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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers. 

BUDGET ARRANGEMENTS — MEDIA COVERAGE 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I remind members that the budget will be presented at two o’clock 
this afternoon. Members’ 90-second statements will occur at 12.20 pm. Questions without notice will be at 12.30 
this afternoon, after which I will leave the chair at one o’clock for the lunch break. I also wish to advise members 
that I have approved the presence of a television camera and photographers at the north door of the chamber at 
2.00 pm to enable coverage of the handing down of the state budget.  

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON AUDIT 
Inquiry into Office of Auditor General and Review of Legislation — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I have received advice from the Joint Standing Committee on Audit 
that it has resolved to commence the following two inquiries — 

(1) the committee will inquire into the budget, organisational structure and resourcing needs of the Office 
of the Auditor General and any matters incidental thereto; and  

(2) the committee will conduct a review of the Auditor General Act 2006 pursuant to section 48 of that act 
and inquire into any matter incidental thereto.  

JOINT PAYROLL TAX WEBSITE 
Statement by Minister for Finance 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Finance) [9.02 am]: On 25 July 2013 commissioners from the 
revenue offices of each Australian state and territory launched a joint payroll tax website. This website 
complements the significant work undertaken by the states and territories over the past six years to harmonise 
payroll tax administration, and illustrates the significant gains already made by the Australian revenue offices. 
The revenue offices applied the following guiding principles throughout the website design process: to promote 
the harmonisation of payroll tax administration across all Australian states and territories; to provide access to all 
harmonised payroll tax documentation, processes, legislation, contacts and education opportunities via a single 
website; and to improve the efficiency of businesses looking to locate information on harmonised payroll tax 
issues and contact details for individual revenue offices. The new website at www.payrolltax.gov.au provides 
easy access to harmonised payroll tax documentation, legislation, state and territory contacts and education 
opportunities. The website comprises a one-stop location for harmonised payroll tax information, payroll tax 
return lodgement and payment portals; information required by an employer registered in multiple jurisdictions 
regarding harmonised payroll tax components; links to specific state and territory revenue office payroll tax 
information; and a uniform presence for all revenue offices’ payroll tax information. 

During the first three days following the launch of the website it was visited by more than 914 unique visitors 
who, in total, accessed nearly 20 000 pages of content and actively remained on the website for an average of 
17 minutes per visit. The website is primarily expected to appeal to people from within Australia. However, to 
this point it has also attracted visitors from 12 countries, including the United Kingdom, the United States of 
America, Singapore and Japan. 
This announcement is an example of a Western Australian agency collaborating across state and territory 
boundaries to reduce red tape for business operators, thereby contributing to the government’s overall objective 
of an efficient and effective public sector. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING — ROYAL INSTITUTE OF BRITISH ARCHITECTS AWARD 
Statement by Minister for Housing 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Housing) [9.06 am]: I rise today to congratulate the 
Department of Housing on winning another prestigious international award. On Thursday, 13 June 2013 the 
Royal Institute of British Architects announced 12 RIBA international awards for architectural excellence. 
Winners include an extraordinary isolated private house in Zimbabwe, a new traditional sook marketplace in 
Abu Dhabi and an Antarctic research station. These awards recognise some of the world’s most imaginative, 
dramatic and environmentally friendly buildings. Amongst this illustrious company is 146 Fitzgerald Street, a 
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social housing development of 49 apartments and two commercial units. According to the president of RIBA, 
Angela Brady — 

The RIBA International Awards set the standard for great architecture … These are projects that 
represent architectural excellence on an international level, projects that go beyond the brief and exceed 
the client’s expectations.  

The complex at 146 Fitzgerald Street is one such project that does exceed expectations. It provides a variety of 
low cost, high quality apartments for a mixture of families, elderly and single/couple occupants. It is ideally 
located for affordable social housing with its close proximity to public transport, local parks and leisure 
facilities, and local shops and services, and it is an easy one kilometre walk to the Perth CBD. 
The development of the Fitzgerald Street complex began with the land being purchased by the Department of 
Housing via the state community housing investment program. The apartments have been designed to respond to 
the conditions of the local climate and are oriented to maximise sustainable living solutions, including passive 
solar heating, cooling, cross-ventilation and day-lighting strategies. The title for the complex of 49 apartments 
and two commercial units has since been transferred to Community Housing Limited under the department’s 
asset transfer project. This will allow CHL to borrow against the asset and build more social and affordable 
housing. CHL itself contributed almost 15 per cent of the project’s funding, and the allocation of the apartments 
under its management is approximately 70 per cent for social housing and 30 per cent for affordable housing. 
This development is more great news for the state affordable housing strategy, which aims to deliver at least 
20 000 homes by 2020, and is a credit to the Department of Housing for seeking to provide first-class solutions 
to affordable housing. 

INFANT HEARING SCREENING 
Grievance 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [9.08 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Health and concerns the 
delay in the introduction of free infant hearing screening for private hospital patients. I will start with a quote by 
the American Nobel laureate and economist James Heckman, who said that all evidence points to early 
intervention as having the highest success rate and therefore the best return for society. This is the economic 
justification for early diagnosis and intervention in our children when health issues occur. The human rights 
justification is even more compelling. In 2007, after a concerned new grandmother alerted me to the lack of 
availability of infant health hearing screening for regional babies, I began my lobbying. Back then we had a very 
unjust screening program, which was available only in metropolitan public hospitals, clearly discriminating 
against babies born in regional Western Australia. At that time only babies born in our private hospitals in 
Bunbury were offered the opportunity to be screened for infant hearing loss, with an assessor visiting the 
hospital to conduct tests for a fee to patients of about $120. While it was disappointing that the private patients 
had to pay, at least they were given the information about the importance of this critical screening and the option 
to have their children screened. Next door in our public hospital, however, parents were unaware of the 
availability or importance of such testing for their newborns. The story was the same throughout regional 
Western Australia. We expect that this meant that almost all babies born in public regional hospitals were falling 
through the cracks. In Perth, however, the tests were being conducted free of charge. It was a prime example of 
the disparity in the health services offered in metropolitan Western Australia compared with regional Western 
Australia.  

I was very pleased that the minister took quick action following the change of government in 2009. The tests 
were then expanded to Bunbury Hospital to ensure that all public patients were covered. These tests continue to 
be offered free of charge today. I understand that these tests will save our government many dollars in the future, 
not to mention the difference they will make in young people’s lives through early detection and the resulting 
intervention. A further inequity of a different kind remained—the system of providing those tests free of charge 
only in public hospitals and discriminating against babies born in private hospitals. This again meant more 
babies slipping through the gaps as some parents were unable to afford the test. I was delighted when the 
Minister for Health, in December 2011, announced that a universal free screening program would finally be 
implemented. This meant that the test would be free, regardless of which hospital babies were born in. This was 
great news and the final piece of the puzzle. I remain disappointed that this final piece has not come to reality, 
and still today, infants born in Bunbury Private Hospital are not offered this free service. In 2012, there were 607 
births at St John of God Hospital Bunbury, yet only 380 of those babies were given an infant hearing test. It is 
scary to think that 37 per cent of babies born last year in private hospitals were not screened simply because of 
the cost. Those who have private health insurance reduce the burden on the health system and should not be 
penalised for that. 

To drive home the importance of this, I point out that congenital hearing loss is not a rarity; it occurs in one or 
two cases per 1 000 babies born. Without early intervention, it can lead to severe and lasting language 
impairment with lifelong consequences in communication, cognition, behaviour, emotional development, 
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educational outcomes and, later, vocational opportunities. The screening in our hospitals can now detect 
problems within a few days of birth and this early diagnosis ensures that the problem can be addressed during the 
first six months of life. This period is critical in the development of speech and language skills. Without newborn 
hearing screening, three-quarters of children with congenital hearing loss are still undiagnosed by 12 months and 
the chance of normal language and cognitive development is greatly diminished. 

Universal newborn hearing screening programs are rapidly becoming the standard of care internationally, with 
programs already implemented or being established in the United Kingdom, most states in the United States as 
well as many other developed countries. We are on the right track, but we need to sort this inequity out as soon 
as possible to ensure that we do not lag behind; if we do not sort it out, the children will suffer. 

I thank the minister for what he has done so far, but the question that remains is: if the decision or commitment 
to provide the free screening for all babies was made in December 2011, why is it still not implemented? When 
can we expect this to be rectified? 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [9.13 am]: I thank the member for raising this issue. It 
has been an ongoing saga. When I was in opposition I did not hear much about this issue. Clearly, the member 
for Bunbury’s lobbying, starting in 2007, had an effect because in the lead-up to the 2008 election, the then 
Minister for Health, Hon Jim McGinty, promised to bring in free newborn hearing tests for all public hospitals. 
Of course, the opposition did what is always done in opposition—we committed to exactly the same program. It 
seemed like a good idea and it is a good idea.  
A hearing screening program for newborn children is critically important. As we heard from the member for 
Bunbury, it is a relatively common problem with profound effects. But if this problem is picked up quickly 
enough, children can have medical intervention that results in a hugely different lifestyle for them. Normally, 
this is a cochlear implant, which allows them to hear and develop words, behavioural patterns and structure 
based on language at a very early age. Once a child has passed those early years of life, trying to get them to that 
same stage is enormously difficult. Most people know that the basics of language are learnt in the first few years 
of life. It is very important. 
The first thing we did on coming to government was to introduce the program. I expected to find some money in 
the budget, since the minister had announced it, but, as sometimes happens to governments that promise things, 
when it gets there it finds the cupboard a bit bare. We had to find that money and put that program in place, 
which we did very successfully. However, the government did not include private hospitals. There was a 
program in place for private hospitals, but there was a charge. The Telethon Speech and Hearing service 
provided, and still provides, a service at a cost of $130 per child and Peel Health Campus had a similar program 
at a cost of $80 per child. I do not think the argument that people who pay private health insurance should not 
have to pay for this screening program because they take pressure off the public health system is a good one. If 
people are paying private health insurance and can afford to do so, incurring a once-in-a-lifetime cost of $80 or 
$100 is not that bad. But the reality is that people were not having their children screened. Only 30 per cent of 
children were having the hearing test.  

The government went back and looked at how it could get the program up and running. As the house heard from 
the member for Bunbury, I made a commitment in 2011 that we would expand the newborn screening hearing 
test to all children born in public and private hospitals. The member has raised the issue that this still has not 
been done and I myself am disappointed that it is still not done. I have been putting pressure on the Department 
of Health, but it has had difficulties in getting a provider that has the capacity to go to all the private hospitals 
and conduct the service. Initially, the government was looking at funding Telethon Speech and Hearing to run 
the program, but it was quite an expensive model. When we went through the program, it did not have the 
capacity to provide the service across the private hospitals in the state.  
The government has again looked at the issue and the Department of Health has come up with two options. First, 
some hospitals that already provide the service at a charge will continue to provide that service, but the 
government will pay. Joondalup Health Campus; St John of God in Subiaco, Murdoch, Geraldton and Bunbury; 
Glengarry Hospital; Mercy Hospital; Attadale Hospital; and Peel Health Campus, which now comes under 
Ramsay Health Care, and presumably will continue the practice, will be funded by the government to conduct 
the hearing test for all newborn children. Second, the government is working, initially with Telethon Speech and 
Hearing, to provide this additional service in other private hospitals. This is being done as a trial; we will get it 
up and running and then tender for the service. It is expected that the organisation that has been doing the service 
would have the best chance of gaining the tender, and Telethon Speech and Hearing has been a great 
organisation in providing the additional service; but the government has to follow normal protocol when this is 
expanded to a full model across the state.  

I am pleased to say the government is bringing this program in and I will go through the timetable. It is being 
called a pilot, even though it is available to all private hospitals. We have gone to all the private hospitals to get 
this program started. On 16 August, grant agreements and funding arrangements will be finalised—this is in just 
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a couple of weeks’ time. On 23 August, the rollout schedule will be confirmed with Telethon Speech and 
Hearing and the metropolitan private hospitals, Peel Health Campus, St John of God Hospital Geraldton and St 
John of God Hospital Bunbury. On 2 September the pilot program will commence in three metropolitan private 
hospitals. On 7 October, the pilot program will commence at the remaining hospitals. Over the next two months 
this program will be fully rolled out. I anticipate that next year the tender for providing the service outside the 
hospitals that choose to provide the service themselves will be announced. The good news is that we have 
reached the stage where almost every child born in this state will have a hearing screening test to make sure 
hearing defects are picked up at birth and managed properly by the health system.  

DISABILITY JUSTICE CENTRES 
Grievance 

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [9.20 am]: My grievance is to the Premier. It relates to the process used to 
choose the sites for the disability justice centres to be located on Altone Road in Kiara and Lord Street in 
Lockridge. I have asked a number of questions of the Premier in this Parliament. The common theme in his 
responses to my questions has been: “You just have to show some compassion for people with disabilities”. The 
Premier has rarely attempted to justify the sites that have been chosen; instead he has claimed that people 
opposed to these justice centres must be hard in their hearts to the plight of the disabled. He has insinuated that 
people opposing the decision the government has made do not care about the disabled. I find that offensive, as 
does the community. No-one disputes the need for disability justice centres. The local and broader community 
and I agree that disability justice centres are, in principle, preferable to general prisons for people with an 
intellectual disability. But I believe the Premier knows that the real question is not whether we need these 
centres. The real questions are: where should they be and do the sites chosen meet the government’s criteria? I 
believe that the Premier in his public comments has avoided answering those two questions of where the 
disability justice centres should be sited; and, importantly, whether the sites chosen meet the government’s own 
criteria. The local residents are upset about the lack of process and they believe the chosen sites do not meet the 
government’s own criteria. 

Following the failed attempts to place the disability justice centres in Herne Hill and Kenwick during the lead-up 
to the last state election, the relevant minister was given 11 sites by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission to consider for these centres. The minister said that the government would assess the sites against 
eight criteria. The eight criteria were given to me in a letter from the Minister for Mental Health. I will not refer 
to them just yet. The minister said in the upper house on 20 June 2013 that the two sites chosen were the only 
sites that met all criteria. Quite frankly, the community finds that statement by the minister to be fanciful.  

Five of the criteria are fairly uncontroversial; they refer to block size, and whether the site is level or close to 
public transport. We do not take issue with those criteria. However, the opposition says that there are three 
criteria that these sites clearly do not meet. The fourth criterion is that these centres should not be in close 
proximity to schools, kindergartens or childcare centres. Presumably that criterion is there because of the 
potential risk these centres pose to children if an inmate were to escape. Why else have that criterion? The Lord 
Street site is just 500 metres from Lockridge Primary School. The Altone Street site is even closer to a school. 
To build the centres the government will have to excise land currently used by the Lockridge Senior High School 
for its farm school. Even when the land has been excised, the second centre will be 800 metres from the main 
buildings of Lockridge Senior High School. The second centre is only about 800 metres from Lockridge Primary 
School; it is right between two of the centres. A third school, Good Shepherd Catholic Primary School, is only 
800 metres from the Altone site in Lockridge. Not one, but three school sites are incredibly close.  

I have heard that the director general of the Disability Services Commission says that everywhere is close to a 
school. That is not true. Many places are much further away from schools. In response to this issue, I have heard 
the Premier say that the government is going to build houses between Lockridge high school and the Altone 
Road site. Building houses between the school and the site will not make the site any further from the Lockridge 
high school. The government’s proposal to build, if you like, a human shield of housing between the Lockridge 
high school site and the Altone Road disability justice centre site goes against the fifth criterion, which says “not 
in residential areas”. Building houses as a buffer between the school and the Altone Road site actually makes 
things worse. Premier, if the government’s criteria are that the centres should not be close to schools and not in 
residential areas, it cannot be said these sites meet the criteria. There are three schools that are close to the sites 
and they are in a suburban area. 

The last criterion that I wish to raise is that the sites are likely to get local government approval. The government 
is so confident that these sites will get local government approval that it has taken the local government, the City 
of Swan, out of the equation completely. There is no way that the City of Swan will approve these two sites in a 
suburban area, close to three schools. The opposition believes that there are three criteria that these sites do not 
meet and therefore they should have been ruled out. If the other sites do not meet the criteria, then the 
government needs to start again. There is no point having criteria if they are going to be ignored. The 
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government leaves itself open to the accusation that it has chosen these sites because they solve a political 
problem for the government, not because the government really cares about the disabled. The government had 
huge problems — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Charming! 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The Premier will get his chance. 

The government had huge problems when it tried to put the centres in Herne Hill and Kenwick before the 
election. It looks to the opposition as if the government has disregarded its own criteria. And worse, because of 
the way the government has dealt with this issue, every time it tries to place a centre to house people with 
disabilities there is a guaranteed community backlash. If there was a proper process and proper criteria people 
would feel much better about it. The opposition asks the government to abide by its own criteria and to rule these 
two centres out and then do it properly, for the benefit of the community and people with disabilities. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [9.27 am]: The member opposite suggested that this government 
does not care about the disabled. This government has an absolutely outstanding record, the strongest record of 
any government in this state’s history, of funding people with a disability. I think that exposes his argument. 

I understand the sensitivity of issues like this when people with an intellectual disability who have committed an 
offence are placed in the community. A significant number of people in our prison system have committed an 
offence, some of them extremely serious offences, and are in detention; however, because of their intellectual 
impairment they are not fit to be tried. Also, many people in our prison systems have committed what most 
people would regard as comparatively minor offences, but they have also been in the prison system, in some 
cases, for many years. I will give some examples. There is the well-known case of Marlon Noble; imprisoned for 
almost 10 years despite never having been convicted. There is a 14-year-old boy with an intellectual disability 
who was coaxed by friends to drive a vehicle; the car rolled and one of the passengers died; and the young boy 
was charged with manslaughter and imprisoned—a 14-year-old intellectually disabled kid. He is now a young 
man and is in the prison system. Another young person who engaged in substance abuse stole an icecream and 
spent eight years in prison. Another person with an intellectual disability and alcohol problems was charged with 
a sexual offence; immediately the antennas go up, a dangerous person. What did he do? He exposed himself and 
urinated in a public place, and because of that he has spent years in prison. A woman with an intellectual 
disability was charged with arson because she was playing with matches and part of the house burnt down—
again, someone with an intellectual disability, not, I would suggest, a danger. At some stage, probably everyone 
in this chamber has played with matches as a child—a dangerous thing to do. Yes, many people have committed 
offences, some of which are extremely serious, and I expect those people to remain in detention for their own 
safety and the safety of the community. Others have committed very minor offences, but because they have not 
been deemed fit for trial, there has been nowhere else for them and they have been in either secure facilities or 
the prison system. That does not reflect a compassionate and caring society.  

In September 2011, this government decided to go down the path of declared places for such mentally impaired 
people—so-called disability justice centres. Any person who goes into one of these centres will first be assessed 
by the Mentally Impaired Accused Review Board. People who have committed serious crimes and who are a 
danger to themselves or others are highly unlikely to go into these centres. We are talking about people who 
have committed comparatively minor offences and have been seen to be safe.  

Each centre will have no more than 10 people within it. They will all be aged 16 years and older. They will 
include both males and females. The centres will be purpose-built and very state-of-the-art security measures 
will be put in place. They will be staffed on a 24-hour basis and if anyone leaves the centre for medical reasons 
or anything else, they will be accompanied and supervised at all times. The centres — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Are you going to tell us how the sites meet the criteria you set down or not?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member has settled in here well, has he not? As the member said, the two centres are 
at Lockridge and Kiara. Last year the City of Swan indicated its support for these centres. One of the criteria is 
that we need large blocks of land. These sites meet that criterion. The siting of the entrance is important. There 
are parking requirements. There will be an appropriate buffer zone between the site and housing. There need to 
be community links and programs in the area. The Lockridge site is already a Disability Services Commission 
property. The existing buildings will be demolished and a new, more secure facility will be built on that site. 
That facility is already used for people with a disability.  

The Kiara site is on a large tract of undeveloped land owned by the WA Planning Commission. It is around 
500 metres from Lockridge Senior High School. This is a related issue: Lockridge Senior High School has a very 
good school farm program and it wants more land to be retained for that. That is something the government is 
willing to entertain and we will talk to the school about that because we appreciate that it is a good program. 
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The security of these centres will be of a high standard. There will be restricted access with only a single point of 
entry and reception area; swipe cards for door access; lockdown capacity; both perimeter and internal fencing; 
motion sensors; highly trained staff and so on.  

Two centres will be built; one will be built first and the other will follow. I am confident that the people who will 
be selected to be housed in these centres and who do not deserve to spend years and years in jail or some other 
facility have the right to have a more normal quality of life in a more community-based setting. Nevertheless, 
they will be in secured premises. We should be trying to do that. I can understand the apprehension of the 
community. Every effort has been made by the government to convince the community that this will be safe and 
every effort will be made to ensure that. I have indicated I am happy to meet with some community 
representatives and that has been arranged. Members opposite claim all these political considerations. The 
previous sites failed because they did not have the necessary planning approvals in place. Members opposite 
make accusations, but I remind them that the Graylands Hospital is in my electorate and there are issues 
occasionally because people wander into houses and backyards. It is in my electorate and the community in my 
electorate accepts that, supports it and helps people in that area. I am sure the member for Bassendean’s 
community will do the same once these facilities are built.  

LIQUID WASTE DISPOSAL — GREAT SOUTHERN 
Grievance 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [9.34 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Environment. Abbott’s Liquid 
Salvage owns and operates a liquid waste disposal treatment plant site in Albany, with a licence to take 
20 000 tonnes of waste a year. The site is a category 61 site as prescribed under the Environmental Protection 
Regulations 1987, and Abbott’s has complied at all times with the conditions of those licence requirements. 
Some of the minimum requirements to meet the licence conditions include: soil to be tested; ponds to be plastic 
lined with a minimum thickness; the disposal facility to be designed and built to handle a once-in-a-hundred-
years storm event; monitoring bores around the site to test for waste leakage into the groundwater; categories of 
waste and the volumes received to be recorded daily, along with the contractor’s name and licence and the 
licence holder’s name; site to be securely locked with 1.2 metre high perimeter fencing so there can be no 
unsupervised access; all stormwater run-off to be contained on site; and no stormwater run-off to enter the 
ponds. Complying with all of the licence conditions and the minimum requirements for the site means Abbott’s 
incurs additional costs to run and maintain the site. This would not be a problem for the business except that 
liquid waste disposal competitors have an unfair advantage by being able to dispose of the waste they collect at 
sites under the control of various local government authorities in the great southern. These council sites are not 
required to be licensed or to meet minimum standards because they are meant to only receive less than 100 
tonnes of waste a year. When Abbott’s Liquid Salvage was required to comply with the Department of 
Environment and Conservation regulations 10 years ago, it was told by the then DEC that these substandard 
council sites would either be brought up to meet the regulation requirements or be closed down. Nothing has 
happened to rectify the situation since then.  
Abbott’s has asked the Department of Environment and Regulation to investigate the dumping of liquid waste by 
its competitors at these sites, but because DER relies on the controlled waste tracking form system to monitor 
disposal, if a tracking form is not opened on its system for a disposal, it cannot carry out any investigation. 
Abbott’s has always run its business in accordance with the Environmental Protection (Controlled Waste) 
Regulations 2004 as the owner–operator of a disposal site, and in accordance with the guidelines contained in the 
controlled waste drivers manual as a liquid waste disposal contractor. DER has been unable or unwilling to take 
action on the following sites. A large volume of oily wastewater was dumped at the Hanrahan Road landfill site 
in Albany. This site is not licensed to accept liquid or tankered waste without the written approval of the CEO of 
the Department of Environment. A complaint was made to DER, but the matter was not fully investigated. The 
Shire of Denmark has a liquid waste site where waste is dumped into a landfill hole. This site was meant to have 
been closed years ago but is still being accessed to dispose of waste. The Shire of Plantagenet site waste is 
discharged into a landfill hole with no pre-treatment and was not registered. DER was made aware of this in 
2008. Since then DER has issued an upgraded licence with a limit of 1 000 tonnes a year and issued a works 
approval to build a new facility, but why was the upgraded licence issued before the new facility was built? The 
shire is still using the old facility even though the upgraded licence stated that the old site must be closed by 
30 June 2013.  
At the Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup site at Broomehill, the waste is discharged into a landfill hole with no 
pre-treatment. It has evidence of oil having been discharged there and any overflow would go into adjoining 
private property. Waste at the Shire of Katanning site is discharged into a landfill hole with no pre-treatment, and 
according to DEC it is not compliant with its licence conditions and has exceeded the limit for volumes received. 
Waste at the Shire of Narrogin site is discharged into a landfill hole with no pre-treatment and it is not compliant 
with its licence conditions. Waste at the Shire of Manjimup site is discharged into a landfill hole with no pre-
treatment. The shire has been told to build a new facility but the old site is still operating. Waste at the Shire of 
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Gnowangerup site is discharged into a landfill hole with no pre-treatment. It is an open access site, with no-one 
knowing who is accessing it. DEC is aware that it has exceeded its volumes and that waste has overflowed. No 
action has been taken to upgrade the site and it continues to take waste.  

