permit that as it was a pre-Federation position. This state has retained the position. I do not 
think anyone should be ruled in or out by category. Kerry Sanderson is an example of a public servant who has 
done an excellent job.  

Mr M. McGowan: With business experience.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am answering the member’s question and making a point. She is a public servant who 
has done excellent work. Businesspeople have also done excellent work. Former members of Parliament on both 
sides of politics have also held that job and also done it very, very well. I do not think anyone should be 
categorised as in or out.  

The Agent General position in London is very special for one particular reason. Members might recall that we 
hosted the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting a couple of weeks ago. The Commonwealth 
Secretariat is based in London. One of the big opportunities for this state into the future is our relationship with 
African nations, particularly in the areas of mining and petrol but also in other areas such as education and 
health. Many of those countries are commonwealth countries. They are generally small countries or countries 
with low gross domestic product. They do not have networks of ambassadors and consuls around the world, but 
they all have senior diplomatic representation in London. The Agent General position with its diplomatic status 
gives the person in that position access to commonwealth and governments ministers from not only Europe and 
Britain but also commonwealth nations. Therefore, I do not rule anyone in or out. Yes, Hon Norman Moore has 
expressed his interest. We have discussed the issue and we continue to discuss the issue. At some stage a 
decision on the position will be made. 

AGENT GENERAL TO LONDON — HON NORMAN MOORE 

787. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Is this not a case of rewarding 40 years of service to the Liberal Party, 
considering Mr Moore’s complete absence of private sector experience?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I do not think that the member for Rockingham listened to a word I said. I explained something about the nature 
of the position. The Labor Party may see the position as a purely business posting. If it does, I suggest that it 
misunderstands both the history of that position and how it can be used for the betterment of the state. It is not 
purely a business position. Indeed, it is essentially a diplomatic position. Knowledge of business issues is 
important.  

I hesitate to talk about Hon Norman Moore because a decision has not been made. But if the member wants to 
talk about credentials—they can be government, business, parliamentary or, presumably, from other sectors—
Norman Moore happens to be the Minister for Mines and Petroleum. He probably knows more about the mining 
industry than anyone in Western Australia. I would think that mining and mining investment is pretty important 
in London and Europe. Hon Norman Moore has also been Minister for Education. I think contacts between 
universities and overseas students are pretty important in any position, including in the United Kingdom and 
Europe. Hon Norman Moore has also been Minister for Tourism. I would think that is pretty important. In terms 
of a political qualification, if we like, the member’s experience in mines, education and tourism is pretty damn 
strong. If those in the Labor Party have a view that this position can be filled only by a public servant or a 
businessperson, I think they are wrong. Let me make it very clear that whether Hon Norman Moore or anyone 
else is appointed now or in the future, this government does not preclude members of Parliament or former 
ministers from taking on the position of Agent General. They have access to higher levels of political and 
government contact in Europe than a public servant or businessperson would any day. 

SEX OFFENDER REGISTER 

788. Mr J.M. FRANCIS to the Attorney General: 

I refer the Attorney General to the joint announcement he made on the weekend with the Minister for Police on 
the register for paedophiles. In particular I would like to ask the Attorney General to inform the house of the 
impact of the tier 3 register disclosures and what protections it will provide for the community. 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

I thank the member for his question. It is a process that the Minister for Police and my office and I have now 
worked on for three years. It has been no easy task to try to strike the right balance between absolutely 
minimising risks and providing parents with appropriate levels of information so that they can engage in 
protective behaviours for their children. The Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill 
(No. 2) 2011 that has come before us today strikes a very good balance. Perhaps one of the most important parts 
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of the legislation is tier 3, as the member described. Tier 3 allows a parent or guardian to determine whether a 
person who has direct access to their child is a reportable offender—that is, an offender who has committed a 
serious child sexual offence and is on the relevant register. Under tier 3 in the legislation introduced by the 
Minister for Police today, a parent or guardian can apply to the Commissioner of Police to be informed of 
whether a person who has contact with their child is a reportable offender.  

The application is required to be made in a manner approved by the commissioner. It must be accompanied by 
information required by the commissioner to be satisfied that the person who is the subject of the application has 
regular unsupervised contact with the child of whom the applicant is a parent or guardian. “Regular unsupervised 
contact” is defined as any unsupervised contact with a child for at least three days whether consecutive or not in 
any period of 12 months. If the commissioner is satisfied that the person has regular unsupervised contact with a 
child, he may advise the applicant whether the person is a reportable offender.  

The applicant, parent or guardian makes an application through the website, the commissioner maintains a 
discretion. But it is assumed that, if the person who is the subject of the application has regular contact and is a 
reportable offender, the parent knows. This is a system that we have borrowed extensively from the United 
Kingdom. For all members present, there is a very useful research report entitled “Child Sex Offender Review 
(CSOR) Public Disclosure Pilots: a process evaluation” commissioned by the Home Office in the United 
Kingdom as an independent review into the UK public register, which very much mirrors what we seek to do in 
tier 3 of the public register we announced recently. In the United Kingdom there was a process of evaluation 
after pilot programs had been undertaken of public disclosure in four policing areas. What occurred in those four 
areas was this: 585 inquiries were made and 315 of those inquiries proceeded to the point of a formal 
application. In 21 instances out of those 315—seven per cent of all the applications—there was a positive 
response. In 21 applications out of the 315, the answer to the parent who had a concern about the de facto 
partner, the new boyfriend or the piano teacher, the information that went back to that parent was, “Yes, your 
suspicions are well founded; this person appears on the sex offender register.” I would have thought that that was 
information that could be incredibly useful, if not invaluable, for any parent to have and that parents have a right 
to responsibly seek and use that information. It is even more interesting that 11 applications resulted in what they 
call non-pilot disclosure, so there was other information they could give to help the parent. Forty-three 
applications resulted in other child safeguarding actions, so, 43 other pieces of information went out beyond sex 
offenders in their registration designed to help the parent. In 21 instances, the parent found out that the person 
who had regular close contact with their child was in fact a sex offender. That is the legislation we have 
introduced.  

I will make one other point about this: there will no doubt be robust debate and many things said on both sides of 
that debate. In a recent radio interview, the journalist, Mr Paul Murray, put the following question to the member 
for Girrawheen — 

In terms of his vigilantism, the minister says in his press release yesterday that the trial in the UK, 
which lead to it being employed right over the UK, the trial in two police jurisdictions, found no 
examples of vigilante action and that is why it was expanded to cover all UK police districts.  

The member for Girrawheen, straight out of the blocks, responded as follows —  

Well, certainly there were examples in the UK. I think the minister’s wrong.  

I think the member for Girrawheen is wrong.  

Page 18 of that report on the very successful system that operates in the UK to protect children and to enhance 
the ability of parents to protect children reads — 

It should be noted that no examples of vigilante action were reported to the research team during this 
evaluation.  

The question for this house becomes—I invite any responses from members opposite—is it appropriate, proper 
and fair that parents in this state of Western Australia should, as do those 21 parents in the United Kingdom, 
have access to that information and be able to receive it for their responsible use and the protection of their 
children?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Perhaps you can clear up something that has been concerning me, and that is the advice from 
the police commissioner that we will not get information about interstate paedophiles for this regime, which 
would lead me to worry that there might be interstate paedophiles who will be less supervised under this regime 
when they come to Western Australia than they would under previous arrangements.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Leader of the Opposition, I can answer that question. We can share the information that we 
own; that is our information, which, in effect, is information about, if we like, our home-grown sex offenders 
here.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is the information we get.  
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Mr C.C. PORTER: The concept that paedophiles will want to race into this jurisdiction because our reporting 
requirements are higher and because parents can access information here —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: No; Attorney General, listen to the question.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I did listen to the question. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Is it the case that interstate police forces will not provide us the same information as we are 
getting now on interstate paedophiles moving to Western Australia?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Absolutely. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is the advice the police commissioner has given the opposition.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: No; it is not. I will tell the Leader of the Opposition what: just like the statement from the 
member for Girrawheen that there had been vigilante attacks based on the UK system, which is simply wrong, 
the other statement the member for Girrawheen made and which the Leader of the Opposition has now repeated 
is also incorrect.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am asking you to clear it up. You have assurances from interstate police forces that all of that 
information will come over?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: What the member for Girrawheen said — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you have that information or not? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have answered the question. It is wrong, wrong, wrong.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: No; it’s just your assertion that it’s wrong. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is not an assertion that it is wrong; it is wrong. I will ask the Leader of the Opposition a 
question: do the counterparts in Western Australia of those 21 parents in the UK deserve to have this 
information?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You gave us — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Do they deserve to have the information? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Wait a minute; wait a minute. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I answered your question.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I will answer your question. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Members, I want to move question time along. I consider this question closed. You will sit 
down and seek another call.  

HEALTH — ELECTIVE SURGERY WAITLIST 

789. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health:  

I refer to the Department of Health’s performance in the area of elective surgery that the minister is responsible 
for, including the five-year high in the number of waiting patients, the increase in the over-boundary cases as 
reported in this year’s “Metropolitan Health Service Annual Report 2010–11” and the fact that WA, unlike New 
South Wales, Queensland and South Australia, did not meet the national targets the minister agreed to.  

(1) How does the minister explain this deterioration in his performance?  

(2) Have his failures cost the state millions of dollars in federal reward payments? 

(3) How will the minister reverse the deterioration in performance and restore public confidence in the 
department?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(3) I am very grateful to the member for asking this question. I was hoping to get it yesterday, so I had all 
the information ready. Luckily I still have it here. There are two aspects to this question. One is the 
bonus payments from the commonwealth government for meeting targets for waitlist surgery. This state 
missed those targets and was penalised $2 million. I think the payment would have been about 
$10 million in bonus payments and we got $8 million. We had to report over, I think, a six-month 
period, although I am not positive about that; it could have been three months. At the end of the period 
we had to report the amount of waitlist surgery; we were given one month to put in the figures of how 
much waitlist surgery had been done. The department went through all those figures and came up with a 
figure that was 12 patients short of the target out of about 6 000 or 7 000 patients. The department gave 
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the information when it put in the report that it had not been able to do a complete audit, but that was 
the target and that was the best information the department had on the day. A few weeks later, the 
department went through them all because not all the reports had come in from all the hospitals 
throughout the state, and it found we had in fact met the target and should therefore get the extra 
$2 million. The department went to the commonwealth and said, “Look, these are the finalised figures; 
we have met the target, can we now have that additional $2 million?”  

Mr R.H. Cook: You got the numbers wrong. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The commonwealth said, “No; the one month after the report date was the cut-off figure. 
Sorry we’re not paying it.” I have asked for a letter to be crafted to Nicola Roxon because that reply is patently 
unreasonable. The target for the amount of surgery required by this state was done and we are entitled to those 
bonus payments. One month is not sufficient time to go through the full list of reports for surgery leading up to 
that date.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Did you suggest a different way of calculating it?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I look forward, member, to getting a letter of support from you that we met the target. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We’ll go to Canberra with you to negotiate!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: My experience with the Minister for Health is — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We’ll join with you in a bipartisan approach! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Well, yes; I probably have a much better relationship with the minister than the Leader of the 
Opposition does.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I doubt it.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have worked together on lots of things.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It’s really quite a good government isn’t it? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I did not say it was a good government.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Oh, oh! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I just said I had a good relationship with the minister.  

The second issue is our waitlist surgery numbers, and a report that shows our surgery numbers. I happen to have 
them; they are on the internet, so anyone can download them. I will do some quick comparisons over two years. 
There are three categories of surgery—1, 2 and 3—1 being urgent; 2 being semi-urgent, 90 days; and 3 being 
non-urgent, up to 365 days. Country figures are better, but I will just do the metropolitan area because it is easier 
and quicker. There are 740 people on the waiting list for surgery and 85.6 per cent of those operations are done 
within the recommended times. It is not possible to get 100 per cent because the list contains some patients for 
whom surgery is not possible. They might have a co-morbid condition, meaning they have had a heart attack and 
are suffering from diabetes, for example, in which case they cannot have surgery for the heart attack until the 
diabetes is under control. When referring to previous years, I like to refer to the years of the Labor Party. In 
September 2008, 80 per cent of operations were done in the appropriate time under the former government and 
85.6 per cent were done under the Liberal–National government. It must be remembered that there has been a 
significant increase in demand during that time and that the demand continues to rise. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And this government gets a lot more assistance from the federal government. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We put in a lot more money for waitlist surgery than the federal government. We committed 
to providing $20 million a year for waitlist surgery. The problem is that the demand continues to grow. Under 
category 2, there were 2 695 people on the waitlist in September 2008, during the former government’s time. 
That figure has grown to 3 365 people on the waitlist. Although the number of people on the waitlist has grown, 
that is not the true measure. The true measure is how many operations are performed in the appropriate time. The 
number of people on the waitlist is the measure of demand and the percentage of operations that are done within 
the appropriate time is the measure of how efficiently they have been managed. In 2008, 70.2 per cent were done 
within the appropriate time and in 2011, 78.7 per cent were done within the appropriate time. That is nearly a 
10 per cent improvement in the number of operations done within the appropriate time. 

The last category is category 3 whereby people have waited for up to a year for surgery. That is the one area in 
which we have not made an improvement, but nor is it worse; it is about the same. There were about 6 200 
people on that waitlist during the former government’s time and today there are about 7 300, which is an extra 
1 000 people on the waiting list. Ninety-six per cent were done in the appropriate time in 2011 compared with 
96.7 per cent in 2008 during the former government’s time. The former government was marginally better than 
us on that measure, but those figures vary from month to month: 96 per cent and 96 per cent under the former 
government, and 96 per cent, 95.8 per cent and 97 per cent in 2009, which is better than the former government’s 
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figures. Those figures vary marginally on a month-by-month basis but largely remain at similar figures. In 
January 2007, it was down to 88 per cent. There was a significant improvement in the last year of the former 
government’s time for that category but that has been maintained by us. 

I know that my answer has been a bit longwinded, but it is important to go through these numbers because we 
have been accused of not doing the surgery properly or on time, but we are. There has been a significant increase 
in demand and a massive increase in the amount of waitlist surgery being done. We have had a steady 
improvement in the two most important categories—urgent and semi-urgent—since we have formed 
government, and we will continue that trend. There is more to be done and we are working very hard to further 
increase the amount of waitlist surgery that is done to get those numbers down. I believe that we are on top of the 
problem. 

HEALTH — ELECTIVE SURGERY WAITLIST 

790. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question. The accusation from the Australian Medical Association is that under the 
minister’s watch the median waiting times for elective surgery have increased. Is the minister correct and the 
AMA is telling lies, or is the AMA correct? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied:  

The Australian Medical Association used older figures. The figures I have are published on a month-by-month 
basis and the shadow Minister for Health has access to them. The AMA was not necessarily wrong at the time 
when it made that statement, but the figures are clear. 

Mr R.H. Cook: They made that statement last week. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: All the member has to do—I know that he does this—is tell the AMA the same thing I can, 
which is, “Open the books and look at the figures.” 

BILLS 

Notice of Motion to Introduce 

1. Iron Ore Agreements Legislation (Amendment, Termination and Repeals) Bill 2011. 

2. Iron Ore Agreements Legislation amendment Bill 2011. 

By leave, notices of motion given by Mr C.J. Barnett (Minister for State Development). 

WATER SERVICES BILL 2011 
WATER SERVICES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [2.55 pm]: As I was saying before question time, I acknowledge the 
comments of the member for Mandurah, who said that both sides of the house can do better when it comes to 
water. The member for Murray–Wellington said that the issue that we really need to face is water management. 
Having listened to the debate, I have been well apprised of the issues, which are that we have three main 
streams: the production, storage or collection of water in whatever way; the conservation and sustainable use of 
water; and the efficiency with which we use water through conservation and recycling. We must ensure that we 
use the resource that we have very efficiently. 

I thank the member for Balcatta for his very good contribution to the house on the history of this matter. The 
previous Labor government did many things that need to be recognised, including the whole-of-community 
consultative approach to water planning that came about through “Securing our Water Future: A State Water 
Strategy for Western Australia”; the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative with the Commonwealth Scientific and 
Industrial Research Organisation to research the impacts of climate change and rainfall; the investment in the 
desalination plants at Kwinana and Binningup; the participation in the National Water Initiative and the Council 
of Australian Governments reform process; and, starting the Beenyup groundwater replenishment trials. 

Some important issues in my electorate include the Gnangara sustainability strategy, which is a multidisciplinary 
and long-term approach to the Gnangara mound. The member for Jandakot spoke about the issues that present 
for Jandakot. Water is being drawn from the Gnangara mound aquifers in that area. Increasingly, we must ensure 
that we are not overdrawing on that water source because of the impact that has on the surrounding environment 
and the land formations around that area. The former government’s most important water program was the 
Waterwise campaign. I believe that was a celebrated program. 

One of the most important aspects of the three streams that I mentioned earlier is the efficient use of water. If we 
are to face the very real reduction in the amount of rainfall Western Australia receives and recognise the 
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consequences of a warming climate, whether members believe it is man-made or not, the facts and scientific 
evidence seem very clear that we will have a reduction in the amount of rainfall water that we can store. We 
cannot continue to have expensive water production because that, too, is a false economy. We need to more 
efficiently use our water resource. That takes into account issues like the Waterwise program. We need to start 
thinking, and having the debate in this place, about mandatory water conservation measures, which should be in 
place and legislated for. I understand that this occurs at Sydney Water, and it is a foundation that we need to take 
into this house and to be very serious about. We need to stop making platitudes; we need to take action. That will 
enforce not only us, but also the agencies to which we give the role of managing this very precious resource. 

I also note the comments by the member for Balcatta: although these bills are welcomed, the urgency is in the 
introduction of water resources legislation that needs to and should deliver water sustainability and compliance 
with the National Water Initiative.  

I am concerned about the issues raised by the member for Cockburn about the privatisation of water 
management. We need to look at the issues that have arisen in other jurisdictions, in particular in Sydney. We all 
know that just prior to the Sydney Olympic Games, Sydney had a water contamination crisis, I suppose, given 
the number of people who were just about to visit that city. The Parliamentary Library upstairs has a book on 
water contamination, which of course does not get into the politics; it just goes into the analysis. It looks at 
various water contamination incidents throughout the world. The book is very dense and technical, but I had the 
opportunity to read about the Sydney water contamination issue. Something came to the fore about which I 
know, given my background in risk analysis and occupational health and safety. This documentation revealed 
what occurred during the Sydney water contamination; that is, as the private provider did not have a system in 
place to prevent and inform, and because it did not have the history and corporate knowledge required or input 
about rainfall and climate changes, it could not prevent the contamination. Also, it could not properly analyse 
that contamination. The report mentioned that the impact on the public of the contamination was not of a serious 
nature, and that the greatest problem with the contamination was how the provider failed to inform the public 
properly by not having necessary systems in place. Instead, the provider hid the information and was not 
transparent, which led to a media-driven process that meant that the provider had to come out with the 
information in a manner that only caused greater concern and did not well serve public health processes. That is 
the difficulty with outsourcing and privatising the management of not only a precious resource, but also an 
important public health and community resource. By doing so, we can undermine good health and good and 
proper processes and the corporate history that comes with stable long-term government management. If the 
minister took the opportunity to look at any surveys done on this issue, he would find that the public believes 
that these resources need to be managed by the public and by government, because government needs to ensure 
it has proper controls and processes in place and that it can manage these resources properly. 

