
 

 

Legislative Council 

Tuesday, 24 November 2009 

                 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House) took the chair at 3.30 pm, and read prayers. 

BILLS 

Assent 

Messages from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following bills — 

1. Bush Fires Amendment Bill 2009. 

2. Criminal Code Amendment (Graffiti) Bill 2009. 

3. First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2009. 

4. Bookmakers Betting Levy Amendment Bill 2009. 

5. Racing and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2009. 

6. Racing Bets Levy Bill 2009. 

7. Busselton Water Board (Supply of Water to Dunsborough) Bill 2009.  

REDRESS WA — PAYMENT CAP 

Petition 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.33 pm]: I present a petition 
containing 357 signatures couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled.  

We, the undersigned, residents of Western Australia support the Redress WA scheme as an important 
way of recognising the pain and suffering of thousands of adults who were victims of abuse as children 
while in the care of the State. The Government’s decision to reduce the maximum amount of the ex-
gratia payments available under the Redress WA scheme, from up to $80 000 to up to $45 000 is a 
second betrayal of these victims. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council recommend that the government 
reverse this decision, so that the dignity of these people can be restored. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 1563.] 

EUTHANASIA 

Petition 

HON HELEN BULLOCK (Mining and Pastoral) [3.34 pm]: I present a petition containing 1 004 signatures 
couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled.  

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia are opposed to Euthanasia as we believe it supports 
and promotes a ‘Culture of Death’. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council to support a ‘Culture of Life’ by 
opposing Euthanasia (whether voluntary or involuntary) and urging the government of the day to assign 
more resources to Palliative Care and initiatives that enhance and/or improve the quality of life for 
people with disabilities and/or illness. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 1564.] 
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AUSTRALIAN TRAINING AWARDS 2009 

Statement by Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Training and Workforce Development) 
[3.36 pm]: I am pleased to inform the house of Western Australia’s wonderful achievement in the 2009 
Australian Training Awards that were presented in Canberra last week. The Australian Training Awards is the 
peak national competition for vocational education and training, and it recognises and rewards the outstanding 
achievements of apprentices, trainees and vocational students, as well as the contribution of training providers 
and employers.  

Finalists vying for national honours were the winners in state and territory training awards, each of whom were 
acknowledged for reaching a level of excellence in their respective specialist areas. From the eight finalists 
representing Western Australia, seven were either winners or runners-up. This includes 19-year-old Blake 
McCarthy who won the coveted Australian Apprentice of the Year, and this is the first time a Western Australian 
has won the award since 1995. Other winners included Hollywood Private Hospital, which was named Employer 
of the Year; WA College of Agriculture-Cunderdin, which won the VET in Schools Excellence Award; and the 
Department of Corrective Services, which won the Australian Training Initiative award. Western Australia’s 
other successful finalists included Adam Selby from St James, who was the runner-up Australian Apprentice 
(Trainee) of the Year; Salathiel McKay from Karratha, who was the runner-up Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander of the Year; and Daniel Lowe from Martin, who was runner-up in the Stella Axarlis School-Based 
Apprenticeship of the Year category. I also acknowledge Jon Arlow from Geraldton, who was a finalist in the 
category of Vocational Student of the Year and I congratulate him on his achievement.  

These results are amongst Western Australia’s greatest in what is the nation’s most prestigious training 
competition. They indicate the state’s wealth of talent and are a testament to the strength of training in Western 
Australia. 

The Liberal-National government is giving training the recognition it deserves. It has established a dedicated 
Department of Training and Workforce Development, which will enhance the quality of delivery of training 
services to industry and the community, while also improving flexibility for the training system. I am delighted 
that this renewed focus is being acknowledged in such a way at a national level. While recognising and 
celebrating outstanding individuals and organisations in training, these awards in turn encourage other Western 
Australians to embrace education and training as the foundation for success. I congratulate all apprentices, 
trainees and employers who represented Western Australia for their commendable achievements.  

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

BOORABBIN NATIONAL PARK FIRE — CORONIAL INQUEST 

Statement by Minister for Environment 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Environment) [3.38 pm]: On Friday, 
20 November 2009, the State Coroner presented his record of investigation into the tragic deaths of Mr Lewis 
Bedford, Mr Robert Taylor and Mr Trevor Murley as a result of the Boorabbin National Park bushfire on 
30 December 2007. I wish to express my sincere and deepest condolences to their families and friends. 

The coroner made serious adverse findings against individual Department of Environment and Conservation 
officers involved in the incident as well as the department’s management of the incident. I have called for an 
immediate and full response from the director general of the department to the coroner’s recommendations and 
asked the director general to provide me with a report on actions the department will take in response to those 
recommendations. 

I am advised that the department immediately initiated contact with the families of the victims following the 
tragedy, that assistance was provided with respect to funeral and other costs and that other claims were lodged 
and processed with RiskCover. I did not approve these payments; however, the Attorney General has now 
confirmed that nothing Ms Bedford has signed will prevent her from taking action against the state. 

The department also conducted a number of inquiries and internal and external reviews immediately following 
the incident. A number of actions have been implemented as a result. Specifically, in consultation with the 
police, Fire and Emergency Services Authority, Main Roads Western Australia and local government, a stringent 
interagency procedure in respect of roadblocks and other traffic management measures has been implemented. 
Prior to this tragedy, there was no clear interagency procedure for managing roadblocks. Furthermore, with 
respect to the coroner’s recommendation that the Department for Environment and Conservation take action to 
ensure relevant weather forecast information is made available to people with field operational responsibility, 
DEC has developed a fire operations guideline that addresses the acquisition, dissemination and 
acknowledgement of forecasts during bushfire incidents and provides training to key incident management team 
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staff on the use of weather forecasts in strategic planning and risk management. In addition, the operational 
review of DEC’s firefighting capability and systems by independent consultants GHD made 55 
recommendations, all of which have been implemented by DEC. 

It is clear, however, that the coronial inquest has identified further issues that need to be addressed, in particular 
the undertaking of a review of DEC’s ability to manage major bushfires. The Liberal-National government has 
already moved on this issue with the introduction of the Bushfires Amendment Bill 2009 on 16 September 2009 
and the review of Western Australia’s bushfire preparedness. To complement this I have asked the Public Sector 
Commissioner and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to develop a proposal that considers the coroner’s 
findings.  

The Boorabbin incident was tragic, and as minister I do not want to see a tragedy like this ever happen again. I 
am committed to ensuring that the department initiates any necessary actions in this regard. I also want to 
reassure the community that, notwithstanding the tragedy of this event, DEC has more than 700 staff across the 
state who are trained and experienced in major bushfire control. In the last financial year, DEC attended and 
monitored 684 fires, with the majority of those occurring in state forests and in national parks. These staff deal 
with inherently dangerous and unpredictable situations. I support their role and those of all other agencies and 
volunteers who work to protect our community. 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer.  

DOLPHIN DEATHS — SWAN AND CANNING RIVERS AND BUNBURY 

Statement by Minister for Environment 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Environment) [3.42 pm]: I wish to further 
update the house on continuing actions the government is taking to address the death of dolphins in the Swan and 
Canning Rivers and the Bunbury inner waters areas.  

On 19 November, the Minister for Water and I met with Murdoch University researchers and departmental 
officials regarding the release of an initial research report into the deaths of eight dolphins in the Bunbury inner 
waters during the past two years. Murdoch researchers Dr Lars Bejder and Dr Hugh Finn have begun re-
evaluating the deaths of the dolphins, either found or presumed dead. I was advised that the report found no trend 
in the timing or cause of the deaths, and that tissue samples had been gathered and sent for further analysis. This 
information was important, given the advice I had received of some similarities with the six dolphin deaths in the 
Swan River this year.   

Being presented with information directly from the researchers responsible for the study programs has been 
invaluable in looking at the overall health of dolphins that live in inlets and in waterways that abut metropolitan 
areas. While the exact cause of the deaths in the Swan Canning Riverpark and the Bunbury inner waters are still 
not clear, we know, through this research, that a number of factors need to be investigated and we need to 
analyse the data from similar research programs conducted throughout Australia and internationally. Nine 
researchers and/or research groups are currently conducting scientific projects involving bottlenose dolphins in 
various parts of the state. Some of these projects, such as those in Shark Bay, are continuing studies that have 
been in operation for more than 15 years.  

On 20 November, the chairman of the Swan River Trust provided me with a report outlining the research, 
ongoing monitoring and further actions being undertaken by the trust, other government agencies, researchers 
and experts. I am considering the information provided by the chairman of the trust, and I have asked the Chief 
Scientist of Western Australia to provide advice to me on this report. On 22 November, I was informed that a 
dead juvenile dolphin had been recovered from the Leschenault Inlet that day. Researchers believe that this 
animal is one of the eight dead dolphins that had previously been listed as missing but presumed dead. I 
understand that samples were collected from this dolphin and will be sent away for further testing. 

I will continue to update the house as new information on this important issue comes to hand. 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

Special Report — “Seeking Leave to Sit” — Tabling and Adoption 

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [3.44 pm]: I am directed to report that the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration has resolved to meet during the suspension of the sitting for the lunch break of the 
Thursday, 26 November sitting. Under standing order 302B leave of the house is sought to enable this to occur. I 
move — 
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That the report do lie upon the table and be adopted and agreed to. 

Question put and passed. 

[See paper 1565.] 

BOORABBIN NATIONAL PARK FIRE — CORONIAL INQUEST 

Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I received the following letter this morning — 

Dear Mr President, 

Pursuant to standing order 72, I move — 

That the Council consider as a matter of urgency, the Environment Minister’s acquiescence to DEC’s 
cover-up and denial in the aftermath of the Boorabbin bushfire and her failure to provide leadership to 
the Department and accountability to the public. 

Yours Sincerely 

Hon Dr Sally Talbot MLC 

The member will require at least four members to rise in support of the motion for it to proceed.  

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [3.47 pm]: I move the motion.  

This is a very serious and very complex issue. I know there has been extensive media coverage of the State 
Coroner’s report since it was brought down at about lunchtime on Friday. I know also that many honourable 
members will be quite familiar with the events that constitute the substance of this motion. I will briefly provide 
the broad outline of the events that constituted the subject of the coroner’s report. I will do that with reference to 
the coroner’s report, which states on page 3 that on 28 December 2007 in Boorabbin National Park in the 
Western Australian goldfields, a fire started in a Main Roads Western Australia vehicle rest bay on the northern 
side of Great Eastern Highway, 85 kilometres east of Southern Cross and 104 kilometres west of Coolgardie. His 
report reads — 

The fire burned for a period of 13 days and grew to a final size of approximately 39,634 hectares by 
8 January 2008.  

The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) was responsible for fire suppression and road 
management from the outset as the fire occurred within a designated national park.  

The fire danger on 30 December 2007 —  

That is the day the deaths occurred —  

for the Great Eastern Highway between Southern Cross and Boorabbin was particularly great. 
Temperatures at Southern Cross remained above 40ºC throughout the afternoon and early evening.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are several very audible conversations around the chamber, which 
makes it very difficult for Hansard to pick up the member’s comments. Would you keep the noise down to a dull 
roar or remove yourselves from the chamber please. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr President. To continue — 

At Southern Cross, a maximum of 45.20C at about 4.50pm was the third highest December temperature 
ever recorded since observations commenced in 1908. The Southern Cross temperatures are likely to 
have been representative of those at Boorabbin. 

A combination of hot, dry and windy conditions resulted in the fire danger being classed as extreme for 
an almost continuous period of 10 hours, from 9.40am to 7.40pm, which ranked in the top five for the 
longest duration of extreme fire danger index as classified by the Australian Government Bureau of 
Meteorology since the … data set commenced in 1999. 

The coroner also talked about how the vegetation was extremely dry, because it was drought-stressed, and about 
how the fire spread rapidly south in mature heath scrub. This was at about midday on 30 December 2007. The 
coroner continues — 

During the afternoon changes in wind direction from the north-west to west-north-west periodically 
fanned the eastern flank of the fire creating new fire fronts which ran strongly to the south-east. 
Periodically tongues of fire formed in unburnt heath scrub north of the Great Eastern Highway and 
these ran south as narrow fingers towards the highway.  
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DEC set up road blocks during the afternoon but on occasions convoys of traffic were escorted through 
the roadblocks from west to east …   

Shortly after 7pm a decision was made by the DEC Incident Controller, Mr Barry Hooper, to open the 
highway to traffic.  

This decision was made in spite of high quality spot forecasts prepared by the Bureau of Meteorology 
specifically for the purposes of fire management at Boorabbin which predicted a wind change with 
strong south-south-west winds between 7pm and 8pm that day.  

The coroner then talks about aerial observations in tracking the fire — 

The fire which ran to the highway was of high intensity and fast moving.  

The fire reached the Great Eastern Highway just as a number of vehicles which had been released from 
a roadblock which had been set up at Coolgardie reached the same area.  

Four trucks which attempted to proceed through the fire zone did not make it through. Tragically two of 
these trucks in which the deceased men were travelling were impacted by fire which was intense and 
fast moving. The three occupants of the three trucks died when the truck cabins in which they were 
sheltering became engulfed in flames.  

The fire crossed the highway and it continued to spread to the north until it ran into a fire scar later in 
the evening. 

That is the broad outline of the tragic events of 30 December 2007. To give members a more specific idea of 
what was happening at the precise moment when that very bad decision was made to remove the roadblocks and 
let traffic through, the coroner sums it up very succinctly in five dot points. These can be found at page 30 of his 
report — 

Immediately prior to the decision being made to open the road, therefore, the situation was that — 

• most fire crew who had been involved in fire suppression activities and were still on site were 
having dinner 

• Macmahons’ staff — 

That is the company that had the contract for the roadblocks — 

— who had been involved in road closure activity had been advised that they could go home; 

• the aircraft which had been used to monitor fire activity near the highway was unable to 
remain airborne at the time when traffic would reach the fire zone; 

• police officers from Southern Cross Police Station had been advised that they were no longer 
required and could leave the area; and  

• conditions were still extremely hot and dry with low humidity and the weather forecast had 
predicted strong winds blowing from the direction of the fire towards the highway. 

Now, as honourable members would know, the coroner’s conclusions—which I will go through, but I want 
members to have those five dot points in their minds so that they can make sense of what the coroner says—were 
basically that the fire spread was predictable. It was predictable because the DEC incident controllers had 
received detailed and accurate weather forecasts that spelt out very clearly that the wind change was predicted to 
occur between 7.00 pm and 8.00 pm, and that the fire would reach the highway at about the same time—as it 
turned out, tragically—that the vehicles that had been released from the roadblock to the east of the fire would 
reach that particular stretch of road. 

The coroner goes on to say at page 53, under the heading “Conclusion” — 

… none of the three Incident Management Team members located in Kalgoorlie paid sufficient 
attention to the information contained in high quality forecasts prepared by the Bureau of Meteorology 
specifically for the purposes of fire management at Boorabbin which accurately predicted the fatal wind 
change. None of those three appears to have appreciated the fundamental importance of doing so. The 
failure by DEC to ensure that staff forming the Incident Management Team had an adequate 
appreciation of the need to monitor wind changes at a fire scene contributed to the deaths.  

I started off by saying that most members would be familiar with those sorts of incidents. I read the coroner’s 
report at the weekend. I urge all honourable members to read that report. There is a lot of material in that report 
that is not covered by the media. One of the things that I discovered was that DEC had had input into the 
formatting of the advice received from the Bureau of Meteorology, specifically so that it could be readily 
assimilated by people who presumably would have been working under a considerable amount of stress and 
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pressure when they were trying to decipher this information. So DEC had had input into the way that these 
advices were formatted.   

It can be seen from the transcript of the inquest that the coroner was moved to sarcasm on a couple of occasions. 
The coroner is usually a very measured man. One gets the sense that he was frustrated beyond words by the sorts 
of things that he was hearing at the inquest. I will give members a flavour of some of those things. He heard that 
DEC staff missed the specific advice about the timing of the wind change. He heard also that on at least two 
occasions, DEC staff had rejected offers of assistance from the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of 
Western Australia, whose officers were the trained firefighters in the area. The coroner also listened to evidence 
like that provided by the GHD consultant, Paul De Mar, who said at the inquest that, “There were some serious 
errors made with that fire, but one swallow does not make a summer.”  

There was an extraordinary litany of mistakes. There was then—this is the key point—a downplaying of those 
mistakes. In the coroner’s report we find many, many disturbing things about the way DEC handled this fire. We 
find out, for example, that the same people who had made up the incident management team were still in those 
positions at the time the coroner’s report was written, and that they, to quote the coroner, “could be involved in 
the same roles in future fires”. We know now that that is not true, and I will come to that in a moment.   

It is very evident from the coroner’s report that many of the DEC officers involved were, and are, in denial about 
what happened and about their role in the scheme of things. I refer again to the coroner’s report, at page 48, 
where Mr Hooper is responding to a question about whether the fire spread was predictable. The question was 
put to him — 

Yes. The sad truth of this matter is that the fire was foreseeable if you had read the spot weather 
forecast correctly? 

His response was, “I disagree with that”. Later in the evidence we find the question — 

You simply say you didn’t read it. I’m saying that you were careless in not doing so?  

His response to that was — 

No, I don’t believe I was. 

On page 47, we find this response from a DEC official — 

We all make mistakes and in a fire that where there—there may be a hundred, 200 decisions have to be 
made in a fire. Sometimes you get it wrong, and I agree this is a critical one and I’m not belittling that 
but you asked me how can you feel confident, I think you can only feel confidence in monitoring their 
performance as a result of the training we provide. And I need to say monitor very carefully we are very 
confident that they’ve picked up, and in fact performing extremely well now. 

So it is obvious that what DEC was working on at the time, and what its consistent message has been ever since, 
is that we all make mistakes. That was borne out on Friday when I heard some astonishing comments on the 
radio from the Director General of the Department of Environment and Conservation. When he was asked, 
“Have you considered resigning over this?”, he said, “No, I have not.” The interviewer then said, “Does the buck 
stop with you?”, and he said — 

The buck does stop with me, my job is to make sure that the, to the best of my ability, the department 
has the resources and the staffing and the competency and the training to meet its responsibility 
including wildfire respond. Wildfires — 

This is the quote that I particularly want to draw to members’ attention — 

are inherently difficult and dangerous you know we have had tragedies around Australia in recent years 
most notably in Victoria earlier this year. Fire is difficult fire is dangerous and unpredictable. We 
cannot guarantee that there will never be mistakes with fires because of those factors. 

That comment by Mr McNamara directly contradicts the State Coroner’s finding, which was that the wind 
change was predictable; the course of the fire was predictable; and very significant errors were made by those 
officers. 

The minister has failed to represent the public interest in this matter, and she has failed to provide the leadership 
that she should be providing to Department of Environment and Conservation employees. There are nearly 2 000 
employees of DEC and, as the minister said earlier this afternoon, about 700 of them are involved in firefighting. 
The minister must have known that a quick response was needed on Friday. She must have known about the 
extreme unhappiness that would be expressed by the community about the leading incident controller being 
given more than a $73 000 payout when he took a public sector-wide severance program redundancy only one 
week before the coroner’s report came down. The minister must have been following the appalling evidence that 
came out during the inquest. Certainly, our shadow minister with responsibility was following the evidence and 
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was very well equipped to respond in a very detailed fashion on Friday—not so with the minister. All the 
minister has been able to say—she repeated it again when she came into the chamber and made the statement 
just now—is that she is taking a number of steps to improve fire management. However, we do not know what is 
being done. She has left about 1 900-plus DEC officers out there to hang out to dry, just as she left the Swan 
River Trust officers hanging out to dry last week over the deaths of the dolphins. 

This minister has a responsibility to represent community concern. She has a responsibility to provide leadership 
to her department, and she has failed miserably in doing that. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What would you have done about it? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I can tell the member what I would have done. She has to answer the difficult 
questions. She has made no statement about whether this behaviour is acceptable; she has made no statement 
about standards. She has given us no evidence that the training is effective. The self-respect of DEC employees 
and the confidence of the public are both at rock bottom, thanks to this minister’s failures. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Environment) [4.02 pm]: I rise to respond 
to some of the claims that have been made by Hon Sally Talbot today and to the terms of her motion. I say at the 
outset that Hon Sally Talbot has shown on a number of occasions an ability to go pretty low into the gutter. 
Today she has gone to an entirely new level. Today Hon Sally Talbot has gone to very disappointing lengths in 
the face of what was a very tragic incident that resulted in the loss of the lives of three men and severely affected 
a number of others. I do not intend to lower myself in the way that Hon Sally Talbot has done, but I want to 
respond to a couple of the remarks that she has made. 

The fact is that this tragedy occurred on 30 December 2007. I want everyone in the house to remember that 
date—30 December 2007. 

Hon Peter Collier: Who was in government? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am getting to that. Clearly, serious mistakes were made on that day. As I have 
said, three men—Mr Trevor Murley, Mr Lewis Bedford and Mr Robert Taylor—lost their lives. I have said—
although Hon Sally Talbot might say that I have not, because she obviously has not been standing nearby during 
my press conferences—that, like everybody else, I am very deeply concerned by the findings of the coroner. I do 
not downplay that in any way, shape or form. The department has taken responsibility for the actions taken on 
that day. There has been no cover-up and no denial, as is stated in this motion. The department has accepted 
responsibility. It accepted it then and it accepts it now. 

Following the tragedy, the department undertook a number of internal and external reviews—reviews which 
were completed when the opposition was in government but which were not released. One independent review, 
in particular, made some 55 recommendations, including interagency management of roadblocks during bushfire 
incidents, improved fire behaviour predictions in remote regions, and improved communications at bushfire 
incidents. All these measures have been implemented. Furthermore, as I mentioned in my ministerial statement, 
other action has been taken, particularly regarding issues surrounding weather forecasting and training. With 
regard to the staff, Mr Hooper, as the member has said, has left the department. There are clear roles for me as 
the minister and for the director general. The other two officers have withdrawn from all active fire roles, not just 
fire leadership roles. 

I do not want to get into the politics of this issue, because, quite frankly, it is far too serious for that. However, 
Hon Sally Talbot has decided today to do that. The fact is that Labor is very good at trying to shift the blame on 
to others, when clearly there has been a lack of action on its part. As I said, I do not want to even talk about this 
matter in the way that has been generated by the terms used in this motion. The fact is that this tragic event 
occurred on 30 December 2007. Where was I? 

Hon Sally Talbot: That sounds very much like playing politics to me. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The member should listen to me. I listened to her. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us get something clear. The mover of the motion spoke for 15 minutes 
and was not interrupted. This is a very serious motion and some very pointed personal allegations have been 
made about a very serious situation in which people lost their lives. I will not let the chamber descend into a 
slanging match on a motion like this. So the minister should please address her comments to the chair, and I can 
assure her that I will not interrupt. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Thank you, Mr President. The fact is that in 2007 I was sitting over there where 
Hon Colin Holt now sits. Where was Hon Sally Talbot in 2007? She was sitting here, on this side. What did she 
do, as the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the Environment? The fact is that a serious tragedy 
occurred in 2007. There has been a coronial inquest, and there have been a number of very severe findings 
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against my department. I am very concerned about that. That is why I have asked for immediate action to be 
taken. When one looks at the member’s motion, one sees that it refers to the aftermath of the Boorabbin bushfire. 
The fact is that the aftermath was in the time of the previous Labor government. I do not shy away in any way, 
shape or form from the tragedy of this event and the effect that it has had on the lives of loved ones who are left 
behind and whose fathers, brothers and partners are no longer here. I know that as well as anybody, and I know 
that I, as the minister, have a responsibility to make sure that that never happens again. As I have said, that is 
why I have ordered a full and immediate response from the department to the coroner’s findings and 
observations. 

I have gone through the coroner’s report line by line, and I have asked the department to literally go through the 
coroner’s findings line by line, because, as I have said, I do not want—I will keep on saying this—a tragedy like 
this to ever occur again. What I do want to say is that the language used in this motion by Hon Sally Talbot, such 
as cover-up, denial and acquiescence, and the fact that that is now on the public record, is disgraceful. It is 
particularly disappointing in that the member is a member for the South West Region. As I said, I do not shy 
away at all from the tragedy that has occurred. I take full responsibility now, as Minister for Environment, along 
with the director general and the senior management of the department, for making sure that a tragedy such as 
this never occurs again. But to say that I do not show leadership to my department is wrong; I give absolute 
support to my department, and I am very angry that the member even suggested that I do not. I have 700-odd 
departmental staff who are variously involved in fire management. These officers are very fine and experienced 
officers. I do not in any way, shape or form want to take anything away from the tragedy that we are dealing 
with right now, but those 700 officers work variously on complex and very difficult fires, often at their own risk. 
Each year, they go out and fight fires on our behalf, of which the Bridgetown fires are an example. We want 
those officers to be prepared and ready to go out at a moment’s notice. The language used by Hon Sally Talbot—
that is, the terms “cover-up” and “denial”—show her, not mine, complete disdain for all of those very good 
officers and everyone within my department. Is that the message that Hon Sally Talbot wants to send to my 
department? Is that Hon Eric Ripper’s, the Leader of the Opposition’s, message to my department? If it is, I will 
certainly let them know.  

I certainly support my department, as do my colleagues on this side of the house, and I am sure that members 
opposite actually support my department, too. The pity is that the opposition spokesperson, who is also a 
member for the South West Region, where many people look to DEC officers in times of fire, does not. She does 
not support those officers. We are dealing with a tragic and very difficult situation, and, as I have said, I do not 
ever, ever want this to ever happen again. It will serve everyone well, particularly Hon Sally Talbot, to continue 
to remember that there has been a tragic situation that no-one in Western Australia ever wants to see happen 
again, and I certainly, as minister, never want to see it happen again. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [4.12 pm]: I rise to speak on Hon Sally Talbot’s urgency 
motion because I think it is very important that we send a very strong and clear message that we are not satisfied 
with the government’s response to this issue, particularly that of the minister. 

We all know that three truck drivers—namely, Lewis Bedford, Robert Taylor and Trevor Murley—lost their 
lives in this very, very sad event—the Boorabbin bushfire incident in 2007. We also know that the State Coroner 
has since handed down his report, which was very scathing of three individuals in particular, and also of the 
agency. I am, I guess, looking at this matter from a community point of view in terms of who is responsible. We 
have a situation whereby the Minister for Environment is on the record as stating that a redundancy payment of 
$74 000 had been made to Mr Hooper, who left the Department of Environment and Conservation last week, and 
that it was a departmental matter. I must tell the minister that, under the Westminster system, she is responsible 
for whatever the department does. That is the first thing she must understand.  