Liquid waste disposal contractors operate in a competitive market with low margins, and every operator is 
looking to reduce its costs. In recent years Abbott’s Liquid Salvage has been undercut by other liquid waste 
contractors who are not incurring the same disposal fee costs because they are disposing of their waste at these 
local government authority sites. As a result, these contractors are getting more business and more waste is being 
disposed of at these unmanned or unlocked council sites. 

There is a bad smell about this issue! If these council sites are to continue to accept waste from third party 
contractors outside their areas, those sites must be brought up to the same minimum requirements and comply 
with the same conditions that Abbott’s disposal site has to comply with.  

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [9.40 am]: I thank the member for Albany for 
the grievance. By way of background I should say right at the outset, particularly with Abbotts and some other 
providers, that there have been some ongoing disputes between liquid waste operators in and around the Albany 
region. On 14 January 2013, the then Department of Environment and Conservation received a phone call from 
Mr Abbott, who is the private liquid waste operator in Albany. He seems to have a fantastic facility, which he set 
up to take 20 000 tonnes of liquid waste. When we are talking about liquid waste, we are predominantly talking 
about septic tank waste in and around the great southern area. Obviously, Albany not having an integrated 
sewerage system, I imagine a large chunk of if not the majority of the member for Albany’s constituents rely on 
the septic tank system. Mr Abbott’s complaint at the time was that Great Southern Liquid Waste was dumping its 
liquid waste at the Shire of Gnowangerup’s landfill; however, when the department asked him on what basis he 
had this information, it was actually third-hand knowledge.  

Mr P.B. Watson: So it wasn’t investigated?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: No, it was and I will get to that, but the specific breaches raised with my department were 
effectively hearsay, which then makes it very difficult to follow up on a specific one. But there is a lot we have 
been doing. I should point out that Mr Abbott’s is now the only liquid waste facility in the Albany region that is 
fully compliant since the Water Corporation’s Albany tree-farm facility closed. It is effectively the only one 
there, and providers such as Great Southern Liquid Waste do not have a disposal facility available in Albany for 
their use at this stage.  

As I said right at the beginning, I have been informed that there is ongoing dispute between the operators, and I 
do not believe Abbott’s Liquid Salvage is willing to make its facility available to some of the other operators. 
Therefore, there may be some competitive arguments going the other way on this one, too.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Be careful what you say, minister.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: But I will not get involved in that; I am dealing with what the Department of Environment 
Regulation is doing. 
Mr P.B. Watson: I would be very careful about what you say.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Many of these local government facilities are located at landfills that are substandard; we do 
acknowledge that.  

Mr P.B. Watson: What is going to happen about that, minister?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I am two and a half minutes in! I am quite keen to answer it.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Yes, but I’m quite keen — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, just wait a second. Thank you.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I will clarify the points the member for Albany raised. Many of these facilities are 
substandard and, in many instances, are not licensed to take liquid waste. They are allowed to take some 100 
tonnes or so, but beyond that they are not licensed. As I said earlier, they were not able to follow up on those 
specific instances that were raised with them because there was no evidence. It was a case of third-party 
information that had come through.  
Mr P.B. Watson: Did anyone visit the site?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: The Department of Environment Regulation is taking action to address the issue of liquid 
waste disposal in the area. A number of the smaller rural shires have been accepting liquid waste and I 
understand that many of them have now stopped accepting liquid waste while they move into — 

Mr P.B. Watson: Can I ask a question?  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Go ahead.  
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Mr P.B. Watson: How do they know who is dumping because they’re unlocked; so people can just go and dump 
it? No-one knows it’s in there. So how do you know that they’ve taken action? Because there’s no fence around 
it; it’s just an open pit.  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Dumping is a good point. That is why we are very keen to work with them. If the member 
would let me get through my notes, I can inform him that we are working with the local government shires for 
them to upgrade their facilities so that they are in a position to correctly take liquid waste. I am informed that 
most of those upgrades have substantially commenced. In fact, the majority of local government facilities along 
the south coast region have commenced their upgrades; that is the information I have been given.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I went and had a look and they haven’t.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: If the member wants to come back with more information—he only has a few hours to 
respond. I have also been informed that they will be substantially completed by the end of the year. That is the 
information I have been given at this stage; namely, people are following up on these issues, and obviously 
handling liquid waste in the great southern region is an issue that we need to deal with.  
Mr P.B. Watson: Must have looked at the wrong site!  

Mr A.P. JACOB: It is obviously something that has been going on in this area for a number of years, if not time 
immemorial. We certainly encourage them to upgrade their facilities as they go along. Earlier the member for 
Albany raised the issue of illegal dumping; that is something very foremost in our minds as well when we look at 
this issue. We do not want to completely shut everyone else down in the region because there is a risk that will 
also lead towards encouraging illegal dumping. We are keen to work with them as strongly as we can towards 
upgrading the liquid waste facilities in the local government areas so that they can also be compliant. Hopefully 
we have a very good competitive situation in the Albany region.  
As I have said, currently the local facilities are working through their works approval applications, which will 
allow for facility upgrades. I have been informed that things are in train and are moving quite well. If the 
member for Albany has some further information — 

Mr P.B. Watson: I’ve been to the site, minister, and there’s nothing happening. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: If nothing else, I am informed that they are working through their works approvals.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I will provide you with photos. I’ve got a whole —  
Mr A.P. JACOB: I will be only too happy to receive them; but all I got at a couple of minutes to five yesterday 
was just a headline item. I have gone away and sought information that I could from the department — 
Mr P.B. Watson: That is why we pay you big money, minister!  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, and this is the information I have at this stage on where it is at. If the member wants to 
raise some further concerns, I am only too happy to receive that information to look into it.  
Mr P.B. Watson: I think you’ve been badly briefed. 
Mr A.P. JACOB: I have been informed that those works approval applications with the local facilities, by and 
large, are being worked through at this stage. I have also been informed—we are in August right now—that the 
majority — 
Mr P.B. Watson: There’s a smell in the air!  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, the issue of septics in the area absolutely has to be dealt with. I think some of this 
dispute comes down to historical disputes between some of the operators. So there is some argy-bargy on both 
sides.  
Mr P.B. Watson: I’m not saying that. I am saying you should be concerned about people dumping stuff in areas 
and there’s no record of them doing it. 
The SPEAKER: Anyway, let us carry on, minister. 
Mr A.P. JACOB: As I said, we are very keen to work towards everybody being correctly licensed and correctly 
operating. Standards are always improving in these areas. Historically, people were just dumping liquid waste in 
holes; we are moving towards a system of upgraded standards. That is moving very well. DER is working with 
the operators and I would be happy to further speak with the member for Albany on the issue if he so wishes.   

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1999 — LAND CLEARANCE 
Grievance 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.47 am]: I thank the Minister for Environment for taking my grievance; he has 
some knowledge of this matter. It is not the first time I have grieved in this place about this issue. It is about the 
legislation which, upon my entry into this space, created my involvement with landholders who were being 
entrapped by the clearing legislation, particularly the clearing of revegetation. In fact, it was revegetation that 
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had occurred inside their boundary on their freehold land. There was some confusion in the interpretation of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1999, particularly around section 18 pertaining to re-clearing. There is some 
inconsistency; there are difficulties in interpretation and there is a lack of surety.  

When I grieved to the minister’s predecessor, it potentially involved over 1 000 farmers in Western Australia; 
there was no concept of commonsense offsets. I will give the minister an example. A farmer had about two 
hectares inside his boundary; there was some regrowth vegetation that the sheep and cattle had been into; it was 
degraded; however, in the same paddock he had done significant rehabilitation work to salt-affected land. He had 
planted some 6 000 trees, had done some fencing around those trees and had done significant rehabilitation. 
After cleaning up the scrubby bush that the stock had been into about two to three hectares inside his boundary, 
he was then served with a notice. It is his involvement in that process that has again brought me to the third time 
I have grieved on this issue. I thought it appropriate to make the new Minister for Environment very aware that 
work must be done to make changes to these regulations to improve interpretation, take away the inconsistencies 
and give surety to farmers and landholders.  
My other concern is with the legislation’s implementation. If there is a question of whether clearing or re-
clearing of vegetation has occurred—I will just explain the issue of the 10-year rule—and if vegetation regrows 
inside the boundary of a person’s freehold land, and that revegetation is less than 10 years old, that person does 
not need a permit to clear. If the vegetation is more than 10 years old, a permit is likely required. We had a 
meeting with the previous minister. I invite the new minister to meet with some of the farmers in my electorate 
so that he can become aware of some of the inconsistencies and difficulties with interpretation in this area of the 
legislation. One question that was asked at a meeting of 150 farmers and Minister Marmion was: when is a 
permit required; is this “clearing” or is it just the cleaning up of a bit of old dead bush? Those issues have led to 
significant pain and the entrapment of farmers and landholders.  

The interview process is quite interesting. I was asked to be a witness at one of these interviews. Although all the 
information I have from the agencies is that this is a voluntary process and is not subject to prosecution, the 
interview I saw was almost Gestapo-like. The minister and the new environment regulation body must look at 
some of these implementation processes. That department also needs to do its own due diligence because the 
main trigger to an interview and the question about whether clearing was done within the act and the regulations 
is aerial photography evidence. The rest of it is done not by due diligence of the department, but by putting 
landholders through an interview process that the agency says is voluntary and not subject to prosecution, 
although one landowner in my electorate was asked whether he would like to bring a lawyer. The other thing that 
was made clear to the landholder was that anything he said might be used as evidence in a prosecution. There is 
a need to look at the new environment regulation. I would have liked to see a word other than “regulation” 
used—perhaps “environmental risk management”. I do not want to see Gestapo-like processes continue. I, with 
the Minister for Agriculture and Food, invite the Minister for Environment to Esperance. The minister may 
welcome an excuse to get out of the city and meet some farmers on this very important issue that needs 
addressing by the minister, the department and the new environment regulation authority. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [9.54 am]: I thank the member for Eyre for this 
grievance. He has championed this issue very strongly many times in this place on behalf of his constituents with 
me as the new Minister for Environment and with the previous Minister for Environment, and I congratulate him 
for that. The member’s grievance motion relates to item 14 of regulation 5 of the Environmental Protection 
(Clearing of Native Vegetation) Regulations 2004—specifically the clearing of native vegetation—and much of 
his comment revolved around what is known as the “10-year regrowth provision”. This provision allows for the 
continued use of land that has been lawfully cleared within the previous 10 years for pasture, cultivation or 
forestry, provided that any re-clearing does not exceed the maximum extent to which the land was used in those 
10 years. The exemption does not prevent the use of the land for any of these land uses, provided that the 
clearing is only to the extent necessary to enable the land to be used to the maximum extent it has been used in 
those 10 years. The interpretation of the regrowth provision has certainly been the focus of community 
information and education and, as the member said, has been an area of confusion for local landowners also. I 
recognise that, as has the government — 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Minister, you need to point that out to those farmers, those constituents who argued for that 
10-year provision. Previously the definition for regrowth was two years. I sat around the negotiating table and 
had to accept that it was a 10-year definition. 
MR A.P. JACOB: I am sure we will have discussions on this but, if it is all right, I will address the member for 
Eyre’s grievance. On 22 January, 2013, in response to an earlier grievance raised by the member for Eyre 
regarding the regulation of clearing native vegetation and particularly the regrowth provisions, the government 
arranged a public native vegetation forum in Esperance. This forum was attended by the then Minister for 
Environment—now the Minister for Mines and Petroleum—the member for Eyre, the director general for the 
then Department of Environment and Conservation and other representatives from that department. The topics 
discussed included confusion about legislation, such as the member is raising again. Perhaps we need to look at 
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addressing that matter again if it persists. I should have said right at the outset that we will certainly find the time 
to take the member for Eyre up on his invitation. The discussion also revolved around the department’s 
implementation of the statutory requirements and the impediment to farming operations and reduced 
profitability, which farmers face following a prohibition on clearing vegetation. My commitment to the member 
is that I will stand by the commitments made by my predecessor in this area and that I am only too happy to visit 
and chat about this further. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: I will show you the easement for the eastern boundary of the state barrier fence as well.  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, we will try to roll them in together, unless we can sneak in two visits! 
The Department of Environment Regulation is responsible for investigating reports of alleged unauthorised 
clearing of native vegetation. For the department to initiate a prosecution, a prima facie case must be established 
and the prosecution must be in the public interest. The member referred to the use of aerial photography, which I 
have looked at since coming into this role and have found to be a particularly interesting tool. It is very high-tech 
these days, and I imagine the enforcement capability of aerial photography now is far superior to what was 
available in 2004 when these regulations first came in. 
Mr A.P. Jacob: They still have to do their own due diligence in this area.  
Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes.  
Also, determining the public interest test for a prosecution requires the consideration of a broad range of factors, 
which, when taken together, will determine on balance whether it is appropriate to proceed. These issues, 
including factors that weigh for or against a prosecution, are also contained in the department’s enforcement and 
prosecution policy. In order to establish the fact, the department officers, in accordance with well-established 
education procedures practised by most regulatory agencies, need to interview those potentially involved. This 
picks up on some of the due diligence provisions. They are required to interview those involved in the alleged 
unauthorised clearing. The regulations are clear and the investigation procedures are also standard practice. I 
assure the member that there is absolutely no intent on behalf of the government to entrap farmers.  
Following several reviews and the government’s commitment in its 2013 election campaign to review and 
reform native vegetation clearing elements of the Environmental Protection Act, the government will pursue 
amendments to the act to streamline administrative processes, to improve regulatory effectiveness and to address 
identified shortcomings in legislation in line with the government’s approvals reform agenda. Amendments to 
the Environmental Protection Act are also proposed to provide for fines for the offence of unlawful clearing, 
without the need to attend court. Such amendments will be quite significant for removing what has been seen as 
an element of criminality to this issue. Bringing enforcement more in line with fines enforcement provisions 
when it is required will go a long way to addressing a lot of concerns, and I foreshadow that we will be pursuing 
those. 
In addition to considering amendments to the Environmental Protection Act, the government will be considering 
amendments to the native vegetation clearing regulations. These amendments are with a view to creating a more 
efficient system allowing — 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Weakening the legislation. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells! 
Mr A.P. JACOB: I am happy to address a grievance from the member for Gosnells later but I will address the 
member for Eyre’s grievance now. A fines enforcement model is quite a significant change from requiring a 
person to appear before court, which has an element of criminality to it in this case. I actually think this is a quite 
positive step forward and one that will be very welcome in the member for Eyre’s electorate. 
The government is also committed, member for Eyre, as a matter of priority, to a new biodiversity conservation 
act that will replace the Wildlife Conservation Act. That type of legislation has been talked about in this place 
for decades. I look forward to updating all members on the progress of these proposed amendments in the future. 

INSURANCE COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

PETROLEUM AND GEOTHERMAL ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

Resumed from 7 August. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington) [10.01 am]: Prior to adjournment of the debate yesterday, I was 
making my contribution to the third reading of the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2013. I was talking about the difficulty I was having in obtaining information on the proposed South West 
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CO2 Geosequestration Hub, formerly known as the Collie–South West Hub project, in the Murray–Wellington 
electorate. Having gained some information, I proceeded to inform my constituents who own land in that area I 
mentioned before bounded by Forestry Road, Old Coast Road, Riverdale Road and Government Road. 
Government Road is also known as Eckersley Road. I met with a bunch of people about what I knew of the 
proposed geosequestration project. We held the view that this was probably worth looking at and worth giving a 
fair go to see whether it could benefit the community. It was about then that it changed its name from the Collie 
Hub to the South West Hub, and we were advised that the Lesueur aquifer was being explored. The Lesueur 
aquifer is a saline body that sits about 3 000 metres below the surface in that location. Subsequent drilling and 
testing has shown that the Lesueur aquifer is actually bigger than was first thought, and in fact goes virtually to 
the Darling scarp as far as the ocean and north and south of Coronation Road and Myalup drain. The initial area 
has therefore been expanded significantly and has probably quadrupled in size as far as the saline aquifer is 
concerned. We saw in our community trucks going along the main roads, with drivers wearing seismic 
earphones, running out and conducting certain tests. It was about this time when I was going about the place 
talking to locals who were of the view that the trucks were looking for water or petroleum. Most people were 
unaware of why these contractors were around the place until I was able to inform them. That went without too 
many problems. There was an announcement that a test drill site would be located on a parcel of land on 
Riverdale Road owned by Alcoa for the purposes of conducting a test drill. 

These test drills are conducted by drilling rigs that are used in the oil and petroleum fields. A number of them are 
in Australia and they are mostly American-owned and operated. We now have some Australian-owned 
companies. A drilling rig has just been put together and is operating out of my electorate in Nambeelup. I have 
had an opportunity to look at them firsthand and they are very impressive and technical pieces of equipment. 
They are very interesting from a geological, engineering and scientific perspective. The contractors set up the 
drilling rig, drilled down some 3 000 metres and along the way did some testing of the various layers that exist 
through there. At the same time, a Lesueur consultative committee was put together and I was very fortunate to 
be a member on that committee along with Nola Marino, the federal member, representatives from the Shires of 
Harvey and Waroona and a number of others. The committee gave us an opportunity to ask a bunch of questions 
about how this project would work. Of course, I would like to thank Mike Whitehead as my representative on 
that committee. He asked questions in his capacity as a local environmental scientist who has significant 
knowledge of the hydrology of that area. I believe that he was very helpful to me personally because he asked 
the pertinent questions about how this would work. Rather than going into detail on all the questions that were 
asked, I will summarise by saying that the answers pretty much came back that the contractors had a rough idea 
of how they would go about this project, but many questions that were asked were unable to be answered until 
they had completed further testing. 

One of the pertinent questions, I believe, was about the potential cost of injecting one tonne of carbon into the 
Lesueur aquifer and how much carbon would be required to do so. At this time the answer on the ratio varies 
from between three to one and one to one. It almost brings into question whether capturing CO2 in the ground is 
unprofitable, particularly when it has to be piped over vast distances. Where this occurs in other parts of the 
world, it is captured at its point of injection. In the North Sea and the north west of the United States, the carbon 
is captured from the processing of petroleum industries and injected back in. It is a similar process to that which 
will happen at Barrow Island. I therefore share the member for Cannington’s view about the South West Hub. I 
doubt very much whether this Lesueur aquifer project, even if it is suitable for an injection point, will go ahead 
simply from the financial perspective. 

From a taxpayers’ perspective, I have some difficulty understanding why this South West Hub project is 
continuing. The federal government stumped up $52 million of the Gillard government’s carbon tax money and, 
surprisingly, the Western Australian Department of Mines and Petroleum jumped on board, ran with it and is 
spending the federal government’s money. I can understand that when someone comes along with $52 million 
for a project, a lot of scientists and academics, who from time to time are starved of plying their trade, start to 
salivate and get very excited about the prospects of doing some scientific research. Already about half of the 
$52 million has been expended on the injection and the drilling that was conducted and other works that have 
been done. It has already become clear to people on the consultative committee that the prospects of the South 
West Hub being a viable option is lost. On that basis, I have some difficulty in allowing another $20 million-odd 
of taxpayers’ money to be wasted in that fashion just so that scientists can say yes or no to whether it is 
scientifically possible to do this. I am sure it is scientifically possible to do it, but whether it is scientifically 
possible and viable and morally acceptable is a whole different question. Although I am confident that this 
project will not go ahead, it does concern me that some $20 million-odd has been wasted on it. In the meantime, 
keeping the locals up to date with this information was going along quite nicely. There was not too much 
pushback from the community about it until about six weeks before the state election when the department made 
a decision. Usually the only way we find out about these decisions is when we read about them in the press or 
watch the Channel Seven news and see ministers on the television make some sort of announcement. Again, as a 
local member I find it very disconcerting when we find out things from the press that will be occurring in our 
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electorates from the press. That is what occurred in this instance. Six weeks out from the state election a notice 
went out to a bunch of landowners in my electorate saying, “We wish to come upon your land and start doing 
seismic work.” That includes cutting fences. The farmers would be disrupted in their operations. As members 
can appreciate, many of these properties that we are talking about are irrigated farmland properties that are 
sodden and obviously valuable for pasture and the like. If we interfere with the pasture growth, we have a 
problem supplying food, which is a cost to farmers. Many farmers were not very comfortable about receiving 
that notice and declined the offer to allow people to come onto their property.  

A company called GHD was engaged by the department to talk to the farmers about allowing access to various 
properties. Although I was not present during any of those discussions, it was relayed to me on more than three 
occasions by farmers or landowners that the tactics of these particular individuals were less than agreeable; in 
fact bullyboy tactics. In one case I was told that if a farmer failed to allow access to his property, an application 
to the court would be made and GHD would gain access to the property whether or not the farmer liked it. 
Reluctantly, one of these farmers signed a piece of paper on the false pretence that this would occur. GHD was 
applying the provisions of the petroleum and geothermal bill prior to it having been passed in Parliament; 
therefore, it was operating outside the provisions of the protection afforded by such legislation that we are 
dealing with today. When we debated clauses 11, 14, 18 and so on in this house—the clauses that relate to access 
to properties—I had grave doubts that there would be any veto right by a landowner. We heard the minister say 
that there has to be some sort of consultation. That is provided for in this bill. If agreement cannot be sought, the 
minister can apply to the court to have a declaration made so that people can access properties. There is no 
mention of fair compensation in this legislation or something that would be in the interest of the landowners 
when their operations are disrupted. I hope that will be addressed when we deal with some legislation in this 
place on the rights of property owners; that is, the taking of land under a fair and just compensation regime. I 
look forward to that.  

In the meantime, the notice that was put out just prior to the election earlier this year caused a lot of disharmony 
amongst landowners. They contacted my office and asked a range of questions. In particular, they asked whether 
people could come onto their land without their say so. I informed them that if these people were to present, the 
landowners should let me know and I would contact Harvey police and ask Sergeant Morley to go around and 
escort these people off their property. This situation, without the protection of some legislation, has resulted in 
the erosion of farmers’ rights in Western Australia. A 2005 report was tabled by Hon Barry House in the 
Legislative Council that detailed the issue of the rights of property owners. In excess of 100, approaching 200, 
pieces of legislation in Western Australia either indirectly or directly affects the rights of landowners. During the 
grievance debate earlier today we heard about the issues relating to the Conservation and Land Management Act. 
That is one of many acts that impact upon the freehold rights of property owners.  

A number of meetings have been held to try to engage the community. I think the whole process was flawed in 
many respects because the community was never informed from day one. Much of the information that it 
received in the initial stages was provided by me. I had to run around and try to access as much information as 
possible to keep it informed. A number of forums have been held since then. I attended one in particular at the 
Harvey Recreation and Cultural Centre. Officers from the Department of Mines and Petroleum did a fantastic job 
explaining what they proposed to do. It was attended by a number of local farmers. That is the sort of 
engagement that should have occurred in the first instance prior to going down this path. This legislation is 
putting the cart before the horse. The government has gone into the South West Hub project without any real 
authority other than what we heard from the minister about the provisions of the Mining Act. I did not want to 
tease out what that may or may not mean. I do not know that we are mining anything. Exploration of the Lesueur 
aquifer is being conducted. I am not sure whether there is a deposit of anything with minerals in it, other than salt 
perhaps. As we know, the Lesueur aquifer is a hypersaline water body that sits below the Leederville aquifer. It 
is of major concern to our local farmers. When we pressurise the Lesueur aquifer, there is concern in the 
community that the saline water could potentially be forced into the fresh water of the Leederville aquifer that 
sits above it. After a test drill, we were able to glean that the Leederville aquifer is 350 parts per million. I am not 
sure whether the Minister for Water is aware that a body of very good water is available; 350 parts per million is 
a very good source of water. Anything south of 1 000 parts per million is regarded as potable. The member for 
Collie–Preston may be able to help me out here. I think Wellington Dam is sitting at about 915 parts per million 
these days, having been a bit higher than that. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It fluctuates between 1 100 and 1 900.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: That is in the range. We have an aquifer that is 350 parts per million, which is almost 
better than rainwater. That is the water that the farmers use for growing vegetables. I have been down that strip 
recently talking to Michael and David Patane, Sonia and Joe Castro, Larry and Jamie Maiolo and the Galati 
boys—the Spudshed boys—who have vast tracts of land on Finn Road and Forestry Road in Myalup. They 
pump water from that very same aquifer for their vegetable gardens that supply us with food. Myalup pines run 
through the middle of this. The former Minister for Water was subject to a grievance from me about the dumping 
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of waste material in the pines. The night soil was taken from the Binningup and Waterman recycling plant to the 
forest and thrown around the place in order to fertilise the pines. There seems to be duplicity here; that is, they 
go crook about farmers injecting nitrogen on farmland and the use of fertilisers on vegetable patches but they 
seem to be able to throw the night soil around the forest with gay abandon. I find that interesting when the 
various authorities are keeping a very close eye on various growers in that area.  