I raise other issues. I note that the objectives of the Water Services Bill will give the capacity to the minister to 
make codes and standards, and that clause 26(6) will ensure that these codes are put before Parliament in the 
manner of regulations and will therefore be capable of being considered and disallowed in this place. I 
congratulate the minister that those codes will be treated in this way, because one of the problems I raised in this 
house previously is that as we move to increasingly skeletal legislation that defers to regulations, which in turn 
defer to codes, we undermine the capacity of Parliament to scrutinise how the executive delivers what is in this 
case a vital and important resource. A clause deals with codes and standards, but clause 26(6) ensures that these 
codes will be put before Parliament. I want to know the definition of “standard”. Is it the adoption of Australian 
and New Zealand standards or other international standards? Will they be put before Parliament? Will the 
standards be written by the Department of Water? I understand that standards are very technical, but, again, as 
with anything that is adopted and that people have to comply with, those standards have to be available to 
consumers and licensees, and available for scrutiny in this place. Clause 26 states that the code of practice deals 
with matters outlined in clause 12(1), except paragraph (s), and I am interested to know what will be in the code 
of practice that covers community service obligations. There is no definition in the bill of a community service 
obligation. Is that so the definition will stay broad or is it so that the definition will be narrowed? I am interested 
in understanding a bit more about the bill before us. Clause 26(4) states that a code of practice may provide that 
if a licensee fails to meet a standard, punitive action may be taken. We will of course look at that in 
consideration in detail, but this mixture of terms is a real problem. There is no definition of “standard”. Is the 
standard an Australian standard? The bill lacks integrity to ensure that there is transparency in an important area.  

I also note that the code of conduct for licensees in clause 27 does not have the same provisions as for other 
codes; that is, the code is not given the status of regulations. Therefore, a code of conduct established under 
clause 27 will not be put before Parliament like a regulation for any sort of scrutiny. I am interested know how 
that code of conduct interplays with the water services ombudsman, which is introduced through this bill.  

I noted the member for Maylands’ speech, in which she welcomed a water services ombudsman. I had to laugh 
because I was going to say that I did not think an ombudsman was the answer and ask why people are just not 
given access to the State Administrative Tribunal when they have a dispute with the department. It is clear that 
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the department has an internal disputes process. I deal with the Water Corporation on an ongoing basis, and I 
think it has a very thorough and rigorous internal dispute process. I do not think that there is necessarily anything 
administratively wrong with the dispute resolution process. The problem is that all an ombudsman will look at is 
whether the dispute is a reasonable dispute in the circumstances. Even then, the ombudsman position is very 
limited when dealing with that, although there are some provisions relating to that later in the bill that I want to 
talk about. 

I note that in division 8, under clause 44 a licensee can have issues reviewed by the State Administrative 
Tribunal, yet part 4 of the bill introduces an ombudsman for consumer complaints. What consideration was 
given to the ombudsman role, and why was it considered? I understand that Victoria, New South Wales and 
Queensland have such an ombudsman. I have looked at the things the ombudsmen deal with in those 
jurisdictions, which seem to be very limited. Members may recall the issue the member for Cockburn raised with 
the member for Eyre when he was Minister for Water regarding a very large water bill arising from a leak that 
was being challenged by a member of the public. That became a political issue and the minister had to make a 
determination. From looking at the sorts of issues that the ombudsmen in Queensland, Victoria and New South 
Wales deal with, it seems that the proposed water services ombudsman would not have been able to deal with 
that issue. However, SAT, because of its processes and its interplay as a hybrid court and admin agency, has the 
capacity to do what the ombudsman does—that mediation and conciliation role—plus the capacity to make 
determinations and to look at the merits and substitute its decision when the merits do not, I suppose, meet the 
rule of law or the rules of fairness and administrative procedures. SAT seems a much more likely place for that 
to be determined. Therefore, my other question is: given that this legislation seeks to establish an ombudsman to 
deal with consumer complaints, does that mean that people will not be able to take complaints about, for 
example, excessive water bills to SAT? I am not aware that they can at moment and I think that is unfair. I have 
no problem with the position of an ombudsman, but I think, given SAT’s capacity to review, those much bigger 
complaints, involving quite substantial issues, procedures and processes—the substantive merit issues—need to 
be heard and determined by SAT. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: If that is not the case, despite the valuable role to be served by the ombudsman, the 
minister will still be the person of last resort in the resolution of these issues. 

I note, for the interest of members, a recent speech by the Ombudsman, Chris Field. The energy ombudsman is 
also the general Ombudsman and it is the intention of this legislation to bring the water services ombudsman into 
the same office. It will be a pretty busy place. The member for Maylands raised the point yesterday and by way 
of interjection the minister said that adequate resources would be given to the office to ensure that work is 
undertaken. My question is: how do we know that? I am not entirely sure, but I am happy to take advice from the 
minister on this. Will the water services ombudsman and the energy ombudsman appear during estimates so that 
we can assure ourselves that they have indeed been provided with additional resources and are able to meet the 
requirements of the legislation? 

At the Australasian and Pacific Ombudsman Regional Conference, the current Ombudsman stated that — 

… the Ombudsman is an institution of a society that takes seriously the need for the administration of 
its laws to be undertaken in a way that respects liberty.  

Earlier in that same speech he stated — 

More generally, in my view, rights and responsibilities are inseparable. The Ombudsman can, and 
should, use its supervisory jurisdiction to safeguard against the possibility of administrators over-
reaching in their efforts to protect people. 

Constituents often come to us as members to talk about some of the crazy aspects of government departments 
and the way in which the law is applied such that people lose their capacity to make judgements. I think that is a 
very important thing to note. 

The Ombudsman also went on to say — 

A central component of the Ombudsman’s role is to “reduce the complexity, arbitrariness and 
uncertainty of the administrative application of law.” As all of you are well aware, the Ombudsman 
does this in a variety of ways, … through investigations of its own motion … 

Will the water services ombudsman have the capacity to conduct investigations by own motion, as do the 
ombudsmen in Queensland, Victoria and New South Wales? This is an enormously important issue. We cannot 
wait for individuals to make complaints. The ombudsman must be able to look at systemic problems in the 
administration of our water resources. 

So that people are clear, according to the website of SAT, it is the primary place for the review of decisions 
made by government agencies, public officials and local governments. It makes a wide range of original 
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decisions, as opposed to the Ombudsman in WA, who serves Parliament and the state by resolving complaints 
about the decisions made by public authorities and by improving the standard of public administration. It is my 
view that, although there is a role for an ombudsman, I am not entirely sure whether that role is necessary for 
water services given the strong internal processes, and that the capacity for proper review of a case’s merits and 
the capacity for a determination are more important for the members of our community. 

Does clause 66(2)(a)(ii) mean that all licensees will be bound by the ombudsman’s decisions in that they will not 
get a licence unless they agree to enter into a dispute resolution process whereby the ombudsman has the 
capacity to make decisions in his own right? I am really interested to understand this point and I am happy to 
raise it in consideration in detail. I need to know if this clause means that the providers, by getting a licence, also 
agree almost to enable the ombudsman to arbitrate on disputes. If that is the case, it may resolve some of my 
concerns about opportunities not being available to people because we are denying consumers the capacity for 
dispute resolution through the processes of SAT. 

The role of the ombudsman is a traditional long-term process of advocacy for consumers—it is a French word; 
although I cannot remember what it means, I understand that it comes from the French—whereas the State 
Administrative Tribunal and appeal system is more modern in its capacity to review decisions in a manner that 
enables people to have their arguments heard and determined on the merits of the matter. Instead of someone 
saying, “That is the process; that is the regulations; they apply; there is nothing you can do”, the SAT can instead 
claim that it is against the administrative rule of law and removes some aspects of a person’s liberty and capacity 
to operate as a consumer, and therefore make a decision. That summary may be a bit basic, and some of my 
colleagues with legal backgrounds will probably tell me off for being quite so simplistic in how I have 
summarised those two things.  

In closing I want to raise two issues that are prominent in the electorate of Nollamara. We have the large Mt 
Yokine water storage area just on top of the hill in Nollamara. People can see it from the city; it is a great sight. I 
have had discussions with the Water Corporation about this—it has a footprint that is right in the middle of an 
urban area. That is quite different from the water storage areas in Koondoola and Bold Park that have a load of 
bushland around them. This footprint interfaces with the urban area, which will increasingly be the case because 
of the Channel 7 development. I think it is really important that any code of conduct about how these 
corporations operate should include how they interface with the community. Currently they are surrounded by 
massive, ugly cyclone fences. There are beautiful trees. There is minimal maintenance; they cut down the verges. 
As the member for Cockburn said, there is a real disconnect between the council and the Water Corporation, 
which is talking about some of the land that is almost like public parkland. An open discussion is occurring with 
the Water Corporation, and I welcome its favourable consideration and understanding of that. However, I think 
this is going to be a more immediate concern because of the development of the Channel 7 site. I just wanted to 
raise that with the minister. 

Another issue also raised by the members for Maylands and Murray–Wellington was water quality and water 
contamination in Mirrabooka. The minister is well aware of that issue. The minister knows that the water is 
polluted. One resident has had a memorial put on their property. Twelve residents recently had their water 
analysed and five found there were ammonia levels that exceeded Australian drinking water guidelines. They 
were advised to switch off their bores. The chemicals in this groundwater are ammonia, chloride, metals and 
hydrocarbons. Other reports have stated that there is also arsenic, benzene and the pesticide dieldrin in this 
water. This has been a problem that the minister and I both know has gone on for 20 years; the government has 
known for 20 years. We cannot even say at this time, even though we have known about this contamination since 
at least 2003, how far that contamination has spread. 

I understand that around 21 October the Department of Environment and Conservation issued another order for 
the Atlas site, which is supposedly the source of the contamination. The 21-day appeal period becomes due 
around 10 November. Hopefully Atlas will not appeal, but if it does, there will be more delays. This whole thing 
has been a litany of delays. It is a problem that we need to face together. The Department of Housing built this 
housing. It is my firm belief that it and the government, at the time that they built this housing and opened up 
this land, which is quite an expensive and prestigious area to live in in Mirrabooka and Dianella, had knowledge 
that there were concerns about the underground water.  

We need to have a resolution not only for that one particular member of the public who had a memorial on his 
land, but also for all affected residents. It worries me that bores are being used for pools and gardens. There are 
bores aplenty in that part of the community. I am concerned about the risks that go along with their use. I 
understand that the City of Stirling has now made a decision to no longer use its bore, but it is all silent; there is 
no transparency. No-one is talking about it, because we are all worried about the impact on the value of the land. 
Frankly, the issue has to be dealt with. It is a government issue because the government sold that land to 
developers. Public health has to take precedence in this, because public health is the issue here. We have a 
responsibility for water quality. The Minister for Water has a responsibility to take action quickly. It can no 
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longer take the extended periods that it has. The only time action happens is when there is another article in the 
newspaper and someone reacts again. Attention needs to be paid to this. Resources need to be given to this. A 
resolution needs to be met, because that is what the people in the area need. They need certainty. I think they 
need to be compensated because of what was known about the area. I think that is clear and plain, and I think 
that needs to be dealt with. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [3.35 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker, I thank you for the opportunity to make a 
contribution to debate on the Water Services Bill 2011 and the Water Services Legislation Amendment and 
Repeal Bill 2011. I humbly submit that I might provide some experience because of my previous role as Minister 
for Water. I congratulate the present Minister for Water on introducing this legislation. I would like to share with 
the house an experience I had and the difficulties in commonsense administration and supply of water under the 
present legislation.  

I will talk first about the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill before I talk about the Water 
Services Bill. The Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill amends the Water Corporation Act 
1995 and particularly repeals the Water Boards Act 1904. There was a situation on the issue of water in the 
region of Dunsborough. The area of Dunsborough was a water service area of the Water Corporation. The area 
of Busselton understandably was a water service area under the jurisdiction of the Busselton Water Board. 

The supply of water in the Dunsborough area was becoming increasingly deficient. The increasing demands of 
tourism in the region was causing significant stresses on the water supply in Dunsborough. Just over an artificial 
border in the region of Busselton, managed by the Busselton Water Board, there was a surfeit of water or in fact 
a good supply of water that had the ability to supply the region of Dunsborough. Under the Water Boards Act 
1904, this was unable to be accessed. In fact the Water Boards Act 1904 was hampering the efficiency and 
hindering the activities and development and in fact needed to be modernised. As minister at the time, I could 
not approve what was a commercially commonsense proposal—that is, to take water from the Busselton region 
and pipe it not very far across this line of this jurisdiction into Dunsborough to supply about the two-gigalitre 
demand. In order for that to happen—as minister I was frustrated by this act—a separate bill had to be drawn up, 
which is now an act today, the Busselton Water Board (Supply of Water to Dunsborough) Bill 2009. That act 
facilitated the supply of water to the Dunsborough area by enabling the Busselton Water Board to supply water 
to the Water Corporation, extending the application of the Water Boards Act 1904 in respect of that supply and 
for related purposes.  

The introduction of the Water Services Bill 2011, which will become an act with the cooperation of this 
Parliament, will allow for those sorts of water transactions, if we like, without providing a separate down-and-
dirty bill to deal with the issues of water across different water provider jurisdictions. By amending the Water 
Corporation Act and repealing the Water Boards Act 1904, not only will we enable the boards to provide a good 
range of services and obviate what happened in the Busselton–Dunsborough situation, but we will also provide a 
full range of water services anywhere in the state, including sewerage, drainage and irrigation, participation in 
joint ventures, the acquisition of subsidiaries, the provision of consultative and advisory services for profit, and 
the payment of dividends to the government and the receipt of community service obligation payments, where 
applicable. 

I was not going to make a lot of comment on this bill as I had not heard the debate yesterday because the Whip 
very kindly let me have the afternoon and evening off because of my birthday. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Happy birthday!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: When you get to my age, you do not really want to recognise too many of those; but that is a 
time and age we cannot avoid.  

However, when I came in this morning and read some of the comments in Hansard, I thought it would be right 
for me to make some comments. Some of the questions raised in the debate were: Why did this legislation take 
so long? What has been the delay? It is very interesting with oppositions—I suppose we played the same game 
when we were in opposition—that if we do not do something, they ask why we did not do it; and, if we do 
something, they ask why we did not do it before! I have to remind the opposition—in particular the member for 
Cockburn because he is making a few comments over there while he is looking at his laptop—that it is really 
important to get this legislation right, and I would draw their attention, for instance, to the Water Services 
Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011, which is another part of this tranche of legislation that we need to 
complete the review and reform in water management and water services. However, it is really important to get 
it right, because of our previous experience with the water resource management bill. The member for Balcatta 
will know this, and the member for Cockburn will certainly know this: the water resource management 
legislation struck a couple of hurdles, including disallowance motions. That is because this process, this review 
and this drafting, was not done well enough. It is a lesson for us that we must get right legislation in and around 
water services and water management. The water resources management issue was about going back to people in 
a consultation process to look at the issues. I cannot remember now, but there were about eight or nine issues in 
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and around water and water management. There are people who understand, as do many people in this house, 
how important it is to manage our resource.  

I will tell members about an experience I had as minister. I was somewhere unnamed in the south west. They 
said, “Minister, we have managed this resource for over 150 years. We have yet to run out of water and we have 
never polluted it. We believe that we have proprietorship over the water that falls on our property, the water that 
flows over our property and indeed the water under our property.” As the minister, I would make one response to 
that and, insofar as the water flowing over or under their property, I would ask them what their attitude would be 
if they were downstream of another user, both surface water and underground stream flows, and someone took a 
significant amount of that water and left them with very little. It is not only about managing the resource, but 
also going through that process with the users so that everybody understands that, basically, we must look at the 
resource we have, with as much science as we have. I see the member for Cockburn looking at me rather 
quizzically. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Can I explain the only reason why I am looking at you quizzically? I agree with what you said, 
but unfortunately this bill is not going to achieve that. This is a different bill; this is the Water Services Bill, not 
the water resources bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Member for Eyre, I remind you about quoting from the blue 
Hansard—the uncorrected proof.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Let us talk about what some other people on the other side talked about. The member for 
Cockburn talked about Waterwise rebates. The member for Balcatta talked about the Karara mine and a whole 
constellation of issues that were not related necessarily directly to the water legislation. However, in responding 
to the comments by members opposite asking why this has taken so long and suggesting that the previous 
minister had been sitting on his hands, I suggest to them that there was one very important historical message 
and lesson that we learnt; that was, when the opposition was in government, it introduced a water resource 
management bill that came a big cropper and was disallowed. We had to go back over that and we are still 
working on those issues.  

I endorse the introduction of these bills in order to improve water services so that we have a commonsense way 
of modernising the distribution and management of water. The Water Services Legislation Amendment and 
Repeal Bill will allow Bunbury Water and Busselton Water to operate under the same commercial arrangements 
as the Water Corporation. The bill will also enable the government to create new water corporations and will 
emulate the power under the Water Boards Act 1904 to create water boards.  

The second purpose of the bill is the repeal of provisions and acts, and the amendment of provisions, made 
necessary by the Water Services Bill 2011. The bill will amend section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act. An 
issue came to me as minister about Aboriginal landowners making application to the Aboriginal Cultural 
Material Committee for approval to do things that may affect an Aboriginal site. The bill will therefore enable 
Aqwest—Bunbury Water Board—and Busselton Water Board to operate more effectively and will provide 
much-needed reform to their governing legislation. That is the essential part of the Water Services Legislation 
Amendment and Repeal Bill—the other part of the debate is about the Water Services Bill—which essentially 
amends or repeals 10 separate convoluted or out-of-date acts. The bill is reform that is necessary to bring all 
those acts together. The complex nature of the current regime has resulted in high costs associated with 
administration. Reform of the legislation is needed and this is why we have it, but of course some finetuning has 
been necessary to get us to this point. As I have said, and as my old dad used to say: if we are going to do it, we 
might as well do it properly. The regulatory process will be streamlined and all water service providers will be 
given the same powers as the Water Corporation powers to provide services, which I touched on a little earlier.  

Part 2 of the bill will replace the provisions dealing with licensing of water service providers by the Economic 
Regulation Authority as presently set out in the Water Services Licensing Act 1995. It was said that we did not 
have a water plan and that we did not have any vision. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You didn’t. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It was said that we took away the water rebates and reversed the Logue Brook Dam issue. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You did. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I will listen to the member for Cockburn about this. It was said that we let the Carnarvon 
irrigation area flood away and that basically we ignored — 

Mr F.M. Logan: No; the current minister did that. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Ha, ha! It was said that we ignored all the submissions to the Department of Water around 
the issue of Karara. I have to say that when I was minister, the Department of Water did a magnificent job in 
looking at the science.  

[Member’s time extended.] 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: You had to think about that, I think, Mr Acting Speaker! I hope the member for Cockburn 
does not pull a point of order on me saying that I am not speaking to the bill! 

Mr F.M. Logan: I’d never do that. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: A lot of opposition colleagues said, “The bill mentions water, so I can talk on anything 
about water.” The member for Balcatta could not quite get whether the site of the aquifer was Mingenew or 
Moora; it was actually Morawa. In fact a lot of work was done in determining the size of the underground 
aquifer and then allocating responsibly to users of that resource with sustainability in mind. That is the challenge 
we have for managing this valuable resource in Western Australia. 

I come back to what the member for Cockburn said on the issue of Waterwise rebates. He said that throughout 
the Waterwise rebate scheme this government abandoned any effort to provide measures to encourage people to 
conserve water. I have to say to the member for Cockburn that the decision to end the Waterwise rebate scheme 
was not taken lightly. The program had been in for quite some time and—if the member likes—had reached 
saturation point! 

Mr F.M. Logan: Oh! That’s not true. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The Waterwise rebate scheme went from it initially being very difficult to buy a five-star 
Waterwise washing machine to the end of the program when 400 of these five-star washing machines were on 
the market. In fact, people found it very hard to buy a washing machine that was not Waterwise. 

Mr F.M. Logan: No; not five star. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The situation had changed and we had to look at other measures to promote further 
Waterwise methods. What we did was a very important part of this issue. We considered the situation again to 
see whether there were other ways of looking at conservation. One was to adopt what we called the Margaret 
River pilot scheme. That scheme looked at how we could overcome leaks, even by retrofitting houses, and at 
adopting conservation measures within households. Also in recent times the minister adopted the showerhead 
program, which has been a very important program for conserving water. For all else—there might be criticism 
everywhere—I was the minister who introduced the winter sprinkler ban. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Yes, that was very good. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I had good advice from the Department of Water. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Yes; it was very good. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I think it was an important measure. Okay; it was not intended to save the world but it did 
save a significant amount of water. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Here is your opportunity, though—now you’re not the minister and you’re on the back bench, 
and of course you have voted with the opposition a couple of times so far—to tell the real story about how your 
mate the former Treasurer cut your budget to pieces and that that’s the real reason why you had to cut 
Waterwise. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: No. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You know that and I know that. Here’s your opportunity to put it on the record. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: No, this is an opportunity — 

Mr P.C. Tinley: It’s a safe place. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes, a safe place for you two members for Cockburn and Willagee sitting over there! I do 
not think so. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Member for Eyre, there’s only you, me and the member for Southern River here. It won’t get 
out! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member for Cockburn should be saying, “Ex-minister, I am so grateful that you 
restarted our deep sewerage program in Spearwood”! 