Clearly, the minister does not accept any responsibility; she is very concerned but she is certainly not 
responsible. It is her view that the responsibility for what it does lies with a department. It is also the situation 
that the director general has already put it on the public record that he is not responsible for anything, and he can 
accept no responsibility. We know that the officers are not responsible; in fact we know that Mr Hooper picked 
up a nice tidy sum of $74 000, and we also know that the two other officers are still employed by the agency, 
although not in the same role they had before, but clearly they are not responsible. Somebody needs to accept 
some responsibility.  

Hon Michael Mischin interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: At the end of the day, the community needs to know why there is a systems 
failure and why nobody is stepping up to the mark to accept responsibility. One of the things that really concerns 
me is this whole lack of accountability by the government. This is another case of an emerging pattern of public 
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servants who are under a cloud being able to resign, or, better still, negotiate a redundancy or a plum job 
elsewhere, and disappear into the sunset as though they have been rewarded.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is not acceptable to the public; it is not acceptable to the families of these 
victims; and it should not be acceptable to anybody in this place. 

In this situation one culpable officer has escaped punishment, and taken early redundancy, which means, 
obviously, that he was no longer required to fill his position; he was a planning officer. We need to know, for 
example, why his position was no longer required and why he was given a redundancy. He was given a 
redundancy at around the same time as the coroner handed down his report. We know that other DEC officers 
who were named as culpable in the coroner’s report still work in the department at the same level of position—
although they may not be doing exactly the same job—and still collect the same level of pay.  

We have got a lame duck minister who said on 6PR on 20 November that she was taking the action of “speaking 
to the director general”. Today, she reports to this place that she is very concerned, she has taken responsibility, 
and that the response to this very, very, very serious event that led to the death of three men is an internal and 
external review. Three men died, and there will be an internal and external review! It is not good enough, 
minister! It is simply not good enough! Did the minister ask her director general why he approved the 
payment—or the payout—to Mr Hooper; and, did he advise her that he was going to give Mr Hooper a $74 000 
redundancy payment? I say to the minister that she needs to put on the public record, if she was advised, when 
she was advised; and, if she was not advised, why she was not advised, because quite clearly the public have a 
right to know.  

I say to the minister that her whole argument about her not being able to intervene in decisions about whether 
staff are stood down or disciplined as a result of the coroner’s findings on this tragic incident is not good 
enough—it is not good enough! People expect the minister to act. The minister could have stopped the payment. 
Was she advised by her director general that a payment of $74 000 was to be made?  

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is not the sort of question that should be answered by interjection. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly, these are the sorts of questions that the public have a right to have 
answers to.  

I know I do not have a lot of time, but this is all part of the continuing pattern of this government avoiding 
accountability. We saw it happen, for example, with the former state prosecutor, Ken Bates. Ken Bates, who was 
complicit in the wrongful prosecution of Andrew Mallard, received $606 000; we saw it happen with former 
Assistant Commissioner of Police David Caporn, who was also a player in the Andrew Mallard case. He 
received a $130 000 a year position with the Fire and Emergency Services Authority and immunity from 
disciplinary proceedings. We saw it happen with former Assistant Commissioner of Police Mal Shervill, who 
was off work for four years on full pay. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Member, direct your comments through me, and then Hon Michael Mischin will 
have absolutely no excuse for making the interjections he is. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mal Shervill is another case in point—on leave with full pay for four years, 
thanks to Western Australian taxpayers. There is no doubt that there were misconduct findings against him in the 
Mallard case. Now Barry Hooper, named by Coroner Alistair Hope as incompetent, receives a $74 000 
redundancy payout under a public sector severance program. The people of Western Australia would be shaking 
their heads in dismay at knowing that three men are dead—lost to their families and their communities—and a 
person who played a central and critical role, a person defined by the coroner as being incompetent, at the same 
time gets a redundancy package of $74 000. I know that the minister thinks that this has nothing to do with her, 
but it has a lot to do with her. That payment of $74 000 is another case in which a government minister has not 
defended the public interest. She has not stepped in to demand the highest standards from her department. She 
has not demanded that any disciplinary proceedings be instituted without delay, and she has allowed another 
public servant under a cloud to escape disciplinary proceedings. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is what the minister has done—she just feeds into the processes of this 
government, which spoke ad nauseam before the election about how it would be open and accountable and do 
the right thing by the Western Australian public. This is a disgrace. 
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HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Transport) [4.22 pm]: I viewed the notice of 
this motion with some dismay. Firstly, I too view this triple fatality on 30 December 2007 as a tragic incident. It 
was a terrible thing to happen, and it appears that we are all in furious agreement about that. I read the coroner’s 
report over the weekend, and I was saddened to read the story of mistakes and errors of judgement that resulted 
in the deaths of Trevor Murley, Lewis Bedford and Robert Taylor. I join other members, including the Minister 
for Environment, in extending my condolences to the men’s families who, with the release of the coroner’s 
report on Friday, find themselves reliving aspects of that terrible day in December 2007. 

I have risen to comment on the motion itself. I listened with interest to the mover of the motion, wondering when 
she was going to actually relate her speech to the Minister for Environment. This is very much about the 
Minister for Environment. As the Minister for Environment has said, the words of this awful motion are now on 
the public record, and they cry out for a response. This motion is shameful evidence of Labor’s willingness to 
try, and indeed wilfulness in trying, to exonerate itself for some awful incidents that happened during its time in 
office, and to try to shift the blame onto others, in this case the government of the day. Typically, this motion is 
venomous in its tone, it is directly personalised against a specific member, and it is vitriolic and plain nasty. The 
words of the two opposition speakers we have suffered through unfortunately seemed to underline what this 
motion is all about. It is about personal denigration. It is a disgraceful way to go about business. 

Let us look at what this motion actually says. I throw this back in the teeth of those members from the Australian 
Labor Party, and the Australian Labor Party alone, who stood to support this disgraceful motion going to debate. 
The motion says that the Minister for Environment was acquiescent in the Department of Environment and 
Conservation’s cover-up and denial in the aftermath of the Boorabbin bushfire. Furthermore, the motion, which 
is supported by every member of the ALP, states that the minister’s failure to provide leadership to the 
department and accountability to the public is something that we should consider as a matter of urgency.  

These tragic, dreadful events occurred in December 2007. Now the opposition claims denial and cover-up in the 
aftermath of the Boorabbin bushfire. Even if the allegation against the Department of Environment and 
Conservation made by Hon Sally Talbot were true—we will leave that for another day—how on earth can this 
Minister for Environment be accused of acquiescence in actions that occurred nine months before the 
government was sworn in? Clearly, it is a nonsense. This Minister for Environment was not the minister at any 
time there was any cover-up or denial in the aftermath of the Boorabbin bushfire. That is exactly what the 
motion says. Who was the environment minister at the time? The environment minister was a Labor person. Last 
week we had a similar diatribe about dolphins dying over the past few years—apparently their deaths are the 
personal fault of the present Minister for Environment as well. My attention was drawn, as was that of other 
members, to the reported comments of Mr Colin Porter, a former head of the Department of Environment and 
Conservation and the Environmental Protection Authority, who blamed a combination of inexperienced 
management and weak environment ministers for the condition of the Swan River—another key environmental 
issue. He was reported in a recent newspaper article as saying — 

“During the three and a half years of the Carpenter government we had four ministers for the 
environment … So you can rest assured none of them really got to grips with the problem.” 

That is what was said under the banner headline “Weak ministers blamed for sick river”. Every one of those 
weak environment ministers was a Labor environment minister, as was the minister responsible at the time of the 
Boorabbin bushfire. We did not seek to make political points out of this terrible tragedy at the time, but the 
minister responsible at that time, and for the nine months thereafter, was a Labor minister. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Who was the parliamentary secretary? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: That Labor environment minister’s parliamentary secretary, who sat in this very 
house, was none other than Hon Sally Talbot, the mover of this disgraceful motion. It is a shameful episode that 
we should be entertained with this sort of attitude. I think the Minister for Environment has conducted herself in 
a way that demonstrates to me that no matter how much grief, venom and vitriol is thrown her way by the likes 
of Hon Sally Talbot or Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich—a sensationally successful minister in her own right—she still 
manages to conduct herself with professionalism and dignity. She inspires more confidence as an environment 
minister than all four of the Labor ministers that Mr Porter has no time for at all. Why? Let the truth out!  

The further allegation in this motion is that this Minister for Environment has failed to provide leadership to the 
Department of Environment and Conservation and accountability to the public. I have never seen her go hiding, 
and I have never seen her fail to front up and put up with whatever accusation is made, whatever is the issue of 
the day, or answer whatever curly questions get thrown at her. We have heard about how she—not one of those 
four failed environment ministers from the past Labor government—has been the minister while an independent 
review was taking place from which 55 recommendations have been implemented already. She has thereby 
shown leadership and has learnt from this terrible tragedy. This minister and her department are getting on with 
doing the job to try to avoid a fire of that magnitude occurring again and causing further tragedies. That is 
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leadership. She is the one who gets out there and champions her department. That is leadership. It is about 
showing support instead of the sort of nonsense we have heard today from the opposition.  

There is a letter standing in the name of Terry Hunter, the president of the Association of Volunteer Bush Fire 
Brigades of Western Australia (Inc), dated today, 24 November 2009. I think it is a letter that has been circulated 
to all members. It says in part — 

On behalf of the Association of Volunteer Bush Fire Brigades of Western Australia (inc), which 
represents 25000 Volunteer Bush Fire Brigade members, we would like to bring to your attention our 
concerns in relation to how the media is portraying the coroners findings in relation to the Boorabbin 
incident.  

… 

It is important that parliamentarians do not focus on media speculation and sensationalism or head 
hunting of any individual. This is already having an impact on our volunteers and needs to be put into 
perspective as a priority.  

As with all emergencies the media loose sight that the responders, paid and volunteer turn out in good 
faith to do their best to bring the situation under control as quickly as they can for the safety of the 
community.  

As an association, our position is that we do not condone the character assassination of any person no 
matter whom they are. The current action is causing this association and its members concern. 

We would like to point out that we have confidence in the Department of Environment and 
Conservation, fire operations and personnel. The coroner did not reflect on the positive changes that 
have occurred — 

Mr Hunter mentions a number of agencies including DEC, police and so on. Members opposite need to take 
notice of the effect their actions are now having on these 25 000 volunteers.  

HON HELEN BULLOCK (Mining and Pastoral) [4.34 pm]: I would like to speak to this urgency motion. 
These days I often travel on Great Eastern Highway, but every time I get close to Coolgardie, the image of a 
burning truck and dead bodies comes to my mind. Sometimes I have to stop on the side of the road and pray to 
God that these incidents will not happen again, especially not at a time that I travel on that road.  

Last night I read the State Coroner’s report. I reckon that all the members in this chamber should read this report. 
The report was not an easy read; it was a tragic and sad read. We often hear complaints about how incompetent 
and inefficient government departments are. This report is a very fine example of this incompetence. The 
devastating consequence of this tragedy is the unnecessary loss of three lives.  

Two of the major findings in this report are very important. The first major finding was that the officers in 
charge were incompetent and some were underqualified. The second major finding was that there was a lack of 
effective coordination between all the agencies involved.  

From my previous employment I learned that when I am in charge of a job, I must deal with whatever problems 
come up and not play the blame game. I am not complaining about who did what, who should be in charge and 
who should be liable for this incident.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Members should just listen to what I have to say.  

As we know today’s temperature is very high and the summer season has come earlier than usual, which means 
that another bushfire season is either just around the corner or already here. The questions that arise are: Are we 
ready for it? Has the Department of Environment and Conservation addressed all the issues and concerns that 
have been raised in this report? Can the minister assure the public that her department will be competently 
managed and properly resourced to cope with the coming bushfire season? I know that the minister has already 
given this house an assurance that this incident will not happen again. Members, we have an assurance from this 
minister that this incident will not happen again.  

I have a number of other questions: Can the minister assure the public that the deficiency in training has been 
addressed? Are the proper protocols and procedures in place for road closures? Is there adequate signage that can 
be quickly made available to areas of potential danger? Will there be proper coordination between all agencies 
involved in emergency management should we experience at some time in the future another fire like the 
Boorabbin National Park bushfire? Can I feel safe when I drive down Great Eastern Highway again sometime 
next week? 
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HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.37 pm]: I will not take up 
too much time of the house. It has become noticeable to me over the past weeks that urgency motions have been 
raised by one member in particular that take aim at the Minister for Environment rather than the government 
generally. It seems to be very personal to the member moving these urgency motions. It could have something to 
do with her own feelings of inadequacy that she has to pull down others in order to elevate her own stature.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I was not going to mention names, but that is a psychological problem that 
perhaps should be dealt with by counselling.  

I will address two aspects of the motion; that is, the failure of the minister to provide leadership to the 
department and accountability to the public. I particularly appreciate the comments of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, 
who I assume means what she says in this place and says what she means. It opened an interesting aperture into 
her mind, and presumably the mind of the Labor opposition in this house, that part of her criticism of the 
minister was that somehow the minister had failed in her duty to the public; that the public would be appalled 
that the minister has not suddenly gone into the department and picked people and fired them—got rid of them 
somehow—rather than allowing the departmental processes to take place within the structures and requirements 
of that department; and that somehow she should show leadership by going into the department, find the people 
who she feels were at fault and, without the results of the coroner’s inquest and any particular inquiry, simply get 
rid of them without giving them any redundancy payment to which they may be entitled. I am sure that the 
Community and Public Sector Union-Civil Service Association of WA and other associated public service 
unions would be gratified to know that there will be some proposal by the Labor opposition, should they ever be 
entrusted with a position of responsibility in this state again, that will entitle ministers of the state to, under the 
Public Sector Management Act, go into departments and fire people who they think are incompetent. That was 
an interesting insight. I am sure that the union will have a bit to say about that. Having been a public servant for 
many years, I can tell members that it would not be greeted with much equanimity by those who rely on the law 
to govern their conditions of employment and the like. There has been some criticism suddenly that, because one 
member of the department claims that he has done nothing wrong but admits that mistakes may have been made 
by officers of that department, it tars the entire department with the same brush. We have heard Hon Helen 
Bullock mention the incompetence of that department generally. Many thousands of officers in that department 
are entrusted with the difficult task under difficult circumstances of fighting the thousands of bushfires that occur 
in this state every year. Because of one tragic occurrence, which undoubtedly involved failings on the part of 
specific officers, the entire departmental staff are to be blanketed and condemned. That is an outrage. I am sure 
the union and the department staff will be keen to hear that view as well and will know what is in store for them 
should the Labor Party ever get into government again. No doubt reforms will be made to the Public Sector 
Management Act to ensure that people can be dismissed at ministerial whim. As for the one area of supposed 
cover-up, we heard about how in the course of the last Labor government there were some four environment 
ministers. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Four of them in the space of two years, I am corrected. Either those ministers were 
not up to the job; they did not fancy it; or they were as incompetent or even more incompetent than it is alleged 
the current minister is. That the previous government should appoint four ministers in the space of two years is 
hardly a shining example of its commitment to the environment. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: They had a little turnstile installed in Government House; I think they were coming and 
going. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, there must have been some reason for it. Perhaps those ministers realised 
they were not up to the job at all, which would explain the condition the Swan River is in now and the condition 
the department was in back in December 2007 when this happened. We have been told that not sufficient has 
been done as a result of this incident. However, for over a period of nine months after, it was fairly and squarely 
the responsibility of the last Labor government. 

A question has been raised about compensation. That matter was put in the hands of the State Solicitor’s Office 
to deal with in about March 2008, when solicitors acting for the next of kin of one of the deceased drivers wrote 
in and sought compensation. The matter was not dealt with by way of an ex gratia payment or anything of that 
nature. It never went through cabinet—a Labor cabinet at the time. It was put in the hands of the State Solicitor’s 
Office to deal with, as with any other claim. Through negotiations spanning a period of six months or so a 
settlement was reached. The settlement was perfected on 30 October last year after the change of government but 
as a flow-on from negotiations that had been held and managed entirely during the nine months after the event 
when the Labor government was in power; and as a result of that, a settlement was reached. In a sign of this 
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government’s commitment to ensure justice is done, the Attorney General has said that—notwithstanding a 
clause in that deed of settlement whereby the next of kin forfeited any claim against the government and the 
department for any neglect—he is prepared to waive that clause and the next of kin and their families who have 
suffered so very badly will be permitted to sue and to seek just compensation as and when they decide to do so. 
That, I suggest, is something that would not have been done under the last government. 

It is simply an outrage that these sorts of idiotic and scurrilous motions are put forward to waste the house’s 
time, with a view to simply passing off the blame and the responsibility on to the current government. The 
government has taken responsibility for its portfolios and this minister has acted accordingly and decisively. But 
these vague complaints are attempted and turned into personal complaints and personal accusations that have 
absolutely no substance and simply do not bear any examination. They are simply, as in the case of the 
unfortunate Mr Ward, an attempt to divest the previous government of its responsibility for its inactivity over 
many years. I ask: who amongst those former ministers such as Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich—all of whom are 
prepared to complain about how this minister is not doing her job—was in cabinet when prison vans were not 
upgraded back in 2003 despite warnings about the potential consequences? How many of those ministers who 
were in cabinet then are still sitting in this Parliament? 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.45 pm]: When I look across 
the chamber at Hon Sally Talbot, I think that she might actually be feeling a bit ashamed of herself at this stage 
for this disgraceful motion. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This disgraceful motion is motivated purely by political opportunism. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are only one and a half minutes to go in this debate. It has been 
conducted in an atmosphere of decorum and I want the last one and a half minutes to retain that atmosphere of 
decorum. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Because there is very little time, I want to make a few comments about one of the 
people who members were talking about; that is, Mr Barry Hooper. I do not know whether any other member 
knows him, but I do. He found himself in a very difficult situation that quickly escalated way out of his level of 
competence. However, since when has incompetence been immoral? It is not illegal et cetera. 

Hon Sally Talbot: For goodness sake! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Sally Talbot may think that she has never been in a situation like that herself. 
However, as I recall, this man was a flora and fauna expert, not a fire controller. But he was there and the events 
of that tragic day have greatly affected him and his family.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: And will for the rest of his life. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Absolutely! I just mention to Hon Helen Bullock that he too travels backwards and 
forwards along Great Eastern Highway and cannot travel past that spot without stopping. It has wrecked his life. 
The effects of it have wrecked his family; he is now not with his wife. He has enormous emotional problems and 
he has enormous problems with other issues in his life. He needed that redundancy payment so that he could 
basically get his life together again. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

STATE FORESTS 4 AND 65 

Partial Revocation of Dedication — Motion 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Environment) [4.48 pm]: I move — 

That the proposal for the partial revocation of state forests 4 and 65 laid on the table of the Legislative 
Council on Tuesday, 10 November 2009 be carried out, and invite the Legislative Assembly to agree to 
a similar resolution. 

The state forest revocation proposal that has been tabled affects state forests 4 and 65. The total area proposed to 
be revoked is about 166.2 hectares. Area 1 comprises several portions of state forest 4, with a combined area of 
about 165 hectares.  

In March 2009, the state government announced plans for the establishment of a new industrial park at Shotts, 
about eight kilometres east of Collie. A Shotts steering committee was formed under the auspices of the South 
West Development Commission in the 1990s. The committee comprised representatives of government and 
private sector stakeholders. It was instrumental in preparing a business case for the project, which has 
subsequently been endorsed by government.  
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The area earmarked to become an industrial park is shown bordered red on the locality plan attached to the 
revocation proposal. Within that area there is a mix of land tenures comprising portions of state forest 4 either 
side of the railway line—about 165 hectares in total; lot 2 on diagram 62426—34.1843 hectares—in certificate 
of title volume 1634 folio 502 held by the conservation and land management executive body; and private 
property, reserves and unallocated crown land—about 35 hectares altogether—in the Shotts town site. LandCorp 
is coordinating the land assembly process. The Department of State Development has been charged with 
facilitating the development of a urea manufacturing plant on about 140 hectares at the western end of the 
industrial park. The portion of state forest 4 to be included in the industrial park has already been subject to 
considerable disturbance. It is dissected by a railway, several roads, transmission lines, coal conveyors and water 
supply pipelines. High-impact dieback sites and a large sand mine are within the area. Approval to rezone the 
land through an amendment to the town planning scheme has been approved by the Shire of Collie, which has 
referred the proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority for assessment prior to advertising. Additionally, 
a referral to the commonwealth has been made under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999. The proposed revocation has the support of the Department of Regional Development 
and Lands, the Forest Products Commission, the Department of Mines and Petroleum and the Shire of Collie. 
Other stakeholders, including mining companies that hold tenements over the area, are also supportive.  

Area 2 involves the excision of a small portion of state forest 65, situated approximately six kilometres west of 
Ellenbrook. The Water Corporation has requested the excision for a water booster pump station next to Gnangara 
Road, Lexia. A locality plan showing the area of state forest involved and the tenure of the surrounding land is 
attached to the revocation proposal. The portion of state forest 65 under consideration has been surveyed and can 
now be described as lot 3 000 on deposited plan 50674, with an area of about 1.2 hectares. A 20-metre-wide strip 
adjacent to Gnangara Road has been included in lot 3 000 to cater for the potential future widening of Gnangara 
Road. The balance of lot 3 000 is required by the Water Corporation for the booster pump station site to help 
maintain adequate water supply levels to Ellenbrook.  

Lot 3 000 is degraded due to past disturbance. It is almost devoid of native species. There were several pine trees 
on the eastern edge of lot 3 000, but these have been removed by the Forest Products Commission. If the 
proposed excision goes ahead, it is intended that lot 3 000 be set aside as a reserve for the purpose of the booster 
water pump station and road widening and placed under the care, control and management of the Water 
Corporation. The Water Corporation has been issued with an interim lease so that site works can occur whilst the 
excision process is undertaken. A clearing permit has been granted that allows the Water Corporation to clear no 
more than 0.1323 hectares of native vegetation within lot 3 000. The WA Planning Commission has approved a 
development application for the site. The proposed excision was referred to the Forest Products Commission, the 
then Department of Industry and Resources, the Department of Water, the then Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure and the City of Swan for comment. There were no objections. The Department of Water requested 
the observance of some conditions for the construction and operation of the booster pump station, and these 
conditions have been conveyed to the Water Corporation. The former Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure arranged for a taking order signed by the Minister for Lands to be registered at Landgate on 
21 January 2008. The purpose of this order is to take all interests in the land so that it can be set aside as the 
intended reserve. The Conservation Commission of Western Australia, the vesting body for state forest, has 
endorsed both the proposed revocations. I recommend this revocation proposal to the house. 

Adjournment of Debate 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [4.53 pm]: Mr President, I seek your guidance on this. I understood that 
the usual practice in the case of a motion that becomes an order of the day is that the minister reads the 
statement, and it then becomes an order of the day for the next day’s sitting.  

The PRESIDENT: I understand there is no requirement, but it has been the convention, you are quite right. If 
Hon Sally Talbot moves to adjourn the debate, that may be the best way forward. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I will give an explanation of why that suits us more than proceeding today. It may have 
been an oversight on my part, perhaps on the part of the minister or on the part of the officers who briefed us. I 
had understood that the revocation the minister wants passed fairly urgently—we share that view—is the 
revocation of state forest 4 for the Collie Shotts industrial park. We have had an extensive briefing on that, and I 
am happy to proceed with it. However, we have not had a briefing on the revocation of state forest 65. My 
proposition is either that we adjourn and try to get a briefing on that before tomorrow, or that I move an 
amendment to delete the words “and 65”, in which case I am very happy to proceed with the motion 
straightaway.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: By interjection, would it be sufficient to proceed with it at a later stage of this day’s 
sitting, or would you prefer to put it off until tomorrow?   

Hon Ken Travers: Defer it to a later stage. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: We need a briefing.  

Hon Ken Travers: If we cannot deal with it today, we can put it off until tomorrow.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I move —  

That the order of the day be adjourned to a later stage of this day’s sitting.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Transport) [4.55 pm]: The government is 
happy to comply. I think it is the best way ahead. Sometimes these matters tend to collide at this time of the year. 
We will support the motion to adjourn to a later stage of this day’s sitting, secure in the knowledge that, if at 
some later stage it is still not ready, it will simply come on tomorrow. In any event, I will call it tomorrow if it is 
not dealt with today.  

Hon Ken Travers: See how smoothly the house runs when you are looking after the show!   

The PRESIDENT: Order! That was a procedural motion on which I erred because there was to be no debate on 
the motion.  

Question put and passed.  

Debate thus adjourned until a later stage of the sitting. 

[Continued on page 9556.] 

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 October. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]: I did not 
anticipate having to deal with this right now so I will have to read my notes from my laptop. There is something 
wrong with the printer; I had hoped someone would be able to fix it so that I could print my notes because I can 
better use printed notes.  

We have only a couple of minutes in which to start this debate, so I will make a few general comments about the 
Police Amendment Bill. The opposition has some real concerns about it because it is the type of bill that can be 
called a Clayton’s bill, if we like, and can be used to cover up a breach in an election commitment. This bill 
allows the Liberal government to break an election commitment. It is a Clayton’s cop bill. The Liberal 
government matched the Labor government’s commitment during the election campaign to employ a further 500 
police officers, and now it is reneging on it. It is prepared to employ only 350 police officers and is talking about 
instead employing what it calls police auxiliary officers. Although they will be sworn officers, they will not be 
fully sworn officers. They will have limited duties set out by the police commissioner. I will go through this in 
detail when we come back to this legislation later. I understand a range of areas need to be clarified before 
recruitment of these people can be sought. There is a great deal of enthusiasm by the government for the first 
batch of these Clayton’s coppers to be employed in January. But at this time there is still a great deal of work to 
be done on, as I understand it, pay classifications and issues about who will cover these types of workers, what 
their duties will be and where they will be located. I have a number of queries I want to raise with the minister; I 
assume the Minister for Energy has responsibility for this bill. When we come back, I will ask a series of quite 
detailed questions of the minister, and I look forward to his response to provide clarity for me on how this 
government proposes to deal with the engagement and employment of these officers. I hope the minister is 
listening to me and paying due attention rather than just reading his notes. 

Hon Peter Collier: I am looking for a response to your very question. There you go! 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is very good; it is good to see the minister is alert today. 

Hon Peter Collier: Absolutely—as always. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9551.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

DEPARTMENT OF TRAINING AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT — DIRECTOR GENERAL 

1174. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to the appointment of the inaugural Director General of the Department of Training and Workforce 
Development.  