In the meantime, as I mentioned before, in the scheme of things, the prospect of geosequestration is new 
technology. It is a technology borne out of the petroleum industry. The notion of pumping materials underground 
came about with Halliburton in the United States about 1950 when it was pumping materials into the ground. It 
realised that once it did that, it could cause some splintering of the subsurface that causes the gas to escape. We 
now know this is a way of harvesting natural gas from the ground, called fracking, which in itself is somewhat 
controversial on the east coast and elsewhere in certain parts of the world. Geosequestration is not fracking, but 
it belongs to the same family of technology whereby a liquid material is pumped into the ground. With this 
method, when CO2 is compressed, it goes into the ground. We understand that in Warrnambool, Victoria, CO2 is 
being pumped into the ground as a liquid, not as a gas; it is called super critical. Other members in this house 
might have better knowledge than I have about what super critical means. It is neither a gas nor a liquid; it is 
somewhere in between. In Warrnambool, it is pumped into two wells, one of 200 metres and the other of about 
1 500 metres, nowhere near the depth this state potentially will be looking to pump in Harvey. In Victoria, it is 
not being pumped into a saline aquifer; it is being pumped into a freshwater body. The potential for 
contamination from salt water there is not the same as what could happen here. I suppose that is the crux of my 
constituents’ concerns. Should there be pressure in the hypersaline aquifer, it could easily push through a fissure, 
a hole or a breach into the fresh water and contaminate it. What chance will farmers down there trying to go 
about their business have of proving that the CO2 being injected into their land is caused by this project? Unless 
they have significant resources available to them that could potentially prove this case, I do not think they would 
have a legal leg to stand on. They would certainly need significant resources to enable them to prove that in a 
prolonged court case, and that could virtually cause the ruination of many good farmers in that part of the world.  
I will be watching the development of this. I am still gobsmacked at the manner in which the state has jumped 
into bed, if we like, with the federal government on this issue. Whilst I acknowledge that geosequestration may 
have a place and potentially could assist us with reducing greenhouse gas emissions, I am not sure that it will be 
very well received if it is ever attempted in my part of the world—and not because we are suffering from a 
nimby crisis. There is too much potential for damage to be done to an iconic industry in that part of the world. 
Harvey Fresh and Harvey Beef Western Australia and all our market gardeners thrive on providing a brand of 
fresh and quality food to the people of Western Australia.  

I am of the view that this Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 has been drafted 
very sloppily, if that is a word. I do not believe that it has been handled particularly well. In retrospect, I believe 
this should have been a stand-alone bill. It should have come to this place unencumbered and not be providing 
the same assistance that was provided to the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967. I think it 
should have stood alone and been subject to discussion based on its own merits. I was unable to persuade the 
minister to change a couple of clauses that I found offensive. I will not support this legislation if it comes to a 
vote. I will stand on the side benches because I cannot and I will not support any legislation that will impact on 
the rights of my landowners.  

I could say much more on this bill, but I do not think there is any particular point in flogging a dead horse, 
because, obviously, there is a certain belligerence attached to wanting to pass this bill, and it is supported by the 
other side. I am unable to direct some reasonable outcome on this. I want to thank the people who contacted my 
office and have supported me on this. I will continue to fight on behalf of the constituents of Murray–
Wellington. 
MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [10.26 am]: I rise to strongly support the bill, having been involved with 
the South West Hub procedure since the beginning. In fact, I chaired a committee that started the process of 
geosequestration trials in the south west. As has been mentioned, the idea of geosequestration has been around 
for many years, and this bill covers both the oil industry and the geothermal model. My particular interest has 
certainly been in the South West Hub and in trying to help the coal industry into the future. In doing that, when 
the coal futures committee first heard about geosequestration, we started to make some inquiries, which led us to 
discover that some people elsewhere in Australia and the rest of the world were much further forward than we 
were even thinking of. Following that, we went to a couple of meetings on the east coast. The Queenslanders 
were very keen and very bullish about what they were going to do. Then we found out that some bore holes had 
been drilled in the south west of Western Australia that had identified an anomaly in the earth’s surface—
something similar to a bubble—that could be quite possibly used by industry in the south west for 
geosequestration.  
With that in mind, with our federal colleagues, I started to work quite a lot harder. Then I took a delegation to 
Otway, which is just outside Warrnambool and was mentioned in the member for Murray–Wellington’s speech. 
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The people there had been working on how to put CO2 back into the strata, but, as the member for Murray–
Wellington said, to nowhere near the depth we were considering drilling in the south west. After we came back 
to WA, I was amazed at the change of views of people who had come with me, who, in the main, had been anti 
this idea. When we were in the bus looking for the site, we expected to see a huge facility, but there was a small 
compressor, a donga and a few pipes, and many miles of cabling, which were being used to analyse what was 
happening under the earth’s surface. Where did the CO2 come from? It was naturally occurring on one side of 
the fault in the earth’s surface. It was collected on one side, compressed and driven down the other. All these 
stainless steel cables were monitoring what was happening underneath. Everything was working to the computer 
modelling, which surprised some people to a degree because they thought there would be some difference 
between the computer modelling and reality. But that was not the case; it was working exactly as expected.  

What is not understood, I think, by many, is that once the CO2 is injected into the ground and interacts with salt 
water, over time it migrates. That is very similar to bubbles in water or different levels of salt water within a 
freshwater body in that it stays together and moves across. In this interaction, the CO2 becomes heavier and 
starts to drop and turns to carbon calcinate. Carbon calcinate being a very close relative of limestone, the CO2 
becomes a solid. So the view that an earthquake will let all the CO2 out again and therefore geosequestration is a 
waste of time is certainly wrong. I do not think we have to worry about the idea of an earthquake cracking the 
earth’s surface four kilometres down; we would be vaporised so we would not have to worry about that! 

Certainly, we need legislation to make sure that we do not have the issues of the past when people took shortcuts 
and took it on themselves to proceed without knowing the exact science of what they were doing, so we then had 
problems in the future. That is why this legislation is very important for not only the South West Hub that I am 
talking about, but also the gas and oil industries and others. Industry itself welcomes this legislation.  

But another point is missed: if we are able to prove the science and capture the CO2, what a great Western 
Australia we could have in that we would not be contributing to the release of CO2 into the earth’s atmosphere. 
In real terms, in the figures and the facts, not a great deal would change around the world, but we would be one 
of the clean, green areas of the world, which would attract investment into all sorts of jobs. The member for 
Murray–Wellington has now left the chamber, but one of the big issues in his region is the emissions from 
Alcoa. If we were able to harness the CO2 part of those emissions and store it, it would be a great move forward 
for that region. That is just Alcoa alone, which is one of the member for Murray–Wellington’s sorest points. 
Having been a member for that area previously, I know exactly what the member for Murray–Wellington puts up 
with in that area. Further, look at the coal industry, which has a very dark name about emissions. If we were able 
to trap that CO2 and use it, coal, of which the world has ample, would probably have another 500 years of 
supplying energy to the world. I think it would be very, very good for Western Australia and Australia generally 
to be on the front foot and be a leader in the use of this technology.  

Some concerns I have heard expressed in this chamber about the process certainly have not been about the 
process itself. Some farmers from the Harvey area rang me with complaints, but their complaints are far removed 
from geosequestration; their complaints are about access to their properties more than anything, and I can 
understand that. But when we look at it, we see that Western Power contractors who look after the lines have 
rights to go through farmers’ properties. It may be another area, but farmers’ rights about who comes on their 
property, and when and how they do it, should be looked at a bit more closely. However, that is certainly not to 
be mixed up with the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2013; it is an entirely 
different issue. It has been an ongoing source of contention probably since the 1800s, especially given some of 
the early title rights. People did not like prospectors coming through their land, even with a pick and shovel. 
There was the old adage that we had one chain either side of a river so that people could travel through farms 
with the right to camp on those riverbanks because they had rights to access the water. Those sorts of things are 
still there, but it does not help these farmers if they get up one morning and see a truck going across the middle 
of their paddock that they have just laser levelled to put in a crop, but the people driving the truck were ignorant 
of that fact. I hope that does not happen. Farmers are concerned about their rights in that regard. However, when 
I explained to them the process of geosequestration, they started to change their view.  

We need to look at what CO2 is in our daily lives. It is a major part of the make-up of our atmosphere and a 
major part of our diet. When they open a can of Coke, many people in this place would wonder where the fizz 
comes from. CO2 is used for that. I think in WA it is taken out at Kwinana. Coke buy it from there and puts it 
through its factory. I think it is at the Wesfarmers processing gas plant, so Coke picks it up from there and uses 
it. However, CO2 can be stored—and stored in different ways. This is just another way of storing it away from 
the earth’s atmosphere, and in real terms it puts it back where it once came from. CO2 comes from coal and 
volcanoes, and that is where it will be put back. Therefore, I do not see the problems with the process that some 
other people see. Leakage between aquifers is one concern. There is a huge amount of strata of varying sorts in 
the four-kilometre depth of those aquifers. Just off the top of my head—I could be not far out—I think there are 
four seams of coal where the aquifer has been drilled at Harvey. When CO2 hits coal, it swells up so it is not able 
to go through the coal bands, let alone the stone bands that block it and are unable to absorb CO2, such as the 
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sandstone where the CO2 will be pumped. A lot of furphies have been put out, I believe, in this place. I did not 
hear any grizzles about water bores that go into aquifers, such as the test bores that were not lined at the time and 
go between many aquifers. I think one of the bores at Harvey is about 1 500 metres and goes through quite a few 
levels, including the Leederville aquifer. I think that borehole goes through three aquifers. But I do not hear 
farmers grizzle about that because they are the end users. They cannot have it both ways; they must think about it 
in the long term. One lady, a property owner in the Yarloop area, rang me and she was very irate, to say the least. 
I was holding the phone at quite some distance while she gave me a fair earhole bake! I said, “Okay; as you’re 
concerned about the environment that you’re in, so am I. What about the methane that comes from cows?” The 
conversation did not go any further other than she slammed down the phone.  

We need to deal with issues from both sides and to look at them in a global sense, not just the one part that 
affects us because it is directly there. Think about the south west as it is at the moment and its future. There are 
not many jobs there at this time and no major projects are on the way. But if we were to have carbon capture and 
storage, I am sure that that would change. It would give people much-needed jobs and provide security to areas 
such as the Alcoa operation and the coal industry. Most people know my background in the coal industry. The 
coal industry has taken a fair whacking about its contribution to climate change. Some people believe that it is a 
very dirty industry, but it has cleaned its act up over time. If the coal industry were able to have a level playing 
field with all other industries, the growth that could come from that would be tremendous. It would be great to 
see some of that growth in mining, manufacturing or processing—in any of those things that we desperately need 
in the south west. I do not know all the facts and figures about fly in, fly out, but I do know that many people 
from Collie, Busselton, Bunbury, Dalyellup and Eaton are on fly in, fly out. If we do not find some industry for 
them when those contracts finish, we will have a big problem in the south west. I believe this legislation will 
encourage the companies to get on board and provide some funding; this would go with federal government 
funding, which I believe at this stage is at the $55 million mark. I am very hopeful that if a Labor government is 
elected at the federal election, further funding will be made available. Working towards that, we need this 
legislation. We talk about the funding side of it, but there is a very, very large cost involved in putting a well 
down nearly four kilometres. This is not going to be a matter of just putting in another well; an analysis will be 
done of whether there is a future there and whether we can keep moving forward. All that is being done. All we 
need in the future is to say yes; then we need some funding.  

We need to support this legislation. I understand the farmers’ fears about an invasion of their property rights. 
One of the big dairy owners down there said that he cannot just drive onto somebody else’s property. After we 
spoke for a while, I asked him what was really the problem, and it was about property rights on the surface. The 
other side of it is that if gold or diamonds had been found there, would they be grizzling about that if they were 
getting a sling off the back of the gold or diamonds and were able to work through the property rights issues and 
get an income from that, which I would not blame them for? That is the difference that I see. Again, this is a very 
important step forward in carbon stripping, capture and storage, and I strongly support this bill.  

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [10.41 am] — in reply: I know that 
members are rushing in to get onto the next bill, so I will not be too long. I thank all members for their 
contributions to this debate, the majority of which were in support of the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy 
Legislation Amendment Bill. I particularly thank the member for Collie–Preston, who made an excellent 
contribution to the third reading that pretty well summed up why the bill is important. If people are reading the 
Hansard in the future, I might just refer them to the member for Collie–Preston’s contribution to the third 
reading debate, because I do not think I could deliver it better myself. I acknowledge all those who spoke on the 
bill. I thank my ministerial staff who have been involved with the bill and the staff from the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum who have been working on this legislation for some years.  
I think the methodology of using the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act to cover the area of 
geosequestration of greenhouse gases was an elegant solution. Most of the activities and processes involved in 
geosequestration are almost identical to those for petroleum and geothermal energy, so it is an elegant solution. I 
think it was better to do that than to bring in a separate bill, because it would have been quite complicated to go 
through and explain the processes of geosequestration in new legislation; I think we would have been here for 
many weeks. The current process, which, indeed, was adopted by the commonwealth, was a good way to go.  

I was not going to speak much longer, but I must acknowledge some of the very good points made by the 
member for Collie–Preston in the third reading that were not raised during the rest of the debate on the bill. He 
made a very good point about drilling aquifers with less casing and security around the lining of the casing right 
through the aquifers. Any petroleum, geothermal or, indeed, geosequestration drilling will have very high-tech 
and very safe and secure casings—the member for Collie–Preston has probably seen the casings that are used. 
That was a very good point. Another good point was raised in the third reading debate by the member for 
Cannington. He talked about liability, which has been a particularly interesting aspect of the bill. How do we 
cover liability for something that could occur 70 or 100 years in the future? The point raised by the member for 
Cannington, which was a new point, was the possibility of having a future-type fund that the geosequestration 
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operators would pay into. With a future fund, not too much needs to be put in for it to be worth many billions of 
dollars over a period of 70 or 80 years. Under the mining rehabilitation fund that we have just brought in, people 
can relinquish bonds for mining. That is a similar sort of process. We are looking at the possibility of having a 
similar sort of fund for the petroleum and geothermal industry, which would also roll in with geosequestration. 
The point made by the member for Cannington is something that we are looking at anyway. I commend the bill 
to the house and thank all members for their contributions.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

DOG AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 June. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [10.46 am]: I rise to make some comments during the second reading 
phase of the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. During my speech I will go through a range of issues relating to the 
intent of the amendment bill and highlight a number of issues with new provisions or improved provisions in this 
bill. I indicate to the minister and the Parliament that the opposition will be supporting this bill. We have listed 
some minor amendments on the notice paper that we would be interested in the minister entertaining during the 
consideration in detail stage.  

The move to amend the Dog Act goes back some time. We all know that there has been consistent lobbying by 
various stakeholders to amend the act, which had its origins back in 1976. In many respects the whole process of 
how to address and deal with the correct husbandry of dogs is an important issue for many, many people in our 
community. There is no doubt that this is a very emotional issue for many people. Dogs of many breeds and 
persuasions have been the companions and work servants of humans for thousands of years. Indeed, over the 
centuries many dogs have been bred for specific reasons. More recently, particularly in the last 100 years, the 
breeding of dogs specifically as pets has been more prevalent.  

There is no doubt that in the past certain breeds have, for all sorts of reasons, attracted greater attention, and 
indeed some of it has been negative. I am sure we will hear from other speakers that when we seek to amend an 
act of Parliament to protect our community—particularly the vulnerable people in our community, including 
children and older people—from dog attacks, for example, or indeed when we seek to place restrictions on the 
keeping of dogs and the controlling of their behaviour, it will always raise a number of concerns and issues. 
There is no doubt that we are all horrified in both this place and the wider community when we hear about 
horrific dog attacks on children or older folk, or indeed anybody who is badly mauled. We need only to 
remember last weekend’s tragedy in New South Wales in which a two-year-old was attacked and mauled to 
death by a dog. Whenever a tragedy of that nature occurs, or indeed a savage attack or mauling of a person—
particularly a child—community concern is understandably raised about safety.  

As the minister highlighted in the second reading speech, and as we know, the Dog Amendment Bill 2012 was 
introduced into Parliament last year, but did not proceed before Parliament was prorogued. Some minor 
amendments have been made to the original bill presented last year, and it is now the Dog Amendment Bill 
2013. This bill seeks to do a range of things. Obviously, the issue of community safety is of interest to 
everybody, and this bill contains provisions that attempt to increase controls over dogs deemed dangerous, 
including higher penalties for owners. There are also provisions in the bill that will strengthen the responsible 
dog ownership aspect. A recurring theme that has been raised by a number of stakeholders, including veterinary 
scientists and people who are well versed and expert in dog behaviour, is that ultimately the focus should be very 
much on the responsible dog ownership aspect. Some examples have been given, and I am going to give the 
minister one from my electorate that goes to the point of the responsibilities and powers this bill gives to 
authorised officers with regard to identifying a dangerous dog. A critical aspect of this bill is: does this bill have 
the correct provisions and safeguards to ensure that the identification of a dangerous dog is based upon 
appropriate and effective assessment? Some issues will be raised about that, and I am sure a series of questions 
will be asked related to this whole issue of how a dog might be ultimately deemed to be dangerous—what the 
criteria are—during consideration in detail, because some issues in this bill need some explaining.  

When this bill ultimately passes, as I am sure it will in both houses, make no mistake that there will be some 
very, very severe restrictions—indeed implications—on all dog owners. It does not matter whether it is an older 
lady with a little Shih tzu in her 200-square metre block that yaps and barks all day while she is down at the local 
senior citizens centre playing bingo. There will be implications for Mrs Jones and her schnauzer, particularly if 
her little schnauzer is a nuisance or has been deemed to be a nuisance. I will get to that aspect of it later. There 
will obviously be implications for people who already have a dog classified as being dangerous because it is a 
restricted breed. There will be implications for owners who do not have their dogs microchipped or appropriately 
registered. All these elements are important in considering the impact the bill will have on any person who owns 
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a dog. It is important that we look at it closely during the second reading process, and perhaps in his second 
reading response the minister will be able to provide some clarity around some of the examples or issues that 
may be raised.  

Of course, this bill contains some excellent modernising clauses. This act has a history of 30-plus years and 
society has changed. We have denser urbanised communities in our state and people are living in very small 
dwellings that have a small land imprint, yet they still want to enjoy what pets—particularly dogs—provide. We 
all know that dogs provide wonderful support and companionship for many, many people. Clear medical 
evidence exists that shows that dogs and cats—pets—can have a very, very positive health influence, both 
mental and physical, on people, including those who live alone. One of the fastest growing statistics in Australia 
is single-person dwellings—that is, dwellings in which only one person resides—and many of those people are 
older females, which highlights the importance that many people place on having a pet, particularly a dog.  

The bill has improved the recognition of assistance dogs. We know about the famous labrador mascot of the 
Guide Dogs for the Blind, but we also know many, many dogs are now used as assistance dogs in our 
community. One of my constituents, Peter Darch, who was a nominee for Young Australian of the Year, is 
confined to a wheelchair because of an accident when he was a young man and has an assistance dog with him 
all the time. It is not a labrador; it is not even a terrier. I cannot remember the breed but it is a very important 
dog. One has to know the ground rules with this dog; it cannot be patted or anything like that because it has a 
specific role to play in his life, and the bond between Peter and his dog is very strong. That dog will very much 
be an important and integral part of Peter’s life as he grows older. I remember when Peter and his dog—I wish I 
knew the name of his dog—were invited to the Queen’s garden party when the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting was held. The Queen and Prince Phillip attended the Governor’s residence for the garden 
party. I said to Peter, “I bet you get to meet the Queen and I will not because you have something extra to offer 
that will attract her attention.” Sure enough, the Queen, who is well known for her love of corgis, made a 
beeline—she did not make a beeline; she is much more graceful than that—or she made a definite move towards 
Peter because he had this assistance dog that does an important job and plays an important role for him.  

This bill recognises and extends the provisions that relate to guide dogs and other assistance dogs. Importantly, 
this bill extends the provision for those dogs to be recognised for the role they play for their owners, which 
means there is an extension of provisions for people with these dogs to access public transport and public 
buildings et cetera that would normally only allow for guide dogs. This is a positive and important move.  

We all know that society is changing. When we look at urbanisation, particularly in metropolitan areas but also 
in other towns and regional cities of the state, we know that people are living closer together than ever before. 
There is higher density living, yet there is still a wont by many people to keep pets, and particularly dogs, in their 
household, and they become much loved pets. I am always interested in the science of dog ownership and the 
hypothesis that as owners get more attached to their dogs, they begin to resemble their dogs. I thought of this as I 
was driving to work from Mandurah, stuck in the traffic this morning for over two hours. I could not believe it. I 
left Mandurah, where I live — 

Mr G.M. Castrilli: It took me two hours and 40 minutes.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I could not believe it. Did the member go to Bunbury last night? 

Mr G.M. Castrilli: No, the day before.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I left Mandurah at 7.10 am and did not get here until 9.20 am. It took more than two 
hours.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Luckily there was no division.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I would have had to deal with myself appropriately if there had been. In this spectrum 
of dogs that resemble their owners, I could not resist looking around at members of Parliament. I got out the 
parliamentary handbook with its members’ photos and I looked at members on both sides, and then I began to 
wonder what sort of dog they would own if this hypothesis that a person starts looking like their pet or their pet 
starts looking like them were true. This is certainly meant in the spirit called humour, but I did a little straw poll 
first of all of who actually owns a dog. Sorry, I did not ask whether the minister owns a dog.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: No.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That has destroyed my first line of attack. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I had to put it down a couple of years ago.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, I know, and a number of members have told me that they have had to put down 
their dogs. It is a sad thing because some people have their dog for over a decade and the bond between a pet and 
its owner is very strong.  
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I own a golden labrador called Rove. He is a beautiful dog. We are careful with our dog because he is big and 
our kids are small and, of course, Rove loves kids, as most labradors tend to. Whenever Rove gets around them, 
he basically sends them cartwheeling across the lawn. It is good character-building for them. Children need 
character-building in some respect; the kids will probably be acrobats when they get older. The member for West 
Swan told me she has two dogs, and I am glad to know she has no more than two because we have restrictions 
on the number of dogs a person can keep.  
[Interruption from the gallery.] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think there was a stranger in the house then, Mr Acting Speaker.  
A member interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I was looking too. I thought it was something I ate earlier. The member for West 
Swan has two little Jack Russell terriers called Max and 99. We all know that the Minister for Corrective 
Services—was that the member for Eyre barking next to the door?—has a great love for two Alsatians. I do not 
think he looks anything like an Alsatian. The member for Butler has a dog that I would never have expected the 
member for Butler to have—a mini-schnauzer called Max. I would never have picked that. I would have picked 
a more elongated, hyperactive dog.  
Mr M.H. Taylor: A whippet.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, a whippet for the member for Butler would be more appropriate. The member 
for Armadale has a dignified dog called Sophia, a golden retriever. I can just imagine the Obama-like member 
for Armadale, who apparently is quite often mistaken for the President of the United States, sitting in the oval 
office in Armadale with his beautiful wooden desk and his dog, Sophia, at his feet while making decisions on 
how to attack the government. The member for Cannington has a dog called Ginger. It is a labradoodle and the 
member describes it as the most pathetic and dumbest dog he has ever known.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Not pathetic, just dumb.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Dumb. The member for Eyre, who was in the house before, has a kelpie or a blue 
heeler cross called Sally, or his son does. The member for Belmont has a dog called Bindi and she calls it a little 
mutt; it is a mix of all sorts. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) is unfortunately not allowed to have a dog and 
he is very sad about that. He tells me he would love to have a dog but he is not allowed.  