Mr F.M. Logan: Ha, ha! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: That is what he should be saying, but no. That decision was made at the time, but at least I 
had the guts to go out there — 

Mr F.M. Logan: You did! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I had a lady that was jumping up and down on her umbrella stick — 

Mr F.M. Logan: She wanted to stick it! Do you know where she wanted to stick it? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: That prevented her actually sticking it into me, for which I was very grateful! However, that 
is politics. We have got to get out there and explain the good stuff and the bad stuff. That was a bit of bad stuff—
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no pun intended—in and around the sewerage issue! However, members should be grateful that we restarted the 
deep sewerage program with $25 million a year. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Very good. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: That is it. That is what happened. We can go back to the past and ask why and why not, but 
it is important that we recognise that this government is about looking at the situation and about going out there 
and telling people when the news is good or bad. When the message that people are going to get is bad, it is still 
important for us to go out and listen to people; and we responded to that. 

I will not take over the minister’s area, but what came through the member for Nollamara’s speech—I think 
there might have also been some reference to it by other speakers—is the whole issue of privatisation of water 
and that somehow the Mundaring water treatment plant as a public–private partnership is akin to privatisation. 
The inference is similar to the hospital issue. The inference is that if we get an outbreak of golden staph or 
methicillin-resistant staphylococcus aureus, it must be because we privatised the cleaning services in the 
hospital. Everything we hear from opposition members seems to infer that anything to do with privatisation is 
bad. For instance, if there is a situation with polluted water, it must be because that particular component was 
privatised. In fact, it is about having a proper monitoring system and regulations. We need a system that works 
with the proper science in regulating, monitoring and safeguarding. It is not about whether this bit is private or 
this bit is public. It is about how we monitor the system. Those brakes are put on by the Economic Regulation 
Authority, which, as the opposition must recognise, is a very active group of people that is very, very clear in its 
messages to government. It is about regulation.  

I have to tell members about one thing that I was really clear on when I was minister. People would say, “What 
does the Department of Water do?” I would say, “The Department of Water is a controller, a regulator and a 
standard setter. It provides the science for us to make water management and sustainability decisions into the 
future.” It is about having those structures on board and operational to help us to make good policy and 
management decisions into the future. My view is that in the provision of bulk water the government certainly 
had a move available to it to say, “Look, if there’s somebody else in the marketplace that wants to supply bulk 
water into the scheme, this government would be very positive towards it.” People say, “You’re going to let 
Water Corp do everything in the state.” The Water Corporation does a very good job. When I was Minister for 
Water I always used to say to people that if some other bulk water supplier comes along and says, “Look, we 
want to supply so many gigalitres to you to put into the system”, we would certainly have a mood to entertain 
that.  

Mr F.M. Logan: That is the philosophical difference between your side and our side.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Maybe. But the monitoring systems and the standards are all safety checks that are in 
operation; that is what we need. For instance, there was a project with potential in my region. United Utilities 
wanted to build a desalination plant in Esperance.  

Mr F.M. Logan: There had to be an agenda with this line, and here it comes!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: No, I am just saying to members that we should look at that project because it would not 
only be good for the Goldfields, but also drought-proof the Salmon Gums region, which is suffering.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Did they make a donation to your campaign, member for Esperance? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: To my knowledge, it did not. No, this is about looking at the issue and acknowledging that 
the Salmon Gums area is suffering and that there is a potential to perhaps drought-proof the region. The minister 
knows how much water we have carted there in recent times and we are faced with a long and hot summer. 
Strategically, if we stand back and look at it, we know that we have a fair drag on the Mundaring Weir with 
water being pulled to the Goldfields. That pulls maybe 15 or 20 gigalitres. Strategically, for Western Australia it 
might have been a good idea to supply the Goldfields with some water from a desalination plant on the Southern 
Ocean to take the pressure off the metropolitan resource. That is what we, and this minister, are about. We are 
about looking at those resources and how they stand up, while also having regulations.  

There was the United Utilities issue and that window of opportunity has now passed. United Utilities has now 
been taken over by Mitsubishi. I had a talk to them about that when I was in Japan. I had the privilege of going 
to Japan with the Speaker, the member for Morley and two opposition members, the members for Balcatta and 
Victoria Park. We had a very fruitful time and talked to a lot of people, including people at Mitsubishi. Since the 
global financial crisis, that window has passed. Whether that will return, we do not know. We have a move in 
that area to look at these opportunities on their merit.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.56 pm]: I have the excitement of three minutes before we move on to 
private members’ business.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Plenty of time to warm up!  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is right. I want to go through a couple of issues in relation to the Water Services 
Bill 2011 and the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011. The member for Maylands last 
night made a comment about how important fresh water is. I think that fresh water is something that we all take 
for granted in Australia. I lived in Indonesia as a student when I was 18 years old. It was a very different place. 
Perusahaan Daerah Air Minum is the name of the company that was putting in water pipes. That company lay 
pipes in the street in the area where I lived at the time. At that stage everybody where I lived, including the 
family with whom I lived, needed to draw water from wells. They were a very wealthy family. The watertable 
was dropping very fast. It was incredible to see people lowered into a well through a pulley system and then 
digging. The dirt was then taken out using buckets until people were immersed up to their shoulders in water at 
the bottom of the well. I had never thought about it before, but that is what people have to do. I lived with a 
wealthy family who had their own well for their own household. They had an electric pump to draw out the 
water and a filtration system, and a fridge to put the water in after it was cleaned. It was a very different 
experience for the people who lived close by without such resources. They still had to get their water from wells, 
but without the benefits of electric pumps and those sorts of things. Having access to fresh water is an incredibly 
important issue.  

I want to touch on a couple of issues in the area that I represent, Cannington. The minister arranged a briefing for 
me from Water Corp about the drainage of Cannington, East Cannington, Queens Park and Beckenham. These 
areas date back to pre-colonial times when Indigenous people lived on the land in that area. Almost all the land 
was very swampy, so the drainage system in those suburbs is essential to their maintenance. Without that 
drainage, nobody could build a house in Cannington, East Cannington, Beckenham or Queens Park. There are 
also drainage issues in Ferndale and Lynwood, but they are not as severe as the drainage issues in those other 
suburbs I mentioned. The Water Corporation obviously maintains all those drains and does a good job. I think 
that the steep-sided compensation basins are a thing of the past. The Water Corp and the local council have done 
a good job of extending those compensation basins in a number of places to make small parks amongst the 
suburbs. I understand that many of these compensation basins have been built to the edge. I think there needs to 
be a review, not in next year’s budget, but over a period, of how we can do more with those compensation 
basins.  

The other thing I mention to the minister is—I have not yet received a full briefing from the council—that the 
council is upset about the Water Corporation charging it to use water from the Wharf Street compensation basin 
for the summer months when it needs to pump across the road to the wetlands it has developed for the drains 
around the council chambers.  

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: They draw water out of the Wharf Street compensation basin. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

PERTH WATERFRONT PROJECT 

Motion 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [4.00 pm]: I seek leave to move the motion on the notice paper in an amended form. 

Leave granted.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I move —  

That in relation to the Perth Waterfront project, this house calls on the Barnett government to — 

(1) fully and transparently answer all concerns raised by its own departments and agencies as 
detailed in the metropolitan region scheme report submissions; 

(2) fully and transparently answer all concerns raised by independent experts and stakeholders as 
detailed in the MRS report submissions; and  

(3) fully and transparently answer all outstanding concerns regarding the $440 million budget and 
time line for this project.  

The opposition is so concerned with the minister’s handling of the very important waterfront project that we 
have allocated a large amount of time in our debating period to give him the opportunity to deliver on what he 
promised in February this year. When he produced the amended report on the waterfront project, he stated that 
the process allows for extensive community consultation and discussion in Parliament before a final decision is 
made. He has not afforded us any time in Parliament for discussion of the waterfront project.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: We’re doing it right now  

Mr J.N. HYDE: He has not delivered. It has again fallen on the loyal opposition to carry through the work of 
government. Let us be clear; the opposition is in favour of a waterfront project. What we want to do today is to 
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raise our serious concerns about the minister’s stewardship of this project and exactly what he is spending 
$440 million of taxpayers’ money on. It is $440 million at a time when escalating utility prices are being 
inflicted on the taxpayers of Western Australia by the Barnett government. The minister really does need to be 
accountable for every dollar spent.  

Let us be clear. On 22 May the minister put out a press release stating that the waterfront project will require just 
$270 million in government funding—May 22, a press release, his name, after the budget. Of course, we have 
now discovered that the real cost of this very troubled project has ballooned out to $440 million. I thank the 
minister for the briefing by his department officials late last week. I was able to glean from that official briefing 
that the minister was deliberately waiting until after the March 2013 election before closing Riverside Drive. The 
most contentious issue in this project, the one issue that in all the submissions and all the reports sticks out as 
being the real bugbear of his waterfront project, is his decision to close Riverside Drive. He will not undertake 
this most contentious capital works on the project until mid-2013. More alarming, having had the technical 
briefing, is that he really cannot do a lot of the important capital works on this project, such as the perimeter 
piling of the new inlet, until Riverside Drive has been dug up and moved. He cannot complete the piling needed 
to get the inlet correctly aligned and ready for operation until that happens. The Barnett government is now 
talking up getting the G20 meeting to Perth in 2014, and it will be going in with a bid when 10 hectares of prime 
riverside land will be a building site. This is what the government will be offering compared with Sydney 
Harbour, Melbourne and even Darwin. Because of its sloth as a government, it will deliberately stall this project 
until after the election, so that motorists and others will not be inconvenienced—because the minister knows that 
it will mean inconvenience under his stewardship of this project—and then it will start on the nasty bits.  

There has not been transparency. The minister promised open discussion in Parliament before a decision would 
be made. Please, minister, give us the exact figures of where this $440 million in public works will be spent. 
Even after his own stated intention of $440 million being spent, all we are really getting is a hole in the ground, 
because he is not delivering on what should be the prime piece of public infrastructure in this development, 
which is the Indigenous cultural centre. Not one cent in that $440 million allocation from the Barnett 
government is for the Indigenous cultural centre. As well, the minister has been putting out glossy plans and 
photographs showing the wonderful cable car that will come down from Kings Park. There is not a brass razoo 
in the $440 million budget for it. The minister needs to transparently and openly tell the Parliament and the 
people of Western Australia what the $440 million will be spent on.  

Although the minister and others in his government have had thought bubbles about how they will get away with 
moving the state heritage–listed Florence Hummerston house across the road to the Supreme Court Gardens, I 
have discovered that the minister has ditched that plan. It will not be moved to the Supreme Court Gardens; it 
will be taken down, brick by brick, floorboard by floorboard, tile by tile, and each heritage brick, each heritage 
tile and each heritage floorboard will be individually numbered and put into storage. Although the minister is not 
the Minister for Heritage, I think he understands not only how important but also how expensive proper heritage 
preservation and storage is. The budget has a set allocation for the cost of dismantling, storing, moving and re-
erecting Florence Hummerston house somewhere else. The minister needs to be up-front with the people of 
Western Australia and tell us exactly how much of the $440 million is needed to do that job properly and 
professionally. More importantly, he needs to tell us what his plan is for Florence Hummerston house. It is an 
important piece of heritage. We now know that the City of Perth has added to the weight of disapproval about 
moving Florence Hummerston house to the Supreme Court Gardens, so the government has ditched that idea. 
Where is the government going to put it? What is the use of pulling down a very expensive and extensive piece 
of heritage, brick by brick, floorboard by floorboard, tile by tile, if there is no planned use for it later on? The 
Minister for Planning knows from the public submissions on the metropolitan region scheme amendment that 
heritage expert after heritage expert has reminded the minister about the Burra charter and its principles on 
removing heritage buildings. We need to know from the Minister for Planning and the Minister for Heritage 
whether it is the heritage policy of the Barnett government to ditch the Burra charter and to now remove 
inconvenient heritage buildings. Let us be open with the developers and say to them that state heritage will no 
longer be an impediment if a developer wants to build a cheap and nasty tilt-up or a magnificent edifice because 
the heritage buildings can just be removed now that that is the new policy of the Barnett government. The 
minister needs to give a transparent response. 

Let us consider other questions about the Perth Waterfront project. The City of Perth is demanding to have a seat 
on the project committee. When we debated the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, the Minister 
for Planning quite openly said that one of the reasons the legislation had to be passed was so that the authority 
would be operating by 1 January and could take over control of the Perth Waterfront project. We have now 
discovered that although the MRA may legally have control of an area, until it actually publishes its planning 
scheme it is not able to operate as the governing authority. All those wonderful provisions in the bill that we 
debated late into the night to ensure that local authorities and stakeholders would be consulted will not be needed 
because the project will be developed under the Western Australian Planning Commission, which, of course, has 
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an exemption under section 8 of the act and will not be legally bound by the consultation provisions that are 
enshrined in the MRA act. Although the MRA act is in place, we may not have a scheme that enables the MRA 
to legally operate in this district for a year or possibly more. A lot of the work will be done without transparent 
public scrutiny because it will not be transparent under the operation of the MRA. 

The government needs to be up-front about whether the bid to host the G20 meeting in 2014 is dinkum or is just 
another thought bubble. What is the role of the waterfront in that? The government made a lot of play during the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting about the sign of Perth that was beautifully angled so that it 
included the wonderful Council House building that was lit up, showcasing the wonderful work that the City of 
Perth is doing. However, it will not be able to be seen from the same position at the time of the G20 meeting 
because 10 hectares of the city will be a building site. The Minister for Planning needs to be up-front about that. 

The City of Perth is putting up its hand to be compensated for Allan Green Conservatory and Florence 
Hummerston building. Neither of those buildings can continue to be leased out for commercial purposes during 
the construction of the Perth Waterfront project. The Minister for Planning is quoted in today’s paper as saying 
that he is happy to consider the council’s requests for compensation. That is very jolly of the minister. Can he 
tell Parliament how happy he is and what is the cost impost of being happy to consider that proposal? How much 
compensation will he hand over to the City of Perth? How much within the budget of $440 million is he 
budgeting for compensation for the City of Perth and for other existing operations? What are the figures in the 
budget to compensate private sector tourism operators who will be disrupted when Riverside Drive is being dug 
up and traffic is being redirected? What are the budget allocations for those things? Everything comes back to 
money in government, unfortunately. Members can be great visionaries like the Minister for Planning and me, 
but in the end the Treasury types clip our wings. We need to know how much of the minister’s wings have been 
clipped and exactly what percentage of the $440 million will be spent on the heritage works and the piling works 
for the inlet. I understand that although some government members do not see the intrinsic beauty and wonder of 
Perth Arena that perhaps the member for South Perth and I will enjoy when we see wonderful events there — 

Mr J.E. McGrath: I hope I live long enough! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The member will certainly see something in that venue before he sees anything on the 
waterfront, unless he wears snorkels! 

The people behind the development of Perth Arena are the same people the minister has awarded the tender for 
the Perth Waterfront project. The visionary Perth Arena, of course, is a wonderful tribute to the previous Labor 
government. As the local member for Perth, I remember the complaints I got from local residents and businesses 
during its construction when the piles were being driven in around the building’s perimeter. The minister’s 
experts have told me in a briefing that the same type of piling work will be done all the way around the inlet 
when the waterfront project is developed. The very important piling will be expensive, noisy and time 
consuming, and it cannot be properly completed until the work on Riverside Drive is done. The minister needs to 
be up-front with the people living in Lawson apartments and my other constituents who live nearby. If the 
government is extending this project until after the election, will the residents have to put up with metal piling 
work being done around that extensive inlet for two years? Will the sand that will be gradually taken out in 
trucks and be subject to the vagaries of the Fremantle doctor and other natural phenomena lie in piles for two, 
three or four years? What is the cost for all these activities? 

The minister has announced a budget of $440 million for the project. He must be transparent to this Parliament, 
including about the day—excuse the pun—when the government will get a return on some of its investment of 
that $440 million. The minister stated that there would be upward of a 30 per cent increase in the amount of 
office space in central Perth because of the new office buildings that will be built by the private sector on the 
Perth waterfront site. Let us be transparent about the income side of the project. Exactly what date and which 
decade does the minister expect that he will start to get money from a land sale and a building development? 
Some members of Parliament might like the idea that someone will want to build an underwater bar in the inlet 
just like in Dubai. Maybe that is the type of attraction that a regional member, such as the member for Geraldton, 
might like to see developed in Geraldton harbour. If the government has plans for one of the commercial 
operations to be a very expensive underwater bar in the inlet, we need to know more details about it. We have 
glossy visions of a wonderful cable car coming down from Kings Park but there is not a brass razoo for its 
funding. The Indigenous cultural museum does not have a cent in funding. We need all of these details so that 
the people of Western Australia can be confident that the minister knows what he is doing with this project and 
this investment. 

There are some really well thought out responses in the submissions received on the metropolitan region scheme 
amendment. Many of them come from the government’s own departments such as the Department of Sport and 
Recreation, which says it is concerned about the loss of open space in this project. We do not really have a 
government or ministerial response to that concern. What is the minister’s response to the issue of losing open 
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space? The Department of Indigenous Affairs advised that the consultation with the South West Aboriginal Land 
and Sea Council did not constitute appropriate consultation.  

As the local member of Parliament for the area, I have a few views on transport access, and I will leave it to our 
excellent shadow Minister for Transport, at another time and another place, to try to seek the government’s exact 
position on the excellent submissions regarding the transport problems and the submissions from many of my 
constituents regarding those problems. In the briefing from the minister’s planning people, I was told that the rest 
of Riverside Drive, from the waterfront project, would become two-way, that Mounts Bay Road would become 
two-way, and that they were not quite sure which route buses would take, be it on the Mounts Bay Road or the 
Riverside Drive two-way road. Therefore the minister needs to discuss and be transparent about a whole lot of 
transport issues that are integral to proper planning. The Minister for Transport today threw the issue back onto 
Perth Airport saying that Perth Airport in its planning will have to build a beautiful underground terminus for a 
railway line in the future. If the building of the new terminus is commenced at the international airport next year, 
a very expensive concrete cavern will be built ready for a train to get in. We need to know what provisions the 
minister has made, not only for transport, but for everything else underground. Does the minister know what is 
underground? Our shadow Minister for Water will have some questions about that, because not only has an 
archaeology report been made for the area, but also a few pipes bring liquids in and take liquids and solids out. 
The minister needs to give us full information on those issues. I turn to the archaeology report. I asked a question 
on notice to the minister, and he provided a detailed answer indicating all the archaeology work that had been 
undertaken by experts from the University of Western Australia and elsewhere. We need to know the costings of 
that work, what was involved and what the minister will do with that work.  

Let us look at the submission from the National Trust. Its submission is dated 24 May, and was included in the 
government’s official submissions. It was written by deputy chief executive officer Enzo Sirna, who is a good 
friend of a number of people on the government’s side of the house and also on Labor’s side of the house 
through his excellent work with the National Trust. He again comments on the Burra charter quoting from article 
9.1, which states — 

The physical location of a place is part of its cultural significance. A building, work or other component 
of a place should remain in its historical location.  

Mr Sirna commented on article 9.3 stating that the objectives of the master plan do not necessarily require the 
relocation of the Florence Hummerston building and therefore retention should be considered. 

The government’s master plan contains what looks like a triangle sail jobby from Bunnings or something—some 
sort of pavilion. Therefore, it is quite conceivable that, whatever the proposal, a heritage building could be 
incorporated.  