(1) When did applications for this position open and close? 

(2) Where was the position advertised? 
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(3) How many applications were received? 

(4) How many applicants were interviewed? 

(5) Who was on the selection panel? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

On behalf of the Leader of the House, I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Applications opened on 26 September 2009 and closed on 9 October 2009. 

(2) The position was advertised in The West Australian and The Weekend Australian and on the 
government jobs board. In addition to advertising, an executive search was conducted. 

(3) Fifteen applications were received. 

(4) Four applicants were interviewed. 

(5) The selection panel for the position was Mr Peter Conran, chair, Director General, Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet; Mr James Pearson, Chief Executive Officer, Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
Western Australia; Dr Penny Flett, chief executive officer, Brightwater Care Group Inc; and Mr Ralph 
Dawson, executive director, Building and Construction Industry Training Fund.  

PILBARA — TWIN CITIES BLUEPRINT 

1175. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to the forthcoming event to announce the twin cities blueprint in the Pilbara. 

(1) Which ministers and members of Parliament will be travelling to Port Hedland to take part in the 
announcement proceedings? 

(2) Which public sector staff will be travelling to Port Hedland to take part in the announcement 
proceedings? 

(3) What is the expected cost of this event? 

(4) Will any other people attending the announcement proceedings have their costs met in full, or in part, 
by government? 

(5) If yes, who; and how much is this expected to cost?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

On behalf of the Leader of the House, I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

The Liberal-National government was elected in part on a platform of doing more for regional Western 
Australia. Under the previous state government, regional Western Australia, particularly the north of the state, 
was neglected and ignored. Health, education and housing services suffered. In some areas of the north west, 
rental properties for workers and families were raised to $2 000 or more a week as a direct result of the previous 
government’s mismanagement and lack of interest in regional Western Australia. The Liberal-National 
government is proud of its record on delivering to the state outside of the metropolitan area. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Are you going to answer the question at all? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes, absolutely, but the Leader of the Opposition’s interjections are preventing me 
from doing so. 

The twin cities project has resulted from an election commitment made by the Liberal Party. It is being delivered 
in partnership with the Nationals, and, as a result, cities in the north will be vastly modernised and improved. 
The answer to the question is as follows — 

(1) Twelve federal and state parliamentarians have been invited. RSVPs for final numbers are not yet 
available. Two ministers and the Premier will also be attending. It is noted that opposition members, 
including the member for Pilbara, Mr Tom Stephens, MLA, will also be attending. 

(2) Nineteen public sector employees have been invited—13 on a charter plane—including ministerial 
staff. RSVPs for final numbers are not yet available. 

(3) Estimated cost of the event in total is $46 800. 

(4)-(5) Skywest is providing a charter flight at cost. The cost of the charter is approximately $14 500, which is 
the equivalent of $145 per person. A number of private sector companies will attend this event. The cost 
of the charter will be met by government. Attraction of private investment is a key pillar to the future 
development of sustainable cities in the Pilbara. 
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WESTERN POWER — EMPLOYEE REMUNERATION REVIEWS 

1176. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy:   

I refer to recent remuneration reviews conducted by Western Power for some employees. 

(1) How many employees were subject to a remuneration review? 

(2) Who conducts these assessments? 

(3) Were these assessments subject to any cap on remuneration increases; and, if so, what was it? 

(4) Of these employees, how many are employed under individual agreements? 

(5) How many remuneration reviews resulted in an unchanged or reduced total fixed remuneration? 

(6) What was the average change in total fixed remuneration across these employees? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The number of employees subject to a remuneration review was 1 361. 

(2) It is the formal leader, acting within an established performance-based appraisal system and 
remuneration policy. 

(3) No. 

(4) Of these employees listed in (1), the number employed under individual agreements is 1 361. 

(5) The total fixed remuneration of 358 employees remained unchanged. No employees received a 
reduction in TFR. 

(6) The average change was two per cent. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION — WASTE MANAGEMENT BRANCH 

1177. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Environment:   

I refer the minister to the waste management branch of the Department of Environment and Conservation. 

(1) As of 19 November 2008 — 

(a) how many FTE positions were filled; 

(b) what was the job title and role of each of these FTE positions; 

(c) how many FTE positions were vacant; and 

(d) what was the job title and role of each of these vacant FTE positions? 

(2) As of 19 November 2009 — 

(a) how many FTE positions were filled; 

(b) what was the job title and role of each of these FTE positions; 

(c) how many FTE positions were vacant; and 

(d) what was the job title and role of each of these vacant FTE positions? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) Data as of 19 November 2008 was not available in the time provided. However, as at 9 December 2008, 
an organisational chart for the waste management branch indicated the following for these questions — 

Mr President, the answer is not in tabular form, but it would take me all of question time to go through each of 
the job descriptions and what they are for, so I table the response and seek leave to have it incorporated in 
Hansard. 

Leave granted.  

[See paper 1566.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

(a) 23.8 

(b) Branch Manager 
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Waste Authority Executive Officer (0.6 + 0.4) — provides secretariat and executive support to the Waste Authority 

Administration assistant — branch administration 

Section manager, Waste Avoidance Resource Recovery (WARRA) — manages the section responsible for 
management of the WARRA. 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — establishes grant programs on behalf of the Waste Authority and oversees financial 
management of the WARRA 

Senior Project Co-ordinator, Communications — implements communications program on behalf of the Waste 
Authority 

Inspector — inspects landfill compliance with Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Act and Regulations 

Project Co-ordinator — responsible for collecting and maintaining landfill disposal data and records on compliance 
with the landfill levy 

Contracts Officer — manages Waste Authority grant programs 

Project Co-ordinator — manages Waste Authority website and newsletter 

Project Officer — financial management of WARRA monies 

Section Manager, Programs — manages programs section 

Project Co-ordinator — implements National Packaging Covenant within WA 

Project Co-ordinator — assists with implementing National Packaging Covenant and responds to public enquiries 
regarding waste management 

Senior Project Co-ordinator (2.8) manages Zero Waste Plan Development Scheme 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — Organics program and Waste Authority e-waste project 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — Beverage container projects 

Project Co-ordinator —waste data projects 

Project Co-ordinator — construction waste projects, tyres projects, strategic partnerships projects on behalf of the 
Waste Authority 

Section Manager, Policy — manages policy section 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — manages Regional Funding Program on behalf of the Waste Authority 

Project Co-ordinator, policy — develops policy advice for the Minister and the Waste Authority 

(c) 9.2 

(d) Communications officer — implements communications projects on behalf of the Waste Authority 

Senior Project Co-ordinator, Policy (3) — develops policy advice for the Minister and Waste Authority 

Project Co-ordinator, Policy — develops policy advice for the Minister and Waste Authority 

Senior Project Co-ordinator, programs (2.2 FTE) — implement programs on behalf of the Waste Authority 

Project Co-ordinator, programs (2) — implements programs on behalf of the Waste Authority 

(2) (a) 15.4 

(b) Branch Manager 

Waste Authority Executive Officer (0.6) — provides secretariat and executive support to the Waste Authority 

Administration assistant — branch administration 

Section manager, WARRA — manages the section responsible for management of the WARRA 

Inspector — inspects landfill compliance with Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Act and Regulations 

Project Co-ordinator — responsible for collecting and maintaining landfill disposal data and records on compliance 
with the landfill levy 

Contracts Officer — manages Waste Authority grant programs 

Project Co-ordinator — manages Waste Authority website and newsletter 

Project Officer — financial management of WARRA monies 

Section Manager, Programs — manages program section 

Project Co-ordinator — implements National Packaging Covenant within WA 

Project Co-ordinator — assists with implementing National Packaging Covenant and responds to public enquiries 
regarding waste management 

Senior Project Co-ordinator (0.8) — manages Zero Waste Plan Development Scheme and Waste authority e-waste 
project 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — manages Regional Funding Program on behalf of the Waste authority 

Senior Project Co-ordinator — organics program and beverage container projects 

Project Co-ordinator — policy officer currently co-ordinating consultation on the State Waste Strategy 
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(c) 9.6 

(d) Section Manager, Policy — manages policy section 

Senior project Co-ordinator, policy — develops policy advice for the Minister and the Waste Authority 

Project Co-ordinator, policy (2) — develops policy advice for the Minister and the Waste Authority 

Senior Project Co-ordinator, programs — implements programs on behalf of the Waste Authority 

Project Co-ordinator, programs (3) — implements programs on behalf of the Waste Authority 

Administration assistant, WARRA section — assists with administration of the WARRA 

Waste Authority Executive Officer (0.4) — provides secretariat and executive support to the Waste Authority 

Senior Project Co-ordinator, programs (0.2) — implements programs on behalf of the Waste Authority 

It should be noted that the Waste Authority Branch is currently recruiting to fill existing vacancies with suitably qualified and 
experienced staff. 

 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — STAKEHOLDER GROUP ON ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESSES 

1178. Hon GIZ WATSON to the Minister for Environment:  

This is a question without notice. I refer to the minister’s stakeholder group on environmental processes. 

(1) Did the minister ask the stakeholder group for advice on appeals under the Environmental Protection 
Act? 

(2) If yes, what advice did the minister receive from that group? 

(3) Given that in October this year the minister publicly released the first report from the stakeholder 
advisory group on the independence of the EPA, will the minister provide the house with the report 
from the stakeholder advisory group on the appeals process; and, if not, why not? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for her question.  

(1)-(3) Yes, I did ask the environmental stakeholder group, chaired by Dr Bernard Bowen, for some advice 
with respect to appeals. The group provided me with quite a comprehensive report, which I am 
currently considering. It is certainly my intention to release that. I am, however, looking at it in the 
context that the group is making some recommendations with respect to the State Administrative 
Tribunal and the like. That is obviously a matter that is not just for me as minister. They are issues that I 
am looking at at the moment. But it is certainly my intention to release that report, as I did with respect 
to the EPA. 

RAILWAY SERVICES — ALKIMOS AND ELLENBROOK 

1179. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to claims on Channel 7 News last night that Alkimos will get a rail service before Ellenbrook.  

(1) Is this claim correct?  

(2) What resources are currently being allocated to providing rail services to Alkimos and to Ellenbrook? 

(3) When does the minister expect that rail services will commence at Alkimos and at Ellenbrook? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

I see that the member is up to Alkimos now with the northern railway. That is a good way beyond anything that 
members opposite were interested in when they were last in government.   

Hon Ken Travers: That is not true, minister, and you are misleading the house in saying things like that. I have 
followed this issue for a long time. Don’t worry about that! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: How far north was the former government going to build the railway before the last 
election? 

Hon Ken Travers: We had done the master planning to Butler. Have you done any master planning? 

The PRESIDENT: Order!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Oh! There we go—all the way to Butler! Now the member is talking about Alkimos!   

The PRESIDENT: Order! I heard a three-part question asked. The minister has responsibility to answer that 
question, not several others. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Then, Mr President, I will limit myself to these three answers. 

(1) No. 

(2) The provision of public transport services throughout the metropolitan area, including Alkimos and 
Ellenbrook, will be considered as part of the state integrated public transport strategy, which is expected 
to be completed in the June quarter of 2010. 

(3) See (2). 

TOURISM WESTERN AUSTRALIA — BRAND DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1180. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 

I refer to the development of a new brand for Tourism WA. 

(1) How much will the agency spend on the brand development process? 

(2) When will the new brand development be completed? 

(3) How much money is being diverted from the Tourism WA marketing budget to develop the new brand? 

(4) How much money is being diverted from other areas of Tourism WA to fund the development of the 
new brand? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied:  

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The total amount budgeted for brand development is $337 000. A further $500 000 will be spent on 
production of marketing materials after the new brand is finalised. 

(2) The new brand will be launched in February 2010. 

(3)-(4) Not applicable. The brand development project was incorporated in the 2008-09 and 2009-10 marketing 
operational plan and budgeted accordingly. 

STATE INTEGRATED PUBLIC TRANSPORT STRATEGY 

1181. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the state integrated public transport strategy. 

(1) What is the current status of the state integrated public transport strategy? 

(2) When will the minister release the strategy for public consultation and stakeholder engagement? 

(3) Which specific stakeholder groups have been identified for engagement? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. I have a couple of very similar questions. This 
is about the public transport strategy, is it not? 

Hon Alison Xamon: Yes. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You wouldn’t know anything about that. Don’t worry about it. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Ignore that, minister. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes. It is like tinnitus or a flea or something, is it not? It is a bit hard to ignore the 
grating annoyance value. 

(1) I have appointed an independent panel to undertake the 2031 public transport strategy for Perth and 
Peel. A preliminary report is expected in early 2010, and it is anticipated that the strategy will be 
completed in the June quarter of 2010. This will correspond with the completion of the Western 
Australian Planning Commission’s urban planning strategy for Perth to 2031. 

(2) The public transport strategy will be released for public consultation after the government has 
considered the final report. 

(3) A range of stakeholder groups will be included in a public consultation process. 

BUNBURY CLOSED-CIRCUIT TELEVISION SYSTEM 

1182. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I ask this question on behalf of Hon Adele Farina, who is away on urgent parliamentary business. 

I refer to the Premier’s election commitment to expand Bunbury’s closed-circuit television operations and to 
fund a full-time civilian operator to monitor the closed-circuit TV for four years, and to a statement by the 
Minister for Police that monitoring would start on 29 October 2009. 
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(1) Have the additional closed-circuit TV cameras been installed in Bunbury; and, if yes, when were they 
installed? 

(2) Will the minister direct the police to employ a civilian operator to monitor the cameras in accordance 
with the Premier’s election commitment? 

(3) If no, what other action is the minister taking to immediately deliver on this election commitment? 

(4) Why has the Barnett government decided to review funding after only two years and not commit 
funding for the full four years as promised? 

(5) What are the terms of the closed-circuit TV monitoring agreement between the Bunbury police and the 
City of Bunbury? 

(6) Will the minister table a copy of the agreement; and, if not, why not? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Most have been installed, with nearly half of them operational. 

(2) No. 

(3)-(4) The state government has committed to fund a two-year CCTV monitoring pilot program in line with 
best practice principles and as part of its election commitments. A comprehensive evaluation will be 
undertaken after two years to determine the impact of the monitoring program. Should the evaluation 
provide support for an ongoing CCTV monitoring program, further funding may be made available. 
This approach will ensure that the City of Bunbury CCTV infrastructure will be used effectively and 
efficiently. At the completion of the initial two-year period, a comprehensive evaluation will be 
undertaken to determine the impact that the CCTV monitoring program has had on crime and safety 
issues within Bunbury. A decision on further funding will be made based on the evidence obtained from 
the program evaluation. 

(5) The City of Bunbury will monitor the CCTV. It is the responsibility of the City of Bunbury to ensure 
that City of Bunbury owned CCTV infrastructure is managed and operated in a way that is beneficial to 
the people of Bunbury. WA Police will passively monitor the CCTV and provide support through direct 
contact and resources as required. 

(6) No. Agreement was reached through communications between both parties. There is no memorandum 
of understanding between Bunbury police and the City of Bunbury. 

STATE FINANCES — REVENUE 

1183. Hon ED DERMER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Treasurer: 

Some notice has been given of the question. 

I refer to the “2008-09 Annual Report on State Finances” and to the revenue generated from “Sales of goods and 
services” in the “Total Public Sector Operating Statement”. 

(1) Can the Treasurer confirm that the actual revenue received for 2008-09 was $10 797 million compared 
with the estimated actual of $9 713 million? 

(2) Can the Treasurer provide a breakdown of the sources of the higher than expected revenue earned by 
way of sales of goods and services? 

(3) Does the Treasurer still expect the amount of revenue generated for 2009-10 from the sale of goods and 
services to be $11 221 million? 

(4) If no, what is the expected revenue figure for 2009-10? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) Yes. 

(2) The higher than expected revenue from the sale of goods and services in 2008-09 was from public 
corporations such as Western Power, Synergy and the Gold Corporation. Further detail is provided on 
pages 18 and 19 of the “2008-09 Annual Report on State Finances”. It is noted that the higher than 
expected revenue from the sale of goods and services was largely offset by higher corresponding 
expenses. 

(3)-(4) The budget-time estimate of $11 221 million will be reviewed and an updated estimate published in the 
2009-10 midyear review to be released by 31 December 2009. 
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HOSPITAL WASTE — STERIHEALTH — CONTRACT BREACH 

1184. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the articles in Saturday’s The West Australian and Sunday’s The Sunday Times respectively entitled 
“Waste to stay in WA” and “Workers face toxic risk”. 

(1) What were the conditions established in the SteriHealth contract for the transport and disposal of 
hospital waste? 

(2) How much waste by volume does SteriHealth handle under that contract? 

(3) What was the volume, nature and quantity of the waste that was being transported to Victoria? 

(4) When did the minister and his department become aware of the breach of contract? 

(5) In answer to (4), if the dates are different, why? 

(6) How did this breach of contract occur and will SteriHealth be prosecuted? 

(7) Does any of the material transhipped include the “Collection and Destruction of Confidential Material” 
under the federal “Confidentiality in Departmental and Agency Procurement Contracts”? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question, to which I provide this answer — 

(1) The contract stipulates, according to the written answer, that — 

All wastes collected in the provision of this service shall be disposed of, without exception, by 
high temperature incineration at a WA Government approved facility, licensed for the 
incineration of clinical wastes. No other means of disposal shall be used by the Contractor 
without the written consent of the Department of Health.  

Transportation of wastes from the premises under the administration and/or control of the 
Department of Health shall be in accordance with any statutory and regulatory requirements 
that shall exist and shall be the responsibility of the Contractor.  

LICENSING OR STATUTORY APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS 

The Respondent must provide evidence that they have the appropriate licences required for the 
collection, handling and transport of clinical waste, and access to a waste disposal facility with 
an appropriate licence for the disposal of clinical wastes. 

(2) The contract stipulates an average number of 1 087 collections of containers ranging from 1.5 litres to 
23.5 litres a month.  

(3) The company was transporting waste to Victoria for approximately six months. A report, including 
container sizes, can be provided in the next 48 hours. The nature of the waste was sharps.  

(4) The Department of Health was notified on 8 September 2009; the Minister for Health was notified on 
13 November 2009.  

(5) The Department of Health was dealing with the potential breach appropriately. It was considered that 
there was no prior need to escalate the matter to the Minister for Health. 

(6) The breach occurred as a result of increased costs to SteriHealth to dispose of sharps waste in the 
Western Australia licensed incinerator. SteriHealth made alternative arrangements to dispose of sharps 
waste in Victoria. The non-disposal in Victoria was a breach of contract; however, SteriHealth held 
appropriate licences to transport waste from WA to Victoria and to dispose of waste in Victoria. Advice 
provided indicates that SteriHealth, which held the appropriate licences, did not contravene any laws by 
transporting waste to Victoria; and, as such, it will not be prosecuted. 

(7) No confidential material is disposed of by SteriHealth. 

POLICE — OFF-ROAD DRIVER TRAINING COURSE 

1185. Hon JOCK FERGUSON to the minister representing the Minister for Police:  

I refer to the decision to close the off-road driver training course for police at Collie, and for on-road training to 
be conducted in the future. 

(1) Has any consideration been given to the possible exposure to legal liability of trainees driving on-road?  

(2) If advice has been received that there may be legal liability issues, how is it anticipated to remedy these; 
will it require legislative action; and, if so, what kind? 

(3) When is it proposed to commence on-road driver training and what will be the format? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Yes. 

(2) With the proposed changes to regulations, it is anticipated that police officers will experience the same 
level of personal liability coverage as they do currently.  

(3) Currently, WA Police is developing the framework on which the on-road training concept will progress. 
This includes comprehensive risk assessments and management strategies, development of WA Police 
policy, guidelines and operating procedure. WA Police driver training instructors will also complete 
specialist training. It is anticipated that a final decision on the transition to an on-road training model 
will be made in the first half of 2010. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD PROJECTS — AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT 

1186. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

Thanks, Mr President, for remembering me. I refer to page 42 of the Auditor General’s “Third Public Sector 
Performance Report 2009”, where it mentions that 98 per cent of the projects reviewed do not have an evaluation 
plan. 

(1) What projects did the Auditor General review? 

(2) Which of these did not have an evaluation plan? 

(3) Who was responsible for those particular projects; and, what was the dollar value of them? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the responsible minister, I provide the 
following responses — 

(1) The Office of the Auditor General advised that it randomly selected 47 projects from a total of 
104 projects across the Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia.  

(2) The Office of the Auditor General concluded that 46 of the 47 selected projects did not have an 
evaluation plan; however, 40 per cent of these projects had progress reports, and 11 per cent were 
evaluated against the project outcomes.  

(3) Details cannot be supplied as the specific projects selected by the Office of the Auditor General were 
not provided. The department is following up the Office of the Auditor General report, including details 
of the analysis for specific projects. 

PIGGERIES — ANIMAL HOUSING 

1187. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food:  

I ask my question following the disturbing revelations contained in the 60 Minutes segment that screened on 
22 November on the housing of pigs in Australian piggeries.  

(1) Will the minister act urgently to prohibit the use of sow stalls for all pregnant pigs? 

(2) Will the minister act urgently to prohibit the use of farrowing crates in Western Australia, which tightly 
confine sows during birthing and nursing of piglets in Western Australia? 

(3) Will the minister support a pig product labelling scheme to ensure that consumers are aware of the 
housing and husbandry conditions for all pig products, including those from intensive production 
systems? 

(4) How many intensive piggeries are there presently in Western Australia; and, how many pigs are being 
farmed in them? 

(5) Will the minister move to ensure that regular, unannounced government audits of piggeries take place 
to ensure that even the minimum standards are adhered to? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the responsible minister, I provide the 
following responses — 

(1) No; aggression between sows often increases in the early stages of pregnancy. Individual housing is a 
way of ensuring that pregnant animals are receiving appropriate nutrition and are protected from 
bullying and injury, which may lead to miscarriage. Restrictions on the use of sow stalls to house 
pregnant pigs have been agreed nationally, and are documented in the revised “Model Code of Practice 
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for the Welfare of Animals: Pigs”, third edition, endorsed by the Primary Industries Ministerial Council 
in April 2007. 

(2) No; newborn piglets are highly vulnerable to being crushed to death by their mother. The temporary use 
of farrowing crates helps to protect small piglets from being crushed. Restrictions on the use of 
farrowing crates have been agreed nationally and documented in the revised “Model Code of Practice 
for the Welfare of Animals: Pigs”, third edition, endorsed by the Primary Industries Ministerial Council 
in April 2007. 

(3) No; labelling of pig products is a matter for the commercial sector that is best dealt with between pig 
producers, retailers and consumers.  

(4) The Western Australian government does not record the number of intensive piggeries or the number of 
pigs farmed within them; however, advice from the minister’s department is that there are currently 
about 32 000 sows in WA, and that about 555 000 pigs were processed in 2008. The current industry 
estimate of the number of commercial pig producers is 160.  

(5) Investigations of piggeries are conducted by the government on the basis of suspicion of animal welfare 
breaches, using the authority of the Animal Welfare Act 2002. Such investigations may involve staff 
from the minister’s department, but also the Department of Local Government and the Royal Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.  

SYNERGY — AVERAGE ELECTRICITY BILLS 

1188. Hon KATE DOUST to Minister for Energy: 

What was the average electricity bill issued by Synergy for the month of September for Wanneroo, Morley, 
Canning Vale and Leeming? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The average electricity bill issued by Synergy 
for the month of September was Wanneroo, $217.90; Morley, $184.39; Canning Vale, $208.52; and Leeming, 
$228.86. 

PRISON MUSTER — PRISONER ASSAULTS AND SEXUAL ASSAULTS 

1189. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Corrective Services: 

(1) For the 12 months from November 2008 to November 2009 — 

(a) how many prisoner-on-prisoner physical assaults occurred across the prison system; and  

(b) how many prisoner-on-prisoner sexual assaults occurred across the prison system?  

(2) For the 12 months from November 2007 to November 2008 — 

(a) how many prisoner-on-prisoner physical assaults occurred across the prison system; and 

(b) how many prisoner-on-prisoner sexual assaults occurred across the prison system? 

(3) What new measures have been implemented to address the threat of sexual and physical assault in light 
of the unprecedented growth in the prison muster over recent months? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

The Minister for Corrective Services advises the following, with the proviso that the requested data is available 
up to September 2009 only; therefore, the time period has been adjusted accordingly in the responses, and the 
answers will cover September to September.  

(1) (a) There were 552 prisoner-on-prisoner physical assaults for the period 1 October 2008 through 
to 30 September 2009. 

(b) This information is not readily available as sexual assaults are classified as serious assaults and 
included within the data for the total number of assaults. As such, the provision of this data 
requires considerable manual extraction, which is not an effective use of resources at this point 
in time. 

(2) (a) There were 481 prisoner-on-prisoner physical assaults for the period 1 October 2007 to 
30 September 2008. 

(b) As per (1)(b). 

(3) The proportion of assaults compared with the daily average population has remained consistent over 
recent months as well as the past few years, indicating that the rise in prison population has not 
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impacted on the number of assaults. This result can be attributed to the vigilance and professionalism of 
prison-based staff, the implementation of an intelligence-driven security framework and improvements 
to prisoner management. In addition, one important and central measure designed to prevent prisoners 
perpetrating assaults is the provision of violent offending intervention programs. In the last year of the 
previous Labor government, that is 2007-08, 78 of these programs were delivered. In 2008-09, 166 
places were offered. An estimated 314 places will be offered in 2009-10, which will constitute a 184 per 
cent increase. 

MINISTER’S STAKEHOLDER GROUP ON ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESSES 

1190. Hon GIZ WATSON to the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to my previous question without notice on the stakeholder advisory group.  

(1) Why has the minister introduced the legislation to amend the Environmental Protection Act prior to the 
release of the stakeholder advisory group report? 

(2) Does the legislation reflect the recommendations or advice from the stakeholder group? 

(3) Did drafting of the bill commence before the stakeholder advisory group reported on the appeals 
process? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for her question.  

(1)-(3) The bill currently before the house deals with both duplicative and redundant appeals. They are much 
smaller appeals, in the context of the report I have received from the environmental stakeholder 
working group. That is looking at the whole issue of appeal processes—parts 4 and 5 and others. The 
matters now before the house were determined through consultation with both the department and the 
Environmental Protection Authority. They were drafted during the appeals process. This bill is one of 
four bills that have been developed as part of the ministerial task force on approval processes. 