I wondered then whether there are any members who actually look a little like a certain dog breed. I would have 
been certain, for example, that the member for South Perth would be a basset hound. The basset hound has these 
wonderful eyes and a wonderful look. It is a pity the member for South Perth is not in the chamber this morning 
because he is the epitome of a basset hound, and I am sure he would have taken that comment in the right 
manner. The member for Albany is the greyhound on our side; he is lean and fast. Members only have to look at 
the member for Collie–Preston to know that he would be a mix of everything, but I could imagine him having a 
strong boxer dog influence. The member for Southern River would definitely be a Doberman because we know 
he has a history of jumping. Dobermans jump and we know the member for Southern River is now infamous for 
jumping the Bar of the house at the back of the chamber. I would not be surprised if the member for Southern 
River actually had a Doberman.  
Members may ask what this has to do with the Dog Amendment Bill 2013, and that is a very good question. I 
wanted to draw a reasonably long bow with regard to people’s affection for dogs. In my electorate, as I am sure 
in all electorates, dog ownership is important to so many people of all ages. People have different tastes. There 
are some dogs I quite honestly do not like the look of, but that is my view. There are others who have a view of 
dogs that is totally different from mine. One of the real issues with this legislation is when and how to construct 
a bill that protects the community and does not place unfair judgement on dogs but makes sure that ownership is 
the issue. 
In my contribution to the second reading debate, I want to flag specific clauses for the minister to show where 
the opposition is coming from. Obviously, there will be a series of questions on the dangerous dogs issue—that 
is, identification of dangerous dogs; the ultimate labelling by an authorised officer, which in this case will most 
likely be by a ranger in local government; how that label ultimately becomes a label; and the implications of that 
label for the owner and indeed for the dog itself. On this point I want to read to the minister one example from a 
gentleman, who is very happy for me to mention his name in Parliament, that underpins the labelling issue 
caught by this bill. This example refers to the implications that will be placed not only on dog owners, which this 
gentleman accepts absolutely, but also on the authorised officers. The gentleman I refer to is Mr Dudley Gordon 
of Mandurah, with whom I met only last week. It is interesting to note, with this bill coming up for debate, what 
he wrote to me. The letter commences — 

I am writing to you to ask you to assist us in our attempt to have removed from the council records that 
our dog Max {English Bull Terrier) is a dangerous dog. This unwanted title was put on him by an over 
zealous Ranger — 
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I will not mention the ranger’s name — 

who was not present at the time of the incident and — 

In this gentleman’s view, the evidence was manufactured to back up the ranger’s report for the unwarranted title 
of “dangerous dog”. Mr Gordon outlines that on 12 September last year an incident occurred outside his home as 
follows — 

Our dog Max had gone out, undetected, through the electronic gate as our car entered the property. 
Normally, he would never have gone out but there happened to be a person walking his dog and Max 
would have seen this and run over to meet the other dog. We cannot say what happened in the first few 
seconds, as none of us saw the incident. It took my wife approximately 10-20 seconds to realize the 
man was yelling at Max. She ran to the gate and called Max and by this time the other dog, a 
greyhound, had run off. The man continued to yell abuse and threaten us. 

The result of that incident was I paid the vet bill for the other dogs treatment — 

It was around $400 — 

There was very little damage to the dog but the vet had to be called back to the clinic as it was after 
closing time. This added a call out fee. The other dog owner came to our house a couple of days later 
and apologised for his behavior and language on the night and all was settled amicably. We received a 
warning from the council Ranger … regarding this incident My wife was asked for a report stating what 
she saw. 

She provided a report on that incident, and it continues — 

There was another incident on the 3rd October 2012. My report which was made at the time pretty much 
covers everything but for a few details. These … dogs were separated and all settled … This person 
who is still unknown to me reported the matter to the rangers office describing Max as a pit bull, which 
no doubt got alarm bells ringing. 

Remember, this dog is a British terrier but the dog was reported to the ranger as a pit bull, and it is true that it no 
doubt got alarm bells ringing. It continues — 

It is this part of my report that I believe absolutely proves that Max is not a dangerous dog. All dogs 
have altercations, they wouldn’t be dogs if they didn’t. On that day when the incident occurred and I 
was right there and saw what happened, he — 

That is, Max — 

ran around the lady who had the lead and he approached the smaller Schnausser, It was the Schnauser 
that attacked Max by biting the right hand side of his face, leaving several wounds. Smaller dogs often 
go on the attack when confronted with larger dogs, it’s a normal reaction because they are scared. The 
lady with the lead was not the owner, but a friend, the owner was away on the day and was due back in 
Mandurah the same night. 

I want to pause there and talk about one of the implications of this bill. I believe that if I were a dog owner and 
asked someone else to look after my dog, I would be placing the person looking after my dog in a very invidious 
position. People will think twice—people should possibly think twice—about taking on the responsibility of 
someone else’s dog because there are implications for people doing that under the provision of this bill. I am not 
trying to be obstructive because I really think we need to talk through some of these issues in the debate. The 
letter goes on — 

I ask you to take into consideration the fact that there was no apparent damage to Benson, the 
Schnausser. The vet treatment he had was to calm him down as he was upset, which I can understand, 
but would like to point out the behavior of Max. He was annoyed at being bitten, so he took hold of 
Benson by the ear and lay down on his belly, thus preventing Benson from biting him further. Max at 
no time changed his grip for a more serious one,  
at no time did he go for the throat and at no time did he shake Benson, he only held him. That proves to 
me that Max did not have the intention to harm Benson. If Max is a dangerous dog as he has been 
described by ranger … Benson would have been dead, but he is not which proves my point. 

I do not have much more on this. The letter goes on — 
The morning after the incident Benson,s owner … came to our home and we discussed the situation 
very calmly. 

The outcome was that Mr Gordon paid the vet bill, which the lady was happy about as there was no harm to 
Benson. It continues — 

… the only thing damaged was his ego, we parted friends. 
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Ranger … then located the owner of the dog Benson through the vets records and went to her address 
and insisted that she make out a complaint form against Max, … 

The lady then said that she was happy with the outcome and did not want to cause any further trouble. Then she 
rang Mr Gordon later and said that the ranger — 

… had persisted with his request for her to make a complaint by saying ‘What If it had been a child 
leading Benson’ and ‘What If Max had attacked the lady with the lead’.  

The lady was swayed by the argument and signed the form the ranger had given her. None of this had been 
witnessed by the ranger, but a form was then signed. It continues — 

There are no What Ifs in this situation, … Benson was not harmed. 

The ranger then came to his home later. It continues — 

… and at great length quoted the dog act to me verbatim and made it very clear that it was his duty to 
protect the public against dangerous dogs and their behavior. That may be true in his mind, but the 
proof is in what actually happened … 

Mr Gordon then asks for my assistance to have the second dangerous dog charge dropped, and obviously that is 
an issue with the local council at this stage. But his concern is simply that if another incident occurs, it will not 
be another warning for Max; he will be put down. That is the reality. 

Max’s history, like that of lots of dogs, is that he was acquired through K9 Dog Rescue Group, which is a very 
good organisation in the Peel region; the minister may have even visited it. K9 rehabilitates a lot of dogs that 
have had various experiences with former owners. Many have been mistreated and many have actually been 
abused by their previous owners. They are rehabilitated, and obviously all the veterinarian responsibilities, 
worming et cetera, are taken care of. Those dogs are offered to the public. The people they go to are vetted. K9 is 
very careful to ensure that it matches dogs with prospective owners. 

Max is a dog acquired from K9 and is well known to the K9 crew. Mr Gordon received some professional advice 
from an accredited behaviour specialist—a fellow named Eric Crozier, a dog assessor. He originally rescued 
Max from the pound. He wrote a brief report to highlight Max’s circumstance in his professional opinion. It was 
dated 19 March 2013, and states — 

To whom it may concern 
I have done three different assessments of max the bull terrier in my official capacity, first as dog 
assessor for k9 rescue and on two subsequent occasions as a dog behavior councilor government 
accredited and qualified to level three in dog behavior, in all of these three occasions I found max to be 
a extremely people friendly dog, showing absolutely no signs of human aggression whatsoever. 

Essentially, Max is on tenuous ground at the moment. If something else happens, he already has a label and his 
owner already has to put up a sign on his fence. This is a photo of Max, obtained when he was acquired from K9. 
He is an English bull terrier. If we asked people what sort of dog he is without telling them what sort he is, I 
reckon that 99 per cent of the time people would not pick him as a bull terrier. They would probably pick him as 
a pit bull or whatever.  

The reason that I have raised Mr Gordon’s situation is that I think one of the challenges for us with this bill is 
how we improve community safety and ensure that kids and vulnerable people are protected. We also need to 
ensure that we are doing the correct thing when we address dogs of all breeds, ensuring that it is done in a way 
that is scientific and provides for appropriate and qualified assessment. One of the fears I have is that we are 
placing a lot of onus on authorised officers, particularly local government rangers, in identifying a dog and then 
making an assessment of it. Can we be assured that every authorised officer who is given that power through the 
provisions of this bill is qualified and able to do that in the spirit of the bill? One of the things we might see in 
the future is many of the officers erring on the side of caution. I am not criticising rangers. We have brilliant 
rangers in Mandurah; they are great. I do not know whether they are all absolutely and adequately qualified to 
make that assessment. Sometimes they have to make an assessment fairly quickly. Once that label is placed on a 
dog, there are huge implications. I am worried that we may see a spike in the number of dangerous dogs being 
registered or reported. I expect it will happen quite rapidly because there will be a propensity to err on the side of 
caution. To be honest, I would do it if I were a ranger. I could imagine myself saying, “I’m not quite sure so I 
will err on the side of caution and label that dog a dangerous dog because then it gives me powers to do certain 
things. It protects me as an authorised officer, as a ranger, and it certainly protects the community that I am 
supposed to be protecting.” That is one of my fears.  

I note that there are penalties in some clauses. I would love the minister to comment on that when he responds 
and closes the debate on the second reading. I will leave the subject of dangerous dogs. The members for 
Maylands, Girrawheen and Mirrabooka, and I am sure government members, also have issues to raise.  
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I want to talk about the provisions relating to nuisance dogs. There is no doubt that people in communities quite 
often get peeved about what they consider to be nuisance dogs. We are interested in the minister teasing out even 
more this whole issue of how we define a nuisance dog. The behaviour of the nuisance dog is defined as being a 
nuisance. As members well know, there are expanded provisions or criteria in this bill. For example, a dog 
chasing a car can be labelled a nuisance dog. A dog running up and down a fence line with its tail whacking 
against the asbestos fence or jumping up against a fence and making a thump thump noise can be considered a 
nuisance. Also, barking and yapping — 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Yapping—you do a bit of that. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do do a bit of yapping. The member was not here when I declared that he could 
resemble a basset. It was all done in good humour.  

This whole issue of nuisance dogs is an aspect that we need to delve into. At present three complaints are 
required to assist in an action taken against a nuisance dog, whereas this bill will now require only one 
complaint. In many respects, this bill puts the onus of proving whether a dog is not a nuisance on the owner. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: There are no appeal rights.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right; there are no appeal rights. Some people might, on the face of it, say, 
“That’s fine. I hate that mongrel next door that yaps every night.” We all have those experiences. Ultimately, if 
that dog is labelled a nuisance, that has implications, particularly if one is a vindictive person or lives next door 
to a vindictive person. As I said earlier in this discussion, this community has changed. A lot of people are living 
on top of each other in higher density housing. People live in blocks of flats and have little Schnauzers in every 
little room. People live on 200 square metre blocks with small courtyards, yet they keep Alsatians, Dobermans, 
Labradors or Newfoundlands. I do not know whether anyone has ever seen a Newfoundland dog; it is an 
amazing dog.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: They need saddles.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They do! One day when I went to see my friends the Pearsons in Mandurah, they had 
a new dog called Brereton. I thought I would see a little Shih tzu or little Schnauzer—I love that word 
Schnauzer—but down the passageway bounded this huge bear-like dog. I would have declared it a dangerous 
dog immediately before I even got within five metres of it. It was a huge thing. Of course, being my size it would 
have killed me instantly by running over the top of me, because it was huge, but it would have killed me with 
love because it went lah, lah, lah! Apparently it is very slow moving; I could get away from it pretty quickly, but 
they are massive dogs. That dog could have been considered to be a nuisance. Whenever it moved or sat next to 
or against something, it made a helluva thump. It was huge. When, unfortunately, Brereton met his end—these 
dogs, by the way, do not have a long lifespan; most of the time they die within five to six years, which is very 
sad—they almost had to get an excavator to dig a hole in the backyard to dispense with poor old Brereton 
because he was so huge. I told them to plant some fruit trees on top because “Brereton the apricot tree” would be 
a great memorial.  

That aside, the question of nuisance is an issue. One of the concerns I have is that, unfortunately, a lot of 
neighbours and other people in the community do not know each other these days. They do not talk to each 
other; they know there is a dog next door, but they do not know who lives next door. One of the things I worry 
about, particularly with the provision in the bill that only one complaint need be given, is that, unfortunately, 
there are vexatious people who will say, “Huh! Here’s my chance to get that dirty, rotten bloke who lives next 
door; I don’t like him. I hate him and I’m going to get him because I know I can get him now, so I’ll lay a 
complaint about his dog.” His dog might yap or bark every now and then, but I think there is the potential for 
vindictive behaviour, particularly if we require only one complaint to trigger a response.  

Mr P. Abetz interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, it will trigger a formal response and the onus is then on the owner to prove that 
old Reg the Rottweiler is in fact a small dog. I really want to hear a bit more about that, minister, because I think 
the issue of nuisance and what we might be setting ourselves up for is a problem. When the amendments to the 
act become law, I expect there will also be a spike in those sorts of vexatious complaints. I think it is a real issue 
for us.  

The other aspects in this bill that I think are important and good are, of course, the safeguards of microchipping 
for the purpose of identification and registration. Dogs that are transferred to new owners after, I think, 
November this year will need to be registered and they will need to be microchipped before they are sold or 
transferred, which I think makes sense. It makes sense that all dogs will be required to be microchipped by 
1 November 2015, which is a good lead-in time and is appropriate, and it will assist local governments to 
identify lost and stray dogs. We have no problem with those aspects.  
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In the minister’s response and in the contributions of other members, we need to get a real handle on the 
implications of the dangerous dog aspects and the labelling and what that means for owners and the dogs 
themselves, and on the much greater powers that the minister and, indeed, local government will have. Many 
local governments have been asking for these powers, and I am sure they will use them. I do not want to see 
them abuse those powers because that is something we would not want either. I think we need to tease out the 
dangerous dog and nuisance aspects. Obviously, we strongly support the recognition of assistance dogs and 
consider the extension of the guard dog provisions to be sensible.  
Before I conclude, I want to talk about one of the amendments that we are proposing, which is to undertake a 
review of the bill within, I think, five years. We are seeking the government’s support of a statutory review of 
this bill because, given all the goodwill and all of what I think are good intentions, we are seeing in other parts of 
the world, and even in other states, major problems with dog act amendment laws that have passed recently. I 
understand that in the United Kingdom many of the aspects that we are in fact considering in this bill have been, 
to some extent, revealed. In the UK, the breed-specific aspect is a strong element, but the UK seems to have 
retracted from that. I think the Canadian model, which has been mentioned—I am not sure whether the member 
for Maylands will touch on this—was very much more of a consultative and education-based model, which is 
worth looking at.  
In his second reading speech the minister specifically highlighted the difference between the experience in 
Victoria with restricted breed dogs and what is intended in this bill, and I think that is good, because certainly he 
will be well aware of the very expensive court cases that have taken place over recent times in Victoria. The 
outcome of many of them has been the overturning of a lot of the charges, if we like, against dog owners and the 
labelling of dogs. The experience in Victoria has been to amend the laws around dangerous dogs. Let us not 
forget that those laws were initiated by some very serious and tragic dog attacks. The challenge to some of those 
amendments in Victoria is significant, particularly regarding the dogs themselves. We need to look at what is 
happening in other states. There also have been issues about the acts of Parliament that govern dog ownership in 
New South Wales, where a tragedy occurred on the weekend. I think, member for Maylands, that in 
Queensland—I am not sure whether it is Queensland or another state—there has been some questioning of the 
effectiveness of its legislation.  
In conclusion, the opposition will support the bill. We have what I believe are some minor amendments, 
particularly around definitions, that we will ask the government to consider during the consideration in detail 
stage. As I said, we would also like the minister to entertain a statutory review clause, so that if we find in the 
next few years issues around the implementation of this bill, unintended or otherwise, we will have an 
opportunity to review them. As I said, in our amendment we will propose it be five years. I will be interested in 
the minister’s reaction to that proposal. It is being done simply to recognise that we are bringing in some 
important changes that have implications for dog owners, dog breeds and dogs in general and we want to make 
sure that we get it right. If over the next five-year period we find that some elements did not work or need to be 
reviewed or amended, we have put in place a milestone to do that. I am interested in the minister’s comment on 
that.  
Finally, quite often this sort of legislation is more important and has more impact than we sometimes realise. We 
have lots of acts of Parliament that we debate and discuss and some members speak on them and some do not, 
but this is actually very much a community act of Parliament. The Dog Amendment Bill 2013 goes to the centre 
of what we do and what we value in our communities. We all value safety but we also value companionship. As 
I said at the beginning, more and more people in Australia live alone in single-person dwellings. There is very 
strong scientific evidence that dogs and other pets provide important mental health and physical health benefits. 
We know, for example, about the Eden Alternative, which is not new anymore—a philosophy of helping and 
assisting older citizens who are in care, particularly people who have Alzheimer’s disease or the onset of 
dementia. Many nursing homes have a nursing home pet, usually a dog. Usually that dog is a very important 
integral part of that nursing home family because of the benefits that that dog brings. For many of those older 
citizens, particularly those who have the onset of dementia or Alzheimer’s, having a communal pet gives them 
glimmers of their life that their brain unfortunately has begun to overshadow or lose the memory of. Therefore, 
when we put bills such as this through Parliament, we need to remember that they very much go to the centre of 
a lot of who we are as a community. This legislation was last amended in 1976, 37 years ago, and more people 
live in Western Australia and more people live alone than was the case then. More people live in different 
household circumstances. The old days of the quarter-acre block where the dog could run around the back and 
play with the kids is changing and has changed dramatically in that time. Therefore, we need modern legislation 
that will protect but we also need legislation that will work. I hope that the minister will look at the amendment 
for a statutory review after five years that we will move in consideration in detail.  
MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [11.44 am]: Before I start my contribution on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013, I 
need to acknowledge some of the input that I have received. As members who have been working on this bill 
know, there has been far too much input to cover everybody’s point in half an hour. However, there are a few 
organisations that I would like to name as contributing significantly to my understanding of the science, facts 
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and evidence base around this highly complex and very emotional issue. I will just list them: the Canine Welfare 
Alliance of Australia and its various members contributed last year to my understanding; Ken Storrs, senior 
lecturer at Challenger Institute of Technology, is involved in the presentation of the certificate III and IV on 
animal behaviour management that specifically looks at this area, and is a former local government ranger who 
is very passionate about trying to get this legislation improved; and the WA anti–breed specific legislation 
organisation. As members who were in the house yesterday will remember, nearly 13 000 people have signed 
petitions to try to alert the Minister for Local Government to some of the potential gaps in this legislation. 
Perhaps “gaps” is not the right word; the legislation allows the door to be kicked open on some possibly very 
negative consequences for many breeds in Western Australia. I thank the RSPCA Western Australia for its 
contribution. Thanks to the WA chapter of the Working Kelpie Council of Australia, which provided advice last 
year on this legislation, and to Oscar’s Law, a group that looks specifically at ways to eradicate the practice of 
the intensive farming of dogs, puppy farms and the like around Australia. Those are just some of the many, many 
substantial submissions that I received. As I said, many of these points I cannot cover in half an hour but I will 
try to pick most of them up at the consideration in detail stage. I am sure that many of us on both sides of the 
house will have some comments to make then. Before I start my comments on the bill, I also acknowledge that I 
received submissions from veterinarians with animal management master’s degrees and the like from all over the 
world, from vets who have been posted and worked all over the world in this area, from doctors who work on 
people who have been attacked by a dog and from various other animal management experts.  

I point all that out because I hope to speak in my presentation from a position of fact rather than emotion. I said 
at the beginning that this is a very emotional debate, but I would like to present some of the scientific evidence 
and the facts around this issue. I will start by talking about the aim of this bill. The explanatory memorandum 
states — 

The purpose of this Bill is to introduce a range of measures that will provide greater protection for the 
community and improve controls on dogs according to current community expectations. 

Before I continue, I should also thank the staff from the minister’s office who have provided me with responses 
to many furtive phone calls asking, “What happens if this? What happens if that? Can you provide information 
about that?” They have been really, really helpful—thank you. I also thank the many agencies that have been 
contacted and had meetings with the minister’s staff.  

There are good parts to this bill. We heard my colleague the member for Mandurah talk about the widening of 
the legislation to recognise assistance dogs. We all have assistance dogs working with residents in our 
electorates. Whether they be guide dogs for the blind, hearing dogs or any other kind of assistance dog to deal 
with sensitivities and various conditions that people have, these dogs contribute immeasurably to our society and 
are an inherent part of our communities these days in many ways. They contribute in a very medical and health-
related way, in addition to their very positive mental health contribution to the wellbeing of our community. 
Recognition of the role of commercial security dogs is also well overdue and I acknowledge that that is a very 
good part of this bill. A small conundrum and something that I completely agree with is recognition that 
greyhounds do not need to be muzzled in public. Why? Because greyhounds are really nice dogs; they do not by 
and large attack people; they do not go after things. Greyhounds are trained creatures in a racing establishment 
and are programmed; it has nothing to do with their genetics. Genetics has to do with the synapses and chemical 
components of a body; they do not predicate behaviour and they do not predicate it in the case of a greyhound. I 
know that my colleague the member for Gosnells has a retired greyhound that has been well trained, has attended 
courses and is a very valued member of the member’s community, which is a very good thing. That is in stark 
contrast to the controls that were brought in for a different set of dogs that at this moment in our community is 
currently considered to be the enemy. If members look back in history to 1929 when the first legislation of this 
kind went through the Parliament, it was claimed that German shepherds were dangerous dogs. I think that came 
mainly from our farming community, which thought German shepherds would all breed with dingoes and kill 
their sheep. That seems ridiculous now! German shepherds are not dangerous dogs; they are dogs. They are no 
more dangerous than any other dog—unless they are trained to be that way. I can assure members that they do 
not get up in the morning and think, “I would like to train myself to attack something today!” No, they do not—
unless it is a tin of Pal or a dog biscuit, if they are companion dogs.  