What is more important in the submissions is the topic of the heritage contribution of Lawson Flats, which 
provide a very important part of Perth’s heritage—probably the most important part of what is left in the CBD of 
our residential heritage. As members know, the Lawson building is an 11-storey building on the corner of 
Sherwood Court and The Esplanade. It was constructed in 1937, and built as a companion piece to the now-
destroyed CML building that was built in 1936 and demolished in 1980; we all remember who was Premier then. 
In its context, the building is an important part of the heritage of WA, and its heritage is embellished by the 
position of The Esplanade that allows us to appreciate that very important 11-storey 1937 building. The 
government proposals will block it out, cage it in and destroy a lot of its cultural significance. When we consider 
how much of the heritage in that district has gone, we really need to pay attention to what the Perth Waterfront 
project will do. The minister has not answered these very important submissions; he has not given a government 
response to the submissions. We have important contributions from a number of planning experts in Western 
Australia on problems with the government’s waterfront project. We have submissions from the History Council 
of Western Australia, and tomorrow night or next Thursday night it will conduct a public seminar regarding the 
Perth Waterfront project. A number of other people have commented, not only heritage experts, but also other 
people who are concerned about the history of the WA and that site in the parades of the RSL. A very different 
type of activity has been happening in that public space compared with further along the riverfront at Langley 
Park. Again, its preservation as open space for heritage was an issue brought on by the opposition, and in 
response to which the minister acted. Therefore, it was good enough for constituents and heritage lovers at one 
end of the river, but the same consideration has not been given to The Esplanade.  

The City of Perth’s position, from its meeting last night, has been quite strong in terms of the questions it wants 
answered by the government. Again, we keep going back to the $440 million, and the government being 
transparent about what the money will be used for. I hark back to the Minister for Planning’s media statement of 
22 May, which states — 

“Work will start on the Waterfront project as soon as the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting … is over, with major public works expected to be completed by the end of 2014. The total 
cost to Government is estimated at $270 million.” 
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The cost on 22 May was $270 million, and we now know, as confirmed by the minister’s own planning people, 
that the current figure is $440 million. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: One figure is net cost and the other is gross cost. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Again, that goes back to my earlier points: Does the minister truly think that the net cost, 
including that of any land sold and any interest paid back on the borrowing costs and the other costs of running 
the MRA and other projects associated with this can be kept at $270 million? Is a net cost of $270 million an 
accurate and correct figure? The government has given no indication about the land to be sold or for what price it 
will be sold, or when construction will be complete. A very simple question has been asked: when will people be 
able to sit down at the inlet in this government’s waterfront project and drink a cup of coffee? I think that is a 
very simple question to ask. If the government has done the work—certainly, the planning people indicate that a 
lot of work has happened in the budget—there is no reason the minister cannot transparently provide the 
information.  

I will finish soon and hand over to my colleague and other shadow minister the member for Cockburn. However, 
I again hark back to the Perth Waterfront project amendment report by the government of Western Australia, 
dated February 2011, in which the minister stated that the process allows for extensive community consultation 
and discussion in Parliament before a final decision is made. 

All the discussion has been one-way as a result of the opposition asking valid questions. All the public 
discussion has been one-way in the number of excellent submissions raising concerns about the project. All we 
have had back from the minister is a glossy diagram, plans and a picture or two on corflute, but we have not been 
given the exact figures in a budget so that the public of Western Australia can be confident that the Barnett 
government will spend $440 million wisely and that we will not be left with a massive hole in the ground. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.31 pm]: I join my colleague the member for Perth in seeking from the 
Minister for Planning an explanation about the Perth Waterfront project, which is slated to cost $440 million in 
today’s terms. I put to the minister that that amount is very much at the bottom end of the total cost of this 
project to the state of Western Australia. I ask the minister whether he honestly thinks that $440 million is a 
realistic sum of money for the completion of this project. I am not talking about completion with the construction 
of the buildings, but the completion of the land development to be completed by the state. I asked the minister to 
confirm whether the $440 million will cover the entire cost of bringing the Perth Waterfront project to the 
construction phase—that is the construction of the buildings on the waterfront area—because of recent building 
and earthworks experience on sites in the Perth CBD similar to but perhaps easier to develop than the Perth 
waterfront area. The example I give is one the member for Vasse, being the former minister responsible for the 
project, loves to cite; namely, the Perth Arena. The member for Vasse was quite correct when earlier today he 
referred once again to the Perth Arena project as one that initially was to be constructed without an underground 
car park. When, as the then minister, I announced the project at a cost of $168 million, it did not make provision 
for an underground car park. That was a later addition promoted, by the way, by the Department of Treasury 
after its modelling indicated that it was a far better return on the operational costs of the project to include an 
underground car park. I argued strongly against it, because the number of car parks already available in Perth 
made it unnecessary. Nevertheless, it was endorsed and successive ministers picked up the new concept of 
building a Perth Arena with an underground car park. One of the reasons that I as the minister strongly objected 
to the inclusion of an underground car park is that water is located only a few metres below the surface—former 
lakes and wetlands existed before they were filled in for the railway and the link between Northbridge and the 
Perth CBD area. It was obvious that if we were to start digging on that site, we would hit water, and once we had 
hit water, the reinforcing and pumping of concrete to the site to stop the intrusion of water would be an absolute 
nightmare. As minister I did not want to go anywhere near it because I knew there was going to be a problem.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: But for this project, we want water in it. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, we do, but in the first instance, we did not. It is one step after another. There will be 
water in it eventually, but before we have water, we need to ensure that the water is controlled and does not leach 
into other areas, particularly in the CBD, surrounding the Perth Waterfront project. Hence, there will be a time in 
the construction process during which water will not be wanted in order to allow the waterfront walls to be 
reinforced. That will not be done underwater. That will be done without any water around and will require 
reinforcing of the walls and massive amounts of earthworks. The Perth Arena project is probably the latest 
example of a massive cost blowout because of an underground car park and the amount of work required to pull 
it off. I put it strongly to the minister that it will be exactly the same for the Perth Waterfront project; in fact, it 
will be worse because the riverbank has been laid down over tens of thousands of years. I do not know what the 
geotechnical reports say about the riverbank in the area, and it will be interesting for the general public and 
particularly this house if the minister were to inform the house about the geotechnical work done so far, and if it 
has not been done, when it is done, and to table that geotechnical work. I believe that the geotechnical work will 
show that it will be necessary to go down a long way to get to the solid rock in which to anchor the reinforcing 
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and the pile-driving required for the Perth Waterfront project. That is where the costs will start to come to the 
fore. The costs are not tens of thousands of dollars; they are not even hundreds of thousands of dollars, but tens 
of millions of dollars—in some cases hundreds of millions of dollars—to ensure a project of that scale, which is 
much, much bigger than the land area of the Perth Arena, is done to a quality and a standard that will ensure not 
only the safety of the buildings to be constructed around it, but also the environmental protection of the river.  

We can look at similar earthworks projects on a much smaller scale. If we look at the cost blow-out for that Perth 
Arena project, because of the amount of earthworks and reinforcements that was needed to ensure the stability 
and safety of the underground car park, and if we transpose those costs onto a much, much bigger project such as 
the Perth Waterfront project and then look at a far more difficult situation where rock bolting and pile driving 
needs to be done, I would strongly suggest that the costs will be far more significant than they were for the Perth 
Arena project. If that is the case, the $440 million that has been allocated to the project will be the starting 
amount of money that will be needed to conclude that project. It will not be the final amount of money by any 
stretch of the imagination. That will just be in ensuring the stability of the Perth waterfront walls and the 
geotechnical quality of the Perth Waterfront project. 

The other issue on which I would like to get some information from the minister is the Perth central sewerage 
station, which is located underground in the Perth Waterfront project area. The Water Corporation has indicated 
that moving the associated pipe work—it will have to be moved—is very complex from an engineering point of 
view. As a result of its complexity from an engineering perspective, it will be very expensive. The Perth central 
sewerage station will have to be relocated from its current site and its piping will consequently have to be 
relocated from its current site to somewhere else, I presume, along the Perth waterfront area, possibly further up 
on the other side of the Supreme Court in Langley Park. I am not sure where it will go, because it certainly 
cannot go back towards the conference facilities. I would presume that a project of that size could only go 
towards Langley Park. If that is the case, how much will it cost to relocate that sewerage facility? It is not a 
situation in which the sewerage facility can just be forgotten about; it is the sewerage facility for the entire CBD 
of Perth. It is large and complex, and it will have to be relocated. It will probably be relocated at least a kilometre 
away from its current site. That means big bucks. There will be a huge bill from Water Corporation to the 
Western Australian Planning Commission or whoever will be running the Perth Waterfront project. Once again, 
it comes back to the total amount of $440 million that has been allocated to this project.  

I put it to the minister that if we look at just those two elements of the entire project—the central sewerage 
station and the geotechnical work, from rock bolting to pile driving, needed to stabilise the project—
$440 million will not even cover those costs. What will be the end cost of the Perth Waterfront project to 
Western Australia and to the government of Western Australia? I put it strongly to the minister that that figure of 
$440 million is nowhere near enough to cover even part of that project, never mind the completion of the entire 
project. Those are my questions to the minister. I am particularly interested in the one that relates to the Perth 
central sewerage station. The minister’s own project team has identified that as an issue for the Perth Waterfront 
project. I think it is appropriate that people in Western Australia know exactly how complex the project is to 
move the Perth central sewerage station and how much it will cost the taxpayers of Western Australia. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [4.44 pm]: I am very happy to have the opportunity 
to make some comments on the Perth Waterfront project, because it is a major project for Perth and Western 
Australia. It has been talked about for 30 years or so in one form or another, but until this point, nothing has ever 
happened in reality on the ground. A lot of planning has been done and a lot of concepts have been prepared. 
There has been a lot of discussion and, generally speaking, agreement that there should be much better activation 
of the bank of the Swan River close to the Perth CBD and that a much better connection should be established 
between the Perth CBD and the wonderful Swan River, but until this point none of that has occurred. The reality 
is that under the Liberal–National government the project is a reality. The funds have been allocated, and a lot of 
the preparatory work is underway now, as it has been for the last year or 18 months. The project is very much 
becoming a reality. 

Contributions from the opposition raised some valid issues, but I get the feeling that, although the member for 
Perth indicates the opposition supports a waterfront project, in reality the opposition is doing all it can to 
undermine this project and really does not want it to occur. 

Mr M. McGowan: Apart from starting it, you mean. You need to go back to history and look at what happened. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I just said that a lot of designs have been done. A big one was put out in early to mid-2008, 
known as “Dubai on Swan”. There were other concept plans in the previous 20 or 30 years. Did anything 
actually happen on the ground? 

Mr M. McGowan: You’ve been in office for three years. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Did it happen? Has it happened yet? 
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Mr M. McGowan: We allocated the money and commenced the project in early 2008, six months or so before 
the election. You’re saying that we should have commenced it in the six months, yet you’ve had three years 
since then. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: You were in office for seven and a half years. The point I am making is that this project has 
been talked about for decades. Until this point, the funding has not actually been allocated to enable the project 
to happen in reality. Funds might have been allocated for planning, but I do not think the previous Labor 
government allocated any substantial amount of funds for the project to actually be constructed. 

Just so that everybody knows what we are talking about, I have a copy of the concept plan, which was made 
public towards the end of last year. That has been refined in detail to some extent. 

Mr P. Papalia: Three years to produce that? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No, no; the member does not understand the process. 

This is a plan in a greater amount of detail. In three or four years we will see that this project is actually a reality 
on the ground. Just in case people are still sceptical about whether it is happening, I can assure them that it is. 
The only sort of project that I think the opposition is committed to, because it seems there has been quite a bit of 
backtracking, for example — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The debate is about how you are funding this. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will come to the funding. I am questioning, first of all, whether the opposition really supports 
this project or not. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’re the government! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: We are doing it, but it would be good to know — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Tell us how you are doing it. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I have another 57 minutes, so just wait. If the member does not understand it yet, he will by 
the end—maybe. 

It was interesting to hear the member for Joondalup on radio this morning. He was interviewed by Geoff 
Hutchison and said — 

The waterfront development … do we need that right now … ? Can’t we actually postpone some of 
those things so that we can actually help our people who are hurting here at the moment. 

That question was raised by the member for Joondalup, a backbencher. It is not necessarily the view of the 
opposition as a whole, but I know that only a couple of months ago the Leader of the Opposition made a 
suggestion that the waterfront project should be deferred. I do not know whether that position was maintained. 
Can the member for Perth, as shadow Minister for Planning, indicate whether the opposition actually wants this 
project to be completed?   

Mr J.N. Hyde: We are in support of the waterfront project. We want you to get it right. You have to detail to us 
how you are spending the $440 million.  

Mr F.M. Logan: It is our job to hold you to account.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is process of opposition, but it is good to know whether the alternative government of this 
state—albeit, hopefully, a long way in the future—is supportive of this project occurring or not.  

Mr F.M. Logan: If it blows out, of course, like any opposition, we will have major problems with the project.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In relation to the cost of the project, the member for Perth queried the different figures of 
$270 million and $440 million. The estimated net cost of the project of constructing all of the public works, the 
inlet, the boardwalks, the island and so on is $270 million, and the estimated gross cost of doing that is 
$440 million, or to be more precise $438.5 million. The difference is obviously what is estimated to be achieved 
through land sale, which may vary, of course. Hopefully, the amount achieved through land sales will be higher 
than the difference between those two figures. That remains to be seen through the sale of land process.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You need to detail it. At the moment you are giving us a back-of-envelope figure. What is it 
exactly?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Most people would understand that it is impossible to predict with absolute certainty what 
price will be achieved for a particular piece of land over the next year or two. Detailed estimates of the value of 
the land have been prepared by qualified valuers and professional advisers to government, but until we actually 
put something out there in the marketplace it is impossible to be absolutely precise.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Will you table that advice, minister?  
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: I do not intend to provide any more information at this stage on what may be of value to 
people in the private sector who actually want to buy land here. We want to achieve the best possible outcome 
for the state and I will follow the process that will achieve that. At the end of the project, or at some appropriate 
time, all the information will be revealed about what is actually achieved and what are the final costs.  

On the points that the member for Cockburn raised, firstly, in relation to the pilings that he described to construct 
the edge of the project, the retaining walls and so on, I am indebted to the member for Nedlands, an engineer 
who has had some experience with these sorts of matters. It will not be necessary to drive pilings down to 
bedrock for the construction of the retaining walls around the inlet. It will be necessary to do that for the 
construction of the major buildings—the commercial, residential and other buildings—that will eventually be 
constructed around the inlet on the land that is going to be made available to the private sector. However, that 
will not be necessary for the construction of the retaining wall.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Your own planning people said that there will be piling around the entire inlet. It may not be 
down to bedrock, but you will need piling all the way around the inlet.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Of course, some of that will be necessary. I do not pretend to be a technical expert on exactly 
how all of this will be constructed. I am happy to provide further briefings on those aspects, if that is really 
necessary. I know that there been a lot of thought and a lot of professional advice sought and received on the 
construction of this project; and, obviously, we will rely on the advice of professional engineers and others to 
come up with — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Can you table the costings?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am not going to table all of the detailed advice that has been received at the moment. This 
has been a completely professional process by the Department of Planning and the public service of Western 
Australia. There is no political influence to try to come up with a particular figure. The government has made it 
clear that it wants this project to be undertaken. We have gone through the process of getting the best estimates 
on the estimated cost of the project, using appropriate professional advisers, and the government has made the 
decision to allocate the funding in the budget—it is in the forward estimates—to ensure the project can be 
undertaken. That is a reality.  

The member for Cockburn mentioned a sewerage station. If it is necessary for that to be moved, I have no doubt 
the cost of doing so is incorporated into the overall budget for the project that has been provided in the total 
amount of $438.5 million.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You have got to know exactly! Why won’t you tell us?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As I said, the budget for this project has been determined on the basis of professional advice of 
engineers, architects, project managers and all of the others involved, including the office of the Department of 
Planning, and the figure that has then been arrived at is a sum of all of the different components, no doubt with a 
contingency factor built in. So any relocation of the sewerage station will certainly be built into the overall cost 
of the equation.  

I will go through some of the other points that were raised by the member for Perth, in particular, some of the 
points that he had made in a media statement that he put out last week and which he also referred to in this place. 
I need to make the point that there has been some very selective extraction of information from the submissions 
made through the metropolitan region scheme amendment process, and comments around those submissions. 
There has been very selective extraction of bits of information on the part of the member for Perth to give quite a 
misleading impression to people. Let us look initially at the Department of Sport and Recreation’s submission, 
which the member for Perth said was concerned about loss of open space. That is true to an extent; however, 
when we look at the first comment of the Department of Sport and Recreation, it reads — 

• The Department of Sport and Recreation … is broadly supportive of the proposed Metropolitan 
Region Scheme … amendment, however, are conscious that the concept design requires the 
removal of a significant piece of green Public Open Space … between Barrack and William 
Streets.  

The department indicates that it is “broadly supportive” of the scheme. Was that mentioned by the member for 
Perth? I do not think so.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: That “however”, is a pretty big however!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In relation to the substance of the issue, obviously the use of the area that is currently a green 
open space, grassed area which is used to some extent will change substantially. Will it be a better space overall? 
Will it be much more active? Will it enable Perth, as the capital of Western Australia, to be more interesting and 
invigorated and attractive to local people and visitors to our state? Absolutely! Change does involve a trade-off 
to some extent, but the benefits overall out of this project will be absolutely substantial.  
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I will provide the response of the WA Planning Commission to the comments of the Department of Sport and 
Recreation on the issue of the loss of public open space. The Western Australian Planning Commission’s 
“Report on Submissions” reads — 

It is acknowledged that the Esplanade Reserve currently performs a number of functions as a 
recreational and event space and that the loss of the parkland will result in these activities having to 
relocate elsewhere. It also noted that the parkland contributes to Perth’s sense of place and provides 
open vistas to the Swan River.  

Unfortunately, the vastness of the open space creates a sterile space that contributes to the segregation 
of the city from the river. While acknowledging that in the past the parkland has on occasions provided 
the Western Australian community with a useful gathering space, unfortunately for large portions of 
time the land now remains underutilised.  

The Perth Waterfront development now provides an opportunity for the Esplanade Reserve to once 
again become an important community space. A large part of the reserve, which was reclaimed by the 
early settlers, will now be returned to the Swan River. The land that remains will continue to serve a 
public function, albeit in a different manner. 

It is important to remember that this area was originally part of the river and it was reclaimed.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: How come this was the site chosen for the barbeque that the Queen went to? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is because it was there and it was available. It was a good use of the site for that particular 
event, as it is a good use of the site for the West Australian Symphony Orchestra outdoor concert each 
December, the final one of which in that location will occur next month, obviously. It is better than not using the 
space at all. Do we think the space can be better used more continuously? Absolutely; and that is exactly what is 
happening. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: So, for the G20 it’ll be bring your flippers for an underwater dive! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I thought this was a serious analysis of a major project for Perth. I will go on with the response 
from the Western Australian Planning Commission — 

The design of the Perth Waterfront includes a range of new open space opportunities in the form of 
promenades, the landing, parks and the unique landscaped island. For major events, the new road 
along the northern arm of the inlet can be closed to provide an integrated gathering space with the 
promenade. Upgrades to the Supreme Court Gardens as part of the Perth Waterfront public works will 
also improve its capacity to accommodate events. 

Therefore, if the barbeque for the Queen a couple of weeks ago had not been able to be held at the Perth 
waterfront, it could have been held at the Supreme Court Gardens, for example. The response continues — 

These public spaces will host performances and recreational activities; and offer an alternative 
community gathering space to the vast areas of green open space to the east of the project area. 