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.35 pm]: Let us go back 
to the start again, to refresh the memories of members. I am sure they have forgotten during question time what I 
started with. This bill seeks to amend the Police Act 1892, and provides for a new form of Clayton’s cop to be 
employed in Western Australia. The bill is being put through this house to ensure that the Liberal government 
can break another election promise to Western Australia. It is really more about cost cutting and cost shifting. I 
will go through that in a bit more detail when we talk about some of the information that was provided when 
questions were raised during the estimates process about how much money this government will save. The 
opposition does not have a problem with the concept of auxiliary police officers or the employment of auxiliary 
officers, but only if they are supplementary to the 500 sworn officers who should have been employed as 
promised by this government. They should not be seen as a replacement, but that is what we see happening. The 
government promised 500 police officers, and it is now saying that it will employ 350 along with 150 auxiliary 
officers, who will be restricted and limited in the nature of the work that they can perform. It is not good enough 
for the state of Western Australia. This government made an election commitment. The people of Western 
Australia expected that 500 police officers would be employed, and this government is not prepared to deliver on 
that. It is only prepared to deliver a half-baked concept of what these people would do. To go back through a bit 
of history, the previous Labor government delivered on its policing commitment of 600 new police officers in its 
first term, and promised another 500 if it were to be re-elected for this term. The Liberal opposition of the time, 
going into the election campaign, matched that commitment to 500 police. Our view is that the government 
should deliver on that commitment and not break it. 

In 2006, Labor introduced legislation to allow special constables to be created and employed, and in 2008 
legislation was amended to deal with police liaison officers. In view of those other options available to the 
government, we do not understand why the government has not gone down the path of increasing those numbers 
rather than creating a whole new role, which it has not clearly defined in this bill. In the Police Act 1892—
obviously a very old act but it has stood the test of time and has worked—the functions of special constables are 
set out quite clearly as are the functions of the police liaison officers, but we do not find the same type of detail 
in this amendment bill for the role and function of the auxiliary officers. I ask the minister to provide some detail 
about why that has not occurred. Why has the same degree of clarity and transparency not been provided for this 
new class of police officer? I encourage members, if they have the time, to have a look at how the functions are 
clearly set out for both of those two positions, but unfortunately not for the one that we are talking about today. 
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The opposition has a couple of amendments to this bill. I know that the minister probably has not seen them. 
They should have been provided this afternoon. They are the same amendments that were proposed in the other 
place. 

Hon Peter Collier: Were they moved there? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I think the government gagged debate several times and was not interested in dealing 
with any propositions to improve this legislation. The minister is right—the amendments were not moved in the 
other place, but we will move them here, because we know that we do not behave in the same way in this place 
as they do elsewhere. 

Hon Peter Collier: Where are they? 

Hon KATE DOUST: They are probably just being fixed up by the Clerks, and they may be available during the 
break this evening. I am happy to get the minister a copy of them. They are fairly simple. However, I have 
already been told by the minister’s advisers that the government will not support any amendments, which is quite 
interesting when we consider that that is the whole reason we come to this place, and why we are supposed to be 
the house of review. I think everyone in this chamber can acknowledge that we have seen several pieces of 
legislation come through from the Assembly and we have fixed them up. I am disappointed that we will not have 
the same opportunity here, and that the government is already determined that it will not do anything at all to 
improve this legislation. Nevertheless, we will move those amendments anyway. It is disappointing that the 
government takes that view. We are starting to see more of that as we deal with these types of bills. I know that 
we have a number of police-related bills coming our way over the next week—I was about to say the next week 
or so, but I am not sure for how long we will be sitting.  

Hon Peter Collier: Until Christmas.  

Hon KATE DOUST: That is good. It saves me from having to worry about the family! As long as we can have 
midnight mass in this place, I will be a happy girl. I am sure Hon Giz Watson will be happy to attend also.  

Over the past 12 months we have become aware of this government’s poor record in getting its act together to 
bring these types of bills into this place. This piece of legislation is clearly about cost saving and cost shifting. I 
understand that one of the reasons that this proposal has been put forward is not that the commissioner is looking 
at ways to expand his numbers on the deck to take the pressure off his police officers. I know that when the three 
per cent efficiency cuts were first mooted there was a lot of hue and cry from the police force about how it could 
possibly make those cuts and what the implications of that would be to front-line services. It has been clearly 
demonstrated in the estimates committee that this proposal has come out of the three per cent efficiency cut. 
While 150 people will be employed, they will be employed at a lower standard than a police officer and it will 
actually save the government money. I will go through those figures shortly, because it is a substantial amount of 
money. At the end of the day, this bill is not about providing effective policing for the community; it is about 
cost saving for the government.  

This minister would be aware that in a whole range of issues this government has not been able to manage this 
state’s finances. The government has cut back on a whole range of programs across the state. It has had to grab 
money from all sorts of very interesting places. Members will recall the debacle whereby the Minister for Health 
tapped into $25 million that he should not have had access to. A range of science and innovation programs have 
been slashed and burned. We are starting to see, not only in those areas but also in a range of areas that impact 
on the day-to-day lives of Western Australians, this government tapping into the commonwealth government for 
financial support to take the place of the money that it should have put into those commitments. It is a growing 
concern.  

It was only about a week ago that the Premier announced several projects for which he had requested assistance 
from the federal government through the infrastructure program to subsidise state activity. Members should ask: 
If the state government is having to do that, what is it doing with the revenue it receives from this state? Where is 
all that money going? The answer is that obviously it is not managing it well.  

The government made these commitments because it was desperate to get on to the Treasury benches. As a result 
it entered into an alliance with the National Party and committed to expend money on the royalties for regions 
programs. Before Hon Wendy Duncan interjects, nobody denies that people in the bush should be well looked 
after. The opposition might have a question about some of the things that are being done, but if money is going 
into country hospitals, schools, police and other worthwhile causes, then of course that should be the case. 
However, the government must be careful that it does not cut back too much in other key areas that provide a 
safe and secure environment for everybody else. It is a real trap that this government will fall into because the 
Liberal Party has to deliver on its commitment to the National Party. As a result it has had to cut back on its 
funding in a range of areas and now it is crying poor to the federal government and seeking financial support to 
deliver on its commitments.  
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I refer again to the saving to the government by not employing 150 police. I understand that in the estimates 
committee about a week or so ago it was found that the government would save in the order of $6.2 million by 
not filling vacant positions with fully sworn police but by creating auxiliary police positions. It is a huge amount 
of money to save. At the briefing I was advised that the saving to the government was in the range of between 
$15 000 and $20 000 per position that was created.  

I know that when in election mode all parties make promises that they should deliver on. However, there was 
absolutely no mention in the Liberal Party’s documents about auxiliary police. In fact, if members go back to the 
“Liberal Plan for Police”, a document used during the 2008 election campaign, it states that the Liberal Party 
will — 

Recruit an additional 500 police officers over five years and an extra 200 specialist officers to further 
boost police resources.  

The government is not delivering on 500 police; it is delivering on only 350 and it will employ these pseudo 
coppers who will be restricted in what they can actually do. It is not delivering to the community and the 
opposition is not prepared to support this government breaking its election commitments.  

Some practical elements arise about how to deal with these auxiliary officers. We do not know what they will do. 
Their duties are not listed in the legislation, as is the case with police liaison officers and special constables. Will 
it be left up to the commissioner to determine what their duties will be? Perhaps the minister will advise the 
house whether their duties will be made public at some point. Will their duties be gazetted or will they be 
outlined in a secret document that the commissioner can amend? What is the longevity —  

Hon Peter Collier: You’re so cynical.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I know that it is a fault. I have to remedy being so cynical. I suppose it comes from being 
a trade union official for 17 years.  

When the commissioner decides what functions he requires these auxiliary officers to fulfil, how often will he 
change them? I know that they will receive about 12 weeks’ training, which is about half the training period 
afforded normal police officers. I would not mind if the minister would provide the details of the elements of that 
training so that we will know what sort of skill level they will be required to achieve during what is really a short 
training period for people who will have quite a bit of responsibility in this role.  

Once these people are trained, they will be out on the job and, again, we do not know in exactly what capacity. 
We know that there are a variety of options with respect to their duties. I understand from the briefing we had 
that they might be involved in minor support roles, such as school crossing guards; helping out on Australia Day 
in South Perth, which I found interesting; transit guards, and I am sure that my colleague Hon Ken Travers will 
have something to say about the impact of auxiliary officers on the transport area; prisoner escorts; and transport 
of prisoners. We need clarification of how and when this will be determined. Will they be given a list of duties 
by the commissioner and be required to perform them on a daily basis?  

Another issue that was raised at the briefing was how an auxiliary officer can be identified as opposed to a police 
officer. Will they be required to wear a different uniform; will it be a different colour and style? I do not know 
whether this was raised in the other chamber that in another place where there are auxiliary officers they wear a 
different hat—colour and style and with a different band. The hats that the auxiliary officers wear there stand out 
and people know who they are.  

If auxiliary officers are not given the capacity to perform all the tasks of a police officer, what would happen in a 
situation in which a member of the public is in distress—perhaps being assaulted—and sees somebody who he or 
she think is a police officer? In such a case what would be the responsibilities, if any, of the auxiliary officer? 
Will he be required to assist a person who finds himself in such circumstances? Can an auxiliary officer 
intervene in that situation? I ask the minister to provide some clarification of the boundaries for the types of tasks 
that auxiliary officers will be required to perform. I understand that another function will be to manage property, 
money and firearms, and that they can be used to transport forensic samples and perform other non-front-line 
duties as determined by the Commissioner of Police. The commissioner will therefore have a lot of say in what 
these 150 people will be doing. 

I was also advised during the briefing that they will be guarding police crime scenes. I hope that during the 
training period they will be trained on how to deal with these situations and how to deal with emergency 
situations. We were given some information about their position descriptions but I do not know whether those 
descriptions have been resolved yet. I am not too sure of the detail that has been resolved in the discussions with 
the respective bodies about the structures or classifications. I have spoken to both unions involved. Currently, 
there are two unions involved in coverage but I understand there were three at one point. One would naturally 
assume the relevant union would be the Western Australian Police Union because these people will be police 
auxiliary officers, but under a constitutional union coverage arrangement one should not always assume those 
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sorts of things. I understand that the Community and Public Sector Union-Civil Service Association of WA has 
become involved because of the public service element. I think the union responsible for the Public Transport 
Authority also had a bit of an interest because of talk of some of these people working in a transit guard capacity. 
The issue therefore of union coverage has not been resolved. I appreciate that it is not—at least I hope it is not—
something in which the government will intervene, but there needs to be some clarity. These issues need to be 
sorted out if the government intends to advertise to fill these positions. From the briefing, I understand the 
government is hoping to have the first group of 40 employed in January 2010 and then to roll out the remainder 
over a period of time. However, all of these details need to be finalised so that people know exactly where they 
stand when they are employed. I have had discussions with both of the two key organisations which would 
usually represent those workers. I will say that the police union has a very high membership rate, as does the 
CSA. I imagine that these police auxiliary officers would sign up with their respective union. I would be 
interested in feedback from the minister on where the discussions are on resolving any uncertainty about the 
detail of the job description. I understand there were to be three tiers of employment. From the briefing I 
understand that the people who might perform work in the area of road traffic and school crossings would be at 
the base level. I was also told—this was interesting—that there would be not only full-timers and part-timers, but 
also casual employees. I am not too sure how that will work in this situation. From my experience, having dealt 
with a lot of casuals in the industry I worked in, it makes it difficult for training, for the hours worked, for the 
tasks they perform and for continuity of not just service but also what is actually happening in that work 
environment. I would be interested to hear the minister’s clarification of exactly the situations in which casual 
police auxiliary officers will be employed. 

I understand that the rural regions will gain from this change. Of the 150 auxiliary officers to be employed, we 
were advised that 10 would be heading to regional areas—seven to the mid-west and three to Bunbury. My 
question therefore of the minister is: if these people—who I assume in country areas will be employed full-time 
or part-time—are to be attracted to and retained in a position in the bush, which will be a lower paid position 
than that of a police officer, albeit with limited function, will they be offered either accommodation or 
accommodation assistance?  

I also want to know how the government will attract people to this role. If the current custodial officers, such as 
those predominantly working in the watch-house, decide to take up the opportunity to become a police auxiliary 
officer and are then no longer a custodial officer, what impact will that have on their continuity of service? Will 
they have to start afresh? Will they have to terminate their employment as a custodial officer and commence as a 
police auxiliary officer as a new employee, or will they have continuity of service? The model set up in this bill 
is very complicated. These people will not necessarily be treated as public servants and they will not necessarily 
be treated as police officers. They will be doing a bit of everything. They will be on a lower wage system, their 
function will be limited and they will not be fully sworn police officers. I say “not fully sworn” because they will 
not be able to perform all the duties of a fully sworn officer. On the flip side they will still have to be disciplined 
in the same way as police are disciplined. It is therefore a very interesting way in which this role has been 
created. I am keen to know how individuals will be treated. I imagine there will be some sort of recruitment 
program. Will they be encouraged to leave one role and take up the role of police auxiliary officer? I imagine the 
government will be looking to attract people who have already built up a skill set. I want to find out whether 
these people will lose out because they have moved to this different position or whether they will be able to 
simply roll things over? The same applies to people who are employed as police auxiliary officers: after a period 
of time in that capacity, will it assist them if they want to go down the path of becoming a fully sworn, fully 
functioning police officer? If they are able to transition, the same questions apply in terms of their continuity of 
employment. I always ask these questions, I suppose, because of my background. I am curious about how people 
will be looked after in the workplace, especially when the government is creating a new role that is different 
from the existing role. 

I also want to know whether these people will be employed under an award, an enterprise bargaining agreement, 
minimum terms and conditions or a workplace agreement. What arrangements will be put in place that will 
govern their working conditions? These are important questions because if people are to be attracted to these 
roles, they need to have some certainty about their working conditions and their permanency. Although there are 
a lot of opportunities for employment around our state now as things start to pick up, when people commit to this 
type of role, it is not necessarily a commitment to a nine-to-five job; it is a little different and so it can be quite 
an important decision, as a decision on any job can be. They will therefore need to know exactly where they 
stand before they sign on the dotted line to take on this role. Because this legislation has been rushed and there is 
quite a deal of urgency to get it through Parliament so that people can be employed in January, it is very 
important that the government provides that detail and resolves some of the uncertainty before these people are 
employed.  

Another question I have is: what sort of protection will be afforded to these auxiliary police officers if they are 
assaulted in the performance of their duties? We recently dealt with mandatory sentencing legislation.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Before the dinner break we were talking about what sort of protection would be afforded 
to auxiliary police officers if they were assaulted in the workplace.  

Hon Peter Collier: I have got all your answers.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Very good. 

Could the minister provide detail on what sort of qualifications an applicant would be expected to have to apply 
for an auxiliary police officer position? Will they be the same types of qualifications as a police officer, or will 
they be of a lower standard? If the qualifications are to be of a lower standard, why would that be? Are there any 
situations that can be conceived of where police auxiliary officers would have to serve on the front line? In the 
situation of what is proposed under the Criminal Investigation Act, would police auxiliary officers be expected to 
participate in stop and search in an entertainment precinct?  

The question that I asked before dinner was: would police auxiliary officers be covered under the mandatory 
sentencing legislation we have recently passed? Given that police auxiliary officers were not anticipated by this 
government when it made its announcement about an extra 500 police officers, would they be covered under the 
mandatory sentencing legislation? Also, will auxiliary officers have access to weapons such as guns, Tasers, 
batons and capsicum spray? Will they be authorised to use those weapons; and, if so, which of them? Again, 
what sort of training would they have, and in what situations would they have to use those weapons?  

Coming back to the proposed stop-and-search powers, given that the government proposes in another piece of 
legislation to expand the capacity of police officers to stop and search anyone without reasonable suspicion, I am 
wondering how this will impact on the role of auxiliary officers. Does the Commissioner of Police have the 
capacity to decide that their role will be expanded to perform those tasks? As there is not enough clarity in the 
legislation about the functions of auxiliary officers, as there is for those other roles, will any of their functions be 
set out in regulations?  

We have dealt with the issue of what will happen to continuity of employment if these other officers, who are not 
necessarily police liaison officers but are special constables—who are public servants—choose to change roles. 
Will they lose their status? I will leave that one. I will wait to see what the minister comes back with on the other 
questions.  

There are a number of issues around this legislation. There are some concerns about how it will be dealt with. It 
is not straight up and down in terms of what will be their contract of employment. I understand, having again 
sought advice from outside this place during the dinner break, that there is still of lot of detail that has not yet 
been resolved around the nature of this work or the nature of the employment agreement for these officers. 
Hon Giz Watson reminded me during the break that indeed these auxiliary officers would be employed under 
minimum conditions of employment contracts. I have always had great difficulty with that type of employment 
contract, because it is so sparse. It only deals with a handful of core elements of an employment contract. It is the 
bare bones, with the minimum safety net that quite often is well below that of an award or an enterprise 
bargaining agreement. Minimum terms of contract usually, from memory, deal only with hours, sick days, 
holidays and, I think, parental leave. That is pretty much about it. There is usually only about four or five 
conditions. That is a very sparse contract for somebody to come into this type of work and not have the meat on 
the bones that would normally be available in terms of information about that person’s rights and entitlements as 
a worker. It is quite disappointing that the government has already reverted to treating these types of workers in 
this way.  

The other concern is that whilst auxiliary police officers will be treated differently from police as they will not be 
fully sworn and not operating at full capacity, they can still be treated in the same way in relation to discipline. 
The Commissioner of Police will still have the right and the opportunity to hire and fire these auxiliary officers 
at will, as he would a police officer. It is quite an interesting situation. I see these people as a bit in the twilight 
zone in terms of their employment contract and their rights. It is quite an unusual beast that is being developed 
here. There is a real concern about how this whole thing has been managed. A lot of these questions have still 
not been resolved to the satisfaction of the organisations that would represent these workers. Before the 
government proceeds to employ anyone in this capacity, the minister responsible—I appreciate that is not the 
Minister for Energy, even though he is representing in this chamber—needs to ensure that all the detail is 
finalised and everyone knows where they stand in relation to this issue. Another concern is also the fact that 
there is no transparency about the actual functions, and there are issues in relation to the commissioner’s 
permission, if we like, not being made public.  

The Police Amendment Bill 2009 is not an overly complicated bill. There are three key parts to the bill. For 
example, the definition of a police auxiliary officer is set out in clause 9. Therefore, such things are included but 
the bill does not provide a lot of detail. People already work in the role of custodial officers in watch-houses who 
are sworn as special constables. These people receive training on issues principally related to custody, which is 
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why I raised that earlier question to the minister about providing the detail of the type of training to be given to 
these auxiliary officers so that we know exactly what they will be doing. 

I think the minister will be pleased to know that I might start to wrap this up now. I think I have posed enough — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Jolly good! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thought members would be excited about that! 

I think we have posed enough questions. I know that we have a couple of amendments to look at in committee, 
so some other things might come up during the Committee of the Whole stage. Our concern is that this 
government is using this legislation to break an election commitment to the Western Australian public: it 
promised 500 police but it will deliver only 350. The government has done this because of financial constraints 
placed upon it by Treasury and wanting to save three per cent. In fact, the government will save $6.2 million by 
effecting this change. This is short-selling the community. This legislation is not about effective policing; it is 
about cost-shifting. That is very disappointing.  

This is simply another example of a government that has failed to manage the budget books in the past 
12 months. Part of that difficulty, I think, is that it came into this place without a plan. Members opposite did not 
expect to win the election, they came to government without a plan, and they have cobbled these things together. 
A lot of these types of bills that the government says are about improving policing and improving security and 
the safety of the community are not about doing that. We will see more of this as we deal with a couple of other 
bills that are still to come our way. The Police Amendment Bill will short-sell the community. It does not 
provide for the people who will be employed under this legislation. I do not think it actually provides them with 
security and stability of employment or with a great opportunity in terms of future advancement in their 
employment. However, one of the core reasons that we will not support this bill is that we will not allow the 
government to break an election commitment. Although we support in principle the idea of auxiliary officers and 
we support in principle the employment of auxiliary officers, we would only support the bill if those 150 people 
were in addition to the 500 police the government promised to deliver. As they are not additional, and as the 
government proposes that they be replacements, we will not support the bill. On that basis, until the government 
is prepared to actually engage 500 fully operational, fully sworn police officers, and then looks to additional 
staffing arrangements, we will not support the government on this occasion on this legislation. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Transport). 
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STATE FORESTS 4 AND 65 

Partial Revocation of Dedication — As to Committee Stage — Motion 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Transport) [7.45 pm]: I move — 

That order of the day No 30, partial revocation of state forests 4 and 65, be now taken in Committee of 
the Whole House. 

It is a slightly unusual procedure, but I think it will facilitate matters and enable us to deal with this matter a lot 
more quickly and in a more satisfactory way than otherwise would be available to us. 

Question put and passed.  

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Max Trenorden) in the chair. 

The following motion moved by Hon Donna Faragher (Minister for Environment) now considered —  

That the proposal for the partial revocation of state forests 4 and 65 laid on the table of the Legislative 
Council on Tuesday, 10 November 2009 be carried out, and invite the Legislative Assembly to agree to 
a similar resolution. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Labor is pleased to support this partial revocation. I note that we are dealing with two 
separate revocations. The item state forest 4 refers to the Shotts area near Collie, which is the area that we have 
taken a particular interest in because, as has been placed on the record previously in this place, we support the 
expansion of industry into that area. It is something the Labor government took a close interest in, and, of course, 
was always urged to do so by the excellent member for Collie-Preston, my colleague Mick Murray. We are very 
keen to see this progressed, as has always been the case. We want to see the industry that proposes to go into this 
area set up. I noticed that in part of the minister’s speech earlier this afternoon, she indicated—I agree—that 
there is very wide support within the community, including the Shire of Collie, for this change.  

I had an excellent briefing from LandCorp and the Department of Environment and Conservation a couple of 
weeks ago. I have just a couple of questions that I would like to put to the minister, which is why in this 
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cooperative arrangement we have moved straight to the committee stage so that we can do so. I know that my 
colleague Hon Ken Travers also wants to raise a couple of points, I think probably more specifically in relation 
to state forest 65. A number of environmental assessments have to be carried out in connection with this partial 
revocation, and the list I have in front of me has seven flora and fauna surveys; endangered species—that is, the 
referral to the commonwealth department under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act; 
cumulative air quality modelling; noise modelling; contaminated sites, surface and groundwater strategy 
management plans; and impact assessment documentation for section 48 Environmental Protection Act approval.  

I will start by asking for some details about the flora and fauna survey. What did that survey identify, and what 
strategies will be put into place to mitigate any damage to existing flora and fauna in that area? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: This motion obviously deals with the revocation of a certain section of forest. 
With respect to what Hon Sally Talbot said—I am not trying to be difficult—these are matters that will be 
managed through the Environmental Protection Authority level of assessment for the entire park; what we are 
dealing with here is obviously a very small component of that. I appreciate the questions the member is asking. 
As I understand, the Shotts industrial park has been referred to the EPA for that level of assessment. The level of 
assessment has not been determined at this stage. All of the matters that the member has referred to will be dealt 
with in that context. This motion simply deals with the revocation of a certain section of forest to facilitate the 
industrial park. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thank the minister for that answer. My concern is particularly aroused because of 
several endangered species in the area. How can the minister ask us to approve the partial revocation without an 
assurance that flora and fauna surveys have been done, that the issues have been shown to be manageable, and, 
most particularly, that provision has been made for endangered species? A list of them has been provided to me 
by LandCorp, and they include Carnaby’s black cockatoo, Baudin’s black cockatoo, the forest red-tailed 
cockatoo and the chuditch. I assume that honourable members on both sides of the house would be very 
concerned at this partial revocation unless the minister can provide evidence of adequate consideration of those 
matters. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Flora and fauna surveys have been undertaken. The fauna surveys have identified 
that there may be some relocation of the chuditch. Further work will be undertaken as part of the Environmental 
Protection Authority assessment process. There will be requirements on LandCorp to do further surveys. That 
will be determined once the EPA determines its level of assessment. Furthermore, I think the member mentioned 
the commonwealth Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts and the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act. DEWHA will look at matters particularly in relation to cockatoos. That will 
obviously be looked at potentially in the context of offsets and the like. Obviously, that assessment will be done 
by the commonwealth. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thank the minister for that answer. Can I be absolutely clear: are these offsets yet to 
be determined, or are we considering offsets—I understand that they are not necessarily part of this revocation—
that have already been determined? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The member is correct; the offsets have not been determined at this stage because 
it is still being assessed by the commonwealth. Obviously, when it has gone through the proper processes, I am 
happy to inform the member about that matter. Clearly, it is going through the commonwealth assessment 
processes under which the offsets will be determined. The commonwealth department has not completed its 
assessment at this stage. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I move now to the issue of the contaminated sites. In the briefing that I had, there was 
reference to a site at the eastern end of the block that I understand is near some development; I think it is a 
couple of farms or a couple of farm blocks. The eastern portion was formerly used as unregulated landfill. Can 
the minister tell us what type of material is in that landfill and what the department is anticipating having to deal 
with? Will the site be remediated, or will the contaminants be removed? Will there be any onus on future 
industrial occupants of that land, and what advice will be made available to them about that eastern portion of 
the land? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The information that I have is that it is likely to have been mostly domestic waste. 
There will be a requirement for the site to be fully remediated in accordance with the Department of 
Environment and Conservation’s contaminated sites management guidelines before being made available to the 
proponent. Obviously, that will be determined by DEC, but the site will be required to be remediated. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: My last question is about the area at the western end of the site, which I understand is 
pretty much degraded largely due to the sandpit there. I wonder whether any remediation needs to be done there. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I understand that there was no dumping at that site, so no remediation is required. 