I will move forward to the next creature that humanity decided would be the subject of enemy categorisation, 
which I think was a Doberman. They bounded into our consciousness as a community and became the epitome 
of all things vicious and savage. Even those “Warning Dangerous Dog” signs show a dog with fangs bared that 
easily resembles a Doberman. These norms are culturally driven. In all parts of our lives, we are culturally driven 
by what our community thinks is appropriate at a particular time. I emphasise this will change, as it did with 
Dobermans. After the community’s fear and loathing of Dobermans receded, the Rottweiler cropped up. There 
was one here at Parliament House yesterday, Rosie the Rottweiler, which licked just about everything she could 
possibly get hold of; but when her owner dropped the leash for a photograph, held up her hand and told Rosie to 
sit and stay, Rosie never moved. The owner went away; Rosie was in the middle of a group of strangers but she 
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never moved. She looked at her owner, waiting for advice and connection, but Rosie never moved. Rottweilers 
are not dangerous dogs; they are just dogs. The problem that we see in the community at the moment is with this 
so-called nemesis, the pit bull terrier, or any dog that might resemble in some way a pit bull terrier. I will talk 
about that in more detail later. 
Another good bit in this bill is that it gives local government authorities a capacity to address complaints of 
nuisance dogs. I say that emphatically, because we have all had people in our communities who knock on our 
electorate office doors asking if we can help them because the dog next door is giving them the heebie-jeebies. 
They say that the owners do not care for the dog; it is locked outside all day and the owners do not interact with 
the dog; it is going mad in the backyard; it is a crazy dog—a nuisance dog. It does not take much to realise why 
the dog is in that position and whose fault it is. This bill will give local government rangers the capacity to deal 
with nuisance dogs more quickly and effectively. The downside of that is that by lowering the burden of proof 
and the definition of what a nuisance dog is, we may end up with some potentially ridiculous situations 
occurring. I will mention one lady in my electorate, Joan, who came to me just before the election. Joan has 
owned her house in Inglewood for 22 years; it is a lovely Californian bungalow and she is very happy there. She 
has had her dog for nine years. He is very cute. He is only small and looks like a mop! I am not sure what he is, 
but he is very cute. Her dog has happily lived with her in this home for nine years, but six months ago a new 
neighbour moved in to rent the property next door. In fact, a girl was renting the house previously and her new 
boyfriend moved in. He is obviously a light sleeper or a person susceptible to noise. I suspect members would 
relate to this, because every time magpies are nesting, people complain about magpies swooping, while we have 
other people complaining about crows and parrots being too noisy. Some people cannot cope with these noise 
levels and believe it is nuisance behaviour. I understand that, but by lowering the burden of proof, the man next 
door to Joan and her beautiful little dog that she has had for nine years will be able to take action to have that 
little dog removed. Joan has been struggling. She has put different collars on her dog and done all sorts of things; 
she has done everything she possibly can, including leaving her dog inside, but the neighbour is obviously not a 
happy bloke and he continues to pursue her. She has got the council in to measure noise levels. She has done all 
the right things, but the neighbour is not a happy man. There is nothing Joan can do about making her neighbour 
happier. Do members know what Joan is going to do? Joan will sell her house! I think that is a bizarre outcome, 
and members in this chamber who do not have animals or do not understand the kind of relationship somebody 
might have with a companion animal might also think that. However, it is a very real problem for Joan. This dog 
has been her sole companion for nine years and she no longer wants to live in a place where every time she goes 
out her front door, she worries that the dog will be poisoned or taken away from her.  
That is just one example I bring to members. It might sound extreme, and many members will scratch their heads 
and frown and say they cannot believe anybody will be that stupid, but many people consider that a dog is part of 
their family and is their companion and they will take whatever measure to protect that. By lowering the burden 
of proof as to what is a nuisance, a little dog that chases a car can be proven to be a nuisance dog. That is 
completely dumbfounding. I cannot possibly believe we would lower the burden of proof to that level. Reversing 
the onus of proof simply means that if a ranger or authorised person has come in—my colleague the member for 
Mandurah has sensibly pointed out that the dog has been labelled a dangerous dog—the onus is now on the 
owner of that dog to prove it is not a dangerous dog. I think swapping the onus of that burden of proof holds 
great concern for the community of dog owners, which is an ever rapidly increasing community. I am sure all 
members know that; they are a major part of our constituency base as most people in the metropolitan area, in 
particular, have pets and vote. They will be really cranky if all of a sudden they will have to prove their dog is 
not dangerous.  
I want to mention a couple of other things. I am concerned about taking out the provisions on the care and 
wellbeing of dogs, and owners’ responsibilities. I totally understand why the minister might think that the 
wellbeing and health of a dog, making sure it is wormed and taken to the vet and looked after in a way which is 
humane and appropriate is more a part of animal welfare than the Dog Act; however, removing those provisions 
from the act will leave a gap and will end up focussing only on control and order rather than on health and 
wellbeing. It will be a very sad day to see this act lose any reference at all to whether or not animal owners care 
about the wellbeing or health of their dog.  

Local rangers are concerned about this bill because they are being asked to make decisions about going onto 
someone’s property without their permission and deciding whether a dog is likely to attack. We have heard in 
some detail from my colleague about what that means. The problem is that at the moment, as I said, the devil is 
seen to be a dog that resembles a pit bull terrier, which is topical. That is the only one of the five restricted 
breeds we have in WA; therefore, that breed cops all the grief. I have permission from the Speaker to hold this 
poster up. I have some pictures from Urban Animal that I want to show members and to talk about them. If 
members were asked to assess whether these puppies were in any way a crossbreed of a pit bull terrier, how 
would they make that decision? These puppies are Staffordshire terriers crossed with Vizslas, but they have liver 
points, white patches and almond eyes, which means they could easily be in the firing line. For someone who is 
not a trained animal management person or is not trained in animal behaviour or assessment, it would be easy to 
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consider that they are pit bull crosses. Rangers might be asked to assess whether a dog is a pit bull or has pit bull 
in it. One myth is that pit bulls are not good with other pets. The dog in the poster I am now holding up looks 
like it has pit bull in it. Would someone be able to tell any different with DNA? No, they would not. This is a 
Staffordshire bull terrier that was rescued from the pound. His name is Ralph. He loves the company of the 
household cat and rainbow lorikeet, and he loves meeting new dog friends. That is what his little cheat sheet 
says. That is Ralph.  
Mr R.F. Johnson: He doesn’t love them for dinner, does he?  
Ms L.L. BAKER: No, he does not love them to death!  
This poster is of a classic dog that one would be easily forgiven for thinking is a pit bull terrier. It looks like one; 
it looks like it has pit bull in it.  
Mr R.F. Johnson: He reminds me of somebody.  
Ms L.L. BAKER: Sorry; it was probably not appropriate for me to hold the poster above my head, considering 
that I am on film! 
[Member’s time extended.]  
Ms L.L. BAKER: Jinx was rescued from a backyard breeder. Jinx has never been in a fight. She is a happy 
family dog that loves social outings. Just so that members are aware, the posters also highlight some myth 
information. The comments at the bottom of the posters are myths, such as that pit bulls do not mix with other 
animals or have a lock jaw. I will leave the posters on display while I finish.  

I have so much information that I could go through. I will talk about the process of assessing whether a dog is 
dangerous. For example, a ranger picks up a dog after a thunderstorm. The dog is out of its home and is mortally 
terrified—many dogs are very frightened by thunderstorms. The ranger finds the dog and, in order to keep it 
safe, he or she rescues it. The ranger has a pole with a rope on the end of it that he whacks around the neck of the 
dog. This is a new experience for the dog. It is out of its home, it is terrified from the thunderstorm and now 
some big dude with a bit of rope and wire has just grabbed it around the neck and shoved it in the back of a van. 
The dog has no idea what is going on. It is then taken to a kennel or a pound somewhere. I have been to the 
pound at the City of Bayswater. It is a concrete box. It is not at all a place that would calm a dog. It is a concrete 
box with no windows, no natural light—nothing. The ranger is then faced with having to swipe that dog to see 
whether it has a microchip. People who are trained animal management specialists, who have a certificate III or 
IV in animal science, know what to look for and what is a dog’s natural reaction to stress. Make no mistake—
aggression is a natural, innate behaviour of dogs in response to stress. It can be the result of a number of different 
factors; the dog could be sick, frightened or hungry. This is a natural reaction. To say that aggression is provoked 
in an animal is not directly scientifically correct. None of the evidence suggests that it is. Aggression is a 
behaviour in response to stimulus and situations. If the ranger tries to swipe the dog and gets bitten, he has every 
right to label that dog a dangerous dog. I do not think that is okay. If a ranger wants to go onto a property to 
confiscate puppies or a dog that they think is a mixed breed, they can do that. There is no protection under this 
bill for a bitch to not be accused of being a dangerous dog if, for example, somebody strange comes into the 
backyard and grabs her and takes her away from her litter of puppies or grabs her puppies. That dog could be 
labelled dangerous simply for protecting her own young. A brochure I have on animal stress states — 

The kennel environment can be stressful and dogs often show stress-related behaviours such as pacing 
and barking. Some develop diarrhoea and go off their food worrying owners … 

It also worries the new people, the kennel staff, they are encountering.  

I have talked about how hard it is to identify these breeds. The characteristics that are likely to be used to help 
identify pit bulls are almond eyes; a short, chunky, strong build; pink or liver markings; and/or white markings. 
A very quick assessment of dogs that match those criteria gave me 30 different breeds of dog. It is quite likely 
that a ranger will make a mistake, because the dog that they think is a pit bull could be a Staffordshire cross, a 
spaniel cross, a Weimaraner cross, a dachshund cross, a malamute cross or a Dalmatian cross; there are 25 other 
crossbreeds that it could be. I suspect it is pretty obvious why Victoria has spent a fortune on prosecuting cases, 
which have proven to be completely incorrect. Local governments have to go to the Victorian Civil and 
Administrative Tribunal when somebody says that their dog is not what the local government is saying it is. 
They have had to pay for their own DNA testing, which is not an easy thing to do. They have had to front up to 
court, with legal representation on some occasions, to prove that their dog is not what the local government has 
claimed it to be. There are 30 different dog breeds—many breeds—that they could be. Nearly 80 per cent of 
cases that have been taken through the Victorian courts have proven to be a misrepresentation of the breed of 
dog. It has cost local government authorities in Victoria hundreds and thousands of dollars.  

Can we predict which dogs will exhibit aggressive behaviours? No, we cannot. I will read directly from some 
notes that have been provided to me by Mary Cecile Ashen-Young, who has a master’s degree in animal 
behaviour. She notes — 
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We cannot predict which dogs will exhibit active aggressive behaviour based on the dog’s perceived 
breed: breed on its own is not an effective indicator or predictor of aggression.  

I acknowledge, minister, that this bill tries to move to the deed and not the breed. The catch is that it will give 
rangers a possibility that a dog might be likely to attack. This bill is broadening the base, which will open the 
door for these dogs to be further victimised. That is what has got the community upset. The temperament test 
that rangers will evidently be using cannot reliably predict which dogs will exhibit aggressive behaviour. 
Ms Ashen-Young notes — 

Temperament is a term used to describe a collection of stable behavioural tendencies … Temperament 
is made up of individual ‘personality’ traits.  

Rather than temperament tests, what are usually administered are more accurately called behavioural 
tests. These tests are … inadequate … 

I have more detail on that which I will refer to in the consideration in detail stage.  

Most dog attacks occur in the home by a dog known to the victim or the family. The whole notion that someone 
might be attacked by a stranger’s dog is in fact often not true. Golden retrievers are just as liking to attack people 
as Rottweilers or pit bulls—I have been given scientific evidence of that. That is the science on the matter. The 
American Temperament Test Society was established to objectively evaluate the temperament of all breeds, and 
tested 22 000 dogs over 185 breeds. The average pass rate of the breeds tested through these assessments of 
behaviour and temperament was 80.4 per cent. Funnily enough, the American pit bull terrier passed the 
temperament test with 82.7 per cent, so it actually tested better than average on temperament. We are talking 
about 22 000 dogs here. This was not a small test; it is scientifically valid and reliable. To victimise one breed of 
dog because one assumes that it is likely to behave in a certain fashion is clearly incorrect, inappropriate and, in 
many cases, harmful.  

I want to talk about some of the things we could do that would be positive. I am sure the minister is aware that 
the Australian Veterinary Association last year made its first public comments on this issue in the same week 
that the former minister put out the first draft of this bill. The AVA said that legislation that focuses on 
victimising one breed above another does nothing to lower dog attack rates or make the community safer. In fact, 
it said it was counterproductive on many fronts.  

The money spent on education programs and getting more people to train their dogs is laudable and that is where 
this bill should focus. Too much capacity has been given in this bill to victimising an after-the-event fact. The 
clear and obvious question is: why are we not managing dog ownership better and working to stop the backyard 
breeding and sale of dogs? If we did that, people would no longer be able to go to the shopping centre notice 
board and find out where to buy a puppy; they would have to go to a bona fide breeder who sells a puppy that is 
probably sterilised and microchipped at the appropriate time in its life. An owner can then trace the dog’s 
breeding history for disease, behaviour and temperament and source all the information required. More than 
30 000 dogs are euthanased in Western Australia every year. This change would slow down that rate. The 
average age of a dog in this country is four—that is scandalous—not because they die early, but because we kill 
them because we often do not understand what we are bringing into our homes when we get a puppy and do not 
know how to train the dog. We need to focus more attention on educating people about what to look for when 
buying a puppy and offer real incentives. About 10 years ago, previous submissions on this matter had far 
greater incentives to encourage people buying a dog to sign up for sterilisation, microchipping and behaviour 
training programs run by accredited trainers, and to do a better job at managing the front end so that we do not 
end up with a nuisance dog barking because some owner has no idea how to look after it. I have a rescued dog 
that was kept on a tiny deck by its previous owners. It is a male Weimaraner and it is a very big dog. When I 
phoned the previous owners to tell them that the dog was okay, they asked if I had managed to calm it down. 
There was absolutely nothing wrong with this dog. It was an 18-month old puppy. It is a big dog. Puppies are 
silly; it is in their nature. They want to run about the place and jump and greet people. Without the right training 
or exercise, if the owner is ignorant, of course there will be problems.  

I absolutely applaud the provision in this bill that any children in the presence of these animals must be 
supervised. Last week there was a horrific death in New South Wales. I was given some facts about what 
happened, including that the dog involved was a large breed owned by a third person. The dog was not in its 
regular home when the incident occurred and it had been trained as a hunting dog. The toddler’s mother was not 
available to protect this weeny baby. Someone let a two-year-old child run in and out of the house with an 
unrestrained hunting dog, which was referred to by the media as a family pet. Really, this is just not okay, and 
we are trying to euthanase dogs. People should not have dogs in the first place if they cannot care for them. If 
people do not understand how their dog should be trained and managed, we should not let those people buy dogs.  

There are many other points that I could make. I particularly want to recommend the Calgary model, which does 
not have a breed-specific component in it. The Calgary model has single-handedly, through its implementation 
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by raising the fines, lowered dog attack numbers by 70 per cent since its implementation. This bill raises fines 
and we will say a lot about people’s capacity to pay and the type of people who might incur these fines and then 
find themselves liable for tens of thousands of dollars. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [12.14 pm]: I rise to speak to the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. It is 
important to get it right when dealing with legislation about important companion animals such as dogs. Our 
companion animals play a very important family role. They are very helpful in dealing with the day-to-day 
stresses of modern life. There is no doubt that coming home to a happy, welcoming family is nurturing. It is 
something that reassures us and, if included in that pleasant, happy family environment is a four-legged friend 
with a wagging tail, then that is appreciated as well. One of our Labor leaders is famous for saying, “If you want 
a friend in politics, you should get a dog.” That is an interesting comment and a further reflection on the idea that 
dogs give us unconditional love, loyalty and companionship. It is important to say that they help instil a degree 
of routine in our lives, which is very healthy. As members of Parliament, we have notoriously difficult lives that 
often do not have routine, but there is something about the daily practice of getting up and taking the dog for a 
walk, or perhaps getting its food; it is a routine that has to be stuck to. Other members of the family may have 
their own routines and are flexible and variable in habits but our four-legged friends need that reliability; they 
thrive on it and they expect it, which helps keep us in a certain routine. 

Companion animals are very important to our lives. I encourage all Western Australian households to own a dog, 
but what kind of dog should they have? There are many breeds and styles of dog. We need to ensure that 
Western Australians understand that some dogs will not suit all households. We have to make the right choice. A 
legislative framework can guide us in that choice. If people are tempted to get a breed of dog that is perhaps 
inclined to be aggressive, they could be won over by the idea that they may need to get a dog that is more 
reliable, sturdy, quiet, docile, and a more companionable animal than one that is sometimes thought of as a 
slightly more aggressive breed. I do not suggest that some breeds are naturally aggressive. I am aware of the 
comments made by the members for Maylands and Mandurah and I do not believe there is such a thing as an 
inherently aggressive dog. In this case it is a question of nurture, not nature. If people do not put in the time to 
ensure that the dog is a happy animal, there is a risk that it could become an aggressive or stressed animal, and 
that is when we get into the real problems that I know aspects of this legislation are designed to protect the 
community from. It is important that this legislation makes sure that people are aware of their responsibilities, 
and to that extent I support these amendments, as they seek to instil in the community a sense of the 
responsibility that comes with dog ownership.  

I return to the issue of people choosing the right breed or style of dog for their particular household. I am very 
fond of border collies and other working dogs. I know that they are very active dogs, so with my personal 
circumstances I do not think I could provide a border collie with the level of exercise and activity that it would 
need. The desire that a border collie would have to want to work in a paddock—perhaps the sort of situation that 
people in your electorate would face when choosing a dog, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney)—is not 
something that I could afford that dog. There are many other breeds that would be suitable for my circumstance 
and, as the member for Maylands has foreshadowed, I have become the owner of a retired greyhound. He had a 
relatively successful racing career earning just under $20 000, and he retired at the age of five. He has now made 
an absolutely fantastic pet. He is a loyal and easy dog to have; he fits in beautifully and he does not require much 
exercise, contrary to popular belief. People would think that a greyhound would need lots of exercise, but that is 
not the case. He is very happy to relax. I think that comes from the life he led during his racing career. He was 
given training and exercise but when he was not training or exercising, he was held in his kennel. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3112.] 

FRAN HARMAN — RETIREMENT 

Statement by Member for Mandurah 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [12.20 pm]: I rise to acknowledge and thank my long-term electorate 
officer, Fran Harman, who will retire tomorrow, Friday, 9 August 2013. Fran started working with me when I 
was elected on 10 February 2001 as member for Mandurah. Fran has worked with me continuously for the past 
12 and a half years, but Fran has served Labor Party members for the past 30 years, having been a loyal 
electorate officer for former federal members Hon Wendy Fatin, MHR, and Hon Kim Beazley, MHR, the former 
member for Brand; and also the former President of the Legislative Council, Hon John Cowdell, MLC, before 
joining me. Indeed, Fran’s involvement in the Labor Party commenced when she supported as a volunteer the 
second election campaign of the late Hon John Tonkin in the early 1970s. 

Our electorate office staff are crucial to our role as members of Parliament. Fran has been my friend and loyal 
electorate officer, and always has given me wise counsel. Fran has developed a wonderful relationship with so 
many people in Mandurah as the front-line officer for my office. I will miss her immensely and I want to thank 



3096 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 August 2013] 

 

her so very much for being a loyal, wise, honest and efficient electorate officer and friend. I wish her all the very 
best for her retirement and I hope she gets to do all those things on her bucket list that she so richly deserves to 
enjoy. 

WANNEROO DISTRICTS RUGBY UNION FOOTBALL CLUB 
Statement by Member for Wanneroo 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.21 pm]: I congratulate Wanneroo Districts 
Rugby Union Football Club which is celebrating its fortieth anniversary this year. The club was formed in April 
1981 when the Sorrento and Wanneroo clubs amalgamated. Their new clubrooms were opened at Kingsway 
sporting complex in 1983. Since then they have regularly made the finals across all grades with more than two 
club championships, numerous premierships and minor premierships to their credit. The club also has the largest 
junior-playing membership in the state and has won numerous junior championships. Some of the club’s players 
have gone on to represent their countries, including Australia, New Zealand and England. The club also boasts 
members, players and supporters from countries around the world.  

I congratulate the club on achieving this wonderful milestone, in particular Bill Watt, president; Alf Pemberton, 
vice-president; Nic Taylor, secretary; and Andy and Sheila Ayling, chairman and treasurer respectively. In 
closing, I thank everyone associated with the club for the great contribution they have made to the Wanneroo 
sporting community over the past 40 years. 

ALBANY SURF LIFE SAVING CLUB — CLUBROOM EXTENSION 
Statement by Member for Albany 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [12.22 pm]: On Saturday, 27 July, Albany Surf Life Saving Club celebrated the 
official opening of its new $1.3 million clubroom extensions, with past, present and life members attending. The 
extensions will provide the club with first-class training facilities for members and will enable the club to grow 
its membership. Among the members present were Sam and Nikki Doyle who spoke about how they both started 
at the surf club as junior members and are now among other members who are teaching the new juniors coming 
through. The club not only has taught them about water safety, but also has contributed to building their personal 
confidence. Also there was 74-year-old “Granny Grommet”, Jan Hood. Outgoing president, Rob Lucas, who 
rode the highs and lows of the past 11 years of organising the new clubrooms, was very emotional when 
thanking members, local businesses and tradespeople who had made donations in money or in kind towards the 
project—a figure he estimated to be approximately $190 000. Other funding came from Lotterywest, the Jack 
Family Trust, royalties for regions and the Great Southern Development Commission. The Ryde Building 
Company also built a charity home on land donated by Heath Development Company, with the auction proceeds 
going to the club.  

The building will become an Albany icon with its distinctive appearance and location on Middleton Beach. 
Congratulations go to the building committee of Rob Lucas, Barry Oakley, Ken Clarke, Danny Burkett, and Pat 
and Andrew Brown. Also thanks to Nigel Ryde and his team on doing a great job on the building work. Last year 
the club did 1 700 patrol hours, two rescues and carried out 16 preventive actions, and it is part of the emergency 
response team with the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, the WA Police and Albany Sea Rescue Squad. 

INTEWORK INCORPORATED — DISABILITY SERVICES 
Statement by Member for Joondalup 

MR J. NORBERGER (Joondalup) [12.24 pm]: Today I want to publicly acknowledge the outstanding work 
being conducted by one of this state’s many not-for-profit organisations, namely Intework. Intework provides a 
range of open and supported employment services for clients with disabilities, as well as a number of successful 
training and mentoring programs. Intework prides itself on providing truly flexible, dynamic and holistic 
services that focus on people reaching their potential. Ultimately, Intework believes, and I share the belief, that 
every person has something unique to offer from which society can benefit. Intework commenced in 1991 with 
the assistance of Lotterywest, growing year on year since then with a mix of both federal and state funding. In 
1998, Intework established a presence in Joondalup. I have had the pleasure of visiting Intework’s operations in 
Joondalup and of meeting some of the many outstanding staff and clients that call our northern suburbs home. It 
was heartwarming to see the special bond that exists between the staff and the wonderful people they set out to 
help. I was delighted to see the level of support that Intework has built up within the community and I am sure 
that this is only going to grow in the years to come. It is not surprising to hear that Joondalup Intework is the 
primary supplier of employment to disabled people. As of 2012, Intework offered 36 different programs to over 
1 000 individuals—a client increase of 7.7 per cent from the previous year.  
I thank Intework for its outstanding contribution to our society and acknowledge that there are many wonderful 
organisations throughout WA that equally bring to bear their expertise, compassion and vision to supporting 
people with disabilities to live a full and rewarding life. 
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CITIZENSHIP CEREMONY — THORNLIE PRIMARY SCHOOL 
Statement by Member for Gosnells 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [12.26 pm]: On 30 May this year, 25 local people became Australian 
citizens at a ceremony and school assembly at Thornlie Primary School in my Gosnells electorate. The 
celebration is coordinated by Dr Theresa Nazareth, a teacher at the school. The ceremonies have taken place at 
the school for a few years and it has been my privilege to be invited as the local state member of Parliament. The 
event is inspirational, extremely successful and highly educational. It is a remarkable whole-of-school effort, 
with students sharing their cultures and countries of origin through artwork displays. This year’s event included 
well-rehearsed music and dance that gave an insight into the backgrounds of families in the school community 
who were born in various other countries. Until very recently, there were no other schools in Australia enabling 
citizenship ceremonies and it took collaboration between the school and local government—the City of 
Gosnells—to initiate this innovative project. 

The federal Department of Immigration and Citizenship came to find out more about the ceremony three years 
ago and subsequently is now supporting the event. As a result of the school’s trailblazing, the commonwealth 
government has documented and evaluated the initiative, and it is now being reproduced in other Australian 
schools. The school anticipates that the City of Gosnells will continue to find candidates from the community to 
complete their citizenship at Thornlie Primary School. 

NATIONAL MARRIAGE DAY 

Statement by Member for Southern River 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [12.27 pm]: National Marriage Day will be celebrated this year on Tuesday, 
13 August. Much has been said about marriage in recent years and the Stand4Marriage Martin Place Declaration, 
issued on 3 December 2011, by a large number of community groups is worthy of note. On that day, over 2 000 
people gathered in Sydney to encourage parliamentarians to have the courage to uphold marriage as being 
exclusively between one man and one woman, to the exclusion of all others, voluntarily entered into for life. 

I put on public record that I hold that the marriage relationship is the fundamental building block of our society. I 
have recently returned from Russia where the communist ideal of abolishing the nuclear family was 
experimented with and saw the dysfunction that is still causing in that society. I urge every member to uphold 
the definition of marriage as enshrined in the current federal Marriage Act 1961. Marriage is enshrined in this act 
because it is more than just a private relationship—it is a social good. 

In 2004, a group of United States university professors published a book titled Twenty-One Reasons: Why 
Marriage Matters. The case they make for traditional marriage purely on empirical evidence is compelling—it 
results in better social outcomes, for marriage partners and any children they produce, than any other 
relationship. I urge members and the public to support National Marriage Day on Tuesday, 13 August. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

LIBERAL PARTY ELECTION COMMITMENTS — COSTINGS 

392. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I refer to the “2013 State Election Policy Costing—Impact of Liberal Party Commitments on State Finances” 
document that was released by Treasury two days before the state election and Treasury’s assessment that the 
Liberal Party’s commitments will add $1.2 billion to net debt by 30 June 2016. Does the Premier stand by his 
costings document, released only five months ago, that claims only a $1.2 billion increase to state debt? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

What is the point of that question? What is the point in going back to election documents when we are five 
months into a new government and we are about to present a budget with updated Treasury figures? What is the 
point? It is just a joke. The opposition seems to be incapable of focusing on the pertinent, the real and the bigger 
picture. It just cannot do it. The Leader of the Opposition asked whether our costings in the election were 
accurate. I will tell members when we will know when the costings are accurate. We will know when the 
projects are built, finished and paid for.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, the plan is not to drown people out.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said, we will only finally know whether the costings are accurate when a particular 
project is built, paid for and completed. I cannot answer trivial opposition questions.  