That issue, therefore, is clearly being addressed. The second point made by the member for Perth is — 

The Water Corporation strongly opposed development over the Perth Central Sewerage Pumping 
Station and identified a number of costly and complex engineering issues;  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You still haven’t told us how costly. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Whatever is necessary to be changed is built into the overall cost of the project. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Minister, you are a better minister than this. You would’ve gone over it with a fine toothcomb. 
Surely you’ve asked these very same questions that I’m asking you. I’d be staggered if you didn’t. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I asked plenty of questions about the project and what I know is that it is well planned and 
well designed and is underway at the moment; so that issue is being dealt with. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: But you just won’t tell us. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The member for Perth also stated — 

The Public Transport Authority revealed it had not undertaken an investigation into the public transport 
impact on bus or rail services … 

Et cetera, and it goes on. Let us look at what the Public Transport Authority states — 

The Public Transport Authority … is supportive of the Amendment to reclassify the land for the Perth 
Waterfront project to public purpose special use reserve. 
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That tells a quite different story. Then the PTA goes on to mention some points that need to be addressed. Are 
they being addressed? Obviously they are. One aspect that is important to remember about this project is that it is 
a major transit-oriented development. In fact, it will probably be the premier example of a transit-oriented 
development in Western Australia, given its proximity to the rail network, the Esplanade rail station and the 
Esplanade bus station, and given that ferries will be able to come into the inlet and there will be a ferry terminus 
within the Perth waterfront area. Also, of course, a very active pedestrian space will be available and the 
cycleway along the river will continue as a dual-use path over the bridge and the island that will be constructed. 
So, that is the reality about public transport. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Minister, is the ferry terminus costed? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is included in the $438.5 million. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The other one, the possible future station development—if you look to the left on your corflute—
has that been costed, or isn’t it because it’s in the future? It is in the grey or beige part. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No. Is the member referring to this one I am pointing to? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No, a possible future station would not be included. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The possible Perth entertainment centre extension, has that been costed? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No. That is not part of this project. The entertainment centre is privately operated, as the 
member knows. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: But government had to pay for it. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is another issue. Without the government contribution made by the Court government, 
the project would not have happened. Is the member talking about the entertainment centre or the Perth 
Convention and Exhibition Centre? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre. Obviously that will be a completely separate 
project. 

I will go on with some of the other comments the member for Perth made about the Swan River Trust, which in 
its submission states — 

The Trust has recently provided advice regarding the District Water Management Strategy. Provided 
the Trust’s comments are adequately addressed in the revised DWMS, the Trust has no objection to the 
proposed amendment. 

This story has therefore been built up by the member for Perth and by the opposition that all these state agencies 
have major concerns about the project and that it therefore perhaps should not happen. I think the opposition 
really does not want it to happen because there is a degree of envy about the fact that this project will be 
completed under this government. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, it’s not. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is going to be completed as a result of decisions by this government. If we get re-elected, we 
will certainly be — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: In 11 years’ time; in 2020. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: If the government is going to undertake major engineering works, they do actually take some 
time to plan and then to construct and complete. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: But conveniently not until just after the state election will you close off Riverside Drive. That’s 
quite calculating. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will come back to that. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: What about the heritage ones—the Florence Hummerston building? Come on! The National 
Trust; you can’t verbal them. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will provide the comments from the report on submissions. On the Public Transport 
Authority, the Planning Commission states — 

It is noted that work has not been undertaken to plan for increases to PTA services as a result of the 
Perth Waterfront development. Considerable liaison has occurred to date with the Department of 
Transport, City of Perth and Public Transport Authority to ensure bus priority and access measures are 
incorporated into the movement network improvements attributed to the Perth Waterfront project. 
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Those issues, therefore, are being dealt with. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: People going to the state election in March 2013 need to know—if they re-elect you—where the 
buses will be going and where the cars will be going when you dig up Riverside Drive the next month. They 
need to know that. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: And what will happen to this project if they happen to elect a Labor government? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’re the government. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No, no. The member for Perth is talking about after the next election. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: No. Come on! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: We are talking about after the next election. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: That’s right. You’re the ones who are digging up Riverside Drive. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: If the people of Western Australia happen to elect a Labor government, what will happen with 
this project? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’ve got two narratives. One is you’re saying you’re starting work this week. The other one is 
you’re saying you’re not going to tell people going to the election what you’re doing with Riverside Drive, yet 
you’ve allegedly costed it. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will come back to that. I want to continue analysing the very selective comments made partly 
today and also last week by the member for Perth. The response from the Planning Commission to the comments 
from the Swan River Trust states — 

The majority of comments raised by the Trust relate to the Environmental Assessment Report. A 
specific response on these matters has been included in Part 5 of the Perth Waterfront Environmental 
Assessment Report – Report on Submissions. 

The EAR ranks the key environmental impacts against standard criteria, with the intent to identify the 
impacts that require more detailed investigation and/or assessment. Both medium and high ranked 
unmanaged issues will be required to undertake further studies … 

I will not outline them all but obviously — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: More detailed investigation. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Of course. This is a major project on which a great deal of work has been done, and more 
work is being undertaken at the moment. The member for Perth highlighted the Department of Transport’s 
comments that the MRS boundaries are not consistent and logical with the proposed layout of the road network 
and that it identified problems with the proposed reclassification of the area and also identified traffic as a 
significant issue. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: A direct quote. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Okay. The Department of Transport did raise some concerns about the precise detail of the 
boundaries of the MRS amendment.  

The member for Perth does not seem to understand that the whole planning process is open and transparent. 
Proposals to change the use of land and zonings are put out for public comment by interested parties—state 
agencies, members of the public, local governments or whatever—to identify issues that need to be addressed 
before a planning scheme amendment is finalised. That is the process; that is what often happens. There is a 
proposal and it is either implemented as advertised or modifications are made before it is completed. In some 
cases, amendments are not proceeded with because they should not be.  

The concerns of the Department of Transport have been very much taken into account. The amendment to the 
metropolitan region scheme, which I tabled in Parliament, has been adjusted to take into account those concerns. 
Does the member for Perth point all that out? No, of course not.  

I quote from the “Report on Submissions” where it refers to the Department Transport’s comments — 

Further discussion has occurred with the Department of Transport to determine the appropriate 
alignment of the western boundary of the proposed MRS amendment. 

I will not read out all the following detail, but to conclude — 

Given the above considerations, the Committee recommends that the western boundary of the 
amendment should be modified to a position immediately east of the proposed Bus Port intersection and 
west of the future indicative development site (south of the Esplanade Train Station). The Committee 
considers that the modification to the amendment represents only a minor change and will enable both 
the city planning and regional transport planning requirements to be better coordinated. 
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That issue has been addressed. Again, I make the point that the member for Perth is seeking to develop a 
narrative that tries to convince people that there are major problems with this project—that state agencies have 
major concerns and that therefore the whole thing should be deferred or should not occur at all. I think that is the 
sentiment coming from the opposition. When we look at the full picture, we get a very different story indeed.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You have listened to only one of the 70 submissions, then. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: All the submissions were listened to.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You acted on only one, which was the slight adjustment of the western MRS boundary. That is a 
sum total of one.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: All the submissions have been considered. If we look through the “Report on Submissions”, 
we can see that there is a response to each submission. In some cases it is simply a matter of noting comments. 
In other cases it may involve some change. That has occurred with the Department of Transport’s comments. In 
other situations it might be a matter of not accepting the comments made.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: There is the heritage one with Florence Hummerston. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As I understand it, an application is before the Heritage Council of Western Australia. I think 
that is the case. Obviously, a decision needs to be made by the Heritage Council. I think the member for Perth is 
saying that he essentially does not support relocation of the Hummerston pavilion. If the pavilion is not 
relocated, it would be a major impediment to this project. Either you support this project happening or you do 
not.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: The National Trust thinks that you can build without it being an impediment. What is the 
government’s response? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: If the National Trust of Australia has that view, we do not share that view because retention 
would be a major constraint on what can be constructed around the site and would compromise the integrity and 
the outcome of the whole project.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: What about compensation for the City of Perth? Will you address that issue?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Compensation for the City of Perth?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes, which you said you were happy about in the paper this morning.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I do not know that the City of Perth is even asking for compensation. Compensation for what?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: For the lease regarding Florence Hummerston and the value of the glass triangle.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Is the glass triangle, as the member calls it, the conservatory or whatever, in use at the 
moment? Is it doing anything useful? I do not think so. In relation to the lease held by the operators of the 
Chinese restaurant, negotiations will be held, if they have not started already, with a view to ensuring that there 
can be agreement for the operators to move out of the building at the appropriate time.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Where will you rebuild it then?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That has not been determined at this stage. Indeed, there is a question of whether a building 
still has the same heritage value once it is demolished and moved from its original location. That has not been 
determined at this stage.  

I should respond to a few other points. The member for Perth raised the issue of the Indigenous cultural centre 
and the cable car. We have always made it clear that although they will be allowed for and sites will be provided, 
they are not included in this phase of the project. Obviously, not everything can be done at once. The Indigenous 
cultural centre will certainly be a very valuable and important addition to the whole precinct, but that will 
probably be several hundred million dollars on its own. In my view, if that is to occur, it should be a joint project 
between the state and the commonwealth. Hopefully, there will be the opportunity for that to occur in the not-
too-distant future. We have always made it clear that the centre is not funded as part of this stage of the project—
likewise with the cable car. 

I will respond to some of the other comments. The member for Perth queried where the $438.5 million will go. 
Obviously, there is a breakdown of that, but I do not intend to table that because we need to seek tenders from 
the private sector for construction of various parts of the project; therefore, it would not be appropriate to provide 
all that information at this stage. I can say that the estimated cost of the major part of the public works, for which 
we are seeking expressions of interest from qualified managing contractors, is about $200 million. As I said, we 
have called for expressions of interest. That occurred last week. That aspect is underway, and over the next few 
weeks we will call for tenders for other specialist marine and civil works contracts. They have an estimated value 
of about $55 million.  
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Nine sites will be made available to the private sector for a range of office, residential, retail and hotel 
developments. This will be made available in a different way from the Perth City Link project in which all the 
public-owned land will be made available to the private sector as one parcel. In this case, it will be a number of 
different sites, and therefore there will be a number of different bidders.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Minister, if you are quoting from an official document, please table it.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: These are notes that were prepared for my use in this debate. Is there anything else that the 
member wants to know about in particular that I have not addressed?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You have not really told us anything.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Maybe I have not have told the member anything that he did not otherwise know. I have told 
members that this project is happening.  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I mentioned that while the member was out of the chamber. If there is a need to relocate the 
sewerage station, it would be incorporated into the cost. The construction of the inlet will not require piling 
down to the bedrock. It will require some piling presumably and construction, but we are not talking about 
holding up major buildings. Multistorey buildings will need piling down to the bedrock and that will be 
undertaken as part of the construction of the buildings, whereas the retaining wall around the edge of the inlet 
will obviously not be as complex a construction.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: If engineering works need to be done by the people who purchase the blocks, that will 
reduce the value of the blocks; that is true, isn’t it?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: They have to incorporate that into the cost of their project. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is the way they price these things because there is more works. There is plenty of 
vacant land in the Perth CBD. What risk is there that you will not be able to sell the blocks within the next 
11 years as you have planned? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I think the member needs to remember that this is probably prime real estate in the Perth CBD. 
It is right on the Swan River and we expect there to be quite a high degree of interest in the land that will be 
available.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Sure, but there is a vacant lot immediately across the road that has been vacant for at least as 
long as I have lived in Western Australia. For 22 years there has been a vacant block right there and nobody has 
done any development there. Why will you be able to get developers to develop this land when other commercial 
developers have not been able to achieve the same thing just across the road?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: By just across the road, do you mean at the bottom of Spring Street?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No; I am talking about the site next to the BHP building, owned jointly by the Irish bloke in 
Multiplex.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is not quite as close to the river.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Okay, but for 22 years nobody has been able to get a project to fly there. What planning has 
the government done to ensure the waterfront project will get up when these others have not?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: This will be a very active location with a high level of public amenity that will make it very 
attractive for people who may want to work in the area, live in the area or stay in a hotel there.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: I have no problem with the apartment blocks. I am talking about 156 000 square metres of 
office space, which is an 11 per cent increase in the amount of office space in the CBD. That is an incredible 
amount of extra office space.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As the member knows, the economy in Western Australia is strong. The expected level of 
investment and population growth in economic activity is relatively high in the state and vacancy rates in the 
commercial sector are relatively low at the moment.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Okay; three new office buildings are about to be completed in Perth. What is the next office 
building to start construction in the CBD?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: On this site?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Anywhere in the CBD.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Oh, well, wait and see.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: There isn’t one. There is not a single planned office tower in the CBD at the moment.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Maybe that indicates there is a need for more space and there will be a high demand for it.  
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Mr W.J. Johnston: There are dozens of sites owned by private enterprise already. None has current plans to 
build an office tower. How will you get 156 000 square metres of office built?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Wait and see what the interest is.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: That is why we have asked the minister to justify that the net cost will be only $270 million.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As I said, that is based on the advised —  

Mr J.N. Hyde: But you will not give us the advice.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: — expected return from the sale of land overall. That may vary to some extent. The net cost of 
this project may vary to some extent naturally. It always does.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Minister, I asked how much per square metre the government expects to achieve from the 
land sales and the minister would not tell me.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Why would I? The member should consult with the property sector if he wants to know that.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: I have; they say this is not the way to do the project. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: We have, and they say it will not fly. You’re trying to sell similar land on the Northbridge Link 
for massive development there. You haven’t; you’ve tried in two forms to flog that and it hasn’t worked. We’ve 
got the west end development and other developments in that area ahead of this one and you haven’t got tenants 
for office accommodation for them yet, let alone for the waterfront project.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: This one is a little further down the track, then, from what the member for Perth just said. 
There is a pretty high demand for office accommodation in Perth at the moment; we expect that to continue. 
What is the member for Perth saying, in essence—that he thinks this project should be deferred?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: We want to know: what is your expert advice? Table the expert advice so we can be confident 
that $440 million is being well spent.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: If the member does not believe the figures I have given him, he does not believe the figures 
that have been provided by the professional public service of this state to the government, which have been 
assessed by Treasury and so on. No figure has been pulled out of the air by us as a government.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: All you are giving us is the back-of-the-envelope figure.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is not a back-of-the-envelope figure; it is the total figure rather than a breakdown. It is 
certainly not just a figure done on the back of an envelope, I can assure the member of that.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Moving on from the issue of the sewerage works and, obviously, the electricity transmission 
costs, if you look at your design—I referred earlier to the future possible station development, future possible 
Perth entertainment centre —  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Do you mean the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes. And the future possible Supreme Court extension. All those future possibles, as well as all 
this work, will involve huge sewerage and electricity works. We need some sort of confidence that that is being 
planned for and is all incorporated within the budget.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It has been planned for, but I cannot recall the amounts—this may in fact cover the sewerage 
station; I will need to check it—but there was approval for both Western Power and the Water Corporation to 
undertake expenditure for the construction of those aspects to enable this project to proceed. I will need to check 
what sewerage stations are included within that, but approval was given for both Western Power and the Water 
Corporation to undertake expenditure—in other words, incur borrowings, if necessary—to allow those aspects to 
occur.  

In relation to the timing of the project, the major construction works will commence in the first half of 2012. I 
expect that to be April next year. Some early preliminary work will get underway before the end of this year. 
Commencement of the major construction works, of course, will be determined by the need to do the detailed 
planning and design work and to go through the approvals process in relation to environmental aspects, 
Indigenous affairs, heritage aspects and all the other aspects. A lot of progress has been made in that respect, 
although, obviously, all that has taken some time. The tender process needs to be undertaken and the contractors 
appointed so the major works can get underway.  

I expect the closure of Riverside Drive to be around the middle of 2013, as I understand it. The timing of that 
was determined by the appropriate sequence of the construction of the project. The member for Perth has raised 
the conspiracy that the closure of Riverside Drive is being deliberately delayed until after the election. Other 
works are necessary and logical to undertake, such as excavation and so on, prior to the need to close the road, so 
it makes sense to leave it open for as long as possible. It is also important to realise that people’s ability to drive 
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from east of the project to west of the project or vice versa will not cease completely. Traffic will be diverted up 
Barrack Street, down The Esplanade, along Mounts Bay Road and down William Street to rejoin Riverside 
Drive and go around the Narrows Bridge. It may take a little longer through being diverted to some extent, but 
traffic will still be able to move in either direction. Is that a major problem? I do not think so, because of the 
benefits this project will mean to the people of Perth and Western Australia.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Why did the Premier raise this issue? Why was he not in favour of blocking Riverside Drive?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: He is in favour of this project as it is being delivered. I can assure the member for Perth that he 
has taken a very strong interest in this project and continues to do so. He is ensuring that it will happen. I can 
assure the member that without the support of the Premier of the state, the net amount of $270 million would not 
have been allocated. The Premier supports the project as it is being delivered. Obviously, we have discussed the 
options such as building a bridge over the inlet for traffic, but that would be counterproductive to re-establishing 
the connection between the Perth CBD and the river. It could be done technically, of course, if it were lifted high 
enough, but aesthetically it would have a very detrimental effect on the overall project. A tunnel would probably 
cost another $300 million or $400 million to construct. That will still be possible in the future if a future 
government decides it is necessary and a future generation of Western Australians wants to do it. It will be 
possible to construct a tunnel to connect with the east and west sections of Riverside Drive if they want to do 
that. We have not done that as part of the project because we do not think it is necessary and we believe that we 
can use the funds in a better way. 

Mr F.M. Logan: We don’t want you to leave us with a massive bill in 2013. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is interesting that the member for Cockburn raises the issue of being left with a massive bill 
when there is a change of government. The members for Cockburn and Perth raised the Perth Arena project, and 
that is exactly what happened when we came to government as a result of that project. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Let that be a lesson to you! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: One of the major — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Don’t do the same as us! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is confession time, finally! The Perth Arena project was never properly planned nor the 
scope of the project determined before a decision was made to go ahead with it. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Let us talk about the waterfront project. Your track record on the waterfront project is the 
belltower, which left a $450 000 deficit. Your track record in this precinct is not too red hot. In the spirit of mea 
culpa, that is happening on this side of the house — 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: One project cost $5 million and the other is costing $520 million, or thereabouts. It is a 
different scale. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The percentage loss is going to be gigantic. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The belltower, although members opposite are always having a go at it, serves a useful 
function. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Which is? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is a musical instrument and is part of the cultural heritage of Perth. 

Mr F.M. Logan: The minister is still justifying it. You’re a brave man! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It will be made more use of once the area is activated by the Perth Waterfront development. 
The belltower is in the arts portfolio, for whatever reason. I have inquired whether any other minister would like 
to include it in their portfolio but I have not been successful! 

Mr F.M. Logan: Put a bar in there, minister. That’s the only thing that will make it work. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: There will be plenty of bars around the waterfront project as well as cafes and restaurants. I 
think I have covered most of the issues that have been raised. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I move — 

To delete all words after “house —”, and insert — 

(1) supports the completion of the project, as determined by the Liberal–National 
government; 

(2) notes that funding to complete the project has been allocated by the Liberal–National 
government; and 
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(3) notes that issues raised in submissions during the metropolitan region scheme 
amendment process are being addressed during the planning and implementation of 
the project. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.33 pm]: I thought that the minister had cut 
me off at the pass by moving an amendment to the motion, but I am happy to speak to the motion. Ever since I 
have been a member of Parliament I have been very supportive of the Perth Waterfront development and have 
always said that we need to make a stronger and closer connection between the Swan River and the city. I am 
basically very supportive of what our government is doing. However, I stand to speak on behalf of the people in 
the electorate of South Perth who have some concerns about the consequences of the waterfront development. 
The opposition has talked about the $440 million that the government has allocated for the development and for 
cutting into the land at the bottom of Sherwood Court down to William Street. I believe that we should seriously 
consider putting a tunnel underneath the water when the inlet is developed. I have made that suggestion before 
and have spoken to the Premier about it because the residents of South Perth and I honestly believe that the 
traffic consequences as a result of closing Riverside Drive will be quite serious in my electorate. The City of 
South Perth is concerned about those consequences and I am concerned that the City of South Perth was not 
consulted at any stage of this process. The City of South Perth is very closely linked to the City of Perth. In fact, 
it would not surprise me if one day the City of Perth and the City of South Perth became one municipality. They 
are divided only by the Swan River and there have always been close links between the City of South Perth and 
the City of Perth. 