9558 [COUNCIL - Tuesday, 24 November 2009] 

 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Hon Sally Talbot has addressed the key issues that I had an interest in, but I want to add 
my voice to the debate. It is always difficult when a number of processes are running in parallel. My interest is in 
the environmental assessment and the quality of the bush. Of course, tonight we are dealing with a motion to 
revoke part of the state forest. It seems to me that it would be ideal to know the quality of the area before it is 
revoked, because once the revocation is done, it is, I suggest, pretty much a foregone conclusion that it will be 
developed as an industrial site. Therefore, I argue that the environmental assessment should have been done 
earlier. However, I understand that that is happening in parallel. I am curious, minister, because I understand that 
there might be some activity on the site as early as March. I understand from the information I received in the 
briefing that there is an expectation to clear and develop that site as early as March 2010. Is that the case? Is it 
anticipated that the environmental assessment processes will be completed by then; and, if they are not, will that 
mean that there will be a delay in work starting on the site? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am sorry; I cannot give the member an answer to that question. I suppose in part 
it is very much dependent on the EPA assessment. It has not yet determined a level of assessment, so I apologise 
that I cannot give an answer. Obviously, I am not the minister responsible for the entire project, but I am happy, 
if it assists the member, to speak to the minister and ask whether some further information and time lines can be 
provided in that regard. Obviously, as I have said, it is very much dependent on the assessment and the 
requirements of the EPA. As members know, the EPA will deal with matters as it does, but I am very happy to 
ask the minister whether further information can be provided. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The minister will also have seen the briefing material provided by LandCorp in which it is 
suggested that that is a very short time frame within which to meet the target date. I am seeking an assurance that 
no work will commence on the site before the environmental assessment process has been completed; I am not 
suggesting that it would, but such things happen from time to time. Certainly I know that there are community 
members who will be interested in making submissions to the environmental assessment process, and they will 
need time to do that. As we know, the period between December and January is not a good time for proper 
community engagement because many people will be away in January, or else not looking for notices in 
newspapers. If there is to be a call for public submissions, I ask the minister to ensure that it does not happen in 
January. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As I said before, I am happy to speak to the minister about it. If there is some 
further information we can provide the member with, we will certainly do so. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to make four quick points, three of which are about process. Firstly, I hope I can 
get some commitment to future changes to some of the revocation processes. It would be a good idea to change 
the process so that the minister can make the formal speech fairly soon after moving the motion, so it can sit on 
the record. That way, members who have an interest can go away and have a look at the reasons for the 
revocation. I suspect that they would be fine with most of them, and we could move on without even attending 
the briefing. I want to make it clear that I do not blame the minister for this; I realise this occurred before she 
took over.  

Secondly, when I realised that state forest 65 was part of the revocation after hearing the minister’s speech 
earlier today, I went away and googled the site to have a look at it. To be honest, I was quite astounded to realise 
that there was a water plant there. The purpose of this revocation is to allow a water plant to be built on the site. I 
understand the history of it from the briefing we received, but I wonder at the purpose of this revocation. I realise 
it may sound like a small concern, but there is not much remnant native vegetation left in the Gnangara pine 
plantation; it is virtually all pine trees, and it is slowly being cleared. I have dealt with issues concerning power 
stations and the like, such as edging effects. In this case, I think there was only about a third of an acre or 1 300 
square metres of native vegetation to be cleared. That is nevertheless quite a significant area, and I would have 
liked the Parliament to have a debate about whether this is the best location. It may be that the end result of such 
a debate is that it is the best location. On this occasion, we could have moved the pumping station a bit further 
down to maintain that last bit of remnant native vegetation, regardless of its quality, because such vegetation is 
very rare on the north side of Gnangara Road. I am not trying to suggest that it is the minister’s fault, but if we 
are serious about the revocation process, the Parliament should at least be given the opportunity to debate such 
matters. 

The third area I want to touch on is the issue of grouping and the way in which grouping is chosen. Again, I am 
advised that we cannot move to disallow one and not the other, and the opposition will not be doing so tonight. It 
is probably now a good time to have that debate rather than at a time when the opposition may want to move a 
disallowance. We do not want to be put in the position of being forced to disallow something that we want 
because there is something in the revocation that we do not want. That strikes me as interesting. It seems as 
though the process is simply one of grouping things in a chronological order. In the past we have debated 
metropolitan region scheme amendments. I ask the minister to take on board those suggestions for improving the 
process in the future. 
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I would like an answer to my fourth and final point. I note that the revocation order was signed by the Governor 
on 11 August 2009. Some three months later, on 11 November, the revocation was actually tabled in the house. 
Why did it take three months from the time it was signed off by the Executive Council for it to come into this 
house on 11 November? That was, in theory, only one week before the last sitting day. I will probably return to 
the same theme over the next couple of days, but there is a large amount of legislation coming into this 
Parliament and I am concerned about that for two reasons. Firstly, I am concerned about the growing use of 
regulations. Secondly, we are getting all this work at the end of the parliamentary session. There was a day 
earlier in the year when we did not have any work to do; I do not know whether that was after 11 August, but if 
this matter had been before the house then, we could have dealt with it three months ago. I would certainly like 
an explanation for that. Is there a procedural matter that caused it to take so long? If not, we need a better 
process. I do not think I am the first member to raise this matter; in fact, I suspect Hon Peter Foss would 
probably give the same speech if he were still sitting in this seat. Last week, legislation was going through the 
other place before the opposition even had an opportunity to take it to the party room because it had been 
brought on so late by the government. I am not having a go at the minister, but that displays the government’s 
incompetence in managing its legislation. I do not understand why this could not have been brought on earlier. I 
ask the minister for an explanation as to why it took from 11 August to 11 November for this motion to be 
introduced to the house, and perhaps to make some comments about the other points I have raised. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I take on board Hon Ken Travers’ comments about process. We had a number of 
discussions about how to deal with the revocation proposal. There have been previous occasions when a motion 
has been moved and the minister has immediately spoken to it, as I did today. I admit that I also thought it was a 
strange sort of process. I sought advice, and I think we may have to go back and have a look at how it has been 
done in the past; it does not happen all that often. The process often starts in the other place rather than in the 
Legislative Council. I do not disagree with the member; I think that improvements can be made, and that we can 
learn from this process. It is fair to say that my office made a number of phone calls to make sure that we were 
doing things correctly, but I take on board what the member has said. I am guided by advice, but it is an unusual 
situation. 

With regard to the time frame, the department has combined all the revocation proposals for the sake of 
efficiency. There are three motions, but within each of those there are 13 proposals in total. 

Hon Ken Travers: Another 11. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, in total. They were all combined for the sake of efficiency so that I could 
move each of the motions at the same time. The department also had to prepare and provide all the necessary 
documentation for Parliament. I hear what Hon Ken Travers is saying; I suppose they were all brought in for the 
sake of efficiency, and it is up to the house to deal with them. I take Hon Ken Travers’ comments on board. For 
the remaining three motions I will take some advice from the Clerk as to when we might be able to deal with the 
speeches relating to them so that the opposition will have some more time to examine them. We will, hopefully, 
be able to deal with them speedily in the new year.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I realise there is a time frame on the two revocation motions that we are dealing with 
today, but from the briefing I received, the remainder of the revocations seem pretty non-controversial as they 
have already been acted upon. They are already roads, road widening and these things.  

Hon Ken Travers: I have not googled them, but I suspect the roads are already there. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: They are already there, and some have been there for years. For what it is worth, I am 
happy to put those through before we finish this year, otherwise they will hang around for another several years. 
I was going to talk about the remaining revocation motions, but I cannot until they are before us. It seems to be a 
strange way to do business—to approve roads several years after they have come into existence.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I thank Hon Giz Watson for her comments. Far be it for me to speak to the Leader 
of the House about getting all those through. This is the key motion that we wanted to get through. Obviously, 
the government is seeking to get through a number of pieces of legislation before we rise this year. However, I 
thank the member for her support in advance of our dealing with them. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is good to have this degree of cooperation between all of us. That being the case, I 
will very quickly ask the minister about revocation of state forests 1 and 4, which I understand I moved in the 
house in 2007. When we get to those, it would be helpful if the minister could indicate whether there has been 
any variance between the partial revocations that I moved on behalf of the Labor government and those moved 
by the minister.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: There is no difference.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: This has been a useful conversation. These categories of legislative changes are generally 
non-controversial and can be dealt with quite quickly. Rather than dealing with these just before we are rising for 
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the end of the year, we could have dealt with them a month ago and got them out of the way. With the briefing 
and subsequent conversations, we could almost put these through in 10 minutes. I am suggesting that with 
motions of this category it is a shame that they bank up and then everybody gets anxious because they come on 
just before Christmas. As I said to the minister’s advisers, if anything is brought on at short notice before 
Christmas everybody—well, I will, and probably the opposition—will get anxious, because it is an old trick but 
a good one. The minister might as well have brought these on earlier and they could have gone through pretty 
smoothly and with not a great deal of debate. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It was determined for efficiency that we would wait and introduce all of them at 
the same time, but I take on board the comments by Hon Giz Watson and I am happy to move individual 
motions as soon as they come up. I understand that it has been normal practice in the past to wait, but clearly 
there is a view that we might be able to deal with this differently. I am a very open minister in that regard and 
happy to look at how we might be able to do that.  

Question put and passed.  

ReportResolution reported, the report adopted, and a message accordingly sent to the Assembly. 

ACTS AMENDMENT (WEAPONS) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 11 November. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.15 pm]: I want to make a 
few comments on the Acts Amendment (Weapons) Bill 2009. With this bill the government is seeking to address 
a problem that has been emerging in our community that is causing a great deal of concern when we see regular 
reports in the media about people being injured, quite viciously in some cases, and with long-term impacts, with 
an interesting array of weapons that one would not conceivably have thought would be available in Perth. 
Legislation such as this to restrict the sale of these weapons and the carriage of these weapons is a positive move 
forward.  

It is not an overly complicated bill. It is broken into three parts. The two key parts of the bill amend both the 
Criminal Code and the Weapons Act. The main purpose of the bill is to restrict the carrying of weapons in places 
of entertainment. The definition of entertainment areas in the bill may be viewed by some as very broad. Having 
had a look at it, I thought it would be interesting to see how this works. For the benefit of members, I will read in 
the definition of a “place of public entertainment”— 

(a)  a place where the public is present and where entertainment of any kind is about to be, is 
being, or has just been provided to the public, whether on payment or not; or 

(b) licensed premises, as defined by the Liquor Control Act 1988 section 3(1);  

Further on, the bill defines a prescribed place as being a place of public entertainment or a public place within 50 
metres of a place of public entertainment. That is a very broad definition. It will be interesting to see, as this 
moves on, how that is managed in practical terms.  

The bill seeks to do a range of things. It will create an offence for going armed in company. I understand that is 
one person plus two others. When I was at university college that was considered a party, not going armed in 
company! I understand the concern, and that amendment is aimed at some of the gang-style activities that occur 
from time to time and is trying to reduce those types of activities. The bill will also increase penalties when 
weapons are possessed with either cash or drugs and will prohibit the sale or supply of controlled weapons to 
minors under the age of 18. These are fairly sensible amendments.  

I know that the government is keen to get this legislation through. However, a couple of changes cause some 
concern, but, hopefully, these things can be worked through. One is that the onus to prove a person has a lawful 
excuse to be in possession of a weapon has been reversed. It can be argued that the person with a legitimate 
excuse will be put to the expense and inconvenience of proving the fact. I understand that that is a serious 
concern. The bill defines what is a “lawful excuse”. I did not know what it was until I was briefed on it. The bill 
clearly sets out how this will play out. For the purposes of this bill, a “lawful excuse” includes the following — 

(a) being a police officer acting in the course of duty; 

(b) being a security officer, as defined in the Public Transport Authority Act 2003 section 3, acting 
in the course of duty; 

(c) being a prison officer … 
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(d) being a person authorised to exercise a power set out in Division 1, 2 or 3 of Schedule 2 to the 
Court Security and Custodial Services Act 1999 … 

(e) being the holder of, and engaged in activities authorised by, a security officer’s licence issued 
under the Security and Related Activities (Control) Act 1996 … 

That is a fairly tight definition. A person who is not one of those people acting in accordance with the relevant 
legislation does not have a lawful excuse under this legislation to be carrying a weapon, as described by this bill. 
Hopefully, that will provide some clarification, particularly for the police who must deal with these matters. 

This bill prohibits the possession of dangerous or offensive weapons. Although this bill gives a fairly brief 
definition of what is a “dangerous or offensive weapon”, it does not tie up neatly with the Weapons Act 1999. 
That legislation sets out what would be done with an item if it were used to cause injury or disability to a person 
and for what purpose the weapon would be used. It might have been useful to provide more clarity in this bill on 
that matter. 

The schedules of the bill list the prohibited or controlled weapons. I have not had much experience in dealing 
with these types of situations. It is interesting to find such a diverse range of weapons that people would have to 
deal with, particularly the police. The advisers told me that in the past 15 months 235 weapons have been seized. 
I assume that was in the metropolitan area. 

Hon Peter Collier: That was in Perth and Northbridge. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is a substantial number, given that the cultural centre of Northbridge is actually in 
Perth. Most people who go for a night out would not think to take their nunchaku, gas dart, electric shock 
weapon or machete. 

Hon Jock Ferguson: Or their crutches! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have always found that a hockey stick works quite well! 

I do not know why people would think to have those items in their possession unless it was for doing something 
inappropriate. The list in the schedules includes an acoustic shock weapon, a ballistic knife, a blowpipe, a 
butterfly knife, a catapult, a disguised knife or sword, a pistol, a crossbow or a spray weapon. I understand that a 
spray weapon is not a capsicum or pepper spray weapon; it is something totally different. They are the prohibited 
items. It would be interesting to know how many of those items get picked up. It is quite a scary list. “Controlled 
items” are picked up under schedule 2 of the Weapons Regulations 1999 and include a baton flail, which I had 
never heard of, a bow, a crossbow, daggers, double-edged knives, a fixed baton, hand or foot claws, a light 
pointer, machetes, metal whips, pressure point weapons, pronged weapons, scythes or sickles, spear guns, spray 
weapons, studded weapons, throwing blades and throwing stars. That is a smorgasbord of artillery that people 
can access. Thought has been given to list those items as either prohibited or controlled items. It is important to 
list them in this bill to provide clarity. 

Some issues have been raised about this legislation. I understand that because of the rush to pass this bill, 
appropriate time was not set aside for consultation. I will now do something that I will raise in every bill from 
now on that impacts on children. Whenever we deal with legislation that impacts on children, I will say that it is 
disappointing that yet again the government did not take time to consult the Commissioner for Children and 
Young People. Given that that legislation is in place and that the Liberal Party at the time was so keen to ensure 
that the Commissioner for Children and Young People was consulted, it is disappointing that the government has 
not talked to her to find out her views on this legislation and about what impact it will have on young people. 

I have a letter that was sent to Mr Mick Murray, MLA, the member for Collie-Preston, by the Australian 
Bowhunters Association. I do not know if the minister has seen it but I am happy to provide him with a copy of 
it. The association talks about its concerns with the legislation and the fact that no time was provided for 
consultation. I will read into Hansard some of the comments the association has made in its letter. It specifies 
what it considers to be some of the implications this legislation will have, particularly on its younger members. 
This letter is signed by Mr Alan deBoer and states — 

The bill would make it illegal for our junior members to be in possession of a bow. What will this do to 
the sport of archery? There are Archery programs running in most schools in Western Australia. How 
will these be affected? Our junior members are the future of our sport and without them the sport of 
archery in this state will not survive. 

“Being Armed in Company” Would this mean that a gathering of archers at a competition event be an 
illegal gathering and the police could charge the competitors? 

“Having Ready Access to Both Weapons And a Prescribed Amount of Cash” Would an Archer 
travelling to or from an organised archery event with his equipment or be at their place of residence be 
in breech of the proposed changes if they were stopped by the Police? 
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They are some of the questions that have been posed. I am sure that the minister has a response and that work 
has been done to allay the concerns of those clubs, particularly those clubs that use weapons for their sport. The 
martial arts organisations would also have concerns given that they probably supply their sporting participants 
with a number of items that I have read from the controlled list rather than the prohibited list to use for their 
sport. Would the minister put on the record the work that has been done to allay the concerns of those clubs so 
that their participants can continue to enjoy their sport? 

The letter goes on to state — 

This bill has been introduced too quickly and without appropriate consultation with the appropriate 
sporting bodies that will be affected unintentionally by the proposed changes. Currently Bows are a 
Controlled item under the existing regulations and it is proposed that they become a prohibited item. 
This will affect all archers in the state and see the demise of archery as a legal family sport. 

It goes on to make some more comments. I wanted to share that with the minister. I do not know whether he has 
received that correspondence but I am happy to provide him with a copy of it. The association raises some 
interesting questions. Given that there was no consultation on this legislation, it would be useful if the 
responsible minister could respond to that organisation. 

This bill is not new. One of the reasons that we will support it is that the Attorney General in the previous 
government introduced and passed in the other place similar legislation. It did not reach this chamber because 
the election intervened. On 8 November last year in the other place another piece of legislation very similar to 
this legislation was also introduced but was not supported by the government. It got down to a question between 
the minister and his opposing number in the Assembly about who had the biggest machete, which was 
disappointing.  

This type of bill is important and it is useful. It is very helpful, particularly to the police, who have to manage the 
carrying of weapons. I was provided with the Northbridge incident log for 13 to 15 November. It was quite an 
eye-opener to see the different types of incidents that occurred over that weekend from Friday to Sunday and the 
trouble that people sometimes get themselves into. Sometimes things can escalate quite innocently. It was also 
an eye-opener to see the types of weapons listed on that log. I noted that a Taser was used on only one occasion 
out of all those incidents. I thought Tasers would have been used more but, fortunately, a Taser was used on only 
one occasion. I was provided with two lots of statistics for that weekend. From Friday to Saturday, there were 
24 arrests, 11 summonses, 60 move-on orders and a range of other incidents that have different letters beside 
them and I do not know what they are code for. From Saturday to Sunday, there were 10 arrests, 20 summonses 
and a range of other examples where police became involved. It is interesting to see the types of activities that 
occur in that environment. A lot of focus is on Northbridge and a lot of emphasis on trying to reduce the types of 
incidents in which people are accosted, assaulted or harmed, in some cases with weapons. The intent is to try to 
reduce that incident rate so that people can go out and enjoy themselves without worrying about being knifed, 
glassed or hurt in any way. That is imminently sensible.  

I had another question for the minister. I know I was briefed on it but I have forgotten the answer. It related to 
clause 2—“Commencement”. Subclause 2(b) states that the act comes into operation on the twenty-eighth day 
after assent day. Will the minister remind me why that happens 28 days after assent? I know that I was told but it 
has escaped my mind. I know it is something important.  

With those few words, we will be supporting the bill on the same basis that we did when we were in government 
and the then opposition moved legislation of a similar nature last year. We think this is an important piece of 
legislation as it clarifies what people can and cannot use and tries to reduce the number of incidents that occur in 
entertainment precincts. It also tries to ensure that people can not only go out and enjoy themselves in those 
situations without worrying about being hurt or in some cases killed, but can also access and egress these places 
without any difficulty.  

I have another document that is quite interesting. It gives the statistics for the number of items carried over a 
short period. It is quite amazing. I heard an interesting story today about some fellow who went into Northbridge 
with a shotgun tucked down his trouser leg. He must have been a very tall man. I do not know why someone 
would walk around town with a gun down his trousers. We have to question the sanity or intent of some people 
when they go out. We think this bill is a step in the right direction in trying to contain those problems. We will 
support this legislation.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.35 pm]: The Greens (WA) will support the Acts Amendment 
(Weapons) Bill 2009 with some reservations. The purpose of the bill is to amend the Criminal Code and the 
Weapons Act 1999. It proposes increased penalties for carrying a weapon in public to cause fear and 
intimidation, especially near a place of entertainment or in a group or while carrying drugs or more than $3 000 
and a weapon at the same time. The other significant legislative change that this bill is seeking to achieve is a 
reversal of the onus of proof for a lawful excuse to an offence under the act. The police will no longer need to 
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prove that an offender is guilty; in fact, the offender will have to prove his or her lawful excuse if he or she has 
been arrested with a controlled weapon. The bill also proposes a restriction on the sale and supply of controlled 
weapons to persons under the age of 18. When I received a briefing on this bill, I was surprised that it was 
currently lawful to sell a controlled weapon to someone under the age of 18. I was pretty disturbed by that. I am 
more than happy to support that provision.  

The second reading speech claims that the bill will strengthen the capacity of the police, create a safe and more 
secure community and enable business owners and promoters to provide a pleasanter environment for their 
patrons, which are all laudable objectives. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition commented that this bill is very 
similar to the former Labor Party bill that was introduced into the Legislative Council in August 2008 and which 
lapsed before it was debated. 

I would like to thank the police officers and advisers for providing a briefing on this bill, which answered a 
number of my questions. It is worth putting on the record that the principle that the Greens see as most critical to 
legislation of this nature is the principle of non-violence. We are the only political party that I am aware of that 
has non-violence as one of its four key principles. That is a principle of non-violence in all circumstances. 
Consistent with that, we have led much of the public debate about control of handguns and other weapons. For 
that reason alone, I was inclined to support this bill. I can see very few circumstances in which people have a 
reasonable excuse for having a weapon, although the complexity of this issue is such that a range of things can 
be used as a weapon, depending on the circumstances. Virtually anything can be used as a weapon. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Max Trenorden): We have just witnessed that. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, including crutches. I am glad I am on this side of the chamber, otherwise I could 
have been in danger of an injury, especially if the crutches are filled with something really heavy. 

As members will no doubt be aware, everything from a rock to a glass to a star picket to a chunk of wood can 
become a weapon in a range of circumstances. It is a hard task for the police to keep ahead of all the possible 
things that might be defined as weapons. It is an interesting area of legislation that certain things are prescribed 
and other things that may become a weapon depends on the circumstance of the offence, if an offence is 
committed.  

We support legislative programs that attempt to reduce the level of violence in the community. That includes our 
very strong support for prevention of domestic violence, sexual abuse, harassment, psychological abuse and 
bullying in the workplace and school. We thoroughly support all those kinds of objectives, whether they are in 
legislation or in other policy initiatives. We argue that those initiatives need to be based on evidence. I have two 
criticisms of this bill. One is that we have very little evidence—perhaps the minister can provide more 
evidence—that increasing the penalties will reduce the number of offences of people carrying weapons. Those 
people who are regularly engaged in street fighting and those sorts of crimes are likely to continue to try to carry 
weapons. Perhaps the passage of this legislation will make it easier to prosecute them if they are caught. 

It is difficult for us to assess the efficacy of an initiative such as increasing the penalty if there is no clear 
evidence base for that as a policy direction. We always have reservations when it is suggested that if we double 
the penalties the situation is going to get better, because sometimes that is not the case. Sometimes we need to 
tackle the problem in another way and think about why people feel the need to go armed in public. What is it 
they are afraid of? What is it about how they have been socialised to deal with confrontation that they feel, if 
they get into an argument, that they need to carry a knife, a baseball bat or something else? There are ways to 
resolve differences other than by following examples that we see on American television. Unfortunately, that is 
probably where a lot of people get their values and notions of what is acceptable behaviour. A constant diet of 
police programs and violence on television does nothing to help people grow up and think that we should not be 
resolving differences and dealing with anger by resorting to violence, and particularly the use of weapons. There 
have been some horrific examples of weapons being used and people being severely injured, and in fact dying. 
We would be the first to try to look at ways of preventing that.  

Doubling penalties and tougher measures are not the only solutions. To maintain community security we need to 
look at long-term solutions of crime prevention strategies and reforming offenders. In our view the fact that 
disputes escalate into crimes relates to underlying behavioural issues such as the abuse of alcohol, drugs, poverty 
and social alienation. All these issues have to be seriously addressed. I am afraid the emphasis on crime and 
punishment is very much the way that this government and the previous government have tried to deal with these 
issues.  

Having said that, the Greens (WA) do not oppose the bill. We believe that there is a very good argument that 
there is no place for people to carry weapons on their person. There is a very limited need for individual 
ownership of firearms in particular, and other weapons. We strongly advocate that there is no need for individual 
ownership of weapons in order to ensure personal safety. Once a community goes down that track, everybody 
wants a gun, as they say, and that is the way it goes. That kind of attitude is encouraged by the sort of so-called 



9564 [COUNCIL - Tuesday, 24 November 2009] 

 

entertainment that we see regularly in films and on television—a regular diet of violence. We can hardly turn on 
television without being bombarded with violence every evening.  

Carrying controlled and prohibited weapons in public is not in the interests of public and community safety. We 
support the proposed changes to the Weapons Act, particularly the amendment that restricts the sale of controlled 
weapons to minors. The only issue I want to put in a word of reservation about is the reversal of the onus of 
proof or a lawful excuse for carrying controlled or prohibited weapons. We are always wary of reversals of onus 
of proof. In fact Article 11 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights states — 

Everyone charged with a penal offence has the right to be presumed innocent until proved guilty 
according to law in a public trial at which he has had all the guarantees necessary for his defence. 

I think that principle is one that should be paramount; it is up to the state to prove the case against an individual. 
In the case of carrying controlled or prohibited weapons, we accept that this is an exception we can live with. It 
is interesting that by way of briefing I was made aware that the Weapons Act currently contains a reversal of 
onus of proof in section 11. That is already the case, as I understand it.  

I have mentioned the fact that we are concerned that there has not been any evidence provided to support the 
argument that increasing fines and penalties will have the impact that was suggested in the minister’s second 
reading speech. We have already made suggestions about alternative strategies to reduce offending behaviour 
other than simply increasing penalties. With those comments, the Greens (WA) are happy to support this bill.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [8.46 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their indications of support for the Acts Amendment (Weapons) Bill 2009. I will go through a few 
issues that were raised by both members. I say at the outset that the bill is intended to improve public security. 
The point of the amending bill is to increase penalties for those people who go armed in public to threaten, to 
cause harm or to cause fear to others.  

Hon Kate Doust identified some quite startling figures of numbers of people who have been armed with weapons 
in public since July 2008. I will clarify the figure of 235 by breaking it down even further to the offenders 
charged by age group. The 18 to 24 age group is the largest age group that is captured in this cohort; that is, 92 
out of 229. In the 25 to 34 age group there were 61 offenders. As for the time of day, for the interest of members, 
as one would expect, 6.00 pm until midnight has the highest number of offenders, that is, 81 out of 229; then 
from midnight to 6.00 am it is 65. That is a combined total of 146. As for days of the week, again, as expected, it 
is the weekends; Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays are the days and nights when most offences are committed. 
Without a doubt it is very hard to justify taking a weapon into a public place unless a person has a lawful reason 
to do so. I do not think anyone could argue against that. This bill intends to tighten the act to ensure that that 
does not occur, or prevent it as much as possible. 

The issue that was raised by both members of the reversal of onus of proof is one that I will address. I point out 
that it is still up to the discretion of the police officer to charge the person in the first place. If a person can in fact 
prove that he or she has a lawful excuse to have a weapon, that person will not be charged. For example, three 
people may be on their way to archery or something along those lines. Those people have a lawful excuse and, of 
course, they will not be charged. The reversal of onus of proof is not unusual for weapons offences. The bill does 
not limit what is a lawful excuse. It simply outlines some examples of what are lawful excuses. The discretion 
still rests with the police officer. An individual has nothing to be afraid of if he or she has a lawful excuse for 
carrying a weapon, although how on earth a person could have an excuse for carrying a machete is beyond 
anyone’s comprehension.  