Several members interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite are rabbiting on. It was a ridiculous question. It was a weak question. 
The performance of the opposition after a six-week break is appalling. It has had nothing new to say. It has done 
no work over the winter recess and its questions are absolutely hopeless. It is an absolute rabble. Members 
opposite are interjecting; they are all over the shop. They did no work during the winter break.  
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, if you want to answer the question, answer the question; otherwise, that is it. Are you 
finished? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, Mr Speaker; I am only starting. I will be brief. The budget will be released at 
two o’clock. There is no doubt that debt is a constraint on this government and on future governments. What did 
we do during our first term in government?  
Mr P. Papalia: Not much.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not much! Members should look at the public hospital system. It has been almost totally 
rebuilt in country areas and the city. Look at the improvements to the City of Perth, which has been neglected for 
years, such as the sinking of the rail line, Elizabeth Quay and a stadium now underway. We identified very 
clearly, well before the last state election, that if elected for a second term, our priorities would be transport, in 
Perth in particular — 

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite laugh and giggle. They should just watch this space. Just as they said 
we would never build a stadium, we would never build Elizabeth Quay, we would never sink the railway and we 
would never build the children’s hospital, they should watch us build the rail projects and watch the road 
improvements.  

LIBERAL PARTY ELECTION COMMITMENTS — COSTINGS 

393. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
I ask a supplementary question. I ask again: two days before the election, a document was released by the Liberal 
Party that indicated the Premier’s promises would add $1.2 billion to net debt. Does the Premier stand by that 
document? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
I stand by the budget that the Treasurer will bring down at two o’clock. The Leader of the Opposition comes into 
this place and asks questions about the election. How did he go in the election?  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the first time. I do not want people drowning 
out the answer.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition, with his inept, outdated and silly questions gives us a bit of 
a clue why he led the Labor Party to the worst result it has had since 1917.  

JOONDALUP PRIVATE HOSPITAL 

394. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Health: 
I understand that the minister recently attended the official opening of the new Joondalup Private Hospital. Can 
he explain how the public health system has benefited from this new building?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
I thank the member for the question. It has been a fantastic result. The development of the Joondalup hospital 
that started under this government has proved to be an enormous success. The recent development that occurred 
in Joondalup has allowed Ramsay Health Care to build a brand-new private wing, which as a result has freed up 
beds that have been available for the government to use for public purposes. We are now funding 26 beds that 
were created under that system. They have been totally refurbished. They were part of the old hospital. Those 
beds are ready to open to take off some of the pressure within our hospitals.  

Members, particularly local members, would be pleased to know that we are looking at the four-hour rule. 
Joondalup has been struggling with its four-hour rule results because of the massive pressure that it has been 
under since we opened the new emergency department out there. It had a growth in presentations of 
approximately 18 per cent when the doors opened. It has now settled down to 10 per cent or 11 per cent but it is 
still enormous growth and it is under enormous pressure. It has the busiest emergency department of all our 
hospitals in Western Australia, something like 100 000 presentations a year. It has been a struggle for the 
hospital. 
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Mr R.H. Cook: Will they meet their NEAT targets? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Our national emergency access targets are average targets across the state. Joondalup hospital 
will contribute to them. I have put out a challenge to it that I want it to lead, not lag. I think it has the capability 
to do that. One thing that it will do with these new beds is open an acute medical assessment unit fairly soon, 
which is something under the four-hour rule that is absolutely critical. It allows for direct admission of all 
medical patients other than cardiac patients; that is, to channel through those acute medical units. We have just 
had a team out here from the United Kingdom. It has been working throughout the system. It has worked 
exceptionally well. It is just winding up now. It found some changes we need to make that I think will make an 
enormous difference. 
Those additional beds are showing that this government is able to work with both public hospitals that are run by 
the government and public hospitals that are run by the private sector and make fantastic gains in the health 
management of patients of this state.  

STATE BUDGET 2013–14 — ADVERTISING 
395. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
I refer to the budget to be brought down this afternoon and the impending advertising barrage to inform the 
people of WA. 
(1) How much has the Premier approved to spend on advertising and other propaganda to spruik this year’s 

budget on Western Australian households?  
(2) Is it through this advertising process that his new overseer of government advertising has been able to 

save the state millions and millions of dollars?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(2) I thank the member very sincerely for that question. When the budget is presented at two o’clock today, 

for the first time in many years, members will find that the information that is put out to the public will 
be online. They will not see the glossy brochures or the handouts — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So there’ll be no advertising budget?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, there will be no advertising in major media. In fact, Premier Gallop took it to a new 
height — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Rubbish. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: He did. He took to a new height the amount of publications distributed. Members will find 
electronic dispersion of information on the budget for the first time. I think that is good. That is modern. It is in a 
very simple, readable format. We will be using social media and other outlets. I think that is a good reform. Yes, 
credit is due to the manager of government business on advertising. 

STATE BUDGET 2013–14 — ADVERTISING 
396. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier:  
I ask a supplementary question. Can the Premier guarantee that the only advertising of the budget will be through 
social media and web-based advertising? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
The member should listen. I have not been through the whole — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: The question has been asked. Let the Premier answer the question and a further question can be 
asked by somebody else.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot guarantee that there will not be an ad, for example, telling people about a 
concession that might be available or whatever else. I can tell members opposite that that information will be 
distributed electronically and there will not be the glossy brochures and the full-page advertisements, all the 
things that have happened under previous governments. They will find a very lean but very informative, 
effective and attractive format for distributing information to the community. I thank the member for Victoria 
Park very much for the question. I hope he will stand up and support this lean approach to promoting 
information about the budget this afternoon because he is wrong in the implication of his question.  

SENIORS — HOUSEHOLD EXPENSES 
397. MR N.W. MORTON to the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering: 
I am proud of the Liberal–National government’s commitment in supporting some of the most valued members 
of our community, our seniors. With this mind, can the minister please outline to the house how this government 
is supporting seniors in our community to pay their household expenses?  
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Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 

I thank the member for the question. Last month I had the opportunity to give out a cost-of-living rebate. Our 
government brought this in in 2008. I am proud to say that we have accessed 288 000 Seniors Card holders and 
we have given out over $152 million to seniors since 2008. The Liberal government has a very strong record. We 
acknowledge that people on low or fixed incomes will struggle with the cost of living. That is why we give out 
$159.90 to singles and $239.90 to couples. Many seniors on low incomes are struggling. We should keep in 
mind that in Australia, this will be the first year more people will be turning 60 years old than babies will be 
born. The Liberal–National government recognises the efforts seniors have put into our community, so they need 
the respect of the government and financial help through the cost-of-living rebate. The actual Seniors Card 
payments are paid directly into their bank accounts.  

The state government also offers through their Seniors Card discounts on shire rates and water rates and 
assistance through the electricity provider. We recently made changes so that retirees in group housing can also 
access the discount. We have also developed an age-friendly WA strategy for seniors. This is all part of our 
government supporting seniors in our community to help them live with the costs of living and to support them 
in their everyday lives.  

BANKSIA HILL DETENTION CENTRE RIOT — INSPECTOR OF CUSTODIAL SERVICES REPORT 

398. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to yesterday’s report by the Inspector of Custodial Services into the Banksia Hill Detention Centre fiasco, 
specifically the findings in relation to juveniles, many of whom have been victims of sexual abuse and are being 
routinely strip searched unnecessarily.  

(1) Why are juveniles routinely strip searched four times a day when they are transferred from Hakea to 
Banksia Hill on the way to a court appearance and on their return, despite the fact they remain within a 
secure environment the entire time?  

(2) Why has the minister allowed the practice of routine strip searching on every occasion a juvenile is 
transferred between Hakea and Banksia Hill, despite a June 2008 Inspector of Custodial Services report 
saying that it could not be justified and more recently on 27 March this year the President of the 
Children’s Court telling the Supreme Court that, in his view, it is totally unacceptable?  

(3) Why was a juvenile who had been incarcerated for only four months between 21 January and 28 June 
this year strip searched 62 times—an average of 15 times per month?  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 

I thank the member for the question.  

(1)–(3) As I said yesterday, there are 35 recommendations in this report. In the next couple of weeks the 
government will consider all of them and will respond to them accordingly. On the issue of strip 
searching of juveniles — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: This is essentially — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Why didn’t you front on 6PR this morning?  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I did.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I do not need a running commentary on everything that happens here.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I am pretty sure I was on 6PR this morning about 11 o’clock, if the member had opened 
her ears.  

Let me get back to the issue of strip searching. It is essentially an operational matter. The decisions on strip 
searching juveniles are made by the risk that is determined by the youth custodial officers in charge of them. 
Having said that, I will not cop out of it; it is alarming that it seems to be a little bit excessive. The department is 
reviewing that procedure. We have had conversations with the commissioner and the executive team already on 
the issue of strip searching juveniles and they will review the practice. Certainly, from my personal point of 
view, if a juvenile does not leave the custody of the detainees, of course, we have to question whether there is a 
need. If they have had no interaction with anyone else other than the youth custodial officers and the people who 
are guarding at the time, we will look at this. As I said, we will look at all the recommendations in this report and 
report to Parliament in the coming weeks on many of the issues that have been referred to in this report. It is a 
significant report; there are 35 recommendations in it that the government will give due and proper consideration 
to in the coming weeks.  
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BANKSIA HILL DETENTION CENTRE RIOT — INSPECTOR OF CUSTODIAL SERVICES REPORT 

399. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Minister for Corrective Services: 
I have a supplementary question. If the minister disagrees with strip searching a juvenile four times on the way 
to and from court, why can he not stop it immediately?  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 
It depends on the individual circumstances of the juvenile detainee.  

Mr P. Papalia: It is a matter of routine. They are doing it out of bureaucratic stupidity.  

The SPEAKER: Member!  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: At the end of the day, it is an operational issue.  

Mr P. Papalia: It’s not. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: If the member wants ministers to overly involve themselves in operational issues, that will 
have a number of risks and I do not think that is how the system of government works.  

Mr P. Papalia: They strip searched 62 times in three months a juvenile who could have been a victim of sexual 
assault.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, can you let the minister answer.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I will have another look at the issue again this afternoon. Obviously, there are a number of 
concerns. If it is being done to excess and is over the top, that is not right and we will do something about it. 

ROAD SAFETY — DRINK-DRIVING 

400. Mr C.D. HATTON to the Minister for Police: 
Can the minister please update the house on the success of the government’s efforts to tackle drink-driving in 
Western Australia?  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 

I thank the member for Balcatta for his interest in road safety matters. Members in this place will be pleased to 
know that last financial year, WA Police conducted 1 516 488 random breath tests. This exceeded our target set 
for WA police of one million random breath tests and surpassed the previous financial year’s record number of 
random breath tests of 892 751. This has come about because of a $4 million boost to WA Police that allowed us 
to resource an additional 20 officers to look after the new booze and drug buses we provided on line earlier this 
year to police. I am also pleased to report that driver behaviour is improving in this area. While from those 
1.5 million tests, 14 238 drivers exceeded their limit, there were fewer than there were the previous year. In 
2007–08, 19 288 people were caught exceeding the blood alcohol legal limit when driving. There is still clearly a 
lot of work to be done but this Liberal–National government has proved that we are committed to making 
improvements in this area, and I think in seeing the increase in random breath tests —  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! I call you to order for the first time.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. Having seen the increase in the prevalence of random breath 
testing, we know, and research shows us, that the more people believe they will be caught or pulled over by the 
police to be tested, the more there is a consequent improvement in driver behaviour. Drivers view the 
inconvenience of losing their driver’s licence and that level of compliance — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You would know because you’ve lost yours, haven’t you? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland!  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Drivers change their behaviour and decision-making processes based on the belief they 
will be pulled over by police and tested. The other improvement we made in this state was to introduce roadside 
disqualification for drivers who exceed the limit of .08. Due to random breath testing we have seen an immediate 
improvement in driver behaviour and people driving over the legal alcohol limit when they get behind the wheel 
of a car.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Mr Speaker — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  
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The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call to you order for the first time.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: She still has not answered the question  

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

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The risks to other road users are well known to those who 
choose to get behind the wheel of a car when they have had too much to drink. The messages we are trying to get 
to the community is that the risk is to not only people driving themselves and passengers in their vehicles but 
that obviously road safety is a shared responsibility. We want people to take fewer risks on the road in the 
interests of other road users. The other very strong message that has been backed up by very strong legislation in 
this state is that people will suffer an immediate inconvenience if they are pulled over and they blow over .08. 
That immediate inconvenience is that the very next day they will not be able to drive their children to school or 
drive to work because their licence will be immediately disqualified.  

I am pleased to say we have had a significant improvement in driver behaviour and in the number of tests 
performed by police. I hope this will continue. This is possible because we are putting 100 per cent of speed and 
red-light camera infringements — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You’re failing.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! I call you to order for the second time. Minister, will you wind this up 
please? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: This is possible because of the funding going into the road trauma trust account, which 
now has 100 per cent of speed and red-light camera infringements going into it as a result of this government’s 
commitment to road safety. 

KALEEYA HOSPITAL 

401. Ms S.F. McGURK to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to Kaleeya Hospital in East Fremantle, which provides maternity and elective surgery services. 
(1) Is it true that the department is in discussions with a private operator for the sale of the hospital? 
(2) If yes to (1), why has the government not informed the people of Fremantle that it intends to sell the 

hospital? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
(1)–(2) Under the Labor Party–initiated Reid review, Kaleeya Hospital was scheduled to close on the opening 

of Fiona Stanley Hospital. That position has not changed and I am not aware of any negotiations being 
undertaken at this time. I assume that when Fiona Stanley Hospital opens that that is likely to occur, 
although the government has not yet made that decision and will look at what other options are 
available for not only maximising the best use of that hospital, but also the configuration of hospitals in 
that region. 

RACECOURSE INFRASTRUCTURE 

402. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
In 2010, the Liberal–National government established a program to assist racing clubs throughout the state to 
rejuvenate their racecourse infrastructure. Can the minister please update the Parliament on progress with 
supporting this important industry? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I thank the member for Central Wheatbelt for the question and for her interest in and support for racing over the 
last five years, and more recently with projects at York and Northam.  
One of the biggest challenges that the racing industry faces is its ageing infrastructure. It is a real and ongoing 
challenge. As the member said in her question, we agreed back in 2010 to commit $13 million over five years for 
metropolitan and country racing infrastructure. The initial amount was $5 million in 2010 with a further 
$2 million each year. To maximise the benefit from that grants program, the decision was taken to offer the 
grants on a partnership basis, and that has worked extremely well. In fact, by 2012, the program had worked very 
well and it became evident to me as minister and to everyone involved that we needed to keep this program 
going and expand it where we could because it was doing such a good job in our country and metropolitan race 
clubs across the codes. With the support of the Minister for Regional Development, we got a $6.4 million 
royalties for regions boost to that funding to, once again, leverage that funding to gain other funding. The value 
of the program now is just under $20 million over the five-year period, and about $10 million of that has been 
accessed and spent so far. So, the program is having a great benefit out there. In fact, these grants have supported 
projects totalling $16.2 million—that is, 129 grants to 51 racing and training venues throughout the state.  
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One focus has been on the health and safety issues that are very large in racing. I wanted to make sure that we 
addressed those issues initially, because the health and safety of participants, jockeys and horses are extremely 
important. I will not go into a whole heap of detail, but one initiative that is part of this program deserves a 
special mention—that is, the upgrade of running rails from the traditional aluminium running rail to the new 
plastic running rail. That works to provide a hell of a lot more safety for the horse and rider. With the support of 
these grants, new running rails have now been installed at 12 major metropolitan and country tracks. But the 
benefit does not finish there because where we have replaced the railing, we have utilised the old railing for a lot 
of our smaller race venues around Western Australia—even our picnic race venues. I think the Kulin Bush Races 
is an example; the head of that is so pleased now that he has a bit of security. We also coupled that with another 
program to fence the tracks in country WA. We were having some issues with runaway horses at some of the 
smaller tracks where horses were actually getting into the crowd and — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Did you have money on them? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I probably did! I saw it happen one day and it is pretty frightening. I am glad that we 
have now addressed that and I am sure the industry is a lot better for it.  

The racing industry is really important to Western Australia. It generates about $600 million each year. There is 
a lot of employment, a lot of people are involved and there is a lot of enjoyment to the community, so it is 
important that we continue to support and work with the racing industry to continually improve those facilities. I 
look forward to doing that more into the future.  

TOURISM — LIVERPOOL FOOTBALL CLUB VISIT 

403. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s flippant dismissal of the missed opportunity to host Liverpool Football Club in WA when 
he said that it is only a football game, and reports by the Victorian government that the Liverpool visit to 
Victoria drew 10 000 international and interstate visitors and generated well in excess of $10 million in 
economic benefits to the state. 
(1) Is it true that Eventscorp assessed the Liverpool visit as a very good opportunity and recommended it to 

the government in mid-2012? 

(2) Did the government reject the proposal resulting in the opportunity being missed and the Liverpool visit 
going to Victoria? 

(3) What cost–benefit analysis did the government conduct before rejecting the Eventscorp proposal, if it 
actually did that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
Just before I answer that, following the question from the member for Victoria Park, I confirm that all promotion 
of information from the budget will be done via social media and infographics. Obviously there are costs in 
preparing material, and I am advised that there have been no advertisements placed in print, radio or television—
none. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not those either. So I would expect the member for Victoria Park — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah!  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would expect the member for Victoria Park to put out a press release congratulating the 
government on its austerity. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Premier! 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on! Calm down, you got it wrong. 
The SPEAKER: Premier, just answer the question, please. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, Mr Speaker. 

(1)–(3) Getting back to the Liverpool Football Club — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Stick to standing orders! 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on, precious! 

Getting back to the Liverpool Football Club, there are many, many proposals that come through Eventscorp and 
the Tourism Commission for promotion.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the first time. Premier, we have two minutes. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Two recent proposals have come before the government. One that we have accepted is 
promotion of the Margaret River surfing event to world tour status, and that is now for both men and women 
from next year. I think that is fantastic and the right decision. So when the suggestion comes at a price range of 
$2 million to $3 million for an exhibition game by the Liverpool Football Club—two hours of football—is that 
justified? I do not think so; I do not think it is.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not think it is. Members opposite come in here quite rightly and complain about 
health care and so on.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Should we spend $2 million to $3 million of scarce taxpayers’ money on a two-hour 
football game? I know soccer fans would love it; I know that. To say there is a $10 million benefit, that is 
turnover; that is not return to the state.  
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Let us get it quite clear now: the Labor Party believes we should have spent $2 million to 
$3 million on an exhibition game by Liverpool for the sole benefit of soccer fans who went along.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You don’t; I agree. It is not worth it. It was not a silly proposal, but we did not do it.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I remind members that Melbourne did do it. I think the Victorians put $1 million into it, 
but they have the MCG that can hold 100 000 people; we do not have that. 

Sitting suspended from 12.58 to 2.00 pm 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2013–14 BILL 2013 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr T.R. Buswell (Treasurer), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Treasurer. 

Second Reading 
MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [2.00 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

[The Treasurer read the following speech.] 

INTRODUCTION 
Mr Speaker, today the Liberal-National Government delivers the first Budget of its second term. Putting 
together this Budget to secure the long term future of the State has been particularly challenging. 

This Budget responds to our changing economic circumstances; to the unprecedented demand for 
services and infrastructure; and to the imbalance that has emerged between growth in the State’s 
expenditure and the State’s revenues—an imbalance that in large part is due to the strong population 
growth we are experiencing, coupled with Western Australia’s historically low share of national GST 
revenue. 
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The Western Australian economy is in a period of transition. In recent years, business investment in 
major resource projects has been the main driver of growth in our economy. However, as these major 
projects transition from construction to production, exports will become the major driver of growth. 

Overall, the State’s economy is forecast to grow by 3.25% in 2013–14. While this is down from 
estimated growth of 5.75% last financial year, it is still the highest rate of growth forecast for any State. 
The changing composition of economic growth brings significant financial challenges. As major 
resource projects transition into the production phase, the demand for labour has begun to ease, and so 
has growth in the Government’s tax revenue. Exacerbating this revenue hit, as mineral exports increase, 
we are penalised through the Commonwealth Grants Commission process, with our share of GST 
revenue in 2013-14 falling to just 45% of our population share—an all-time low for any State or 
Territory—with further falls in prospect. 
Western Australia’s share of GST revenue is projected to fall to only 7.5% of our population share in 
2016-17, giving the State an anticipated grant of only $500million in that year. This is $2.4billion less 
than Western Australia received in 2012-13, and $2.8billion less than what we project the Northern 
Territory will receive in 2016-17 (despite the Northern Territory having less than one tenth of Western 
Australia’s population). 
We will continue to fight for fiscal sustainability. This Budget includes a $6.8billion Fiscal Action Plan, 
and provides for a general government operating surplus of $386million in 2013-14, following an 
estimated surplus of $239million in 2012-13. 
This Budget is delivered at a time when our State’s population has grown at record levels, and while the 
2012-13 growth of around 75,000 people is likely to slow, anticipated population growth of around 
50,000 per year will still place significant pressure on the State to deliver services and infrastructure. 
The following clearly demonstrate these demand pressures: 
• an extra 8,146 students entered the public school system in Semester One of this year; 
• in the four years to 2011-12 there was a 6.9% increase per annum in emergency presentations to 

Western Australian hospitals, which is well above the national average of 4.3%; 
• public transport boardings reached 150 million in 2012-13, up from 144 million boardings the 

previous year (and 90.5 million boardings in 2003-04); and 
• 96,504 more vehicles were registered in 2012-13 than the previous year, with 2.2 million registered 

vehicles now on Western Australian roads.  

INVESTING IN INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT OUR GROWING STATE 
Mr Speaker, investing in infrastructure to support our growing State continues to be a major priority. 
The 2013-14 Budget contains an Asset Investment Program totalling $26.9billion over the forward 
estimates period, including $7.5billion in 2013-14 alone.  

Transport Infrastructure 
The pressures associated with population growth and our growing economy are particularly evident on 
our transport system. This Budget captures the Government’s considered response to this challenge, 
with record levels of investment in both our public transport system and road network. 

The combined Asset Investment Program of the Department of Transport, Main Roads and the Public 
Transport Authority is a record $1.7billion in 2013-14. Over the four years to 2016-17, the State 
Government has committed a total of $5.7billion to transport infrastructure—a substantial increase on 
the $3.4billion spent over the four years to 2011-12. To put this investment into perspective—it is the 
equivalent of four Mandurah-Perth railways. 
The 2013–14 Budget re-affirms the Liberal-National Government’s commitment to deliver 
transformational infrastructure to this State. By 2020, the people of Western Australia will be able to 
take an easy train ride to the airport to start their family holiday, or hop on the MAX light rail system to 
quickly travel across town.  

At an estimated total cost of $2billion, the airport rail line comprises the construction of a spur from the 
existing Midland rail line to the future consolidated Perth Airport terminal, and continuing on to 
Forrestfield. Three new stations will be built along the airport rail line (including 3,000 additional 
parking bays), and 18 new railcars will be purchased to service the expanded rail network. Construction 
is set to commence in 2016, and scheduled to finish in 2019. Project costs of $174million are reflected 
in the current forward estimates period.  
The MAX light rail will provide a high capacity public transport solution to connect the growing 
northern suburbs and the Perth CBD. MAX also conveniently links Victoria Park at the east end of 
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town (via the CBD) to the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre in the west. The estimated total cost of 
$1.9billion includes the construction of 22 kilometres of track, stations along the routes and the 
purchase of 25 light rail vehicles. Construction will start in 2016, and is scheduled to finish in 2019. 
Project costs of $432million are incorporated in the current forward estimates period.  
These transformational public transport projects will be supplemented by other key transport 
infrastructure investments, including: 

• $56million over the forward estimates for the Aubin Grove Train Station; 

• $219.2million over the forward estimates for the Perth City Link – Bus Station; 

• the delivery of an additional 66 railcars, the first of which will arrive later in 2013, and the 
investment of $237million upgrading our bus fleet; and 

• $46.5million over the forward estimates to construct a new secure, multi storey car park at 
Edgewater train station, comprising approximately 1,000 car bays. 