I have some reservations about the consequences of this project. I have raised my concerns in Parliament 
previously and they have been raised by other members. Every day, 30 000 cars travel on Riverside Drive. Many 
of those cars travel to West Perth, Subiaco and Nedlands. I would not think that many of them go into the city. 
When the foreshore is developed, some of those cars will travel along Orrong Road and the Polly Farmer 
freeway through the tunnel, but I believe that they will be mostly people from the eastern suburbs. People in 
Victoria Park and parts of my electorate south to Bentley in the south eastern corridor will be disadvantaged if 
they cannot use the Causeway and Riverside Drive. I wrote to the Minister for Planning on 8 April because the 
matter was raised with me by a number of my constituents. This is an enormous project and the amount of traffic 
and the population of Perth will only increase. We are talking about 30 000 cars using Riverside Drive today. In 
15 or 20 years double the number of cars could be travelling through that area, even though I understand that the 
transport nodes will change. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: But you like the project overall, don’t you? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have said that, minister. I love the project and am a big supporter of it. 

Obviously I am not a member of cabinet and do not have a say on this and nor am I an engineer, but it is my 
view that when we dig out the soil to let the river reclaim the land, surely it would be easier to build a tunnel then 
rather than later. Eventually—the minister has conceded this in his speech—one day we might need a tunnel. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I did not quite say that. I said that people could do that in the future. You can probably manage 
traffic in another way. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Getting back to my electorate, I would be derelict in my duty as the member for South 
Perth if I did not raise this matter when the opportunity arose. As I have said to the Premier and the minister, I 
support the project. I think it is a great project. I want to see more ferries used on the Swan River. I have been 
campaigning for the use of ferries for a long time. It is good to see the Minister for Transport, my very good 
friend, back in the chamber. I have been campaigning for more ferries since I was in opposition and I 
campaigned for the previous Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to bring back the Coode Street ferry 
service. I think a lot more ferries should use the Swan River. Under the new Perth Waterfront development, 
those ferries will come in a lot closer to the city so that people will not get off the ferry at Barrack Street but will 
be closer to the Esplanade train station. That is fantastic and it will be an opportunity for us to develop an 
excellent ferry network in Perth. I am very supportive of that. 

I perceive that there will be problems with the number of vehicles that will be forced to come through my 
electorate and believe that we need to do an impact study. I know the Minister for Transport will speak on this 
issue, but we need to have an impact study that will put the minds of the residents of my electorate at ease that 
roads such as Mill Point Road, Labouchere Road, Douglas Avenue and the links onto the freeway at Judd Street 
will not become so congested that my electorate will become like a car park in the morning and afternoon. I am 
happy to be convinced that that will not happen and I know that the Minister for Transport will make a few 
points on this matter, but I have to raise it because it is continually raised with me by my constituents. That is 
why, in a conversation with the Premier the other day, I asked whether there was any chance of having another 
look at this project and maybe look at a tunnel. The Premier—I am sure he will not mind me saying this—did 
not rule it out in the future. He said it was something that we might look at putting in if the demand is there; I 
think there will eventually be a demand. The other alternative is a bridge, if a tunnel is too costly. The minister 
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said it could cost $300 million to $400 million to build a tunnel. We are a very wealthy state; we are driving the 
economy of Australia and I am told by economists wherever I go, and by the Committee for Perth, that one day 
Perth will be a bigger city than Melbourne. I am not convinced about that, but people out there say that 
eventually Perth will be the second-biggest capital city in Australia and it will be driven by the mining boom. If 
we are going to put these new amenities into our city, we might also have to factor in the fact that one day we 
will be a much bigger city than we are now. 

Getting back to the City of South Perth, it responded and made a submission to the public consultation process 
on metropolitan region scheme amendment 1203/41 on the Perth waterfront. I quote some of the things that the 
City of South Perth raised in the submission. It basically said that it supports in principle metropolitan region 
scheme amendment 1203/41 on the Perth waterfront, dated February 2011 with the following exceptions, and I 
paraphrase: the city is extremely concerned about the proposed changes to Riverside Drive, which will reduce 
traffic volumes from about 30 000 vehicles a day to about 15 000 vehicles with the resultant traffic being forced 
to utilise other local and regional roads of Perth. The City of South Perth went on to say that the roads in South 
Perth would be affected because the traffic would be redistributed to Canning Highway, Mill Point Road, 
Labouchere Road and Judd Street respectively, thereby resulting in increased traffic volumes and congestion, a 
reduction in road and pedestrian safety and residential amenity during the morning and afternoon peak travel 
times. I also make the point that one of those roads, Labouchere Road, is the entrance point for Perth Zoo. More 
than 600 000 people a year visit Perth Zoo and a lot of those people are families and school children. These are 
things in my electorate that I want our government to take account of. In its submission, the City of South Perth 
also requested — 

… detailed traffic modelling and reporting be undertaken as a matter of urgency to determine the likely 
increase to traffic volumes and congestion on Canning Highway, Mill Point Road, Labouchere Road 
and Judd·Street resulting from the Perth·Waterfront development and changes to Riverside Drive … 

The city’s submission then stated that where it is identified in the detailed traffic modelling and reporting that 
those streets in South Perth would be adversely impacted upon by increased traffic volumes and congestion, 
improvements should be undertaken to the road network and intersections to alleviate the identified negative 
impacts. The city is saying that if there are going to be some impacts on traffic flows, maybe the Department of 
Transport or Main Roads could come up with some other solutions. The submission also stated that the city — 

requests to be consulted on any future traffic and transport studies or initiatives undertaken by the City 
of Perth and/or the WA State Government where changes to the road and transport network in Perth is 
likely to result in adverse impacts within the City of South Perth. 

In closing, my view is that we should look at a tunnel or a bridge. I know that the minister said the traffic would 
be able to divert and go up Barrack Street, down The Esplanade and down William Street.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Half an hour. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: In peak hours it would be a difficult journey. If I was making that journey as usual and I 
was working in West Perth—a lot of people work in West Perth—I would not  drive down The Esplanade. I 
think people going to the city will use that route, but others will either go along the Polly Farmer freeway 
through the tunnel or they will take the South Perth option, and that is the big concern to me as the member for 
South Perth. It is a big concern for my community and a big concern for the City of South Perth. I support the 
project. I think it is a project that has been a long time coming. I think it will add a lot of vibrancy to that part of 
the city; it might take part of the vibrancy away from Northbridge and  bring people into another part of Perth. 
Therefore, there will be two areas where people will be able to recreate and where there will be business and 
residential development. We will have the development above where the train line is sunk, we will have 
Northbridge and we will have a brand-new area. I think the high-rise buildings will be developed in that area. I 
would be interested to hear what the Minister for Transport has to say about those concerns I have raised and 
what he thinks about the suggestion that — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I reckon it’s a joke!  

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Minister, there are tunnels all round the world. I was in Sydney recently and I believe I 
went through a tunnel that went under the Sydney Harbour; that would be a fair-sized tunnel. This would be a 
very, very small tunnel compared with the one in Sydney. There is a tunnel underneath the English Channel; we 
are talking about a very small tunnel here. But my main concern is for the residents in my electorate of South 
Perth.  

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [5.48 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker — 

An opposition member: Have you got a tunnel? 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I will get to it, members. I want the Perth Waterfront project and I have to say that it is 
fantastic to have an opportunity to speak about my second-favourite waterfront renewal project in this state and 
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in this city. I must also very briefly acknowledge Jenny Gregory, as I did not have an awful lot of notice that this 
motion was coming on today. One of her papers on this project has proved particularly useful in preparing for 
this debate. Like most members of this place, I often host guests here in Parliament; I then invite them for lunch 
or for a range of different things and I often give them tours. Some of my favourite things to point out to people 
are the very insightful photographs that are scattered around this place, and I often use them to bring to people’s 
attention the history of this very issue, as I think the waterfront is a particularly topical issue and one that 
strongly pervades the Western Australian psyche. There is one particular photo on the wall right out the front of 
the Premier’s office that I often point out to people as they come through, which shows some of the original river 
shoreline almost all the way back to The Esplanade. That makes for an interesting argument when we get into 
some of the environmental and heritage debates, because we are really talking about bringing back the waterfront 
to the river’s original shoreline. Some of the history of how the Perth foreshore and Riverside Drive came about 
makes for a very interesting examination of this topic.  

It is almost impossible to address this project without first having a brief look at the Stephenson–Hepburn plan 
for the metropolitan area, Perth and Fremantle, which was published in 1955 and predominantly implemented 
during the years 1954 to 1973, and which played such a big part in determining the past 50 years of Perth’s 
foreshore history. In fact, I think that it would be fair to say that of all the foreshore schemes promoted in 
Western Australia over the past 50 or so years, the Narrows scheme is probably the only one that has really 
flown and come to fruition. 

In the Stephenson–Hepburn report, there is, above all else, a preference for the car in the planning process. 
George Seddon concluded that the “plan had the virtues and defects of the planning ideology of the day, which 
was to give absolute primacy to the private automobile”. Nowhere is this more plainly seen than in the impact of 
the Stephenson and Hepburn plans for a freeway system on Perth’s Swan River waterfront. They recommended 
an inner ring-road surrounding the central area of the city, with Riverside Drive a part of that legacy as the 
southern part of the ring-road freeway. 

It is interesting to look at historical attitudes and the swings and roundabouts over time. In their initial 
assessment of the foreshore area, Stephenson and Hepburn described Mounts Bay as merely an expanse of 
shallow water which is more or less stagnant for a great part of the year and Mounts Bay would soon be 
sacrificed to the needs of the motorist. It was most interesting to read that it was “sacrificed to the needs of the 
motorist”. Forty-three acres of Mounts Bay were then reclaimed for the city approach to the bridge, which meant 
filling in most of the bay with soil dredged from other parts of the river and imported sand. For nearly a decade, 
most of the area looked like a desert while its natural compression and stabilisation took place. This was all long 
before — 

Point of Order 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Madam Acting Speaker, I reluctantly raise a point of order. We are addressing an amendment, 
and I appreciate that the member for Ocean Reef does not get that many opportunities to speak, but the 
amendment is specific. Although the history of the area is very important, I would be more interested to hear 
what Jenny Gregory said to the member about her view of the waterfront project proposed by the member’s 
government, and which is the substance of this amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Thank you, member. I am sure that the member for Ocean Reef 
will take that on board. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I have just a few brief notes to give a bit of historical 
context because a lot of the debate about this project comes back to Riverside Drive. I think an understanding of 
the historical context and how that came about will help. We have heard the debate from the other side of the 
fence. I am simply trying to lay down some of that context as I address the motion before us. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: It is an amendment, member! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Sorry—the amendment that is before us. I thank the member for Perth. 

Some interesting photos of that period hang at the northern side of the main entrance to Parliament House that 
show the sand going out into the river. This was of course all before my lifetime. 

It is interesting to note—this goes quite well to the amendment—that once work began and people became aware 
of the extent of the proposed changes, they became extremely worried. At the time, some believed the works 
were too ambitious, particularly as costs increased, but most simply grieved over the loss of Mounts Bay, and 
saw its then reclamation as sheer vandalism. Now we face accusations that undoing these works and bringing the 
river back to the city is, again, too ambitious, particularly given fears that the costs will increase, and people 
grieve over the loss of an oval and some roadway and see its restitution as sheer vandalism. The historical 
context is indeed interesting. 
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Planning for the Narrows interchange in 1961 to facilitate Stephenson and Hepburn’s inner ring-road system 
pushed our transport artery system even further into the sphere of the Californian-style of freeway, which was, I 
think, the prevailing idea of the time. This meant that in early 1964 details of the Narrows interchange project 
were announced. Yet again, this was done in the face of vigorous protests, possibly even by the member for 
Perth’s predecessor, although I did not manage to find whether he was a part — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: She. I am having dinner with her tonight. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Thank you, member for Perth. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You know, member, that there is the by-product of that interchange right out the front of this 
building, which is probably the most hideous gash on our city that we are still living with. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, I do not want to be called to a point of order, but sometimes I think of us as the castle on 
the hill and the freeway as the moat that keeps us back from the great masses out there. 

Mr F.M. Logan: This is why you have to be careful with big projects like that. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: That is right—but I do not want to be called to order again. 

As I was saying, the Narrows interchange project was also undertaken in the face of vigorous protest, and work 
proceeded on reclaiming a further 19 acres of the Swan River, which began with the dumping of some 80 000 
cubic metres of sand to form part of the future shoreline between Union Jack Square at the foot of Barrack Street 
and the Narrows.  

Please excuse me, Madam Acting Speaker; I have a cold. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I remind the member that it is the amendment that we are addressing. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, Madam Acting Speaker. 

I speak to the points the member for Perth raised, particularly concerning Riverside Drive, which is, I think, one 
of the more — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: In 1967, when Main Roads released a further stage of the De Leuw Cather plan—somewhat 
of a successor to the Stephenson–Hepburn plan, but very much in the same theme—it became apparent that 
Riverside Drive had actually been designed as a six-lane freeway across the foreshore, which would have well 
and truly separated the city from the Swan River foreshore. 

As well as being severed from the river, Perth city at this time was looking to lose Supreme Court Gardens and 
the playing fields of Langley Park. The city council of the day went into battle to try to stop the proposed 
freeway, with architects, planners and the Chamber of Commerce also taking a stand. It would be interesting to 
see whether some of those same people would be now cheering the government’s proposal to restore some of the 
original shoreline. I really wanted to outline the long and turbulent history of this issue. 

Interestingly, many comments have focussed on the indicative costings, and the member for Perth raised the 
matter of the Perth Arena. It is amazing, when we look at the industry, what we get in terms of the different 
prices. I will briefly refer to another waterfront project; namely, Southbank in Melbourne where a particularly 
good public space has been created. The member for Perth might be familiar with the Eureka Tower, which is a 
91-storey residential tower. When it was completed in June 2006, it was the world’s tallest residential tower. It is 
quite literally a gold-plated luxury residential tower. The 91 storeys were completed for $415 million in 2006, a 
mere eight months before we started construction on the Perth Arena, which is approaching $520 million. On the 
one hand, we have the Perth Arena costing $100 million more than the second-tallest building in Australia—a 
luxury gold-plated apartment building. Costs fluctuate greatly. 

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Again, I was just addressing the member for Perth’s comments about the Perth Arena; it was 
an interesting comparison on how public projects sometimes go. 

Earlier this year, in the interests of furthering my own education, I undertook a quick unit with the Urban Design 
Centre in which weekly discussions were facilitated with final year urban design and architectural postgraduate 
students. One of the first questions we asked of ourselves was: where is the centre of Perth city? It is actually a 
very difficult question to answer because there is a technical centre, but — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The old Treasury building. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes—point zero is right on the corner of the old Treasury building. I suppose the better 
question is: Where is the heart of Perth city? Where do members envisage the centre of the city to be? 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: Subiaco Oval. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: There would be a range of different views, but it is a very difficult question to answer, 
thereby highlighting the importance and the potential of this project and how our treatment of our city riverfront 
has featured so highly in the narrative of who we are as a city and as Western Australians. This project is 
absolutely vital if we are to have a location that can help us to identify a sense of place and a location that 
identifies a heart for Perth city.  

I strongly congratulate the Minister for Planning for his advocacy and work on this project to date to ensure that 
it continues to go forward and has the strongest possible chance of coming to fruition. His work must be 
recognised. I must also acknowledge the Premier, who has taken a very firm stand on this particular project to 
ensure that it is progressed. Having worked on a similar sized project for my entire tenure as an elected member, 
I know exactly how hard it is to try to get things such as this up and running. The Premier has done an amazing 
job in helping to push forward and to keep momentum for the first Perth Waterfront project. I believe these 
urban renewal projects will be the best urban legacy we can leave future generations.  

As I said at the beginning, this is only my second favourite waterfront project. It would be remiss of me in 
speaking on waterfront projects in Perth if I did not use the opportunity to briefly mention my Ocean Reef 
marina. It is another urban waterfront renewal project. I look forward to the day when I can have lunch down at 
the Perth Waterfront, catch a boat with a friend—hopefully a friend’s boat; I do not think I will ever own a 
boat—and we can travel down the river, up the coast, and enjoy dinner at Ocean Reef marina. I truly hope that 
this waterfront project in Perth is only one small step in seeing a range of waterfront opportunities up and down 
the coast. 

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: That is right. It is absolutely one of my ambitions to see that come to pass. If any of my 
constituents happen to read Hansard, plan 7.2 for Ocean Reef marina came out in yesterday’s Joondalup Times. 
The project is progressing very well. I am excited about the Perth Waterfront project and think it is very 
important for the future of our city; it is something that we have discussed for decades. I think it needs a strong 
decision to go forward, and that is what the minister and the Premier are presenting, and well done for that. 
However, I must also put in a plug for the Ocean Reef marina. I think the two projects, hand in hand, would 
complete the fantastic coastal waterfront lifestyle we enjoy in Perth city. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [6.01 pm]: I apologise for not being here for the 
majority of this debate. I had the pleasure of attending, along with the Premier and the Deputy Premier, a 
meeting of senior officials from China Southern Airlines, which, as the Deputy Premier announced in question 
time today, made its first inaugural flight to Perth today. 

A member interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; first and inaugural, funnily enough. That airline will  visit Perth three times a week, 
which is fantastic. One of the things we talked about was how Perth is transforming and becoming an 
international city. When we look at what is happening in Perth, we see that the most significant projects that are 
driving that transformation are around the City Link project—the sinking of the railway line, the sinking of the 
bus station, the demolition of the entertainment centre and ultimately the developments that will happen over that 
site. In actual fact, the railway line will run underground from the train station pretty much to the edge of the 
entertainment centre. That will be a great precinct when it is done. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Half of it is done already. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not think so, member.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes, it is. Have you taken the train to Fremantle? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member, I have taken the train to a lot of places. I have reason to catch the train up and 
down a lot of lines, but I can tell the member that that work is not half done by a country mile. I was down there 
only two weeks ago with the federal member for Perth, Hon Stephen Smith, and the federal Minister for 
Transport, Hon Anthony Albanese—“Albo” to his mates. I looked over the site, and I have to tell members that 
the planning is great, the work has started, but there is no way that it is nearly completed; there is a massive 
amount of work to go there. The point I was trying to make was that this government is delivering the 
transformational projects to this city to help attract airlines such as China Southern and ultimately the people 
who will travel on it. The second transformational project — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They will not come to see the member for Warnbro. I can give the member that tip right 
now. Perhaps at the world conference for village idiots we might attract a few. Given that the member is on three 
calls, it is tough. 
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The second transformational project is the one for which the plan sits to the left of my colleague the Minister for 
Planning—that is, the foreshore development. I did not hear the debate earlier. I asked the Minister for Planning 
whether the opposition was going to support this transformational project. It promised the other one forever. It 
showed lots of pictures of this one and never turned a sod of soil — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member said that about the City Link project as well. He said for a long time that it 
was not happening. The member has now said it is nearly finished, so I am not sure how we got from “it has not 
happened” to “it is nearly finished” in about a month, but I am pleased that the member has suddenly opened his 
eyes as he travels around his electorate. Perhaps it has something to do with travelling when the sun is up. 

Anyhow, returning to this particular project, this will be the second part of the transformation of the city. The 
point I was trying to make was that I did not understand when the Minister for Planning said that the member for 
Perth was a bit evasive in stating whether the opposition supports this project. I assume the member is not going 
to tell me whether he does or he does not now. I would suspect he would oppose it. He opposes other things we 
are trying — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’re verballing. You’ve missed the debate on two occasions. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member opposes other things we are trying to do to increase vitality in the city, such 
as seven-day trading, although I notice that the member has it in his electorate. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Address the amendment. Is the member for South Perth right or wrong? We think he’s right. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He is wrong. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Have you got the amendment? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have it right in front of me. I support the amendment, because I support the completion 
of the project. I note the funding to complete the project has been allocated. I think that is fantastic. I note that 
the issues raised in the submission process are being addressed. I think that is a perfectly legitimate amendment 
to support. I quickly want to talk about the transport aspects of it, and in particular roads. Clearly this will have 
an impact on the 24 000 vehicles a day that use Riverside Drive. Not every single one of those vehicles will be 
displaced. Our traffic modelling shows—if the member had read the submission, he would have seen it 
highlighted in the submission from the Department of Transport—that there will be a significant displacement of 
road usage from Riverside Drive to the Graham Farmer Freeway and through the tunnel. We have to make some 
investments to deal with that. If members read the Department of Transport’s submission, they would see that it 
clearly says that we need to take the tunnel from two lanes to three. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Despite the member for Girrawheen’s rapid exhalation of air, which I am assuming was 
shock and not deflation — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The tunnel was always going to be three lanes; you know that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Correct. That is the point I was going to make. The tunnel, as the former Governor and 
former Commissioner of Main Roads, Ken Michael, reminded me, was always designed to go to three lanes. 
Basically the emergency stopping lane is removed — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: So the member for South Perth is right, then? There is going to be extra traffic in South Perth. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, I am not saying that at all. What I am saying is that the traffic modelling is showing 
that the vast majority of traffic displaced from Riverside Drive will relocate through the tunnel, so we have to 
make some investments to cater for that. Those investments are quite complex. The first one is to put a third lane 
in. To put in a third lane, the emergency stopping lane is removed and a modest adjustment to the width of the 
existing lanes is made. My memory is a bit hazy, but I think it goes from 3.6 metres to 3.5 metres, or 3.5 metres 
to 3.4 metres, so it is about a 10-centimetre — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The Minister for Planning says they are going to do the half-hour horseshoe around this little 
alcove. So he’s wrong, too. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I said, the majority of traffic will be redirected by driver choice into the tunnel. There 
needs to be a bigger investment than just putting an extra lane in the tunnel. 