Hon Kate Doust made comments on the commencement provision. The 28-day provision relates to the new 
offence of selling controlled weapons to minors. Essentially, we want to give time for retailers to be aware of the 
new offence before it takes effect.  

Hon Giz Watson commented on whether or not we could provide evidence that increasing penalties would result 
in fewer offences being committed. I am sure she is referring not just to this piece of legislation but across the 
board whether punitive action has the desired effect of filtering the message through to the community. If a 
person takes a machete, a sword, or whatever it might be, into a public arena without lawful excuse, and is 
arrested, Hon Giz Watson asks whether that arrest will act as a deterrent. Hon Giz Watson, we cannot say that at 
this stage, of course, only time will tell, but increased penalties can act as a deterrent for some people. Also, 
legislating for new types of offences will have some impact as it will criminalise activities that were previously 
lawful, and further increased penalties are simply the new maximum. I might add that it is still up to the 
discretion, of course, of the courts to determine or impose other sanctions. I know that that will probably not 
placate Hon Giz Watson by saying that, yes, there is a cut and dried determination of whether the legislation will 
have the desired effect. I think the member will find that that deterrent more than likely will have an impact in 
that some people will have second thoughts about taking a weapon, which they are evidently going to use for 
nothing other than violence, into a public place. Having said that, I think I have covered all the issues that were 
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raised by both members. I once again thank both Hon Giz Watson and Hon Kate Doust for their contribution to 
this debate, and I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy), and passed. 

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.53 pm]: The Police Amendment Bill 2009 aims to enable the 
Commissioner of Police to appoint police auxiliary officers who will carry out limited police functions so as to 
free up other police officers for front-line duty. As indicated by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, it is not a 
proposition that we oppose; however, we do not support the current form that this legislation takes. 

The functions of police auxiliary officers as set out in new section 38H are the same as for police officers unless 
limited by either a written law or a document appointing a police auxiliary officer. The structure of the bill is 
similar to the Police Amendment Bill 2006, which dealt with the matter of Aboriginal police liaison officers. The 
main issue for the Greens (WA) is that the powers of the police auxiliary officers greatly exceed their intended 
functions. This issue was raised by the opposition when the bill was debated in the Legislative Assembly on 13 
and 14 October this year. Various amendments were moved in the other place, but unfortunately debate on the 
amendment to put the powers of police auxiliary officers in regulation and be gazetted was actually gagged in 
the other place. Therefore, we are currently dealing with the unamended bill. 

Apart from standard police officers, the WA police service currently includes Aboriginal police liaison officers, 
special constables and police cadets. At the briefing that was kindly provided we were told that since about the 
start of 2009, the police commissioner has via the Public Sector Management Act employed special constables at 
the Perth watch-house to manage people held in custody there and that it is intended that this function will be 
transferred to the police auxiliary officers if and when this bill is passed. Therefore, the history of special 
constables is relevant to discussions about police auxiliary officers. Western Australia has a long history of 
special constables. Back in 1975 the Law Reform Commission of Western Australia published a report about the 
law relating to the appointment of special constables and the extent of their powers, which was the report of 
project 29 of the Law Reform Commission. Despite its age, the report’s contents regarding special constables are 
relevant to this debate about police auxiliary officers. Although the report supported the continued existence of 
special constables for certain functions—albeit at that time they were not the particular functions envisaged in 
this legislation—and considered the police commissioner was the appropriate person to appoint them, delineate 
their power, train them and discipline them, the report also expressed concern about the fact that the powers 
granted to special constables were far greater than reasonably necessary for their duties. Paragraph 9 of the Law 
Reform Commission’s report stated — 

The Commission considers that persons whose occupation involves them in law enforcement should be 
properly qualified and trained, be subject to strict legal control, be required to act within clear and 
definite lines of authority and should possess no more powers than are reasonably necessary to fulfil 
their law enforcement functions. 

Paragraph 10 stated, in part — 

They — 

Special constables — 

all seem to have more legal power than is reasonably necessary to fulfil the purposes of their 
appointment … 

The report further stated — 

Within the present legal framework … it is only possible to confer greater law enforcement powers than 
those of an ordinary citizen upon a special constable by conferring the comprehensive police powers of 
a constable. The Commission considers that this is unsatisfactory. The inflexibility of this system and 
the lack of sufficient safeguards appear to have produced, or at least to have contributed to, a situation 
where it has never been fully ascertained in practice whether the advantage of conferring special powers 
upon persons other than regular police outweighs the problems created by doing so. 
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We were told at the briefing that the impetus for this bill is coming from the Commissioner of Police. As noted, 
since about the start of 2009 the commissioner has employed special constables for the Perth watch-house via the 
Public Sector Management Act. He would like to bring them within police discipline procedures under the Police 
Act and the job title would become police auxiliary officers rather than special constables. We were told this was 
merely forethought and that there has been no special disciplinary incident that has led to this, interestingly 
enough. Having the commissioner exercise disciplinary authority over people in this role is consistent with 
recommendation g(ii) at paragraph 54 of the Law Reform Commission’s 1975 report. I ask the minister what, if 
any, specific incident has led to the desire to bring people working in the watch-house under police disciplinary 
procedures or whether this is merely a pre-emptive move. 

The bill is similar, but not entirely identical, to the Police Amendment Bill 2006, which updated provisions 
relating to Aboriginal police liaison officers. We supported the bill and were instrumental in achieving 
amendments that better protected Aboriginal police liaison officers’ employment conditions. In terms of 
auxiliary or other police functions interstate and elsewhere, it is not unusual for a police service to include roles 
apart from that of police officers. However, the roles vary quite considerably between jurisdictions and I looked 
at the provisions in various other Australian states. I will not go through each one of those; it is suffice to say that 
each state seems to take a slightly different approach but there are in effect a number of different categories of 
what could be called auxiliary officers in each state and territory. 

My research officer took some time to consult with the Western Australian Police Union regarding its attitude to 
the Police Amendment Bill 2009, particularly, as discussed by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, given that 
there is considerable interest about whether the auxiliary officers appointed under this legislation will come 
under the area of the WA police union or the public sector union. In a sign of the police union’s attitude, a media 
report released on 14 September 2009 indicates that the union is cautious and wants to check the fine print before 
taking a position on the bill, and it wants the officers to be limited to back-line work as opposed to front-line 
work. At the briefing we were told that the union agrees in principle and has been consulted for some time. Its 
main issues are to do with safety and perception, and it supports watch-house officers being covered by the 
police union rather than the Community and Public Sector Union-Civil Service Association of WA for industrial 
relations reasons. 

Interestingly enough, my office also contacted the Prison Officers Union and it provided some information. On 
the fact that police auxiliary officers at the watch-house will have access to Tasers, it says that Tasers are not 
standard issue for prison officers and there are mixed feelings about this; some prison officers feel that Tasers 
incite violent behaviour and some feel that they inhibit it. Currently, only the emergency support group, which is 
a more highly trained group of prison officers who are used to responding to particular incidents, can use Tasers. 
Anecdotally, the union understands that some people intended to be police auxiliary officers and their trainer are 
former prison officers and a former prison officer trainer. Originally, the union sought that the watch-house 
should use prison officers, not police auxiliary officers or an outsourced service. It prefers a seamless service for 
managing people at lock-ups, on prisoner transport and at court by having all of these provided by prison 
officers. The bill is not the union’s favoured model; however, it accepts that there are legislative and 
philosophical issues to overcome in adopting its preferred approach—that is, people held in custody in the 
watch-house have been neither sentenced or imprisoned, nor remanded in custody by a court. Historically, this 
role has been fulfilled by police officers, not prison officers. It is just an interesting angle on it. The police 
auxiliary officers will, in effect, fulfil a function that is very similar to that of a prison officer, but they will deal 
with people who have a different status in that they have not been found guilty of an offence or, indeed, 
remanded into custody. 

As to the question of the need for this role, it seems reasonable to the Greens for the police to have assistance for 
roles that do not require police expertise. It is normal for any organisation to employ people in a range of 
different roles based on their qualifications and competencies—for example, administrative workers or technical 
specialists. As already noted, in Western Australia the police service has included roles apart from that of police 
officers for many years, and the same has happened interstate and overseas. The functions of this position, if it is 
formalised by this bill, remain the key issue for the Greens. The similarity of the functions of police officers as 
provided by proposed section 38H will mean that a police auxiliary officer will, unless limited by a written law 
or by the appointment document, hold extraordinary powers in respect to other citizens. The information 
provided by the minister to Parliament and at the briefing and the information on the Western Australian Police 
Union’s website indicate that the current Commissioner of Police does not intend to include the full range of 
police functions in appointment documents during his term. It is worth noting the words “during his term”. 
Police auxiliary officers will carry out specific tasks. We were told at the briefing that mainly they will be 
supervised by a police officer in carrying out their functions, and their powers will not apply at all times, unlike 
those of police officers, which apply at any time of the day or night. I understand that, in consultation with the 
union, standard operating procedures are being developed that will set out the demarcation of police auxiliary 
officers’ duties and the monitoring of them by police officers. Their certificate of appointment from the 
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commissioner will also define their role and powers. Their uniform will be the same as those of current watch-
house officers—that is, it will be similar to that of a police officer—but their badge will apparently indicate that 
they are auxiliary officers. It is worth noting that police auxiliary officers will have access to Tasers when 
managing or transporting people in custody, as do the current officers who carry out this role. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s a bit scary. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Indeed, and I think there is growing concern about the use of Tasers in this state and I will 
not go into a particular case that happened only this weekend; my colleague in the other place is working on that. 

Although the intention is to limit the functions of police auxiliary officers, the bill does not contain any 
limitations. The current commissioner will eventually retire and although the current commissioner has stated on 
the record that he does not intend to include the full range of police functions in appointments during his term, 
nothing in this bill would prevent a future commissioner from changing that. It is possible to create an auxiliary 
role with specific powers as legislated—for example, Victoria’s protective services officers. We must note that 
this is not an identical role to that proposed for Western Australian police auxiliary officers. The nearest 
equivalent that I could find is in the Northern Territory, which similarly grants auxiliaries unnecessarily broad 
powers under its Police Administration Act. 

The concerns expressed in the 1975 Law Reform Commission report about special constables apply here. The 
information we received initially was that the role of police auxiliary officers would be limited to managing 
people held in custody in the Perth watch-house; managing property at police stations—for example, if there was 
a haul of shoplifted property, police auxiliary officers would be responsible for documenting it and preparing it 
as an exhibit for the court case; guarding crime scenes; and relieving as crosswalk attendants at school crossings. 
However, it is worth noting that as the debate in the other place progressed, the role seemed to expand beyond 
this. The second reading speech in the Council states — 

The bill is drafted in a broad manner so that the Commissioner of Police will not be constrained in 
determining the nature of the secondary policing functions that will be assigned to the police auxiliary 
officers. 

… 

This bill is important in the ongoing fight against crime as it provides the Commissioner of Police with 
the flexibility to appoint the police auxiliary officers to assist police officers in the completion of many 
nonoperational duties. As a result, this will free the police officers from many such duties, enabling 
there to be a greater front-line policing presence. 

My questions in relation to this are: what functions are currently intended to be fulfilled by police auxiliary 
officers; is it the intention that police auxiliary officers will be permitted to exercise general police functions, 
and, if not, why does the bill not specifically limit the powers to be exercised by police auxiliary officers; and 
have the standard operating procedures for police auxiliary officers been finalised, and, if so, can they be 
provided to the house so that we can consider them? 

Clearly, police auxiliary officers will require appropriate training and qualifications to carry out their functions. 
Making the commissioner responsible for this is consistent with paragraph 54 of recommendation (g)(i) of the 
1975 Law Reform Commission report. At the briefing we were told that training and other qualification 
requirements were being finalised, but at this stage the details are that the training will be similar to that given to 
special constables presently working at the watch-house. This training comprises eight weeks of training on the 
management of people in custody and four weeks of training on managing property, guarding crime scenes and 
being crosswalk attendants; followed by six months probation with on-the-job assessment and monitoring by 
people currently working in these roles. Requalification will be required every two years. Perhaps in his response 
the minister might indicate whether that information is accurate. The duty-of-care component of the prisoner-
handling training will be the same as that for police officers and the people currently carrying out that role, and 
will take almost three weeks to complete. 

On 14 October this year the Assembly was told that the cross-cultural component of training will be conducted 
over a total of one and a half days. I assume that is one and half days of training on all cultures. I would argue 
that there is quite a difference between Aboriginal cultural training and more general cultural training and that 
one and a half days does not seem to be very much time. Police auxiliary officers will not have as much legal 
training as police officers, in line with their more limited functions. Other qualifications that are required include 
an entrance exam, which is the same as that for police officers, and a fitness assessment, which has been 
developed with occupational health and safety advice. Although the fitness level requirements are lower for 
police auxiliary officers than for police officers because of their more limited functions, police auxiliary officers 
will be empowered to pursue and apprehend people escaping from lockups. There was also discussion about 
auxiliary officers calling for police backup. To work at the watch-house, a psychological assessment and 
interview will be required, and a higher level of psychological profile will be required for police auxiliary 
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officers than for police officers. Other requirements include a panel assessment and interview, criminal record 
and integrity checks and a first aid certificate. It has also been suggested that there will be career path 
opportunities to enable police auxiliary officers to become police officers, in the same way that Aboriginal police 
liaison officers were encouraged to become police officers. 

I have questions for the minister about the content of the cross-cultural training that the police auxiliary officers 
will receive, particularly in relation to their work with Aboriginal people held in custody at watch-houses, how 
the content and duration of the training was arrived at, and who will deliver the training. I also want to know 
whether the training requirements for police auxiliary officers have been finalised; and, if so, whether we can see 
a copy of the requirements. Have the other recruitment qualification requirements for police auxiliary officers 
been finalised; and, if so, can we see them? 

The transition process will be similar to that for Aboriginal police liaison officers in 2007. There are currently 
about 65 special constables working at the watch-house, and they have been invited to become police auxiliary 
officers. Those who decline will be able to continue as special constables in their usual roles. No further special 
constables will be recruited for watch-house work; this will be done by police auxiliary officers only. Special 
constables may be used in other roles—for example, cross-border work. This year, 40 new police auxiliary 
officers will be appointed. We were told at the briefing that the budget will cover this. It is anticipated that 150 
more will eventually be appointed. We were also told at the briefing that police auxiliary officers will not be 
moved around the state in the same way that police officers are, and that they will essentially be public servants; 
their award will reflect that status. This will enable recruitment of local people, which is a good initiative. 

With regard to assaults on police auxiliary officers, we were told at the briefing that the recent mandatory 
sentencing laws for assaults on certain public officers will cover police auxiliary officers while they are on duty. 
This was confirmed during debate in the other place. We were also told that the officers will be covered by 
section 318 of the Criminal Code, which relates to serious assaults—for example, an assault on a public officer. 

In respect of accountability, the 1975 Law Reform Commission report recommended that the police 
commissioner be solely empowered to appoint special constables, to delineate their powers and to exercise 
disciplinary authority over them. The report also recommended at paragraph 54 that special constables be 
required to carry their certificate of appointment with them whenever performing their duties, and that the 
commissioner set out details of appointments of special constables yearly in his annual report. Accountability for 
police auxiliary officers is provided in the bill via proposed section 38I. Under that proposed section, police 
auxiliary officers are not members of the police service for the purposes of the Police Act, but other provisions 
make police auxiliary officers subject to the internal disciplinary procedures contained in the Police Act. The 
commissioner, with the approval of the minister, is empowered to make rules, orders and regulations in respect 
of auxiliary officers under the Police Act. Auxiliary officers are also brought within the Police Act’s provisions 
for internal investigation, discipline and appeal. 

Proposed subsections 38G(3) and (4) permit the commissioner to vary or cancel the appointment of a police 
auxiliary officer at any time. Proposed section 38H(2) provides that other written laws referring to police officers 
or members of the police force that do not confer a power, duty, obligation, authorisation, exemption or 
exception are taken to include a police auxiliary officer, unless the provision states otherwise. We were told at 
the briefing that this will ensure that police auxiliary officers will be covered by external investigation 
processes—for example, the Ombudsman and the Corruption and Crime Commission. I have checked both the 
Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971 and the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, and I think this is 
correct. Perhaps the minister could give me a clear indication that police auxiliary officers will be covered under 
those acts and be subject to external investigation processes. 

I foreshadow an amendment standing in my name on the supplementary notice paper to provide that a police 
auxiliary officer must, at the reasonable request of a person, produce evidence of his or her appointment, terms 
and conditions. This is to ensure that members of the public can readily identify auxiliary officers. The 
amendment is based on the wording used for investigation under section 523(5) of the Legal Profession Act 
2008, but for the sake of consistency the penalty has been adjusted to match the penalties contained in the bill. I 
chose this wording because it is the wording with which the then Labor government proposed the removal of the 
penalty. The Greens opposed that proposal and, with the support of the Liberal party, gained that amendment.  

I understand that there is resistance on the part of the government to accepting any amendments to this bill; for 
what reason, I am not quite sure. The pattern that seems to be developing is that no amendments will be 
entertained in this place ever again, and that if something has gone through cabinet, that is it. It makes me think 
that we may as well pack up and go home rather than go to the bother of mounting some good arguments for 
putting checks and balances into legislation, which is the longstanding tradition of this house. This amendment is 
not at odds with the bill. The government has so far resisted any change restricting the commissioner’s wide 
discretion over the role of police auxiliary officers. The government has argued that no-one raised this concern 
when a very similar bill for Aboriginal police liaison officers was passed. However, the situation is different; the 
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role of APLOs already had a 30-year history, was well understood and was, by its nature, fairly constant in its 
aim of improving the cultural competency of the police service. The second reading speech for this bill indicates 
that the role of police auxiliary officers is intended to be flexible depending on the commissioner’s needs at any 
given time. The proposed wording of the amendment does not interfere with this, but simply assists with 
monitoring and accountability. 

I encourage members to consider this amendment when we get to the committee stage. I indicate that the Greens’ 
support for the final passage of this bill is very much contingent on what happens during the committee stage. 
Our concern remains that the appointment of these officers is at the discretion of the commissioner. I know that 
Hon Kate Doust has some amendments in her name on the notice paper designed to ensure that the definition of 
the powers, duties and obligations are prescribed in regulations rather than left entirely to the discretion of the 
police commissioner. The Greens (WA) support those amendments. They will not impede the passage of the bill. 
They mean that the powers, duties and obligations will come before this place and have the scrutiny of 
Parliament. At the very least, that should occur to provide a check on an otherwise very broad power to be given 
to the Commissioner of Police. With those comments, the Greens (WA) support the second reading of the bill.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [9.20 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Police 
Amendment Bill 2009. In doing so, I will restate the opposition’s position, which has already been put on record 
by Hon Kate Doust as our lead speaker on this legislation. We will not be supporting this legislation for two key 
reasons. First, this is not about additional police numbers, but rather substitution. Secondly, the opposition also 
has a range of other issues that cause it considerable concern.  

The notion of police auxiliary officers is nothing new. In fact, many countries have police auxiliary officers. 
They can be found in Canada, Hong Kong, Hungary, Israel and Malaysia—just to name a few places. I was 
having a little chuckle earlier with my parliamentary colleague Hon Ken Travers, because Sweden has the 
Swedish auxiliary police association and they are referred to as the Beredskapspolisföreningen. There are many 
letters in that! There is nothing new about this concept, but what is new here is that the government has gone on 
the public record and promised that it would fund 500 new police officers; however, we find there are only 350 
fully funded police officers, and 150 officers are in fact police auxiliary officers. That is very disappointing. 
What is even more disappointing is that more recent information put out in the public by the Minister for Police 
and the Premier continues to refer to the government funding an additional 500 police officers. That is simply 
not true, and the government should at the very least start changing the language that it uses to reflect the truth. 
The truth is that there are only 350 police officers and there are 150 auxiliary officers. I went back to look at the 
history of this issue and went to the Liberal Party website to look at its 2008 election commitments. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Good website, hey?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It works, and I found the information that I was looking for, so that is the only 
comment I will make on it.  

The commitment was very clear that if elected a Liberal government would recruit an additional 500 police 
officers over five years and an extra 200 specialist officers to further boost police resources. In the preamble to 
the “Liberal Plan for Police”, there was an executive summary followed by a subtitle “Labor’s faults”, and the 
second paragraph of that read that Labor had hoarded a $2 billion surplus but had failed to plan for the future, 
and had therefore made the people of Western Australia feel unsafe in their communities. I had to have a quiet 
chuckle at that allegation against Labor, because here we have a Liberal government that has just passed its first 
15 months in office and instead of having a $1.5 billion surplus, it has a $700 million deficit. I have to also say 
that if I had to make the choice between a government hoarding a $2 billion surplus or having a $700 million 
deficit, I know which I would choose. We are in a far worse state today than we were then. There is no doubt in 
my mind that it all comes down to a question of money.  

The next page of the Liberal Party policy, in heavy font, reads — 

Recruit an additional 500 police officers over five years and an extra 200 specialist officers to 
further boost police resources  

It goes on and says —  

With a growing population and increasing crime rates, more police are needed throughout the state.  

Western Australia needs more police on their feet, in the street.  

I had to have another quiet chuckle there, because they have had theirs cars taken away from them; they have 
had their motorbikes taken away from them, and their mobile phones taken from them so, of course, they are 
going to be walking up and down the street “on their feet”. This must have been a real brainwave by some 
Liberal think tank  
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Hon Simon O’Brien: What do you want them walking on—their knuckles, like you? 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is unparliamentary and I would like the member to withdraw.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Withdraw what?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That. Come on; stand and withdraw it!  

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Are you requiring the member to withdraw that 
remark?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I am, because he implied that I was a Neanderthal woman, and I do not 
like that, and I think he should withdraw it.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Mr Deputy President, I said no such thing. I did not imply that the honourable member 
was a Neanderthal woman. I have nothing against Neanderthal women. I have never met one, and I certainly 
would not presume to compare my good friend opposite with one in case it caused some offence in some quarter. 
But if she is upset about anything that I have said, then, of course, I withdraw, because she is such a sensitive 
creature.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks for that, and I accept the apology.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point that I was making is that police have had a really rough time in the 
past 14 or so months. There is no doubt that their job must be a lot harder without their cars, without their 
motorbikes and without their phones. In respect of what was promised by the Liberal Party prior to the election 
compared with what we have ended up with, I think that people can feel rightly disappointed. I certainly believe 
that the police department can also feel quite cheated, because there is no doubt in my mind that if the 
Commissioner of Police had his way, he would choose to have a further 500 police officers rather than 350 
police officers and 150 auxiliary officers.  

There is also the question of what functions auxiliary officers can perform compared with fully fledged police 
officers. It is a bit like saying that a teacher’s assistant in a primary school can do all the things a fully trained 
teacher can do. The simple fact is that they cannot, and nor should they. What is very worrying about this 
legislation is that we have wrapped up within this amendment bill the power for the commissioner to provide 
additional functions to police officers. In fact, the Commissioner of Police will have the ability to limit the power 
that an auxiliary officer holds; that is, the commissioner will have the power to either increase or decrease the 
powers of an auxiliary police officer. The commissioner can also make a determination about when such powers 
can and should be exercised. He may want auxiliary police officers to have a greater set of powers at certain 
times of the year for certain reasons and then reduce the power that they have at other times in other 
circumstances. I am worried that this is all very loose and that this will be done by an instrument. There is 
certainly the potential for auxiliary officers to not know when these changes will occur. Will the auxiliary 
officers know when their powers have been increased and will they be notified when their powers are decreased? 
With what frequency will these changes occur? With regard to the offences for which some powers may be 
exercised, will the auxiliary police officers have the flexibility to adapt to the range of changes that may be 
forced upon them as a result of the power of the Commissioner of Police to make such determinations, which 
will impact on how the auxiliary officers perform their functions on a day-to-day basis? They are very 
concerning issues. 

This is a matter of economics. That was brought to our attention and became very focused during a hearing of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations on 27 July 2009 when the committee had before 
it the Commissioner of Police. My colleague Hon Ken Travers went out of his way to seek information on the 
question of auxiliary officers. Hon Ken Travers referred to the line item in the budget titled “Changes to the Mix 
of Additional Police Officers and Police Staff”, and said —  

I assume that is the decision to change the additional police officers promised during the election to 
make them now unsworn officers. 

Hon Ken Travers wanted to obtain some background information on that matter. The commissioner advised the 
honourable member — 

They will be sworn officers, but they will be what is called limited function or auxiliary officers. 

Hon Ken Travers then asked — 

In terms of medical benefits and the like, what will be the situation regarding auxiliary officers? Will 
they be the same as sworn, ordinary officers, or will they be treated in a different way? 

The commissioner replied — 
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It is not intended that they act, or they are employed under exactly the same EBA as current police 
officers. 

This was the same question that Hon Kate Doust asked. The commissioner went on to say — 

That is still to be negotiated with the union, the industrial part of it. It is not part of the act itself. 

There certainly are some practicalities that are yet to be determined regarding the creation of these positions. 
Hon Ken Travers then went on to say — 

Hon Ken Travers: He is a good bloke.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He is. Hon Ken Travers said — 

The other thing is, in terms of the line item, it varies over the forward estimates. Can you give me an 
explanation as to why you expect to make more savings in 2011-12 than in 2012-13? 

The commissioner referred that question to Mr Bechelli, the chief financial officer, who explained — 

The actual increases are associated with the change in the mix. Auxiliary police officers would 
obviously be paid at a lower rate than sworn officers. Initially the savings in the front end is—the cost 
to recruit a first-year constable versus the auxiliaries is roughly the same, or would be slightly higher 
for an auxiliary. Then as it moves out in the forward estimates and more numbers of auxiliaries come on 
versus the police officers, then the gap will grow in the out years. So it is just a case of the cost of 
auxiliaries is slightly cheaper in the out years, and as the police officers move through their normal 
incremental ranks, the costs will actually increase in the out years. It is purely and simply due to the 
additional—the change, or more auxiliaries come on versus police officers over that period, as well as 
the differential in salaries. 

The Commissioner of Police said that the key to it is — 

The police officers are subject to a separate promotion system, obviously, so they will get promoted and 
as the years go by they will get more expensive because you are paying them more money; the auxiliary 
officers will stay fairly constant, so then you start to save money in the out years. 