A rapidly growing population also places pressure on our road network, which will benefit from a 
record $1.1billion Asset Investment Program in 2013-14. This Budget includes: 

• additional capital expenditure of $325million over four years (with a State funding contribution of 
$100million) to construct a 40 kilometre section of the Perth to Darwin Highway, from the Tonkin 
Highway/Reid Highway intersection in West Swan to the Great Northern Highway at Muchea; 

• $152million over the forward estimates to commence the extension of the Mitchell Freeway from 
Burns Beach Road to Hester Avenue; 

• a major upgrade program for Reid Highway, including a conversion to two lanes between Erindale 
and Duffy Roads and the grade separation of the Malaga Drive Intersection; 

• a grade separation program at three intersections on the Tonkin Highway with expenditure of 
$66million between 2014–15 and 2016–17; 

• ongoing emphasis on the regional road network with major upgrades planned over the forward 
estimates to the Great Northern Highway ($512million), Northwest Coastal Highway 
($190million), Great Eastern Highway ($50million) and the Collie Coalfields Highway 
($39million); 

• $342million in 2013-14 to continue works associated with the $1billion Gateway Project which 
will deliver a safer, more efficient road network to the Perth Airport precinct, surrounding 
businesses and residential areas; and  

• expenditure of $76million in 2012–13 from the Road Trauma Trust Account including 
$12.1million for metropolitan intersections and $31.3million for regional run-off crashes. 

Health Infrastructure 
The Budget continues the State’s record $7.1billion investment in health infrastructure across both 
regional and metropolitan areas, with total capital spending on health infrastructure expected to exceed 
$1.1billion in 2013–14. This includes: 
• $417million to continue construction of the New Children’s Hospital at the Queen Elizabeth II 

Medical Centre site;  
• $146million to continue construction of the new Midland Public Hospital; 
• $108million to complete construction of the Fiona Stanley Hospital project and $11million on the 

State Rehabilitation Service; 
• $66million for medical equipment replacement; and 

• the ongoing redevelopment and expansion of country hospitals and medical facilities, including:  

— $66million for the Busselton Health Campus;  
— $42million for projects under the Southern Inland Health Initiative; and  
— $15million for the Kalgoorlie Health Campus.  

Education Infrastructure 

The Government is investing an estimated $582million in 2013–14, and a total of $1.5billion over the 
forward estimates, in school infrastructure. This includes: 

• $78million for the final stages of construction for five new primary schools in Hammond Park, 
North Butler, North Yanchep, Treendale and Wandina that are scheduled to open in 2014; 
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• $230million for secondary schools needing extra accommodation for Year 7 students; 

• $30million for additions and improvements to Halls Head Community College, with the project 
due for completion in 2015;  

• $30million for Stage One of the new Byford Secondary College, scheduled to open in 2014;  

• redevelopment of the Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community High School, at an estimated cost of 
$45million; and 

• $56million for four new primary schools that are set to open in 2015 in Broome North, Lakelands, 
Golden Bay and Baldivis.  

PROTECTING OUR COMMUNITY 
Mr Speaker, protecting our community has been, and continues to be, a priority of the Liberal-National 
Government. This Budget provides additional funding of $282million over the next four years for the 
recruitment of 550 extra police and auxiliary officers, including over 80 additional officers in 2013–14.  
These additional resources will significantly increase the Police Force’s capacity to patrol ‘the beat’, 
respond to calls for assistance from the community, and arrest offenders. The boost in police resources 
also provides for a rapid response unit south of the river, replicating the successful rapid response unit 
in the northern suburbs. The new 50 strong unit will operate as an essential back up team in situations 
where a strong police response is required, such as responding to out of control parties.  

To free up police officers from custodial duties, the Government will fund the courts to sit for 
additional hours on nights and weekends. An additional $4.5million will be spent over the forward 
estimates period to engage magistrates, associated court staff and Legal Aid duty lawyers. The 
allocation also provides for enhanced video link capacity to enable regional police stations access to the 
extended justice service at the Perth Police Complex.  

The Government is also committed to keeping young people on the right track. Additional funding of 
$10.3million over three years has been allocated to upgrade the Police and Community Youth Centres 
(or PCYCs). This funding will enhance the ability of the 23 PCYCs across the State to work with 
specialist police officers and schools to deliver programs targeted at reducing truancy and youth crime.  

To protect women and children who flee from domestic violence, the Liberal-National Government will 
build an additional refuge shelter in 2013–14, at a cost of $2million. The new refuge shelter, to be 
located in the metropolitan area, will allow mothers and their children to live independently within a 
community environment. The Department for Child Protection and Family Support will also spend an 
additional $3.5million over the forward estimates period on increased support and outreach services for 
victims of domestic violence accessing the new shelter.  

Mr Speaker, solar-powered flashing Light Emitting Diode (or LED) speed zone signs will be installed 
at every school in Western Australia with a 40 kilometre per hour zone. LED signs will be 
progressively installed at the remaining eligible schools over three years from 2014–15, at a total cost of 
$36million. 

The Government has committed $15.4million over the forward estimates period to protect fire fighters. 
Comprehensive Fire Crew Protection Systems save lives and will be installed in 667 fire fighting 
vehicles. The protective equipment includes water spray protection to wet the vehicle and surrounding 
areas, advanced GPS devices that can track the vehicle in times of distress, and fresh air breathing 
systems when the air inside the vehicle becomes toxic. These safety measures represent the best 
protection possible for career and volunteer fire fighters as they combat dangerous bushfires across the 
State.  

Royalties for Regions funding of $15.3million has been allocated to a new emergency rescue helicopter 
service in the South West region. Following unprecedented demand for rapid response to accidents and 
critical health conditions, the second emergency rescue helicopter service will significantly increase the 
State’s emergency services capacity. It is anticipated that the second helicopter and its paramedical staff 
will be fully operational by 2015–16. 
The Government is not only committed to protecting the community from harm, we also want to protect 
community wellbeing. Examples of investment at the local level to benefit community amenity and 
wellbeing include: 
• additional Royalties for Regions funding of $186million over the forward estimates for the 

Goldfields Esperance Revitalisation Program, which includes the refurbishment of the Goldfields 
Arts Centre in Kalgoorlie Boulder;  

• $6million to upgrade the Hartfield Park Sport and Recreation Reserve in Forrestfield; 
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• additional expenditure of $2million to regenerate Chinatown and create a vibrant laneway precinct 
in Northbridge;  

• $15million additional expenditure from 2014–15 to 2016–17 to implement Western Australia’s 
bicycle network plan, which includes the creation of a new dual use bike path in South Guildford; 
and 

• additional Royalties for Regions funding of $40.7million over the forward estimates to enhance 
low cost holiday options across Western Australia.  

EFFICIENT DELIVERY OF QUALITY SERVICES 
As mentioned in my introduction, this Budget responds to the unprecedented demand for government 
services through the efficient delivery of quality health, education and other services. 
Health Services 
Western Australia is facing increasing demand for its hospital and health services. This is being driven 
by a rapidly growing and ageing population, rising community expectations, and an increasing number 
of people in the community with chronic illnesses requiring regular access to health services and high 
cost medical technologies. 
To meet these healthcare needs and ensure Western Australians continue to have access to safe, quality 
and cost effective healthcare, the Liberal-National Government has allocated additional recurrent 
expenditure of $2.5billion for health services over the next four years.  

The majority of this additional spending is for projected activity growth in the State’s health system. In 
2013–14, the Budget provides for expense growth of 7% to accommodate the expected growth in 
hospital activity. This forms a strong foundation for the health system to transition to the national 
Activity Based Funding framework, which is scheduled for introduction in 2014. 

The additional activity growth expenditure will enable: 
• an extra 16,000 patients to stay and be treated in hospitals in 2013–14; 
• an extra 25,000 patients to be treated in emergency departments; and  
• an extra 45,000 patients to be treated as out-patients. 

With a national shortage of health service workers, it is vital that Western Australia’s public hospitals 
are able to attract and retain a high quality nursing and midwifery workforce. Accordingly, the 2013–14 
Budget provides increased expenditure of $158.8million over three years to fund agreed wage increases 
for registered nurses and midwives. 

Improving the health outcomes of Indigenous people remains a key policy priority, and this 
Government has renewed the State’s commitment to the ‘Closing the Gap’ program with further 
expenditure of $31.8million in 2013–14. This will bring the Government’s total investment in this 
program to $149.2million since 2009. 

The Government has also allocated additional expenditure of $161million over the forward estimates 
period to the North West Health Initiative. This initiative is funded from Royalties for Regions and 
seeks to better meet health and aged care needs in the State’s North West. Targeted expenditure 
includes upgrading nursing posts, an audit of aged care needs, and investment in telehealth equipment. 

To build on the significant investments made in early childhood health services since 2010, the Liberal–
National Government has allocated a further $38million in additional expenditure over the forward 
estimates for school health services. The additional expenditure includes the appointment of 155 extra 
school nurses across the State. This expenditure will ensure that all children entering school receive a 
school health entry assessment, with referral and follow up where required. All students seeking 
assistance for mental health and physical health issues will be provided support, including early referral 
to appropriate services. 

The Budget also provides an additional $12million from 2014–15 to 2016–17 to boost health and 
medical research as part of the Future Health program. The additional spending will strengthen Western 
Australia’s research capacity, enabling researchers to further improve the State’s health outcomes, as 
well as better positioning them to attract new researchers to Western Australia, and gain a greater share 
of national and international research funding. 

Education Services 
Western Australia has experienced record growth in student numbers over the past two school years. 
This growth has been driven by a baby boom in the middle 2000s and high levels of overseas and 
interstate migration. 
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Semester One this year saw an extra 8,146 students enter the public school system, with 42% of this 
growth coming from children of families migrating to Western Australia. 

To meet this challenge, the 2013–14 Budget provides an additional $1.2billion over the next four years 
to ensure that our schools can continue to provide high quality programs for all students. 

The State Government will spend $4.4billion on primary and secondary education in 2013–14, an 
increase of $260million or 6.3% on 2012–13. Based on projected enrolments, this equates to an average 
spend per student of $15,621, an increase of $513 per student on 2012–13. 

The Budget also funds an additional six child and parent centres over the next four years at a cost of 
$19.1million. These centres offer integrated health, early education, and parenting services and 
programs, so that young children in vulnerable communities are well prepared to start school, and have 
more opportunities to succeed while at school. This brings the Government’s total commitment to 16 
centres at an estimated cost of $48million. 
The first five centres will be fully operational for the start of the 2014 school year, a further five for 
2015 and the remaining six for 2016. 

Today, 255 schools are operating with autonomy and flexibility. Half of all public school students and 
teachers are now in Independent Public Schools. These schools select their own staff and run their own 
budgets. 
A recent evaluation of this initiative shows it is changing the face of public education, not just in this 
State but nationally. Western Australia is leading the nation in school autonomy. The Liberal–National 
Government has provided an extra $18.2million to allow all schools that wish to become an 
Independent Public School access to a specialised development program to assist their transition. 
The Government continues to support a diversity of choice in education and is making an additional 
$114million available over four years to the private schooling sector under the Low Interest Loan 
Scheme (or LILS). LILS funding in 2013–14 will total $53million, double the funding of 2012–13. The 
additional loan funding will assist in satisfying the high demand for capital works projects in non-
government schools throughout Western Australia. 

Disability Services 
The Western Australian disability system is recognised nationally and internationally for its focus on 
individualised funding arrangements and building relationships through local support networks. The My 
Way reform strategy empowers people with a disability (and their family and carers) to design, plan and 
implement their own package of support services—completely tailored to individual needs and 
circumstances. This Government is immensely proud of the speed with which the My Way program is 
being rolled out in the Lower South West project area. Expenditure on the My Way program is 
estimated at $4.4million over the forward estimates period. 

The 2013–14 Budget also allocates additional expenditure of $3.7million over the next four years to 
provide free ACROD parking permits to eligible persons with mobility restrictions. Another initiative 
of which we are very proud. 

SECURING OUR ECONOMIC FUTURE 
Fiscal Action Plan 
This Budget reflects tough decisions undertaken by the Government to secure our economic future 
through fundamentally reforming the way in which Government operates. Key elements of the 
$6.8billion Fiscal Action Plan include: 
• revenue measures, including: 

— improved tax administration arrangements;  
— a 12.5% increase in land tax rates from 2013–14, offsetting lower than expected land 

valuations and generating an additional 5% in land tax revenue from that forecast in the Pre-
Election Financial Projections Statement; 

— a halving of the private vehicle concession for motor vehicle registration fees from 
January 2014; and  

— the introduction of a $4,000 per year public school tuition fee for children of 457 visa holders 
to partly cover the costs of educating these children; 

• capping the growth in general government agencies’ salaries expenditure to projected growth in the 
Perth CPI, supported by a new public sector wages policy to apply from November 2013 that caps 
wage and conditions increases to CPI growth; 
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• a $1billion re-prioritisation of the public sector’s infrastructure spending, reflecting the outcomes 
of an extensive review of the Government’s Asset Investment Program; 

• targeted program rationalisation measures, including a reduction in the feed-in tariff customer 
payment rate from the current 40 cents per kilowatt hour to 30 cents from 1 October 2013, and a 
further reduction to 20 cents from 1 July 2014; and 

• introduction of a coordinated and systematic approach to ongoing program evaluation in the public 
sector, with targeted savings of $350million over the forward estimates period.  

Mr Speaker, it is also apparent that current government service delivery models are largely 
unsustainable. To address this challenge we have to reform the way we employ within and manage the 
public sector, and the way in which we deliver services and operate our assets. 

While the estimated surplus for 2013–14 of $386million appears significant given the tight fiscal 
environment in which we are operating, it represents approximately 1.4% of the State’s total estimated 
revenue for the year. This is a very slim margin when considered against the implications of out-dated 
government service delivery models and the potential growth in costs they may generate throughout the 
year. Coupled with the potential for further growth in demand across a range of services, the surplus 
represents a necessary buffer to ensure the State’s ongoing budgetary pressures can be accommodated 
and that we deliver a surplus come year’s end.  

The Fiscal Action Plan contains the tools needed to bring flexibility into the management of the public 
sector workforce. These changes were announced in June, and include a voluntary severance scheme 
targeting 1,000 full time equivalent employees (less than 1% of the total public sector workforce), and 
the introduction of legislation to enhance current redeployment arrangements.  

For public sector employees who are surplus to requirements, cannot be effectively redeployed, and 
choose not to accept a voluntary severance offer, we will introduce involuntary redundancy as a clear 
end point to the redeployment process. This will mean that Western Australian taxpayers will no longer 
have to foot the bill for public servants who continue to get paid whilst not being productively engaged, 
and will bring Western Australia in line with all other States and Territories. 

Mr Speaker, I mentioned earlier that the Government is implementing a new approach to program 
evaluation, with targeted savings of $350million over the forward estimates period. For existing 
government service delivery, a Steering Committee of Directors General will conduct rolling program 
evaluations to firstly establish that there is still a genuine need for the particular program or service, and 
secondly to identify opportunities for delivering the service more efficiently and effectively, which may 
result in government partnering with alternative service providers.  

In addition, from January 2014, material new policy proposals will be subject to ‘sunset clauses’, 
whereby additional expenditure will be allocated for a finite period only, and continuation of the 
program beyond that period will be conditional on a rigorous evaluation demonstrating that the program 
is achieving its intended objectives and delivering value for money. If the evaluation cannot 
demonstrate this, then the program—and the associated expenditure—will cease. 

Housing Supply Package 

Mr Speaker, this Budget also includes a Housing Supply Package in response to the widening gap 
between the demand for, and supply of, housing. Western Australia’s strong population growth has 
placed considerable pressure on the State’s housing stock. The Housing Supply Package comprises 
three complementary strategies.  

Firstly, the Government will expand the number of affordable rental properties by allocating an 
additional $47.8million for an extra 1,000 National Rental Affordability Scheme (or NRAS) incentives. 
This scheme provides property investors an incentive to rent new dwellings to lower income households 
at a rate at least 20% below the prevailing market rate. The extra 1,000 incentives will take Western 
Australia’s total commitment under this scheme to 7,000. 

Secondly, the Government will re-target the First Home Owner Grant to encourage first home buyers 
into newly constructed homes, by increasing the grant from the current $7,000 to $10,000 for first time 
buyers of new homes. At the same time, the grant will be reduced to $3,000 for first time buyers of 
established homes. This will help stimulate addition to the stock of housing rather than turnover of the 
existing stock. Subject to the passage of the required legislative amendments, these changes are 
intended to take effect from 15 September 2013. 

And as the third element of the Housing Supply Package, the Government has tasked the Department of 
Finance’s Regulatory Gatekeeping Unit, in consultation with key stakeholders, to simplify and 
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streamline residential planning and building approvals processes to ensure the supply of new housing is 
not held up in red tape.  

In addition, this Budget includes additional capital expenditure of $134.5million over the next two years 
to significantly increase the public housing stock, by better utilising existing land held by the Housing 
Authority. Two hundred blocks of land will be redeveloped to deliver 500 new homes within three 
years. 

Unlocking New Economic Growth Areas 
Mr Speaker, another important aspect of securing our economic future is unlocking new economic 
growth areas to diversify and further grow our economy.  

In this context, the Government has committed Royalties for Regions funding of $300million over five 
years to allow Western Australian farmers to capitalise on the growing Asian demand for fresh produce. 
This includes $40million in agriculture science, research and development programs to forge 
partnerships between innovative growers and researchers to conduct applied research and development 
projects. This will build on Western Australian success stories such as the Pink Lady apple designed by 
the Department of Agriculture and Food in collaboration with growers.  

Another priority objective for this Government is to build the State’s science capacity. An excellent 
example of where Western Australia is at the forefront of global scientific discovery is radio astronomy.  
As part of this Budget, an additional $18million will be spent over the next four years by the 
International Centre for Radio Astronomy Research to ensure Western Australia maximises its benefit 
from involvement in the Square Kilometre Array (or SKA) project. This global science project will 
build the world’s largest and most sensitive radio telescope to provide unparalleled insights into the 
formation and evolution of the universe. The State’s commitment to SKA related infrastructure and 
research capacity totals almost $90million.  

Mr Speaker, this Budget continues our commitment to provide targeted tax relief to small businesses. 
From 2014–15, the payroll tax exemption threshold will be raised to $800,000 (from the current 
$750,000), and from 2016–17 the threshold will be lifted further to $850,000. It is estimated that more 
than 16,000 employers will benefit from this initiative, at a cost of $121million over the forward 
estimates period. 
I have also recently tasked the Economic Regulation Authority with undertaking an inquiry every four 
years into the microeconomic reform priorities for Western Australia. These inquiries will identify areas 
of reform that have the potential to:  
• improve the productivity and flexibility of the Western Australian economy;  
• provide more choice for consumers and businesses, resulting in net economic benefits for Western 

Australia;  
• increase opportunities for Western Australian businesses to effectively compete for national or 

international market share; and 
• remove or streamline unnecessary regulation.  

The Economic Regulation Authority will conduct its first inquiry in 2013–14. 

CONCLUSION 
In conclusion Mr Speaker, the 2013–14 Budget responds to the economic and financial challenges 
currently facing Western Australia. It does this through: 
• securing our economic future, with a $6.8billion Fiscal Action Plan, a Housing Supply Package and 

initiatives to unlock new economic growth areas; 
• record investment in infrastructure to respond to and support our growing State, with a focus on 

roads and public transport; 
• the efficient delivery of quality services, with $3.7billion in additional recurrent expenditure to 

meet unprecedented demand for health and education services; and 
• protecting our community, with a significant boost to police and emergency services. 

It is, Mr Speaker, a Budget which has not seen the Government shirk from its responsibility to maintain 
a disciplined approach to financial management while ensuring that the economy of our great State and 
the lifestyles of Western Australians remain the envy of Australia.  

I commend this Budget to the House. 

[Applause.] 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I continue — 

I would now like to proceed with the formal purposes of the two Appropriation Bills, which seek the 
sums required for services in the coming financial year. Appropriation (Consolidated Account) 
Recurrent 2013–14 Bill 2013 is for recurrent services, which comprise the delivery of outputs and 
administered grants, subsidies and other transfer payments. Appropriation (Consolidated Account) 
Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013 is for capital purposes, providing for asset purchases and payment of 
liabilities of agencies. 

Recurrent service estimates of $20,478,325,000 include a sum of $2,184,692,000 permanently 
appropriated under Special Acts, leaving an amount of $18,293,633,000 which is to be appropriated in 
the manner shown in the Schedule to Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2013–14 Bill 
2013. 
Capital purposes and financing transactions estimates of $3,113,045,000 comprise a sum of 
$127,556,000 permanently appropriated under Special Acts and an amount of $2,985,489,000 that is to 
be appropriated in the manner shown in the Schedule to Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 
2013–14 Bill 2013.  
Supply of $7,942,000,000 has already been granted under the Supply Act 2013, of which 
$6,749,000,000 has been applied to the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent Bill and 
$1,193,000,000 to the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital Bill. Further supply of 
$11,544,633,000 has been provided for in the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent Bill and 
$1,792,489,000 in the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital Bill. 

Mr Speaker, I commend the Bills to the House and seek leave to table: 
• Budget Speech — Budget Paper Number 1; 
• Budget Statements — Budget Paper Number 2; and 
• Economic and Fiscal Outlook — Budget Paper Number 3. 

[See papers 641 to 644.] 

[Applause.] 

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

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2013–14 BILL 2013 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr T.R. Buswell (Treasurer), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Treasurer. 

Second Reading 
MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [2.43 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The bill seeks supply and appropriation from the consolidated account for capital purposes during the 2013–14 
financial year as expressed in the schedule to the bill and as detailed in the agency information in support of the 
estimates in the 2013–14 Budget Statements. 

Included in the capital expenditure and financing transactions estimates of $3 113 045 000 is an amount of 
$127 556 000 authorised by other statutes, leaving an amount of $2 985 489 000 which is to be appropriated in 
the manner shown in the schedule to the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013. 
I commend the bill to the house. 

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

DOG AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [2.44 pm]: I will resume my speech, hard as it is after reeling from the 
shock of the Treasurer’s speech and noting the total absence of any reference to the environment in it. Clearly, 
this government has no interest in funding environmental initiatives. 
I was discussing the Dog Amendment Bill 2013 and pointing out that the bill will give rise to legislation that will 
guide people towards responsible dog ownership. I was also pointing out the issue of responsible dog ownership 
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and the importance of people choosing the right dog for their circumstances. In my personal circumstances, a 
young, active border collie would not be the dog of choice, but the animal I do have—a retired greyhound—is an 
ideal pet, and that is the sort of choice that people have to make. To be a responsible pet owner, one has to weigh 
up those things. People are often won over by the cuteness of a puppy when they are looking for a pet and 
perhaps do not give the issue a lot of thought and consideration, and that can lead to problems. It may result in a 
family choosing a dog that is actually more active than their family circumstances can allow, and the dog may be 
left out in the backyard all day, unattended, causing a nuisance. I am pleased that this legislation seeks to tackle 
that problem also, but we keep coming back to the issue of people having to make the right choice, and this is 
where I think the legislation missed an opportunity. The issue is how we guide people towards making that right 
choice. It is about making sure that people can go to breeders of dogs who are conscious of the nature of the 
puppies that are being offered for sale and conscious of the potential new owners’ needs and circumstances, so 
that they can guide people to make sure that those circumstances mesh together nicely. 
That is where I think we have missed an opportunity. Really progressive dog legislation would have looked at 
something called breeder registration. If we had been able to go that bit further and have breeder registration, we 
would have ensured that we had a register of people who were responsible breeders. We would have been able to 
enter into conversations with potential dog owners and educate breeders to enable them to ensure that they 
selected the right homes for their puppies to go to. That was actually the experience I had before choosing my 
greyhound. The people from Greyhounds as Pets were very careful before allowing me to take my dog. They 
wanted to be sure that the property was properly fenced and that I was not a fly in, fly out worker who would not 
be around for extended periods. They wanted to know a whole range of things to ensure that I was suitable, and 
that is a good thing. But we have missed a chance with this legislation to bring those considerations into place 
more broadly. In fact, we could have had a system in Western Australia under which, if one wanted to buy a 
puppy, one would be required to go to a registered breeder and therefore enter into that dialogue with breeders 
who have the welfare of their puppies at heart, and the future wellbeing of the prospective family involved, so 
there is not a potential mismatch. 
In respect of the more general issue of responsible pet ownership, it would be good to have a legislative 
framework in place that has some punitive measures, so that there are penalties for people who leave their dog in 
the backyard and allow it to bark continuously. I have constituents who are frustrated with the current system—
hopefully the soon-to-be previous system—under which people’s complaints are difficult to register. They were 
not able to contact the local government authority and get an immediate response; instead, they were told that 
they would have to keep a log of all the barking incidents, quite often over a period of several months, and their 
reports would have to be substantiated by other neighbours. I hear the argument, which members on my own 
side have put, that we do not want a system that is vulnerable to vexatious complaints. However, the previous 
system was too onerous on people who had legitimate concerns. Often the people complaining to me about a 
nuisance dog in their neighbourhood were genuine dog lovers themselves. In fact, part of their frustration and 
concern was for the welfare of the animal that was upset, misbehaving and causing a nuisance in the 
neighbourhood by barking. We have to work on this issue and clearly there is an intention in this legislation to 
solve that problem in some way. I am concerned, though, that we may not have gone about setting the 
framework in the manner really required. 
I talked about responsible pet ownership and another part of that is obedience training. For many people it would 
be a means for them to bond with their pets and to instil a degree of discipline in their pet so the companion 
animal becomes a disciplined member of the family and a respected animal. Owners can see the capabilities of 
their pet and can have a real appreciation for its desire to please and for its ability to understand what is required 
of it. Therefore, obedience training is very important. I have not seen anything yet in this legislation assuring me 
that obedience training would be presented to all future dog owners as an automatic thing to do. After all, people 
make an investment. Even if they have been given a puppy they still make an investment of the time required, 
the food and the organisation of the house, so I do not think it is too much to ask to expect people to go that bit 
further and invest in what might be an hour’s obedience training a week while the dog is young, just to get it 
trained and, perhaps more importantly, to give the new owner skill in and understanding about the behaviours 
needed to look after a dog. There is nothing like having someone teach dog owners how to rear a puppy and the 
consistent behaviour required that will enable them to be good dog owners. If a dog owner does something that 
seems normal to them but that appears inconsistent to a puppy, the dog will not be happy and it could even be 
unbalanced, so there are concerns there. Socialisation of the dog also comes with obedience training. That can be 
acquired by the normal walk to the local park and the human socialisation that goes on, which is also good for 
the dog owner, but vital for the dogs. However, I think the more structured approach of obedience training is 
useful. There is then the issue of certification of obedience trainers. We do not want just anyone setting 
themselves up as the latest dog whisperer obedience trainer; we want people properly certified as good 
obedience trainers, paid correctly for the skills they have and able to benefit that whole bonding process.  