The other thing we need to do—the Department of Transport’s submission clearly points this out—is to invest in 
how people exit the tunnel, in particular at the western end. That involves the current intersections of Loftus and 
Cambridge Streets. It involves the current method of transferring out of the tunnel westbound onto freeway 
south, and also out of the tunnel westbound onto freeway north. That is a big job. We are currently working on 
delivering those outcomes. Those outcomes will ensure that traffic in and around the city is not negatively 
impacted upon by this development.  
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The other thing that the member opposite assumes is that nothing else changes in life. The government has 
announced some planning, which is now well advanced—again opposed by the opposition—on the light rail link 
that will run from Mirrabooka into the city, with the terminus probably being in the vicinity of Balga TAFE. 
That is a fantastic mass transit solution. That will mean that a lot of traffic that currently moves into the city will 
not come into the city; I acknowledge that is from a different direction. The impact of congestion is on the 
totality of vehicles, not just on vehicles moving in one direction. I expect that type of mass transit investment 
will continue over the years ahead. That will reduce people’s dependence on the motor vehicle to get into the 
CBD area.  

It is not mentioned in the Department of Transport’s submission, but we are also looking at significant 
investments to upgrade Orrong Road as part of the work around road links to the airport. The government is 
working in partnership with the commonwealth to deliver the first phase of the Gateway project. The Gateway 
project will effectively upgrade the intersections of some big roads out there, such as the Tonkin and Leach 
Highways, and Tonkin Highway and Horrie Miller Drive. The Leach Highway–Abernethy Road intersection will 
be the first job of work. It is significant. The second job of work will be upgrades to Orrong Road so that traffic 
can effectively come off the Graham Farmer Freeway and travel to the airport without going through traffic 
lights. That is an engineering and design challenge that Main Roads is currently working through. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: What about the waterfront project? There will be thousands more office workers because of this 
project, the link and everything—how will they get in?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: All these measures will help take pressure off the movement of traffic through the CBD. I 
will describe to the member for Perth in quite simple terms how we will fix Orrong Road. We will either go out, 
up or down.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: That has nothing to do with this amendment. Come on; focus! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It has something to do with this amendment, because it all impacts on traffic flows. It all 
impacts on the quality of this development. It all impacts on South Perth, member for South Perth.  

Mr J.E. McGrath: Thank you. Tell me how!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It will impact on South Perth more than the failure to upgrade the Canning Bridge train 
station and the Manning Road off-ramp—two other pet projects I know the member is pursuing very vigorously! 
But of course we are onto that as well for the member.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: All the property values will go up because of their proximity to such a world-class and 
attractive development.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: But the point I want to make is that a lot of work has gone in to understanding how this 
will impact on traffic. There are some investments required to deal with that. One thing the member for Perth is 
right about—I am not sure that he actually said it, but he would have thought it!—is that the tunnel is pretty 
much at capacity at the moment in peak times. It carries about 100 000 vehicles a day. That is a bit under what 
comes down the freeway north, and up the freeway south. Clearly, investments have to be made to cater for the 
displacement of traffic.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: Your investment is just putting a new line on a road, is it not? It is not much more complex 
than that.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It might be, in the member for Bassendean’s mind —  

Mr M.P. Whitely: You are turning it into three lanes, aren’t you? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is right.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: What does that involve except for painting a few lines on a road? You are not actually 
widening the tunnel.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Bassendean’s scientific approach is rocking me back on my heels! What 
is the point you are trying to make in your normal L. Ron Hubbard–esque style?  

Mr M.P. Whitely: I am asking what else you are doing other than painting a few lines on a road to put in a third 
lane?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I just explained, if the member was not off in the ether, there needs to be a significant 
complementary investment, particularly at the western end of the tunnel. That significant complementary 
investment deals with traffic coming out of the tunnel to the freeway north. An extra lane will have to be put in 
on the freeway north, probably stretching as far north as Scarborough Beach Road. It will involve significant 
modifications to the capacity to come off at Loftus Street, in particular at the intersection of Loftus and 
Cambridge Streets.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: So you are widening the freeway —  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: A whole lot of work has to be done.  

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We are doing some more work up there; calm down! 

I will try to create a simple analogy for the member for Bassendean. It is like a funnel—they are those things 
with a big bit at the top and a little bit at the bottom. If we make the big bit at the top a bit bigger, which is what 
we are going to do by the extra lane—about a third bigger—and we do not make the little bit at the bottom 
wider, it does not matter how much water we pour into the top, it will not get out the bottom quicker! We have to 
make the top bigger—it will be a third bigger with the extra lane—and we have to make the bottom wider. That 
is the bit that comes out the end. It is a broad road investment program. I have great confidence that we will deal 
with the impact of this transformational project — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: On the top left-hand corner of that excellent corflute sign there, it says “possible future station 
development”. You are the Minister for Transport: what sort of possible future station have you got planned—
light rail, bus or train?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is actually on top of the existing station. The member would have to ask the Minister 
for Planning, but there is already a station there.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: No; it says “possible future station”. We built the one underground, do not worry about that; 
what are you building on top? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It may well be development on top of the existing station. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: What is it? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It will be future station development! 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Tell us. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I don’t know, but there is already a station there. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You don’t know and you’re the minister! You are trying to tell us all the traffic is going in the 
tunnel — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Let me explain something that might not be blindingly obvious: when there is an 
underground railway, there is generally a station underground. If the member is advocating building a railway 
station on top of the ground when the railway line is under it, go for it, but we are not doing that! 

Mr J.N. Hyde: It is your corflute sign; your plan says “future station”! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; right. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: So you don’t know. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Moving on, Mr Acting Speaker. I think we have pretty much covered the core issue. The 
core issue is to make sure that the impact of this wonderful transformational project, not supported by the Labor 
Party but to be delivered by the Liberal–National government, on traffic movements through the CBD will be 
dealt with by additional investment in road and ongoing investment in our fantastic public transport system—
although that investment in light rail is opposed by the Labor Party and, quite bizarrely, the member for 
Girrawheen, since it goes out near her electorate. We will have a discussion about that another time.  

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [6.16 pm]: In closing, this amendment is an effort by the Liberal Party to close down 
debate on this issue and the very important points that have been raised. We applaud the member for South Perth 
for speaking up for his electorate and for understanding the real impact of this project. Within its own 
submission is the article in which the Premier was discovered writing on a cabinet detail, “No”, to the issue of 
Riverside Drive as the key element of the waterfront plan. It was very clear that there was a proposal early on 
that Riverside Drive should be kept open. The amendment has been moved; let us put the amendment.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed.  

CONTAINER DEPOSIT AND RECOVERY SCHEME BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 October. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [6.19 pm]: I am very pleased to rise to speak to the Container Deposit and 
Recovery Scheme Bill 2011 that is before the house, a bill that has been prepared and presented by the Leader of 
the Opposition. It is very timely that we are discussing this bill on this day in National Recycling Week. I should 
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say that National Recycling Week in Western Australia is an event that is passing by almost unnoticed under the 
eyes of the Barnett government. I notice that the Minister for Environment has not commented on National 
Recycling Week. I am also concerned that the Waste Authority has not put out any media release on this issue.  

The legislation that is before the house, which was brought to us by the Labor opposition, the side of the 
Parliament that I am on, is excellent legislation. The container deposit legislation is the way to solve the 
recycling problem that we have with containers—those cans and bottles that are such a problem and that 
contribute to the volume of litter we have around the state.  

The model that we are proposing is similar to the South Australian model. The South Australian model is very 
successful, with a 10c deposit on all bottles and cans sold in South Australia. However, our model is slightly 
different. It has been adapted to Western Australian conditions and has improved somewhat on the South 
Australian model as well. It is distinguished by two essential features: it would be a publicly owned system so 
that we would have a higher degree of transparency, greater accountability, and more opportunity for people to 
be involved in how the system works; and it is a hub-and-spoke system, which means we would have various 
centres where people can take their recycling material, which can be fed through to the regional centres. 
Essentially, it is similar to the South Australian system but somewhat improved as well.  

I note that the recycling rate in Western Australia is appallingly low. In WA, the recycling rate for bottles and 
cans is about 20 per cent. That makes us the worst recyclers in Australia. A container deposit scheme would lift 
the rate to about 70 per cent. At present, 20 per cent of those bottles and cans are being recycled, and this 
recycling scheme would lift us to 70 per cent. This scheme would apply to all containers under three litres in 
size—empty plastic and glass bottles, aluminium steel cans, liquid paperboard and composite cartons that 
contain soft drink, juice, water, milk and indeed alcohol.  

How much would all this cost? That is a very reasonable question for the community to ask. It would be revenue 
neutral—self funded. That is the beauty of the design of the scheme that is before us. It is an excellent initiative 
and has enormous community support. I have been watching surveys on community acceptance of container 
deposit schemes since 2006, when a Newspoll survey was conducted and there was a staggering 90 per cent 
acceptance. In more recent surveys, it has been just about as high, and I will come to the figures later on. There 
is enormous community acceptance for a container deposit scheme. I note that recently the Minister for 
Environment made the comment in a public forum that there was strong acceptance for a container deposit 
scheme. We all know that there is a community wish for it. When I mention the idea, so many people say that 
they remember such a scheme when they were young and how useful it was, enabling them to get pocket money 
and, at the same time, to get the litter off the roads. There is strong community support for the scheme.  

Members may well ask what the waste professionals in our community are saying about this. What does an 
organisation like the Western Australian Local Government Association have to say about this? They are the 
ones involved in the waste collection stream in such a big way through the kerbside collection process. I received 
a letter, which I think may have been sent to most members, from Mayor Troy Pickard, the president of the WA 
Local Government Association. It is worth me reading the essential parts of Mayor Pickard’s letter. The letter 
reads —  

On behalf of the Western Australian Local Government Association ... I am writing to bring your 
attention to the Association’s position on Container Deposit Schemes and the need for such a system to 
be introduced into WA without delay. 

The Association welcomed the recent introduction of the Container Deposit and Recovery Scheme Bill 
2011 to State Parliament by The Hon Eric Ripper MLA, Leader of the Opposition. Mr Ripper noted in 
his speech that WA currently only recycles 20% of its beverage containers. Action is needed by 
Parliament to increase resource recovery and reduce litter and a Container Deposit Scheme is a good 
way to achieve this.  

Consistent feedback from communities through Local Government representation and the Municipal 
Waste Advisory Council indicate there is significant community support for container deposit schemes. 
Putting a deposit on containers provides everyone with a financial incentive to do the right thing. Such 
schemes also increase awareness of waste management issues and provide a good source of income for 
community groups and Local Governments collecting these products.  

I encourage you to support a best practice Container Deposit System for WA.  

The mayor concludes by pointing me to the WALGA website, where there are further policy statements.  

The support for a container deposit scheme, as outlined in the legislation that is before us, is something that 
people of great renown have put forward. Many people have presented statements saying that they support 
container deposit schemes. I am interested that in South Australia, Tim Cooper, the managing director of one of 
the major brewers, the Coopers Brewery Ltd—my favourite South Australian beer—has stated —  
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We think the recycling Scheme (CDL) works very well in South Australia and we’ve been supporters of 
it for many years, I think there’s merit to the scheme operating outside of South Australia, just in terms 
of environmental impact. I believe that kerbside recycling systems are compatible with CDL, as the 
value of the deposits is used to offset the cost of kerbside operations. 

Mr Cooper has made a very interesting point there. The other beauty of having a container deposit scheme is that 
it means we do not have that contamination of the kerbside collection system with the potential for broken glass. 
Unfortunately, the reality is that much of the waste that we put into kerbside recycling gets contaminated, which 
means that its value is either degraded or in some cases—I do not have numbers on this—many tonnes of 
recycling material is sent to landfill because of the degree of contamination. That shows further support for a 
container deposit scheme in Western Australia. I note as well that Ian Kiernan, AO, the founder of Clean Up 
Australia, says that on the annual Clean Up Australia days, in Western Australia 40 per cent of litter that is 
collected is actually bottles and cans; but in South Australia, it is just 8.4 per cent. Members can see the dramatic 
impact that comes about with a container deposit scheme.  

Just on a personal note, as someone who is a keen cyclist, I mention the number of times I have had a flat tyre 
from riding over some smashed glass. The last time it happened was two weeks ago in the member for 
Bassendean’s electorate. I was cycling through there on a very pleasant road leading down towards the river, but 
unfortunately I did not see the glass in time and I had a puncture. Each year I go to Adelaide for the Tour Down 
Under, and each year I am amazed at how clean the roadsides are. I have never had a puncture in the Adelaide 
hills, which is a beautiful area, and clean—free of smashed glass. When I compare that with where I live in 
Thornlie, and in Gosnells, especially on a Saturday or Sunday morning, the pavements shine. I am aware there is 
something shiny ahead and then I realise it is smashed glass. That is not just in the suburbs that I represent; I 
know that is typical across the metropolitan area. As I say, my latest experience was in the member for 
Bassendean’s electorate.  

The problem we are tackling here leads to all kinds of inconvenience. It is also a health hazard. I have had 
complaints from constituents who say that they want to see our footpaths tidied up because they are worried that 
their children could cut their feet on the broken glass that is around. I notice as well that we have people who are 
inclined to leave bottles lying around. Next to my office is a Westpac bank, and I often see a partially emptied 
stubby next to the ATM. I do not know why somebody would ever contemplate driving to the ATM and leaving 
a half-empty stubby there, but, unfortunately, it happens with great frequency. I know that we are bringing in 
fines, and the minister has brought on as urgent legislation some amendments to the Litter Act so that we can 
impose tougher fines on litterers, but that is only part of the solution. We must have this financial mechanism as 
well. That will make all the difference. I do not think that, on its own, this increase in penalties that the minister 
has proposed will do the job. We need to have much more. 

I would like to turn to the situation in the Northern Territory. The Northern Territory government has brought in 
a cash for containers program. The Chief Minister, Paul Henderson, and the Minister for Natural Resources, 
Environment and Heritage, Karl Hampton, have been very keen to bring it in. They found that some elements of 
the beverage industry were obstructive and negative about the scheme. I will quote from Mr Henderson. He 
said — 

The beverage industry should stop wasting its money on deceptive advertising and support this crucial 
environmental legislation which has the broad support of the community, councils, environment groups 
and the recycling industry … 

I say this especially to members opposite: they need to be aware that some elements within the beverage industry 
will lobby them with strong campaigns to not support a container deposit scheme. This was well documented 
recently in an ABC Radio National Background Briefing program—that excellent program that members almost 
probably make a part of their Sunday morning ritual when they tune in to hear Background Briefing. Its reports 
are always of a very high quality. It reported on this problem around Australia whereby the beverage industry 
uses its financial muscle to attempt to influence parliamentarians. I ask members to be cautious when they hear 
from Coca-Cola Amatil Ltd or Foster’s Group Ltd lobbying against the container deposit scheme. Members need 
to bear that in mind. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Are you saying that they shouldn’t have an input to it? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am happy for them to make comment, but I am sure that the member would be able 
to critically analyse what they tell him and weigh that up against the wisdom of the community and the research 
that has already been done. I will refer the member to a number of papers that have been done in Western 
Australia, because I suppose their ultimate fall-back argument will be that there has not been enough research 
into this and that more research is needed. That is not the case. I will point the member to a couple of very useful 
papers. In January 2007, the Stakeholder Advisory Group on Best Practice Container Deposit Systems for 
Western Australia, chaired by, I believe, the member for Perth, released a very comprehensive report. I also 
point the member to a report by the Boomerang Alliance called “Container Deposits: The common sense 
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approach towards a zero waste society”, which was put out in February 2007. I also point the member to the 
Barnett government’s Waste Authority, which has a draft waste strategy. One of the recommendations of the 
strategy is that the government legislate to enable up-front charges, including a container deposit scheme. That 
comes from the government’s own expert advisory body on all things related to waste. 

I will also quote from others in the beverage industry who take a more enlightened and positive approach. 
Clayton Ford, the manager of external affairs at Diageo Australia, is reported as saying — 

“Maintaining the status quo is not an option if the government of Western Australia wants to reduce the 
number of beverage containers in waste and litter. Research conducted for this submission suggests 
that, of the range of interventions available, CDL consistently presents as the preferred option both in 
terms of recovery rates and cost of operation 

He is a significant player in the beverage industry who is supportive of the notion of a container deposit scheme. 

I also point out that some other research indicates the sorts of rates that can be achieved. What we are really 
talking about is away-from-home consumption. Members may think that people have those yellow-topped 
wheelie bins—many, but not all, local government authorities have those bins—in which people diligently put 
their recyclable materials. The fact is that many of the beverages we consume are consumed away from home. 
We are talking about increasing that diversion from the non-residential waste stream—if we brought in a 
container deposit scheme, there would be a 55 per cent increase in glass bottles, a 30 per cent increase in 
polyethylene terephthalate plastic bottles, and a 75 per cent increase in aluminium cans. They are dramatic 
increases that would make it extremely worthwhile. 

I turn now to some of the detail of the legislation before the house and I will look at some of the mechanisms that 
will be used. Essentially, the producer or importer of a beverage would be required to make a payment to an 
account held by the Waste Authority. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The Waste Authority would then forward the money to those people who returned 
their containers. This could be done in all sorts of ways. Reverse vending machine technology is now available, 
and it is seen around the world. Instead of people putting coins into a machine to get a drink out, people put their 
containers into the machine and they get either a chit of paper or cash. It is more likely that we would opt for a 
slip of paper that would then enable someone to make a claim for cash later on. Reverse vending machines 
would be a key part of this system. They can mechanise things, and the different streams, whether that be glass, 
plastic or aluminium materials, can start to be segregated. That is all part of how the system would work. People 
would get their chit of paper and their money would be reimbursed. Where would that leave the householder? 
The householder would be ahead in this scheme. That is the beauty of it. Householders will not say that the 
household budget has received another hit from the government because of the introduction of a container 
deposit scheme. That will not be the case at all. The experience is that people are usually ahead. Members might 
then ask: How can this be a cost-neutral scheme? How will this pay for itself? The international experience of a 
container deposit scheme is that a percentage of beverage containers do not get returned and people do not make 
a claim for their deposit. The  funds to pay for the administration of the scheme would be derived from the 
deposits that are not retuned. I can check my notes, but I think a deposit is not redeemed for about 14 per cent of 
beverage containers. That means that this program could be funded in a successful way that would pay for the 
administration of the scheme. 

There are a couple of other things that I would like to highlight. I come back to the magnitude of the problem 
that we are faced with. In Western Australia at the moment, about 1.2 billion containers are purchased each year. 
That works out to be about 500 containers for each Western Australian. Our current rate of recycling, which as I 
mentioned is 20 per cent, means that about 960 million empty drink containers end up in landfill or littered 
around our environment each year. This program would make dramatic inroads into that.  