This is all about the economics. This is not about what is good for the state anymore, because what is really good 
for the state is for the government to deliver the 500 officers that were promised during the election campaign. 
We all know that the government has a problem with the state’s finances and that we have a spendthrift 
Treasurer who cannot contain spending. We know also that the honourable Premier has a real problem with 
spending. When he was the Minister for Education, he promised teachers a pay rise that accounted for some 
$100 million without even taking it to cabinet. We know that he is a spendthrift and that there are some very 
serious problems with the budget. This is supposed to be some sort of a halfway house whereby the government 
can be seen to be delivering on an election commitment without really doing so. 

Having done some work in this area, after I had gone through all these things, I thought that perhaps the 
government should have put out a plan A and plan B. Plan A would have been that if the government could 
manage its finances and if it had some money left in the kitty, the public would receive 500 additional police 
officers. Plan B would be that if the government could not manage its finances and mucked up its finances to the 
extent that it caused financial mayhem and could not afford to continue governing the state, the government 
would provide 350 police officers and 150 auxiliary officers. That would have been a much more honest way to 
go about this. In truth, that is exactly what has happened. 

My colleagues have outlined some of their concerns, including Hon Giz Watson, who put on record her concerns 
about this legislation. I have concerns about the integrity of this matter. It certainly is not what people expected. 
The Western Australian public can rightfully feel cheated about what has gone on. I am very satisfied with the 
position that Labor has adopted on this matter because we want to hold the government to its promises. This is 
not what the Liberal Party said it would deliver; it is quite a different beast and it should not be supported in its 
current form.  

We think that this bill is really policing on the cheap. I certainly think that there may be some operational 
problems with the auxiliary officers. I do not believe for a moment that Western Australian taxpayers will be 
getting value for money by the creation of these positions.  

The bill is fairly simple. A large part of it makes a great deal of amendments to a range of other legislation. That 
is the thrust of it. Having made those comments, we will not be supporting the bill. I am quite satisfied that that 
is the case.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [9.41 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Police 
Amendment Bill 2009. I note the comments made by preceding members. I wanted to cover a couple of slightly 
different areas from those that have been covered tonight. I congratulate Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for quoting such 
an interesting matter that arose during a Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations hearing.  
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When I first got a copy of this bill, I found it interesting that we were creating a new form of police officer—
members have gone through that—without describing their functions and how they would be allocated within the 
police service. That was going to be left purely to the Commissioner of Police. I mentioned earlier that we will 
see a couple of themes this week and next week, if we sit next week. We will see a theme of legislation being 
rushed into Parliament. In fairness, this legislation does not fall into that category. We will also see a theme of 
legislation that delegates Parliament’s powers to another group. Over the past eight years that I have been a 
member of this place, and probably even the four years before that, because there was a balance of power in this 
place in which the government did not have a majority, governments tried to delegate legislation to groups 
outside Parliament. It was often resisted by the opposition, which resulted in amendments being made. We do 
not face that situation anymore. We now have a government that has the numbers in this place and a fair degree 
of relatively new backbenchers. Governments find that it takes some time for backbenchers to find their voice 
and start to question the actions of governments. From a government point of view, it is very simple and easy to 
delegate legislation and say, “Trust us; we’ll look after it. You don’t need to worry about the legislation.” In the 
past this chamber has acted as a bit of a protection from governments doing those sorts of things. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Protection against your government—that was why. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the problem that Hon Liz Behjat raises. Everyone’s answer is: “Don’t worry 
because the people in charge today”—it is the Liberal Party today — 

Hon Liz Behjat: Trust us. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Liz Behjat will find out that one day evil Liberals might get into power rather than 
nice Liberals.  

Hon Liz Behjat: There’s no such thing.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We read the papers. We know that members opposite are not one big happy family. One 
day the Minister for Police might not be their friend. It might be an evil person. It might be someone who wants 
to be a totalitarian and start to abuse those powers. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: What about the CFMEU leaving the Labor Party? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Robyn McSweeney is supporting my point; that is, whilst today she might have 
faith and trust in the people in her party, the job of this Parliament is to put in place legislation that will survive 
and provide protections long after she has gone and long after the Leader of the House finishes the second half of 
his parliamentary career.  

In case members have not looked at it, this bill amends a number of pieces of legislation—two in particular. 
Firstly, it amends the Police Act. What date was the Police Act enacted? It was enacted in 1892. Secondly, the 
bill amends the Bail Act of 1982. The existing act—the Police Act—has lasted for over 100 years. It is probably 
one of the few acts still in existence that was passed by Parliament before the Leader of the House even came to 
Parliament. I can proudly say that the Bail Act came in after the Leader of the House came into this place.  

Hon Nick Goiran: It is not unamended.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, it is not unamended, but my point is that legislation has to last forever and be solid 
and sound. Interestingly, a change occurred in 1996 in that for the first time the conservatives lost control of this 
house and the decisions of this house were made by an approach that required negotiation and reaching 
agreement with other parties in the place, whether it was with the Labor Party, the National Party, the Democrats 
or the Greens (WA); that was a change from the old way of doing it. Even prior to that change, members of the 
Liberal Party in the upper house took a fairly strong view about their role as upper house members. They did not 
always rubber-stamp what came through from the government.  

If I can get through the unruly interjections, I will get to my point. This is not one of the most outrageous pieces 
of legislation that is about delegating the powers away from this Parliament. We can have that debate in a little 
while when we get to some of the more outrageous legislation that delegates power. If it passes such legislation, 
this house would fail in its obligations to the people of Western Australia to ensure that legislation is robust and 
that the executive arm of government is held accountable to Parliament. Members in the lower house do not care 
about that sort of stuff because that is where the executive is formed. If they have the numbers there, they will 
exercise them. This place is a little different. Based on the reaction of some government backbenchers tonight—I 
understand it; we have all been through it—they are still beholden to the government and the executive and they 
do not want to challenge it at this stage.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You’re beholden to the unions.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the problem that the minister demonstrates. I am not making that sort of an 
argument. She is demonstrating her lack of ability to comprehend the complexities of the arguments that exist in 
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this place. She can make those cheap shots because my point earlier when I was talking about the Liberal Party 
position was in response to an interjection that basically stated, “Trust us because we’re all nice people today.” 
That may be true. I am sure the Minister for Energy has had a few factional brawls with some of his colleagues 
in the Liberal Party. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is a rule about misleading the house. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! Perhaps we could resume debate on 
the bill.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was about to respond to the interjection from the acting Leader of the House—a very 
good acting Leader of the House in terms of the way he has performed tonight. He is very cooperative.  

I want to turn to the key part of this legislation, which is that it seeks to introduce a new provision for auxiliary 
officers. I agree with my colleagues who stated that the bill just creates the capacity for these auxiliary officers, 
but goes no further. As a Parliament, we get to ask what exactly will be the role of these police officers. How 
will these auxiliary police officers fit within the rest of the system of policing in this state? I must say that when I 
looked at the Police Act, the interesting thing I found is that we already have a provision for special constables in 
this state. The provisions for the terms of the appointment of special constables, I have to acknowledge, are in 
very similar terms, if not identical terms, to those for the appointment of auxiliary officers.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why the change? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the interesting point, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich—why the change? What will be 
different between a special constable appointed under this act and an auxiliary constable appointed under this 
act? I think that is where things become more complex. When we look at the functions of an auxiliary officer 
under clause 10 of this bill, we find that they are very similar to those of special constables. One of the 
interesting things is that in what will become section 38I, “Police auxiliary officers not in the Police Force”, 
there is a similar provision that relates to special constables. I think Aboriginal police liaison officers are also 
included. Where is the significant difference between an auxiliary officer and a police officer? It boils down to 
this: the one significant difference is that the Commissioner of Police will have the powers to remove an 
auxiliary officer under the provisions of the Police Act, whereas, as I understand it, he can remove a special 
constable only as a general member of the public service, and all its procedures have to be followed. I am sure 
members who have been following this debate closely will have looked at the bill and would understand the 
procedures for removing a police officer. I cannot off the top of my head remember the section; I think it is 
section 8, but the precise section does not really matter. But there is an array of procedures that have to be 
followed that are different from those relating to special constables.  

Members could ask: what is the point? What is the problem with that? Obviously, when the police commissioner 
is not in a position to remove an officer from his or her functions, he is going to be far more constrained in the 
way in which he uses those officers. Commissioners often use it to create, effectively, full police officers in 
Western Australia’s border areas. An officer who may be a sworn officer in South Australia or the Northern 
Territory becomes a sworn officer in Western Australia. In that circumstance, if that sworn officer becomes a 
problem, we rely on his being dealt with by his home jurisdiction. That tends to be the major difference between 
what will be an auxiliary officer and a special constable. For the purposes of this bill, if passed into law, both 
will specifically not be members of the police force of Western Australia for the purposes of this act. That 
becomes contradictory in that we are creating police officers who will not be police officers but will be subject to 
removal by the commissioner under the Police Act. That is a very strong limiting power in terms of the control 
that the police commissioner will have over the functions or roles that they will be given. Once this act comes 
into play, we will have no idea what roles and functions each category of officer will carry out. It will simply be 
a matter for the police commissioner to determine. 

Before I go a bit further on that point, I want to turn briefly to the question: what is the problem with that? 
Clause 12 seeks to amend section 3(1) of the Bail Act 1982—a modern act, certainly by the Leader of the 
House’s definition. Who becomes an authorised police officer? At section 3(1) of the Bail Act 1982 we find — 

authorised police officer means a police officer who holds the rank of sergeant, or a higher rank, or is 
for the time being in charge of a police station or lock-up; 

Why do we have to have an authorised police officer under the Bail Act? Again, if we go to the explanatory 
memorandum provided with this bill, we see the main function of an authorised officer under the Police Act. 
Basically, this is about the person in charge of a lockup or a watch-house. The main function is to grant bail in 
specified circumstances contained within the act. One would assume, when reading the existing act, that an 
“authorised officer” holds the rank of sergeant or a higher rank, or is for the time being in charge of a police 
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station. We are talking about a fairly senior and experienced officer being the person that one goes to for that 
function—someone who has been around the traps for a while. Once we amend the act, if this bill is passed, the 
authorised officer will have a far more expanded definition. It will be a person who holds the rank of sergeant or 
a higher rank—we continue to maintain that provision. It will be the police officer who is for the time being in 
charge of a police station—we continue to maintain that part of the old definition. But then we insert new 
paragraph (c)—we are now alphabetising them. We create a new person who can become an authorised police 
officer, and who will be listed under paragraph (c) of the bill — 

whichever of these officers is for the time being in charge of a lock-up — 

(i) a police officer;  

(ii) a special constable appointed under the Police Act 1892 Part III whose powers, duties 
and obligations are or include those of an authorised police officer under this Act;  

(iii) a police auxiliary officer appointed under the Police Act 1892 Part IIIB whose 
powers, duties and obligations are or include those of an authorised police officer 
under this Act; 

So, even though we wanted a very senior and experienced person, police auxiliary officers will now have powers 
to grant bail. That gives us a taste of the way in which this legislation could be used. We have all these 
categories of police officers. As a Parliament, we are going to have no control over it. We are going to give 
auxiliary officers the same functions as senior police officers, but they may not have had the training, they may 
not have the skills and they may not have the experience that is currently expected of those other police officers. 
What are we going to end up with? My colleagues have already pointed out that the first way that this bill will be 
used is to reduce the election commitment of 500 police officers to 350. Are we going to see in the next budget a 
further categorisation to say, “Now we’re going to change these functions, because it is going to save us money, 
and have road traffic police. We’re not going to employ any more full police; we’re now only going to employ 
road traffic police at a lower level”? So the commitment to fund 350 extra police officers is actually diminished 
because, in the next round, we go down. 

Hon Max Trenorden: We learnt that off the member!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Max Trenorden, when have we ever created the role of auxiliary police officers?  

Hon Max Trenorden: We did not get the 500 from you! The Labor Party committed to that two elections in a 
row and never achieved it once!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My God! No wonder they sent you from the other place up here! You did not learn 
anything down there and you have not started to learn anything up here! If Hon Max Trenorden has a look at the 
records, he will see our commitment to increasing police officers and that we delivered on it. This government 
inherited a police service that had over that number of officers. That was during a time when it was extremely 
difficult to recruit. In fact, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia will tell members that 
its greatest concern about the future was the skills shortages in Western Australia. I suspect we will return to a 
phase like that in the not too distant future, whereby people are drawn up into the process. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

RAIL SAFETY BILL 2009 

Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Transport), read a first 
time. 

Second Reading 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Transport) [10.02 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

I am pleased to introduce the Rail Safety Bill 2009. This bill demonstrates the government’s continuing 
commitment to the development in Western Australia of a safe and efficient rail system. The objective of 
developing this bill is to improve current rail safety regulation by providing for the safer operation of railways 
and ensuring greater efficiencies in the rail industry through regulatory harmonisation across jurisdictions. 

This bill is to replace the existing Rail Safety Act 1998. However, in doing so, it is not seen as a significant 
divergence from current practices. Rail safety regulation will continue to be based on a co-regulatory structure, 
with rail organisations being primarily responsible for managing risk, while promoting public confidence. This 
will result in the control of risk by those most capable to do so, and in the most appropriate and cost-effective 
way. 
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Due in part to a number of rail accidents across the country, the Australian Transport Council agreed in 2004 to 
progress the development of model national rail safety regulation. Through consultation with the Australasian 
Railway Association, the Australian Rail, Tram and Bus Industry Union and rail safety regulators across 
jurisdictions, and from the rail industry organisations themselves, model national legislation was developed and 
agreed on by the Australian Transport Council in 2006. 

The Western Australian vote at the Australian Transport Council carried a number of conditions or variations 
that are reflected in this bill. The model national legislation was further supported by the Council of Australian 
Governments. In 2006, COAG agreed that governments will, as a matter of high priority, together explore 
measures to implement a nationally consistent rail safety regulatory framework. 

In December 2008, the Prime Minister and Premiers signed the Intergovernmental Agreement on Federal 
Financial Relations, which identifies arrangements under the National Partnership Agreement to Deliver a 
Seamless National Economy. Under this latter agreement, national rail safety regulation is listed as a 
deregulation priority milestone.  

This bill reflects a number of principles agreed to by Australian Transport Council ministers. The first principle 
is shared responsibility—the people who form the rail safety chain of responsibility share the responsibility for 
safety so far as is reasonably practicable. The second principle is accountability—managing the infrastructure 
and rolling stock risks is the responsibility of the people best able to control that risk. The third principle is 
integrated risk management—if managing risks impacts on other railways or networks, the best practicable rail 
safety outcome should be sought. The fourth principle is transparency and consistency—rail regulatory decision-
making processes should be timely, transparent and nationally consistent. The fifth principle is participation, 
consultation and involvement—because responsibility is shared, so too should participation and involvement in 
the management of the risks. The sixth principle is proportionate, consistent and fair enforcement—enforcement 
proportionate to the seriousness of the non-compliance; a consistent approach maintained for similar situations; 
and compliance and enforcement undertaken with impartiality, balance and integrity. 

The bill enforces accreditation requirements that ensure rail operators have demonstrated the competence and 
capacity to manage risks to safety associated with their railway operations. The general duties for rail operators 
are extended in the chain of responsibility to include, for example, designers, contractors and manufacturers to 
ensure that the safety of railway operations is carried out so far as is reasonably practicable.  

The bill ensures that rail transport operators’ safety management systems are based on industry best practice and 
include consultation with other rail operators, rail safety workers and relevant unions in the development of such 
systems. Occupational health and safety obligations are consistent with the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
1984 to ensure that double jeopardy between the legislation is avoided. When a conflict arises, the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act 1984 will prevail. 

Compliance codes are addressed by the bill allowing certainty for rail operators to be deemed to have complied 
with certain regulatory obligations, in particular smaller organisations to have the flexibility to determine the 
most cost-effective means of doing so. There are also complementary obligations on road managers to develop, 
implement and maintain interface coordination plans for road and rail intersections to improve railway level 
crossing safety. 

Administratively, the bill includes provisions to support independence in rail safety regulation and investigation 
by creating the position of Director Rail Safety under the Public Sector Management Act 1994, who will be the 
Rail Safety Regulator. The Rail Safety Regulator is not subject to direction from the minister or the agency 
director general in respect of the exercise of the Rail Safety Regulator’s powers under the act. The minister can 
direct the agency director general to appoint an independent investigator to investigate a particular rail 
occurrence, but cannot direct how to conduct that investigation or the outcome of the investigation, or direct the 
agency director general to stop an investigation. 

As the safety scheme in the bill is designed to work conjointly with the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
1984, a memorandum of understanding to ensure effective coordination and cooperation between the Office of 
Rail Safety and the Department of Commerce will be developed to address policy matters and the enforcement 
of safety law on railways, tramways and other guided transport systems in this jurisdiction. 

The Office of Rail Safety will operate on a full cost-recovery basis, with the revenue coming from rail safety 
accreditation fees. This regulatory reform in rail safety will result in a small additional cost to the rail industry, 
and so fees will change in line with this increase. 

Development of the rail safety legislation reform started in 2004, and has involved extensive consultations with 
industry, governments and unions, and the assistance of a steering committee established by the Standing 
Committee on Transport and the National Transport Council’s Rail Legislation Advisory Panel. There have been 
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four rounds of public information sessions held in Western Australia on the legislation reform. All rail operators, 
including the smaller tourist and heritage rail operators, were consulted. As I have indicated earlier, the Western 
Australian vote on the model national legislation at the Australian Transport Council was subject to a number of 
conditions, or variations. These conditions include the Western Australian government retaining a number of 
sections from its current Rail Safety Act 1998. To allow public comment on the variations made in this bill, a 
fifth public consultation session was held in June 2009 with the rail industry.  

The most significant variation from the model national legislation is the strengthened independent investigations 
provisions, which reflect current best practice and will provide the ability to gather information on a no-blame 
basis to resolve rail incidents that would otherwise go unresolved. Added to this is the provision for the Rail 
Safety Regulator to direct the installation of safety or protective devices as a result of such an investigation. 
Other variations in the bill include an option for the minister to exempt persons or railways from application of 
the act as exists under current legislation; the assessment of competence of rail safety workers to allow for the 
unique circumstances encountered by the tourism and heritage sector; the temporary closure of railway crossings 
to take a more practical and less regulatory approach to the operational implications of this task; the restoration 
of rail infrastructure or rolling stock to original condition to be an obligation of the Rail Safety Regulator; and 
the periodic returns for rail safety data to allow normalisation of rail safety data. These changes enhance the 
model national legislation to maintain the high standard of rail safety currently employed in Western Australia. 

A number of the provisions in the model national bill are classified as “non-core”, whereby implementation is 
not essential for nationally consistent rail safety outcomes, but these are considered valuable and desirable 
provisions for inclusion in best practice national rail safety legislation. The model national bill also allows for 
local variations, whereby it is expected that certain provisions will be varied to enable conformity with local 
legal requirements and legislative drafting practice. Examples of non-core provisions and local variations in this 
bill include offences by bodies corporate, partnerships, associations and employees; relation to the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act 1984 to enable consistency between the two acts; appointment and designation of the Rail 
Safety Regulator and rail safety officers; interface coordination plans to manage railway crossings to include 
railways that are contained within roadways; and exemption from personal liability for officers acting under the 
act. A detailed report of these variations will be provided to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review. 

The model national legislation is one part of a broader package of reforms that includes model regulations 
covering security and emergency management plans; health and fitness and fatigue management programs; 
testing for drugs and alcohol; and drug and alcohol management programs. It also includes nationally approved 
guidelines to support consistent regulatory practice across jurisdictions on rail safety management systems; 
management of fatigue; compliance and enforcement; accreditation and uniform administration of accreditation; 
and meaning of the duty of “so far as is reasonably practicable”. Implementation of this broader package of 
reforms will be needed to achieve the improvements in regulatory efficiency and effectiveness that will be 
sought once this bill is enacted. 

Arrangements to transition from the current Rail Safety Act 1998 to the new legislation are provided as follows. 
Railway owners and operators are to operate for 12 months under existing arrangements before having to comply 
with the new regime; there will be a period of two years for rail safety workers and contractors to be assessed 
and provided with appropriate identification; and there will be a period of three years for interface sites to be 
identified and appropriate plans drafted and registered. 

The bill makes consequential amendments to the Government Railways Act 1904, the Mines Safety and 
Inspection Act 1994, the Public Transport Authority Act 2003, the Rail Freight System Act 2000, and the 
Railways (Access) Act 1998 to ensure consistency of references to the current Rail Safety Act 1998. 

The Model National Bill Regulatory Impact Statement estimates that improvements in rail safety will yield 
benefits totalling $338 million in net present value terms over 10 years, and that the model national legislation 
will contribute significantly to this improvement. The model national legislation that this bill follows has 
moderated the extreme positions that existed across jurisdictions and industry, resulting in a major cultural 
change towards safety across the Australian railway network. Achieving the more robust co-regulatory outcome 
that Western Australia was seeking, and incorporating extended investigatory powers from the existing Rail 
Safety Act 1998, this bill will deliver a better outcome for safety, efficiency and national consistency of the rail 
industry, and provide greater public confidence in our rail system. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned and bill referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, 
pursuant to standing orders. 
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

On motion without notice by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Transport), resolved —  

That the house at its rising adjourn until 2.00 pm on Wednesday, 25 November 2009. 

Ordinary 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Transport) [10.11 pm]: I move —  

That the house do now adjourn. 

Climate Change — Adjournment Debate 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.11 pm]: I rise tonight to talk further about the issue of 
climate change. I have no doubt that on 11 November all members assembled in this place would have paused at 
11 minutes past 11 o’clock in their busy schedules for one minute of silent remembrance. This one minute a year 
is perhaps the only 60 seconds in which the majority of Australians are united in remembrance of the grievous 
and, in many cases, unnecessary loss of life experienced by our armed forces from Gallipoli in 1915 to Tarin 
Kowt in 2009. We are reminded annually that these 60 seconds are a faint echo of the unity and shared purpose 
experienced by the Australian public in the war from 1914 to 1918 and, most particularly, in the war from 1939 
to 1945. It is no doubt an echo muffled by embellishment, but I think that history demonstrates that in the 
Second World War especially, the vast majority of Australians were prepared to make tremendous sacrifices, to 
adjust their priorities in life and to accept bold, decisive and far-reaching government policy under the 
partnership of Curtin and Chifley. Citizens whose homes lay on each side of the border in that war were equally 
determined to support their country and, most of all, their communities in the face of adversity, hardship and 
danger. I think that because that adversity was tangible and immediate—the troops massing across the English 
Channel, the Volga or the Timor Sea, or the bombers devastating Manchester, Dresden or Tokyo—it was easier 
in a sense for the generation in 1939, which was already hardened by an earlier great financial crisis, to make 
these sacrifices. 

In today’s struggle to mitigate the causes and impacts of dangerous climate change, there is no looming 
monolithic adversary to pin our frustrations and fears upon. I do not make reference to the sacrifices made in the 
Second World War in an idle appeal to historic sentiment; I refer to this period of trauma and sacrifice with the 
following passage in mind from the German Advisory Council on Global Change on the urgency of capping 
global emissions within the next six years to 2015. It states —  

Delaying the peak year — 

For CO2 emissions — 

even further to 2020 could necessitate global emissions reduction rates of up to 9 % per year — i.e. 
reductions on an almost inconceivable scale, entailing technological feats and social sacrifices on a 
scale comparable to those of the Allied mobilization during the Second World War. Whatever the 
details, there is thus no option but to halt the hitherto unabated rise in CO2 emissions as quickly as 
possible … 

The effects of dangerous climate change are already beginning to affect our lives, but in a creeping fashion. A 
particularly deadly bushfire, a drying river system and a displaced island population are dangerous and deadly 
indeed, but are only a taste of what we face if the climate really gets out of control. There are no bombs or 
bullets and there is no Hitler or Tojo to blame it on. Fundamentally, each of us is responsible for this crisis. The 
cumulative effect of our current energy consumption, our transport needs and our luxuries is more than the 
atmosphere can reasonably bear. Our collective refusal to acknowledge this is, I believe, at the core of our 
emasculated response to dangerous climate change. 

As a policymaker, it is easy to find the courage to take action in the face of an enemy nation or a short-term 
natural disaster. The policymaker is almost guaranteed the support of the public, and the cold reality of conflict 
or an emergency situation is generally sufficient to trump the everyday political concerns, other than the 
concerns to get the policy right. It is not so easy to find that courage when the adversary is oneself, one’s 
community, one’s country or, indeed, one’s species. Just as it takes great self-awareness, courage and patience 
for an individual to recognise some unhealthy physiological trait and to take steps to manage or eliminate it, it is 
very difficult for a community to look inwards, to identify practices that are damaging the community’s long-
term prospects and to make changes to mitigate those practices. 

I believe that the causes of climate apathy are manifold and do not exclude corporate or political self-interest, the 
howls of climate sceptics, a lack of widespread understanding of a complex bit of science, and legitimate 
concerns over the impact of current policy. However, I think that the underlying reason for the apathy that mutes 
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this crisis and prevents us as decision makers, as Australians and as humans from taking bold and united action 
to mitigate emissions and from making significant changes or even sacrifices in our lifestyles and priorities in 
order to prevent climate catastrophe is psychological. It is much easier to make those concerns known when 
governments and Parliaments have the courage to take those self-recognising steps and to make those changes 
first—in other words, to lead. 

I urge all members to take those steps in tackling climate change. I urge members to look at how they can make 
effective changes to their own everyday practices. I urge ministers and members to look at how they can assist 
others to make the same changes, be they part of their portfolio or electorate duties. For the sake of our children 
and of future generations, and the viability of the state, the country and the planet, I urge members to lead. 

Brownlie Towers Redevelopment — High Wycombe Seniors’ Accommodation  — Social Housing — 
Adjournment Debate 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [10.21 pm]: I wish to describe to 
the house two projects that I recently visited that demonstrate the government’s commitment to much-needed 
social and affordable housing. The first is a group of seniors’ units I visited yesterday in High Wycombe. There 
are seven units being constructed and they are very impressive. They are two-bedroom units, and I would not 
mind moving into any one of them. The Department of Housing purchased a single house on a large block, but 
the house was of no commercial value and needed demolishing. The land was subdivided to make space for the 
construction of these seven units at a cost of about $1.1 million. The funding came from the federal 
government’s economic stimulus package, and the department has now constructed seven two-bedroom units on 
the site. The project was due for completion in May 2010, but thanks to a concerted effort by BGC Contracting 
Pty Ltd, it has been completed six months ahead of schedule. This will obviously help address the growing need 
for housing for seniors in the area. There are 24 people on the priority list and 26 on the general waitlist, and 
these units are the first seven of the 310 new, affordable dwellings that the government has promised to build in 
the south east metropolitan area at a cost of more than $66 million. Apparently, construction of 54 of those 
dwellings is already underway. This is part and parcel of the government’s commitment to build 20 000 new 
houses by 2020, using funding derived from partnerships with the commonwealth government, shared equity 
loans and high-value housing sales. It is a good example of the way this government takes seriously the need to 
create affordable housing for the homeless and people on modest incomes, such as seniors. It is also one of the 
government’s top priorities.  

I visited the second project last Friday, and it was an absolute eye-opener to me. I do not know how many 
members know what the old Brownlie Towers housing project in Bentley used to be like; I can certainly 
remember what it was like. It was built in 1969 over 61 acres. It was a mixture of high-rise apartments, 
townhouses, semi-detached houses, shops, schools and sporting facilities. At the time it was hailed as a model 
for state housing developments; my memory is one of serious decline and social difficulties in the area. My 
visual memory of it when going to Curtin University is of humungous brown brick towers that were 10 storeys 
high, in which people lived in one-bedroom flats. In my view, they were the opposite of the ideal — 

Hon Ed Dermer: It’s interesting that there was very strong community feeling amongst the tenants, particularly 
when there was the advantage of a very strong accommodation manager in Homeswest. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It actually did not stay like that all the time, but it has been rejuvenated in that way. 

Hon Ed Dermer: There was also a lovely garden between the two towers. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There are 504 units over the 61 acres, and 300 of the units are within the two towers. 
The entire project has gone full circle from boom to bust and back to boom again. I attended a celebratory lunch 
there on Friday to mark the culmination of seven years’ work redeveloping and refurbishing these facilities. The 
two towers have been entirely internally renovated; the renovations include new kitchens, revamped wet areas, 
new floor coverings and improved security. Twenty-five per cent of the units have been redesigned for people 
with disabilities. The exterior has been modernised from daggy 1960s-style brick. I actually drove past it because 
I did not recognise it as Brownlie Towers. There are new lifts, new roofs, new fire detector systems and new car 
parking, at a total cost of $37.8 million. 

There has also been great support from the residents; if members can believe it, they lived in the complex while 
the renovation work was being done, putting up with the noise, dust and vibrations. 

Hon Kate Doust: Some of us have been there a few times. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. I think it is fantastic. The residents all say that the wait was worth it. I visited 
Shirley’s unit. Shirley used to live in a one-bedroom unit. She has now had a doorway cut into the wall 
separating her old unit from the adjoining unit, so she now has a two-bedroom unit. She said that she now feels 
as though she is living in a hotel because she has a view overlooking the city. She has a delightfully improved 
unit that she enjoys. Brian Clarke and other former presidents of the residents’ committee are to be commended 
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for the work they have done in maintaining the morale and commitment of the residents, and keeping them 
happy while the renovations took place. 

I will also mention Sarah, who came to the units from a domestic violence situation. She said that she was 
absolutely freaked out when she first arrived there to find workmen going through the units. She was really 
nervous and anxious about it, but she said that the workmen were very considerate and polite, and in a short time 
she was absolutely comfortable with the workmen moving around the area in which she lived. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What’s your involvement? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member waits a minute, she will find out. 

I would like to acknowledge the work of the Department of Housing team, and particularly Noel Hayward, the 
refurbishment project manager. I would say that he knew every one of the residents by name, their families and 
their circumstances. He was acknowledged by everybody at the celebratory lunch as being a fantastic person to 
have in charge of the project. I also acknowledge the manager of the Bentley office, Barry Smith. It was an 
absolute joy to see how the residents appreciated the efforts of these two people who have worked on the site 
with them for all these years. There is no doubt that Brownlie Towers has been given a new lease on life; the 
residents say that, to some degree, they have, too. Draft concepts have now been prepared for the remainder of 
the units, which will provide a makeover to the rest of the Brownlie precinct. I look forward to what can only be 
a really exciting new phase for this aspect of social housing. If it is managed as well as the two Brownlie Towers 
redevelopments have been managed, it will be a really successful outcome. I congratulate everybody, even the 
previous government on their involvement.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Who did it all!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not in the past 12 months! I congratulate everybody involved for the work they have 
done in producing these rather remarkable redevelopments and refurbishments in social housing.  

Brownlie Towers Redevelopment — Adjournment Debate 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.31 pm]: I cannot help 
myself! I am always pleased to hear people talk about Brownlie Towers, and I know that Hon Ed Dermer has a 
connection with the towers going back 20 years or longer. In fact, there are many residents who still remember 
Hon Ed Dermer’s engagement. I know that I have talked about the Brownlie Towers redevelopment over an 
extended period of time. Let me give Hon Helen Morton the history, because the things she has been talking 
about are not new, including stage 3. Stage 3 has been waiting for eight years to come along. It was interesting to 
sit down with a group of departmental officers a couple of weeks ago and have them tell me about it, and then 
for me to provide them with the history of why it has happened and to ask them why they had not moved it 
along.  

The redevelopment came about because in June 2001 the residents had had enough of suicides, car bombings, 
and enough of the social situation with antisocial behaviour where people would open their doors and get a fist in 
their face. The residents had enough of the drugs and a range of these issues. The residents committee was set 
up, because I set it up. We have people who are still on that committee and who continue to do a fabulous job. 
We set up a community garden. We worked with the local churches. And, over a period of time, we tried to 
resolve the issues. We determined that only people of a certain age would live in the towers. This was not 
something that happened overnight. This meant constant engagement there, constant meetings and the great 
forward thinking of our former Premier, Geoff Gallop, the local member at the time. Geoff was determined that 
we would take this opportunity—we would not bowl it over, as some people wanted—and redevelop it. As 
Hon Ed Dermer said, there was always a great community there.  

I am pleased that the whole thing has come to fruition and to see not only the visual change in those towers, but 
also the change in the attitude and approach of the people living there. It is an awesome outcome. It is not 
something that this government can claim any credit for whatsoever. The work that has been finalised in the past 
few weeks was ticked off and ready to roll out. There is nothing that this government has done in the 12 months 
it has been in office to add value to what is happening in Brownlie Towers. Even stage 2 has been preordained 
since 2001. There has been an extended period of negotiation with the Canning City Council. It is about 
redeveloping that whole precinct—the surrounding precinct and not just the vacant land but also reorganising the 
streets and the housing lots so that there would be a total rejuvenation of this precinct so that it is a liveable and 
affordable place that people want to be part of and so that we can drive out those antisocial problems and people 
want to live in that area.  

I suppose it is the calamity of losing that the new broom comes in and wants to claim credit for everything. It 
does not matter at the end of day, because the only thing that really matters is that those people are living in a 
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safe and secure environment. I do not think the honourable member across the way appreciates the amount of 
work and the level of contact that went into dealing with those people on a day-to-day basis and the types of 
issues that we had to take up for them. The member is right that Brownlie Towers is the only redevelopment 
where the residents had a pick in their colours, their laminates and their floor coverings. That was because we 
said to the department, “We do not want your bland public service grey or beige.” We wanted these people to 
live in a proper environment so that they could have some ownership of where they live and they could take 
pride in where they live, even down to the those colours on the outside. If Hon Helen Morton comes to my 
electorate office, she will see so much Brownlie Towers paraphernalia, and whilst I was not happy with Cec 
Stapleton’s choice of colour initially, I must say that Cec was proved right at the end of the day because it looks 
quite stunning in the landscape, and he has to be commended. Mind you, he did fight tooth and nail over which 
colours would ultimately be chosen for the externals. They have put in new lifts and tried to improve it.  

There are still some ongoing issues and the department has to be diligent and ensure that people are looked after. 
An ongoing problem is that we cannot just put a particular age group in there. We cannot just put all seniors in 
there, unless of course we provide the ancillary services to assist them. The whole driving force about this 
project was to replicate what was happening in some of the other states, particularly in New South Wales, to 
provide safe and secure housing for seniors, but making sure that they had access to all the other services they 
needed. These things must be taken forward. The one thing that this government can do is to ensure that those 
aspects of the redevelopment are finalised. That also includes making sure—I know that this part will happen in 
the redevelopment of stage 2—that people have access to a newer retail precinct or to the medical precinct. All 
of those things are vital for sustaining that community in that environment.  

This is a very important part of the south metro area. I know that Hon Simon O’Brien has been to the towers; he 
has been doorknocking out there at different times for support. I know that because I have seen the surveys he 
has put out. He would acknowledge also that this is a very important part of our electorate. It is a very interesting 
subset, because we can see that all these people have come together from an amazing array of life experiences 
and have worked very hard and overcome some quite interesting divisions at times, and sometimes it has been 
interesting to keep the residents’ committee going because personalities can get in the way. But, overall, the 
changes that have been coming their way, which have caused grief in some cases and lots of complaints about 
noise and dust, have resulted in this fabulous place in which to live.  

I sincerely hope that the second phase continues on. But it is disingenuous that this government seek to claim 
any credit for work that was demonstrated to be clearly, clearly wanted. Geoff Gallop, and Tom Stephens as the 
housing minister of the day, were so determined we would take this new and different approach to rejuvenating a 
very important part of our city, and also look at how to provide that security for people in this situation. We also 
had to make sure that all the families with children were moved out. There were children and babies living on the 
fifth and sixth levels; it was a crazy situation. There have been enormous changes happening there. Part of the 
difficulty is the constant changes in the department, which has meant that they never keep the corporate 
knowledge of the process to get Brownlie Towers from where it was to where it is now.  

Other groups need to be acknowledged, including Canning City Council which has been an absolute champion 
for all this change. I know the former mayor, Mick Lekias, was a very enthusiastic supporter of this change, 
because he knew that unless we changed the environment, not just the physical building environment but also the 
way that community worked together in the towers, we would never resolve the issues that were there.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Have you been briefed on the newest programs to change the street arrangements?  

Hon KATE DOUST: They are not the newest proposals. Those proposals have been around for eight years. 
They have been backwards and forwards between the department and the council, and they have been rebadged. 
I have been briefed, and I think they are fantastic. All I want to know, and have the government assure us, is that 
it will deliver on what has already been in train for eight years. That is not a new proposal. It has been around for 
eight years. It was meant to be moving forward. I think what has happened is that the towers ended up 
consuming a lot more money in their rejuvenation than was planned. Initially, it was about $20 million, which is 
still a big amount of money for that type of change. However, at the end of the day, I dare say it is state of the 
art. We knew that there had been a real change when people started saying that they wanted to live in Brownlie 
Towers. 

Before I finish, about a week ago one of the founding members of the residents committee of Brownlie Towers, 
Mr Stan Owen, passed away. Stan was a lovely fellow. 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Ed Dermer obviously knew him. Stan had been to hospital for surgery and was 
moved to Shenton Park post-surgery. Tragically, he suffered a heart attack. He was a stalwart of the towers. I put 
on the record that I was very pleased to know him. He made a great contribution and was always an active and 
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engaged member of that community. The other residents of the towers are saddened by the loss of Stan and will 
miss him greatly.  

I am pleased that Brownlie Towers has been completed. It is a fantastic place to be. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 10.40 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

ALEXANDER DRIVE TRANSIT STUDY — CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 

1200. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of all contract documents to conduct the Alexander Drive Transit 
Feasibility Study between the State Government and Parsons Brinkerhoff? 

(2) Will the Minister table a copy of the Inception Report and original proposal referred to in the letter 
signed by Mark Burges to Parsons Brinkerhoff dated 9 February 2009? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) No. These documents are commercially sensitive and it is not appropriate to release what the member 
requests. 

(2) [See paper 1567.] 

HOMESWEST PROPERTIES — REGION STATISTICS 

1275. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Housing and Works 

(1) How many Homeswest houses, flats and units (Properties) are there currently in each of the Homeswest 
delineated ‘Regions’ in Western Australia (Regions)? 

(2) In reference to the figures provided under (1), what is the number of Homeswest Properties in each 
Region as a percentage of the total Properties in that Region (Please provide this information on a 
Region by Region basis)? 

(3) What was the number of Homeswest Properties in each Region as a percentage of total Properties in 
that Region in each financial year from and including the 2000-2001 financial year up to and including 
the 2007-2008 financial year (Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(4) What is the predicted number of Homeswest Properties in each Region as a percentage of total 
Properties in that Region in each financial year from and including the 2008-2009 financial year up to 
and including the 2013-2014 financial year (Please provide this information on a Region by Region 
basis)? 

(5) What proportion of Homeswest Properties were subject to the New Living Program in each financial 
year from and including the 2000-2001 financial year up to and including the 2007-2008 financial year 
(Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(6) What proportion of Homeswest Properties in the Regions will be subject to the New Living Program in 
each financial year from and including the 2008-2009 financial year up to and including the 2013-2014 
financial year (Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(7) How many Homeswest Properties were been sold between 1 July 2000 and 11 August 2009 (Please 
provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(8) In reference to the figure provided under (7), what percentage of the Homeswest Properties sold, were 
sold as part of the New Living Program (Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(9) By what percentage has the number of Homeswest Properties decreased solely by reason of being sold 
as part of the New Living Program (Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

(10) How many Homeswest Properties are proposed to be built and tenanted by the end of the 2008-2009 
finanical year (Please provide this information on a Region by Region basis)? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1)-(10)  [See paper 1569.] 

GINGIN MEATWORKS — ODOUR MONITORING TECHNOLOGY 

1284. Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm to the Minister for Environment 

(1) Is it correct that the Department of the Environment and Conservation (DEC) has made comments to 
URS Australia (URSA), which has been engaged by Gingin Meatworks to propose options for 
rectification of odour issues and other matters of concern, regarding not employing electronic odour 
monitoring technologies that will likely influence the URSA decision making process? 
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(2) Is it correct that these comments were made by the DEC to URSA at an early stage of the investigation 
by which time it was known by DEC that the Meatworks’ owner had verbally indicated to the DEC that 
he (the owner) was prepared to trial the electronic odour monitor technology? 

(3) Will the DEC make a clear, written statement enabling URSA to make unfettered, technically 
appropriate decisions on all aspects of their investigation into the Gingin Meatworks issue? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1)-(3) The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) has advised me that it has held two meetings 
with Gingin Meatworks' representatives and its consultant, URS, on 7 and 29 May 2009 to discuss the 
resolution of odour emissions from the meatworks.  

At one of the meetings, the owner of the meatworks indicated to DEC that he was considering trialling a 
particular brand of odour monitoring technology.  

DEC advised the owner that he was free to use this technology, but he would be required to demonstrate 
to DEC that the technology had been scientifically evaluated for use for the designated purpose. 

SYNERGY — AVERAGE RESIDENTIAL ELECTRICITY BILL 

1285. Hon Kate Doust to the Minister for Energy 

What was the average residential electricity bill issued by Synergy in the suburbs of — 

(a) Spencer Park; 
(b) Balcatta; 
(c) Dalyellup; 
(d) High Wycombe; 
(e) Kingsley; 
(f) Clarkson; 
(g) Noranda; 
(h) Yokine; 
(i) Currambine; 
(j) Parkwood; 
(k) Innaloo; 
(l) Huntingdale; 
(m) Ellenbrook; 
(n) Darch; and 
(o) Peppermint Grove? 

for each of the following months — 

(i) August 2008; 
(ii) September 2008; 
(iii) October 2008; 
(iv) November 2008; 
(v) December 2008 
(vi) January 2009; 
(vii) February 2009; 
(viii) March 2009; 
(ix) April 2009; 
(x) May 2009; 
(xi) June 2009; 
(xii) July 2009; 
(xiii) August 2009; and 
(xiv) September 2009? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(a)-(o) [See paper 1568.] 

Please note there are different reasons for bill variations which are not evident in the data such as 
individual consumption habits and the impact of weather conditions. The data is provided on a bi-
monthly basis as Synergy bills residential customers on a bi-monthly basis. Providing data on a monthly 
basis creates distortions to the overall result as in some months only a relatively small number of 
customers are billed. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT UNIT 

1291. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Regional 
Development 

For each Department and Agency within the Minister’s portfolios — 

(1) Does the agency have a complaints management unit? 

(2) If yes to (1), how many complaints have been received by the agency since 23 September 2008? 

(3) What are the categories of complaints received? 

(4) What is the nature of complaints in each category? 

(5) How many of the total complaints fall into each category? 

(6) How many complaints in each category are under investigation by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

Gascoyne Development Commission, Goldfields Esperance Development Commission, Great Southern 
Development Commission, Kimberley Development Commission, Mid West Development Commission, Peel 
Development Commission, South West Development Commission and Wheatbelt Development Commission 

(1) No 

(2)-(6)  Not applicable 

Pilbara Development Commission 

(1) No 

(2)-(5)  Not applicable 

(6) One (Internal) 

LandCorp 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Nil. 

(3)-(6)  Not applicable 

Landgate 

(1) Yes. Landgate has a Service Performance and Feedback Officer within the Customer Service Delivery 
Branch who oversees the Customer Feedback system. 

(2) 719 complaints have been registered in the Feedback system since 23 September 2008 to 29 
October 2009. 

(3) -  Products and Services,  
-  Legislation and Regulation,  
-  Business Decision and 
-  Building and Facilities. 

(4) -  Products and Services complaints related to systems availability and functionality, failure or 
delays of products being delivered, applications, printing problems, data entry errors and 
Website. 

-  Legislation and Regulations complaints related to customers dissatisfaction or lack of 
understanding of the requirements of the applicable legislation relating to their transaction. 

-  Business Decision complaints were in relation to an internal decision relating to the Wellness 
program. 

- Building and Facilities complaints related to issues with the exterior of the building. 

(5) 705 are related to Products and Services, 4 for Legislation and Regulation, 3 for Business Decisions 
and 7 under Buildings and Facilities. 

(6) Nil 

Department of Regional Development and Lands 

(1) No. The Department of Regional Development and Lands (RDL) was established on 1 July 2009. At 
this stage RDL has not established a Complaints Management Unit as functions such as this are 
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currently provided to RDL by the Departments of Local Government and Planning under Service Level 
Agreements. 

(2)-(6)  Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT UNIT 

1292. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Lands 

For each Department and Agency within the Minister’s portfolios — 

(1) Does the agency have a complaints management unit? 

(2) If yes to (1), how many complaints have been received by the agency since 23 September 2008? 

(3) What are the categories of complaints received? 

(4) What is the nature of complaints in each category? 

(5) How many of the total complaints fall into each category? 

(6) How many complaints in each category are under investigation by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1)-(6)  Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 1291. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT UNIT 

1294. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister for Indigenous Affairs 

For each Department and Agency within the Minister’s portfolios — 

(1) Does the agency have a complaints management unit? 

(2) If yes to (1), how many complaints have been received by the agency since 23 September 2008? 

(3) What are the categories of complaints received? 

(4) What is the nature of complaints in each category? 

(5) How many of the total complaints fall into each category? 

(6) How many complaints in each category are under investigation by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Department of Health 

(1)  Yes 

(2) As at 21 October 2009, 541 complaints were received. 

(3)-(5)  Category and nature of complaint and 1 Number listed below; 

17   Assault 2  
2  Conflict of Interest   
2  Corruption   
104  Disciplinary/Performance Issues  
31  Disciplinary/Performance IT  
182  Fraud  
30  Grievance  
49  Misconduct  
9  Misconduct relating to IT   
10  Misuse of drugs and alcohol  
51  Process and Procedures  
1  Sexual   
53  Theft  

1. The category and nature of complaints may change during the course of an investigation. 
2  This relates to allegations of staff on staff assaults or staff on patient assaults and does not include 
patient assaults on staff. 

(6) One 
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Office of Health Review 

(1) Yes 

(2) Nil 

(3)-(6)  Not applicable. 

Nurses and Midwives Board 

(1) The unit responsible for the complaints management is the Professional Governance Unit. 

(2) 96 complaints received since 23 September 2008 to 16 November 2009. 

(3) Two main categories for complaints under the Nurses & Midwives Act 2006 are: 

Disciplinary 
Impairment 

(4) Disciplinary 

Contravening a condition applied to ones registration or practice of nursing or midwifery  

Acted carelessly  

Acted incompetently  

Acted improperly  

Breach the Act  

Failed to comply with an undertaking given to the Board  

Provided service that were excessive, unnecessary or not reasonably necessary for the recipient's 
wellbeing  

That a person has been convicted of an offence the nature of which renders the person unfit to practice 
as a nurse or midwife, as the case may be. 

Impairment 

A person is affected by his/her use of or dependence on alcohol or a drug to such an extent that the 
ability of the person to practice as a nurse or midwife is likely to be affected. 

That a person suffers from an impairment to such as extent that the ability of the person to practice as a 
nurse or midwife is likely to be affected. 

(5) 11 of the 96 complaints were rejected as they were either without substance, vexatious and or frivolous. 

Some complaints had more than one category identified; there is a higher number per category than 
there are total complaints received. 

Disciplinary: 

1  contravening a condition applied to ones registration or practice of nursing or midwifery 

18 acted carelessly 

29 acted incompetently 

60 acted improperly 

2 breach the Act 

Total number of categories covered = 110 for 96 complaints received. 

Impairment  

(Impairment issues noted have all been identified as part of a disciplinary issue): 

10  a person is affected by his/her use of or dependence on alcohol or a drug to such an extent that 
the ability of the person to practice as a nurse or midwife is likely to be affected. 

(6) Eight. 

Department of Indigenous Affairs 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) has the following complaint categories: 

Individual level  
Service level  
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Information level  
Advice level  
Procedure level  
Decision level  
Policy level 

(4) DIA's nature of complaints with each category are: 

Individual level — about a staff member, contractor, consultant or work unit and/or about the 
way a service was delivered.  

Service level — a service that was perceived not to have been delivered appropriately.  

Information level — the provision of incorrect information.  

Advice level — the provision of faulty advice.  

Procedure level — customer concerns about DIA procedures.  

Decision level — customer concerns about decisions made by DIA.  

Policy level — customer considers a DIA or Government policy to be faulty. 

(5) The number of complaints received in each category is not currently maintained. 

(6) Nil. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT UNIT 

1301. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Energy 

For each Department and Agency within the Minister’s portfolios — 

(1) Does the agency have a complaints management unit? 

(2) If yes to (1), how many complaints have been received by the agency since 23 September 2008? 

(3) What are the categories of complaints received? 

(4) What is the nature of complaints in each category? 

(5) How many of the total complaints fall into each category? 

(6) How many complaints in each category are under investigation by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

Office of Energy 

(1) A process and assigned responsibility, yes. A dedicated unit, no. 

(2) Nine. 

(3)-(5) 
 

Categories of Complaints Nature of Complaints Total 
Number 

a) Behaviour (such as being rude or 
aggressive) of energy industry workers (not 
Office of Energy staff). 

Behaviour of electrician (not Office of 
Energy staff). 

1 

b) Quality of good/service provided Synergy's lack of direct debit payment 
scheme. 

1 

c) Delays in providing a good/service  Underground Power Program. 1 

d) Political failure to act  Response to climate change, breach of 
promise in regard to photovoltaic feed-
in tariff. 

3 

e) Cost increases Electricity and gas. 3 

TOTAL   9 

(6) Nil. 
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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CANOLA TRIALS — ALLERGIC REACTION 

1391. Hon Giz Watson to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister for Health 

I refer to the GM canola trials and ask — 

(1) Has the Department researched the risk of allergic reactions in humans linked to — 

(a) GM canola; 

(b) products containing GM canola; and 

(c) plants crossed with GM canola? 

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) when was the research conducted; 

(b) what was the nature of the research; 

(c) what were the results of the research; and 

(d) will the Minister please table the research? 

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

(4) Is the Department aware of any research in this area? 

(5) If yes to (4), what action has it taken? 

(6) Is the Department satisfied with the existing regulation of food labelling in respect of — 

(a) identifying GM content; and 

(b) protecting consumers with allergies to GM foods? 

(7) If no to (6) — 

(a) what input has the Department had, to the Department of Agriculture and Food’s 
interdepartmental committee, to review options for the labelling of genetically modified food 
and initiatives to improve compliance with labelling requirements; 

(b) what if any input has the Department had, to the Food Standards Australia New Zealand food 
labelling review; and 

(c) what if any further action has the Department taken? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) (a)-(c)  No. 

(2) (a)-(d)  Not applicable. 

(3) Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) is responsible for conducting risk and safety 
assessments of food, including Genetically Modified (GM) Food intended for sale in Australia. 

(4) No. 

(5) Not applicable. 

(6) (a)-(b)  Yes. 

(7) (a)-(c) Not applicable. 

PALLIATIVE CARE 

1403. Hon Ed Dermer to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister for Health 

(1) How many Western Australians received palliative care in 2008? 

(2) What is the Minister's best estimate, of how many Western Australians sought palliative care in 2008? 

(3) What is the average period of time, between a Western Australian patient applying for and receiving 
palliative care? 

(4) How many palliative care beds are available in Western Australia? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Currently the information system within the Department of Health only captures palliative care "care 
type" which reflects patients admitted into hospital beds. This does not give a true reflection of the 
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scope of specialist palliative care provided throughout the State. The following patient numbers have 
been collated by obtaining additional data directly from each palliative care service.  

The total number of patients receiving palliative care from specialist palliative care services in Western 
Australia from 1 January to 31 December in 2008 was 8,125.  

Royal Perth Palliative Care Team (PCT): 1084 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital PCT:  896 
Silver Chain Hospice Home Care: 2709 
Fremantle Hospital PCT:  573 
Bethesda Hospital Palliative Care Unit (PCU): 336 
Murdoch Community Hospice: 441 
Peel Community Palliative Care Service:  229 
Kalamunda Hospital PCU: 78 
Albany Palliative Care:  190 
Geraldton Palliative Care:  119 
St John of God Subiaco:  444 
Bunbury St John of God:  156 
Glengarry Private Hospital:  174 
Princess Margaret Hospital: 42 
Hollywood Private Hospital PCU: 479 
Busselton Hospice:  65 
Joondalup Health Campus:  53 
Avon Hospice Service — Northam:  57 

(2) Accurate data on patients who sought palliative care is unavailable. 

(3) Average length of time from referral to receiving care is not available within the public system data 
collection for Western Australia but the national palliative care data (inclusive of the key Western 
Australian palliative care services) shows that 87% of inpatients are seen within 48 hours and 
community patients 62.9%. Silver Chain Hospice Home Care contact all community patients 
within 24 hours of referral.  

(4) There are currently 88 specialist palliative care beds in the State, of which 51 are Public funded beds. 

__________ 

 

 