I want to also reiterate the litter saving aspect. At the moment volunteers are called upon and with great goodwill 
go out and bag up litter. I think the latest report I heard was from Bold Park, which is not quite in the minister’s 
electorate but perhaps in the adjoining electorate of Churchlands. Volunteers at Bold Park, in only a couple of 
hours, collected between 30 and 40 bags of waste, which was mostly bottles and cans. That confirms what Ian 
Kiernan said; so much of the waste that we see collected on Clean Up Australia Day and other days is bottles and 
cans. Bold Park has to hold these clean-up days and draw on the goodwill of volunteers more frequently than the 
annual Clean Up Australia Day allows. It has to do clean-ups on a much more frequent basis.  

This week, from 7 to 13 November, is National Recycling Week. I think it is an excellent opportunity for the 
minister to embrace this legislation and recognise the experience of the opposition based on the time when it was 
in government. The knowledge that we were able to assemble, the research that was put together and the ongoing 
work that has been done with the Waste Authority enables the minister to have confidence that this scheme 
would work for the benefit of all Western Australians. The advice provided by the Western Australian Local 
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Government Association also confirms that this legislation is fully accepted by local government authorities and 
indeed is something that they desperately want to see.  

I conclude my remarks there, but I commend the bill to the house.  

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [6.42 pm]: I stand to agree with my colleague, the member for Gosnells, that the 
Container Deposit and Recovery Scheme Bill 2011 put forward by WA Labor is a fantastic piece of legislation; 
it is a no-brainer. I do not understand how anyone cannot support giving an incentive to Western Australians to 
not litter and to not pollute and to be better and cleaner, to tidy up the environment and to make a bit of pocket 
money while they are doing it. I remember being a little girl in South Perth with my mum and dad and collecting 
tiny Coke bottles and other bottles for my pocket money. It was a fantastic incentive. Goodness knows how 
much I made. It was probably in pounds, shillings and pence back in those days, but it was a very good system. I 
do not remember the day the process stopped or why it stopped, but it occurred to me that there was no logic in a 
decision to stop it. It seemed so counterintuitive.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: You got fourpence on the big bottle. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: That is right; we would get fourpence on the big Coke bottles. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It might have been a tuppence or a penny for the little one.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: I think perhaps we should stop talking about this because it ages us quite significantly.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: Of course I was born in 1987, I think, from memory. Do not hold me to that, Hansard!  

Mr W.R. Marmion: What was that? Did you want a date? 1966.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: No, my colleague suggested that I might have been born around 1967. I suggested that it 
might be more like 1987.  

I remember living in South Perth as a little girl and then when we moved to Darlington I remember the bottle-oh 
coming to collect mum and dad’s bottles and cans. I do not wish to imply that my mother and father drank an 
awful of lot of beer or wine, but they had a bottle now and then. We used to collect the bottles and build a pile 
near the incinerator in the back garden over several months. Then at certain times of the year, maybe two or 
three times a year, a little chap would turn up in a scruffy blue singlet and blue shorts and come down the side of 
the house with a wheelbarrow. I will never forget the sound of the bottles as he clanked and crashed them about 
in the crates. If I had been particularly good, I was allowed to keep some of the refund that we got from that. I 
have some treasured memories of bottle-ohs and recycling as a young girl in Western Australia. I cannot believe 
that we stopped doing this.  

Next I would like to talk about my recently adopted sport of sculling — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: You are joking. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: I am not having a great deal of success with it because I do not get much time to do it — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Oh, sculling as in sculling in water!  

Ms L.L. BAKER: Sorry, I should define that; I am not talking about elbow bending sculling! 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I cannot imagine you sculling, member.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: It is appropriate though, is it not? I am talking about the kind of sculling we do in boats. I do 
sculling on the river and, as members who have been involved in this sport know, it takes a bit of balance and 
time to master. Before we lowered the boat speeds—thank you very much to the minister involved in that—on 
the Swan River, when the boats went past me at fairly high speeds, I got to know the bottom of the river very 
intimately, far more intimately than I had anticipated. I have managed to end up with some pretty nasty cuts from 
the bottles on the bottom of our river. Although they do not do any harm to the fish, they certainly do harm to 
very unprofessional and low skilled rowers who attempt to scull and then fall upside-down in their boats and 
have to walk across the riverbed to get out of the water. It is not a pleasant experience.  

I visited some constituents and all through the laneway at the back of their house were myriad smashed bottles 
and shards of glass. Those constituents have little children. I got out of my car and had to look for a pathway 
through the glass. I am not saying that a container deposit and recovery scheme would fix those kinds of 
problems, but it would do a pretty good job of giving people an incentive to not stand there and smash bottles on 
people’s fences. 

Before I was elected, I stayed with some friends in upstate New York in a little country town called Nunda. 
Hansard will ask me to remember how to spell that; I will have to go back to my National Geographic for that 
one. My friends took it as a matter of course that when we went shopping on a Friday afternoon, we would take 
with us any empty glass or containers that we had, including milk and juice containers. We would load them into 
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the back of the car in cloth or hessian bags and take them to the local supermarket. The Walmart or whatever it 
was on the corner had big recycling bins and we would simply stand in front of the bins and put the cans in one 
or two at a time and the machine would give us some vouchers. We could use the vouchers for shopping in that 
store. It is a fantastic exchange and it works. My friends recently came from America to visit me and stayed with 
me in Western Australia. I was embarrassed when they looked at me incredulously and said, “Where’s your 
recycling for all the glasses and containers that you can take down to the store for a refund?” I said, “I’m sorry, 
we don’t actually do that here.” They could not believe it. They were incredulous that in our state, in our 
developed country, we would not have legislation or incentives for people to far better manage this kind of 
pollution.  

I also remember that when the Liberal–National government was first elected, it tripled the waste avoidance and 
resource recovery levy. That was a subject of huge debate in this house. To this day I shall hold the Liberal–
National government personally accountable for the additional rubbish that is now left on my street because the 
local tip put up all the fees. We do not have a rubbish collection in my street. Every week we have to go to the 
refuse centre to deposit our refuse. When the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act went through and 
these costs were passed on through local government to ratepayers, people simply would not bother going to the 
tip and paying the $5 or $10 fee; they would just drive down my road and drop the trailer load of rubbish on the 
side of the road. About eight weeks ago, I had to start ringing DEC and the Shire of Mundaring every Saturday 
morning to report that a tree lopper had decided to lop trees, clean up dirt and do whatever else he was doing, 
and dump the rubbish by the truckload within about four metres of the side of the road. Eventually six truckloads 
of rubbish were deposited on the side of the road. That included bottles and glass, refrigerator bodies, and 
televisions that had been smashed—all sorts of things, which this legislation would not cover, of course, but a lot 
of rubbish—and it took the council several weeks to book the right equipment to come along the street and pick 
up that rubbish. As members would be aware, when rubbish is left on the side of the road, people see that as an 
incentive to drop more rubbish, because they assume that the people who live there do not care.  

I really hope that the minister will see the logic of supporting this kind of legislation. I have heard that the 
minister has given some indications that he is waiting for national legislation on this matter. I cannot see that that 
will be coming in a hurry. I think the minister is just putting it off and just deciding not to support this legislation 
politically because he does not wish to support a Labor bill. Although I understand the politics of that, it is very 
short-sighted when it comes to a subject that should be near and dear to most of our hearts—that is, pollution in 
this state. 

This week we have heard a lot about the investments that the Minister for Fire and Emergency Services and the 
government have made in the purchase of new firefighting equipment. I would also like to point out the impact 
that glass has on the fire risk in our state. I walk my dogs every day near the forest, and bottles and glasses are 
littering the side of the tracks that I use. They are a huge fire risk. When the weather heats up and the forest start 
to go brown, the light reflecting on the glass is highly likely to start a fire. I think the minister knows the pattern 
of bushfires caused by this sort of pollution. 

There are many reasons I believe the government should absolutely support a container deposit scheme. What 
would be the benefits of this kind of scheme? I think I have covered some of them, but I will go into a bit more 
detail. A container deposit scheme would do much more than relieve the pressure on landfill. It would remove a 
huge amount of rubbish from our beaches, parks and roadsides. A container deposit scheme would provide 
millions of dollars to community groups. As an example, I think members have heard about how the South 
Australian Scouts make about $7 million a year from collecting containers. A container deposit scheme creates 
jobs as well. For every 1 000 tonnes of waste, recycling creates 36 jobs, compared with six jobs if the waste ends 
up in landfill. It saves water. Enough water could be saved by recycling bottles, cans and cartons in Western 
Australia to supply more than 4 000 homes.  

That is an overview. There is a bit more detail around those benefits. I will start by looking at the litter aspect. 
Beverage containers are a significant component of litter, which this kind of legislation would drastically reduce. 
It does this by giving containers a value, thus providing a financial incentive for people to return rather than 
dispose of them. Container deposit legislation also encourages people to return their own or collected litter 
containers and receive their refund for doing so; so there is virtually no beverage container litter, no overflowing 
of public bins, and very few beverage containers in the waste stream. It also helps keep all of the scene clean, 
because people will litter less if they are in a clean environment. I referred to that earlier when I talked about my 
experience on my street with the rubbish dumping that has occurred. 

We then need to look at waste and recycling. If we do not have container deposit legislation in place, kerbside 
recycling will continue to be very expensive to operate. We already know that because of the glass that is broken 
during kerbside collections, a lot of what is collected is simply sent straight to landfill because it cannot be used. 
Kerbside recycling operations are very expensive for councils and ratepayers. In fact, beverage and packaging 
companies are being heavily subsidised by having their packaging collected for them. That is an aspect of this 
bill that I think is particularly attractive—that is, the whole lifecycle of the product. We have heard this talked 
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about in the manufacture of cars and what happens to cars. I have cars dumped on my road as well, members will 
be pleased to know. I can give members a long lecture about them. It is interesting to look at the whole lifecycle 
of products: first of all, how they are manufactured, and then how they are sold and put into the community, how 
they are treated during their lifecycle, and, most importantly, what happens at the end of their life. Up to $60 per 
household, or around $100 million a year nationally, is spent propping up the kerbside recycling system. Despite 
the huge expense of the kerbside recycling system, most containers are still thrown away and end up in landfill 
because they are full of glass. Container deposit legislation would reduce the cost of this kerbside recycling and 
provide a much more popular alternative for the collection and re-use or recycling of virtually all beverage 
containers.  

So, it is extremely obvious that this is a good thing to do. It is not a good thing to wait for a federal decision on 
this matter. Why would we wait? We are a strong state. We have our own view of how to progress things. We 
should be progressing this immediately. The possibility of returning containers to shops, collection depots and 
via kerbside collection services will ensure a range of convenient options is available. Returning containers to 
shops or shopping centres could be part of our next shopping visit. As I said from my experience in America, 
many options exist for local collection depots, such as in council compounds, at shopping centres, at the local 
shops, or at community groups like scouts and guides. Those are just a few of the places where we could put 
these collection bins.  

A container deposit scheme would also be helpful in encouraging the use of refillable containers and changing 
the way products are packaged for sale and put into the marketplace and what we do with them. The philosophy 
behind this is to influence manufacturers to change the way they produce the packaging for products and to be 
far more environmentally conscious of what they do so that they can save money. Again, it is not a complex 
argument. It is a very simple argument. Refillable containers are in widespread use throughout much of the 
world.  

I would like to mention some of the countries that are using container deposit legislation. I am not sure whether 
my colleague ran through them. But I have done some research into this, and I will read to members some of the 
countries that already have this legislation. Some of the other states of Australia also have this legislation—
namely, South Australia and the Northern Territory—and I think New South Wales has looked at it several times 
but has not been able to get it across the line. The countries that already have this legislation are Canada, Fiji, 
Germany—of course those Germans would have that; they are pretty efficient at this kind of thing—the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, the United Kingdom and the United States. I 
have also seen a reference to Kurdistan as having a container recycling program as well. So, hello! How far 
behind are we in a developed country that we cannot quite manage this ourselves? May I have a very short 
extension, please, Mr Acting Speaker? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: At least an hour! 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms L.L. BAKER: There is quite a bit to say about containers. I was going to bring some in to show members.  

On the subject of benefits to both the consumer and the community, there is no reason to believe products in 
refundable containers will be more expensive. As I pointed out, savings should be available due to efficient 
container deposit legislation pushing down prices as the products are more refined and better developed. Another 
benefit would be that the collection cost is funded by unclaimed deposits. Members heard my colleague talk 
about the unclaimed deposit theory and how that works. Only consumers who do not return their containers fund 
the system. So councils and ratepayers who subsidise the beverage and packaging industries by collecting 
containers would no longer need to do that. Container deposit legislation would end this situation and would 
provide all people in the community with an opportunity to earn some extra money and also perhaps have a bit 
of fun.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

GOODS AND SERVICES REVENUE DISTRIBUTION 

Standing Orders Suspension — Notice of Motion 

By leave, Mr J.H.D. Day (Minister for Planning) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house the Leader of 
the House would move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business 
notice of motion 10, “Distribution of GST Revenue”, to be considered and dealt with during the time 
allocated for government business on Thursday, 10 November 2011, according to the time limits of a 
matter of public interest. 

House adjourned at 7.01 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

BANK OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA ACT 1995 — PREMIER’S DISCUSSIONS 

6075. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Premier 

(1) Has the Premier, or any representative of the Premier, had any discussions with any representative from 
the Commonwealth Bank of Australia about any proposal to amend the Bank of Western Australia 
Act 1995, and if so: 

(a) when did these conversations take place; 

(b) who were involved with these conversations; and; 

(c) what proposed amendments were discussed? 

(2) Has the Premier, or any representative of the Premier, had any discussions with any representative from 
Bankwest about any proposal to amend the Bank of Western Australia Act 1995, and if so: 

(a) when did these conversations take place; 

(b) who were involved with these conversations; and  

(c) what proposed amendments were discussed? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1) The Premier has met once with Bankwest and once with Commonwealth Bank in 2009 and 2008 
respectively however these meetings were not in specific relation to the Bank of Western Australia 
Act 1995. 

Principal Policy Adviser, Richard Wilson from the office of the Premier has met with Bankwest on 
31 August and 7 November 2011. The meetings were a general discussion regarding the bank’s 
Authorised Deposit-taking Institution (ADI) licence. No specific amendments were discussed. 

PREMIER — CONTACT WITH DANIELLE BLAIN 

6131. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Premier; Minister for State Development 

(1) Could the Premier advise if he has had any contact with Ms Danielle Blain, or a representative of Ms 
Blain, since 1 September 2009; and 

(a) if yes, what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) if yes, what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) meeting(s); and  

(c) if yes, were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and  

(i) if yes, what were the names of the people present? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1) Between 1 September 2009 and 1 September 2011, other than in a social capacity and at related Liberal 
Party events, the Premier has not had any formal meetings with Mrs Danielle Blain.  

(a)–(c) Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — UNCOMPLETED DWELLINGS 

6245. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing 

(1) Could the Minister advise how many Department of Housing dwellings remain uncompleted as at 
23 September 2011 due to a contractual dispute or problem? 

(2) What is the name of the company, entity or individual the Department is in contractual dispute with? 

(3) What is the nature of the contractual dispute? 

(4) When were the dwellings due to be completed? 

(5) When is it envisaged the dwellings will be completed? 

(6) What is the address of the dwellings? 

(7) What is the cost or estimated cost of the dwellings? 

(8) Was any Commonwealth funding provided for the construction of the dwellings and if so, how much? 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) 84. Of these 30 are associated with one development in Maddington. 

(2) 2020 Ltd, Trlin Developments Pty Ltd and Parkzone Pty Ltd. 

(3) Insolvency by the contractor.  

(4) Various dates in 2010, 2011 and 2012. 

(5) Various dates in 2011 and 2012. 

(6) Properties are located in Karratha, Onslow, Carnarvon, Dowerin, Katanning, Quairading, York, 
Northam, Maddington, Yangebup, Morley, Doubleview, Ellenbrook, Innaloo and Bayswater. 

(7) About $20.3 million in property will be delivered which reflects the significant investment in social and 
affordable housing by the Liberal–National Government after years of neglect by the previous Labor 
Government. 

(8) Yes, $3 854 000. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND INVESTMENT OFFICES 

6250. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for State Development 

Could the Minister advise: 

(a) the location of all Western Australian International Trade and Investment Offices as at 23 September 
2011; 

(b) the names of all personnel within each of the Western Australian International Trade and Investment 
Offices, their title, level and salary; 

(c) which Western Australian International Trade and Investment Offices have closed since 23 September 
2008; 

(d) for those Western Australian International Trade and Investment Offices that have been closed since 
23 September 2008, what was the cost of running the Office for the full financial year preceding its 
closure; 

(e) does the Government intend to open any new Western Australian International Trade and Investment 
Offices over the next 12 months, and if yes: 

(i) where will the new Office(s) be located; 

(ii) who will head the Office(s); and 

(iii) what are the anticipated set-up costs and annual operational costs of the Office(s)? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(a) China (Shanghai and Hangzhou) 
Indonesia (Jakarta) 
Malaysia/Singapore (Kuala Lumpur) 
South Korea (Seoul) 
India (Mumbai and Chennai) 
Europe (London) 
Japan (Tokyo and Kobe) 
Middle East (Dubai) 

(b) Due to the personal nature of this information, the Member is requested to apply through Freedom of 
Information so that the relevant consultation can take place. 

(c) The Los Angeles Trade and Investment Office closed in March 2010. 

(d) $500,000 per year (all inclusive).  

(e) Yes.  

(i) Singapore.  

(ii) The recruitment and selection of a Regional Director for the Singapore office is currently 
underway and is expected to be completed by the end of 2011.  

(iii) The anticipated set-up and operational costs for the Singapore office total $670,000 utilising 
savings from the Los Angeles office since its closure in 2010.  
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LOTTERYWEST GRANTS — VEHICLE PURCHASE GUIDELINES 

6288. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Premier 

(1) Are there guidelines relating to how Lotteries grants must be used when vehicles such as coaches and 
buses are purchased using grant monies? 

(2) Can vehicles purchased using Lotterywest grants be used to generate revenue or income for a not for 
profit organisation where the vehicles primary use is passenger transfer? 

(3) Will Lotterywest review these guidelines in the near future, and if not, what is the timeline for review? 

(4) Has Lotterywest received complaints about the use of such a vehicle; and 

(a) if so, on what dates and what response was given relating to these complaints; and 

(b) will the Minister table this information? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Lotterywest advises: 

(1) All Lotterywest grants must be made in accordance with the Lotteries Commission Act 1990 (as 
amended). The Lotterywest website also contains guidance about grants that may be supported for 
vehicles.  

(2) Vehicles must be used for the approved purpose agreed during the Lotterywest grants process. Any 
change to use must be agreed between the parties. 

(3) There are no identified plans for the review of these. 

(4) (a)  Between September 5th 2011 and September 21st 2011 a series of emails were exchanged 
between a complainant and Lotterywest concerning a complaint about the use of a bus 
purchased with a Lotterywest grant. The matter was investigated to the satisfaction of 
Lotterywest and the complainant was advised of this. 

(a) The complainant requested that Lotterywest keep their details confidential. The emails relating 
to this complaint are therefore not available for tabling. 

STATE BUDGET — ANNUAL EDUCATION COSTS 

6600. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Treasurer 

(1) For the purposes of preparing the State Budget, what does the Department of Treasury assume to be the 
annual cost of: 

(a) one FTE teacher at each salary level; 

(b) one FTE Principal at each salary level; 

(c) one FTE Deputy Principal at each salary level 

(d) one FTE Teacher Assistant at each salary level; 

(e) one FTE school cleaner at each salary level; 

(f) one FTE school gardener at each salary level; 

(g) one FTE school Registrar at each salary level; 

(h) one FTE school clerical assistant at each salary level; 

(i) contracting from the Department of Education to the Department of Health for one FTE school 
nurse; 

(j) contracting from the Department of Education to the relevant agency for one FTE occupational 
therapist to work in schools; 

(k) contracting from the Department of Education to the relevant agency for one FTE speech 
therapist to work in schools; and 

(l) contracting from the Department of Education to the relevant agency for one FTE 
physiotherapist to work in schools? 

(2) What was the budgetary assumption for each of (1) (a) to (l) for: 

(a) the 2008–2009 Budget; 

(b) the 2009–2010 Budget; 
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(c) the 2010–2011 Budget; and 

(d) the 2011–2012 Budget? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

Response will be forthcoming from the Minister for Education. 

__________ 

 

 