There are some important things in this legislation and I have indicated my personal interest in the wellbeing of 
greyhounds, so I support the intention to remove the requirement that a greyhound be muzzled in public, subject 
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to the dog having gone through an approved training program. That is an excellent initiative. As the minister 
outlined in his second reading speech, that should go some way to reducing the number of greyhounds put down 
when they end their racing careers and/or when they are found to be unsuitable for the racetrack. The numbers 
are really quite horrendous at the moment and it is a shame that the greyhound racing industry is responsible for 
the unnecessary deaths of so many dogs. If we had measures in place that enabled those dogs to be housed, it 
would be a positive step forward. 
I also note that microchipping of dogs will become compulsory from 1 November 2013 and I fully support that. 
There is no doubt that it will make a big difference for council rangers to have the ability to quickly microchip a 
dog and find out who its registered owner is. We would hope that a dog out in the street, if it got out, would be 
wearing a collar with identification on it, but that is not always the case, so microchipping makes perfect sense. I 
notice as well that injuries caused by dangerous dogs will become a criminal offence and, given the seriousness 
of some injuries inflicted by dogs, there is much merit in increasing the severity of penalties. That is another 
serious issue. 
The control of so-called dangerous dogs by breed rather than deed is no doubt the most contentious part of this 
legislation. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The slogan should be “deed not breed”. We should really look at a dog’s history rather 
than what its parentage might or might not be. That is the real problem in this case. A dangerous dog, as I 
touched on earlier, could well be a dangerous dog simply due to the traumas it has gone through or its reaction to 
a particular event. It is not necessarily down to its parentage. Trying to identify certain breeds as dangerous from 
the outset leaves open a whole lot of ambiguities with this legislation because it is so hard to judge what a 
dangerous dog might be. There is perhaps the possibility of doing DNA testing, but bear in mind that the single 
species Canis familiaris is, after all, such a diverse species in size, ranging from the chihuahua to the great Dane 
and all sorts of mixes in between. It is the same species with such variation within it. There are also behavioural 
variations within the species and it can be very hard for somebody like a council ranger to identify a particular 
breed. What a ranger has thought identifies a dog as a particular breed could actually be the result of a series of 
crossbreedings that have led to the appearance of a dangerous breed. It is such an ambiguous area and that is why 
the “deed not breed” approach would be a far more robust way of tackling this important reform. 
We have a long way to go in encouraging responsible pet ownership in Western Australia. I cannot help but 
think that some of the problems we have with responsible pet ownership come from our attitudes towards pets, 
which are strangely restrictive at times. I recall debates about allowing dogs to drink from water bowls at 
alfresco areas outside cafes. I contrast that with attitudes in Europe or the United Kingdom. In an English pub 
there is customarily a dog sitting by the fire. Imagine if a person was to take a dog into a pub in Australia; it just 
would not be accepted. Perhaps as well we would be concerned about the behavioural standards of a dog coming 
into a pub here, but that does not seem to be the case in other parts of the world. I have wondered why that is. It 
does suggest something about our attitudes toward dogs.  

Something that I personally do not like the idea of is dogs on the back of utes. A dog is a companion animal. I 
know people who really love their dogs think it is perfectly normal for them to just sit on the back of the ute. I 
personally do not. I see dogs on the back of utes on boiling hot days as well as on freezing cold days. Some of 
them might be chained up in such a way that if the car does a sharp turn there is, hopefully, some sort of restraint 
attached to the animal’s neck to prevent it from being slung out of the ute. Even though I am told it is part of a 
tradition in our country, it is a thing that we should move on from as we move further towards the idea of a 
responsible dog ownership scenario. It is an important thing that we have to embrace.  

Responsible pet ownership comes from the affinity we have with the animal; that close degree of contact. If 
someone feels that they do not want to have their dog in the car alongside them, I think the suggestion that 
follows is they do not have that same degree of affinity; therefore, because the bond is not there, I would then 
question a whole lot of things about the relationship of that animal to its owner. I realise that with working dogs 
and in farming circumstances it is practical to have the dog on the back of the ute; that is another issue. But for 
general, urban Australia—bearing in mind that the vast majority of the population lives in an urban 
circumstance—we should be looking at a different kind of relationship from the “dog on the back of the ute” 
type of relationship.  
The role of dogs in our society and the bond that we can have is one that can enrich us all; it is a relationship 
from which we can all benefit. I am pleased to support the bill, but I do note there are amendments proposed, 
which are very sound. I look forward to discussing those during consideration in detail.  
MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [3.02 pm]: I want to briefly comment on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013 if 
only because I raised the need for new legislation in May 2010 to the then minister for Local Government and, in 
dog years, that is about 21 years! I am pleased there is finally some action and I congratulate the minister for 
introducing the legislation.  
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The legislation is quite wide ranging. It includes improvements in the ability for local governments to deal with 
nuisance caused by barking dogs, and I will talk a little bit about that in a minute; microchipping of dogs; and 
expanding the categories of guide dogs to include assistance dogs. Something that we will be debating during 
consideration in detail is the categorisation of a dog as being dangerous and the implications of that. Those are 
some of the areas the bill includes. One of my favourites is the courts now being allowed to impose a 
requirement on a dog owner to complete a dog training course. We had some family friends and their dog passed 
his dog training course but the parents did not! We used to tease them about that. But in all seriousness, that is an 
excellent provision. As I said, there are only two provisions I want to briefly talk about. The first was the subject 
matter of my grievance in 2010. In fact, I think from recollection, the first complaint I had from a constituent 
when I entered Parliament in 2001 related to a barking dog. That constituent and I had a bit of co-dependent 
relationship because he came to see me usually when it was about the full moon, and I do not draw any 
inferences from that, but every month for about eight or nine months he came to see me about a barking dog.  

I also had another visit from a constituent in 2003, which I finally raised as a grievance in 2007. My constituent 
had the misfortune of living next door to a dog called Tyson, which was a golden retriever. Tyson, I am told, had 
separation anxiety and bad nerves. As a consequence, he barked persistently during the day when the owners 
were absent. Of course, that created some difficulties for the neighbours. They asserted that the dog barked 
persistently, but of course when the owners were home he did not do so. That certainly soured the relations 
between the two neighbouring houses. Over several years exhaustive inquiries were undertaken into the 
situation. The council consulted lawyers, but advised the complainants in 2006 that a prosecution for a barking 
and nuisance dog under section 38 of the Dog Act 1976 would not be successful. The rationale for the opinion 
was that the barking was periodic and hence could not be regarded in terms of section 38(2), which states that it 
must be persistent — 

… to a degree or extent not normally habitual in dogs and has a disturbing effect on the reasonable 
physical, mental, or social well-being of a person …  

The difficulty in proof is that it is neither specified in the act at the time, nor in the regulation, what duration or 
frequency of barking is no longer habitual in a dog. As a consequence, the council made submissions to the 
Department of Local Government as part of the review that was conducted and were advised that barking for 10 
minutes continuously or for 30 minutes or more intermittently without provocation should be considered a 
nuisance. That was the submission made by the City of Wanneroo.  

As I have said, this whole area has been—excuse the pun—dogged by delay for some time. I am very pleased 
that it is finally being enacted. As I said, there are some problematic areas that will need to be discussed during 
the consideration in detail stage. Further, in the Minister for Local Government’s capacity as Minister for 
Seniors and Volunteering, I would be interested to hear his reply about whether there will be any concessions or 
what arrangements will be made to refrain pensioners’ costs of microchipping their dogs.  

Finally, I wanted to talk about the categorising of a dog as dangerous. This is a personal story. When I concluded 
university and did my articles, I moved out of home and so my parents were, at that stage, empty-nesters. To 
replace me, they purchased a chow chow dog called Genghis. Poor old Genghis was much loved, but was very 
territorial. One day an Interflora lady was delivering flowers to my mother for Mother’s Day and Genghis bit the 
florist and consequently had to be put down, which was very, very sad. I note for the minister that it was in South 
Australia. Although the common law talks about propensity, here we had a situation where we had no prior 
knowledge that the dog would act in such a way and may never have acted in that way again. But I am certainly 
aware of the personal cost and how upsetting it was that that occurred.  

I have speculated ever since whether had we called the dog a more benign name, perhaps Petal or Nigel rather 
than Genghis, that might have improved his attitude in these matters. But as I said, given the lack of capacity to 
review any sort of declaration about the dangerousness of a dog, some circumspection needs to be exercised in 
this area. For that reason, the amendment that suggests a review of how the legislation operates after some years 
is very sound because taking away a family pet in those circumstances does cause considerable angst and grief.  

On the other side of the coin, I have consistently been concerned about the danger placed on young children. We 
had a recent example in the eastern states in the past week where a child was killed. I personally have been a 
victim of a dog that bit me. I suppose most doorknocking politicians at one time have come across a less than 
friendly dog. I was bit by an Alsatian when I was doorknocking. I was most upset about that, but I have not 
borne any ongoing grudge towards German shepherds since.  

I thank the minister for finally having this bill introduced in the house. There are a range of issues that nicely 
meld the diverse issues that arise in this area. I am concerned that there should be some level of objectivity about 
declaring a dog dangerous. I am also very pleased that the house might be going some way towards clearing up 
the neighbourhood disputes about barking dogs that do cause a considerable amount of distress, especially for 
the elderly or shiftworkers. When a person’s sleep is disturbed, in circumstances such as I outlined, it can make 
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tempers fray. I also look forward to some advice in the minister’s reply about any possible concessions for 
seniors who will be obliged to microchip their pets. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [3.11 pm]: I rise to speak on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. This bill has 
been many years in the making, with many people calling for it for a long time. I had a similar situation to the 
member for Girrawheen when I was first elected—probably with a similar constituent. 
Ms M.M. Quirk: It might have been the same one! 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I think it may be! In that situation a person was very frustrated because he could not get 
action on a nuisance dog. Some years later, I met this nuisance dog’s owner and the dog. It was interesting to 
meet both sides in the situation and realise that behaviours had become entrenched on both sides. The poor 
ranger had been caught in a dispute between two individuals that needed to be resolved. I was aware of some of 
the facts, and the gentleman who raised the issue with me did have legitimate concerns. But he could not find 
anyone with a neighbouring property to back his concerns, although three neighbouring properties were affected 
by the situation. There is a cause for concern about procedural justice, which I will talk about in my second 
reading contribution. 

One of the interesting aspects of the Dog Amendment Bill 2013 is that it is built on top of an act that needs to be 
taken back to basics—especially the aims and objectives. The immediacy of introducing a new bill did not allow 
us to consider perspective in framing such legislation, or look at community issues about owning a dog or a pet. 
It would also have been useful to look at how different jurisdictions deal with this issue. The concern that I have 
with this bill is that there are a number of areas where there is a lack of procedural justice for the dog owner and 
the imposition of a number of controls in regard to the dog.  

I am not a dog owner, so I cannot fully appreciate the emotions and issues that dog owners face. I understand, 
though, that dog owners do not necessarily see themselves as owners, but rather in many instances as parents of 
their dog. They see their pet as part of the family. One of the reasons I do not own a dog is because my partner 
grew up on a farm and he believes dogs are working animals and belong on farms and not on suburban blocks. 
On that basis, we as a family have never owned a dog; but many owners do see them as family, are passionate 
about their dogs and see them as having similar worth to other members in their family.  
This bill sometimes misses that point—it looks at dogs as a thing that people own instead of a fundamental 
aspect of people’s lives. The bill looks at this issue almost in terms of property rights law and managing 
property, whereas for many people dogs are more like family members. I cannot appreciate that; when people 
express the view that their dogs are part of the family, people like me who do not have that relationship can be 
critical and a little bit sceptical. The best way I can gain some awareness of that relationship is through 
philosophical thinkers and their religious counterparts, such as Buddhists, who use the term “sentient beings”. 
That means acknowledging the consciousness of life of all animals, including humans, and the compassion that 
should be afforded to all beings; all sentient beings have the capacity to suffer as well as feel pleasure and 
enjoyment.  
When we look at this bill in terms of simply managing a piece of property instead of sentient beings, we start to 
fall into some procedural justice issues. Thinking about pets as property does not give people the capacity to 
make proper judgement calls and understand the consequences of their behaviour as dog owners. Owning a dog 
is beyond the idea of ownership. I know that for different people there are different issues. There was the issue 
that the member for Gosnells raised about dogs in utes. I heard comments from other members who have 
farming backgrounds who were quite astounded by the member’s comment. I have a relationship with someone 
from a farming family and a brother-in-law who is a farmer. They have a very different perspective on dogs and 
consider them working animals, but they still look at them as sentient beings and acknowledge that they have the 
capacity to suffer and feel pleasure and enjoyment. I think that is what we should do when we consider this bill. 

One of the interesting things about this legislation and procedural justice is its reverse onus on owners of 
dangerous dogs. If a dog is considered a dangerous dog, it is up to the owner to prove that is not the case. The 
Premier would be aware, having come from an industrial background, that the reversal of the onus of proof is an 
extraordinarily contentious thing in any court of law. Being able to say to someone, “I can say to you that this is 
the case, and it is for you to prove that it is not,” is a very, very serious issue. In debates I have been involved in 
around occupational health and safety issues, there has been a view that a worker should be able to say, “This is 
a dangerous situation,” and the onus should then be upon the employer to show that it is not. That has never been 
the case; a worker still has to prove that a situation is dangerous. In cases of unfair dismissal, the onus is upon 
the worker to show they have been unfairly dismissed. In the case of unlawful termination—if someone has been 
terminated for being ill, sick, disabled, pregnant or any other discriminatory reason—there is a reverse onus, but 
they first have to pass a threshold test of proving that discrimination has happened, and then the onus reverses 
and the employer has to show the person was not terminated on those grounds. It will be down to rangers to 
make those decisions, although they may not have the capacity to do so from the perspective of ownership and 
property law. I understand how difficult the job of a ranger is.  
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I started my contribution to this debate by talking about a situation that happened in one of the suburbs I 
represent and the difficulty the ranger had when he was caught between the two parties. I accept and 
acknowledge that it would be difficult for them to declare a dog as dangerous. Such a declaration would have 
such huge implications for that dog owner in how they handle their dog in public and in their own home, and I 
think for them to have the reversal of onus of proof and have to show that their dog is not dangerous seems, 
frankly, very unfair and is really lacking the procedural justice of other legislation. What is even more 
astounding is if there is a notification of a declaration, they only have seven days in which to appeal. Proposed 
section 33F(2) is not a substantial change, but it sets out that a person has only seven days to object to the 
declaration. They can write to local government to object or go directly to the State Administrative Tribunal. I 
raised that with the minister’s officers, who I thank for briefing me. I was somewhat cheeky really, because I had 
only just picked up the bill, and I do apologise if I was in any way a bit flippant with his officers—I can be when 
I am being a bit cheeky. The information they provided was very helpful. I would like clarification of proposed 
amended section 33F(2). I accept that it already exists in the act, but because the declaration will now become 
easier to make or more procedural, will the State Administrative Tribunal have the capacity to grant an extension 
of time? Because if someone has only seven days to object to their dog being declared dangerous, if they have 
some sort of issue that prevents them from appealing in seven days, they have no recourse. On my reading of the 
bill—I am happy to be told different—they have no capacity to appeal against that declaration after seven days. 
How can that be fair? What happens, for example, if someone receives the order that their dog has been declared 
dangerous but was off on a family trip a day or two later, or something tragic happens in their family? As I said, 
I was a bit flippant with the minister’s advisers, and I said say their mother dies—knock on wood, no-one’s 
mother dies—they would be in the situation of not having time to appeal, the time would lapse, they would not 
have lodged the appropriate appeals or notice, and they would have no recourse whatsoever. Say their dog was 
one of the dogs that the member for Maylands referred to, which looks like a dangerous breed but is not. That is 
an issue.  
As to the proposed new section on offences relating to dangerous dogs, I understand its importance and 
necessity, given the recent occurrence in New South Wales and how upsetting and tragic that was. Proposed new 
section 33GA(10) states — 

Every person liable for the control of a dangerous dog — 

That is, anyone over the age of 18 and anyone capable of controlling a dog, which is interesting in itself. The 
proposed new section continues —  

must ensure that the dog — 

(a) does not kill a person; and 

(b) does not endanger the life of a person. 

It does not read “must make every endeavour to ensure”; it reads “must ensure”. They are very, very different in 
legal terms. In relation to a person who contravenes proposed section 33GA(10), the bill reads —  

(11) A person who contravenes subsection (10) is guilty of a crime. 

Penalty: imprisonment for 10 years. 

Because proposed section 33GA(10) does not read “must endeavour to ensure” or “must do everything possible 
to ensure”, but reads “must ensure”, does that mean the onus upon the owner is so severe that there is no possible 
way they can go in and argue whether they have contravened proposed subsection (10). They cannot argue the 
circumstances of the matter or say they did everything possible to stop it occurring, but that something untoward 
happened and something tragic occurred. Again, I was being a bit cheeky with the advisers, but I said that a 
worker can be killed in a workplace, and even if the employer was aware that unsafe practices were happening, 
they will only be fined. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: An employer can kill a worker in a workplace and may get fined, but they will never, 
ever be guilty of a crime such that it will result in imprisonment. We do not have an offence of industrial 
manslaughter in this state, so if a person is killed in a workplace, the employer will not incur penalties as serious 
as those in this bill. I understand why the government wants serious penalties—I want industrial manslaughter 
made an offence; I get that. But if we look at proposed subsection (10) and the interplay with proposed 
subsection (11), that really binds the state—I assume the Director of Public Prosecutions—in terms of 
considering any mitigating circumstances. I am interested in the minister’s view on that. 
Nuisance dogs is a very interesting subject. I started by talking about what is and is not a nuisance, and said that 
that is altogether subjective and relative to people’s capacity for tolerance. It is also a perspective of certain 
areas; some areas I represent are downtown dog central. When I go doorknocking in that area I can set every dog 
off. Usually it is around an accessible park. When a person moves into an area because they want to have the 
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amenity of a park, and that park is a dog park but they do not like dogs, and suddenly they start to arc up about 
the dog next door, who is the nuisance? Is it the dog or the person who moves into an area with a dog-walking 
park just down the road without thinking about it? Again, it is about looking at dogs as property and the people 
who own them, instead of looking at them as being part of a community and part of the urban society. Frankly, 
for many of the people who own dogs and animals, they are part of the urban society.  

What makes this matter interesting is that new proposed section 38(1)(c) is prescribed and contained, but new 
proposed section 38(1)(a) is so broad. It states — 

makes a noise, by barking or otherwise … 

What happens if a dog whimpers all day? I have to tell the house—my next door neighbours might not be 
impressed by my saying this—that there is a dog next door to my house that has an anxiety issue. He was the 
companion dog of someone who passed away and the family next door has adopted him. My neighbours went on 
a big holiday to Europe a couple of months ago and their daughters, who were supposed to look after the dog, 
did not do it quite as well as they should have, and the dog now needs to see a dog psychologist. That is the 
reality. I have had that conversation with them and told them that their dog needs counselling. Every time they 
go out, the dog is clearly emotionally traumatised. I do not know the emotions of a dog. I do not have a dog, but 
I can hear him. I know that these provisions would give me the capacity to lodge a complaint. However, I can 
also walk across to my neighbours and have a discussion with them. This nuisance dog provision takes away 
every responsibility from me being able to walk across to my neighbours and say, “We need to do something 
about this.” My resolution is that I can cut a hole in our back fence and the dog can come into my garden and it 
can see me. Then it will be happy because it will see someone. I am happy to do that. I can do that because I live 
in that sort of neighbourhood. I live in an area close to a dog park and I knew what I got into when I moved to 
that part of the world.  

I am worried about how broad the nuisance dogs’ provision is. I understand that it has to persistently occur and 
continue to such a degree or extent that it unreasonably interferes with the peace, comfort or convenience of any 
person in any place. They are such broad words. All that would need to happen is for a person with a particular 
disposition to complain about the dog that lives next door. The minister would know because people like this 
have rung him. Often those types of complaints can border on vexatious. In their enthusiasm to resolve the issue, 
which probably is not their issue, they are just as likely to take out a writ of mandamus or a writ of certiorari—I 
am not sure which term I should use—to make the council pursue this, even if the council does not think it is an 
issue. One person can lodge a complaint on a prescribed form, with an authorised person, alleging that a dog is a 
nuisance in this broad manner. The proposed new section then states — 

If an authorised person is satisfied that a dog is a nuisance … 

What does “satisfied” mean? Not satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt, or satisfied as prescribed, or satisfied on 
the merits of the matter—“satisfied”. I am a Labor member of Parliament and he is a Liberal member of 
parliament but our satisfaction about politics is completely different. I am a woman, he is a man, and our 
satisfaction about other things is probably completely different too. I am not a lawyer, but I am someone who has 
a history of reading legislation. Maybe the member for Girrawheen can tell me whether “satisfied” is a broad 
term, as I would assume. If I were a vexatious litigant, I would be saying, “I want you to issue a nuisance order 
because you should be satisfied. I have recorded every time they have whimpered next to my window. See, it 
happened at 10.30, 10.45, and it has happened in the past so many days. You have to do that.” It is a rod for their 
backs. What happens if a ranger meets someone who is overenthusiastic about pursuing their rights under the 
act? They are likely to say, “Okay. I am satisfied, all right”, because they have been whittled down to that point, 
then suddenly someone has an order against them that their dog is a nuisance and they face a fine being issued 
against them, but that is okay because they can appeal that fine. No! The minister has given them no right of 
appeal for that order in this bill. Proposed new section 38(4) states — 

An order has effect for 6 months after the day on which it is issued. 

That is it. A person cannot go anywhere for that. They cannot go back to the council or to the State 
Administrative Tribunal and say that is unfair. Unless the minister can show me, I cannot see where a person can 
go to appeal.  

I do need to get to my proposed amendment, but I wanted to point out that the nuisance dogs’ provision is 
difficult. My proposed amendment, which I understand the minister has been given, is primarily about 
compensating someone whose dog has suffered an injury or death. A person whose dog may have been killed or 
injured has no way to claim compensation other than by taking civil action. Members know that civil action is 
costly, difficult and intimidating.  

I want to tell the house about Ms Quirk—I am not sure she would be okay with me stating her name, so let us 
say it is a lady who lives in Westminster. She was walking her dog when it was fatally attacked by another dog 
that was unrestrained in a front yard across the road. I wrote a letter to the City of Stirling and stated that that had 
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been very distressing for that lady. She is an elderly lady who had owned her dog for a long time; it was like 
family to her. The court process also distressed her. The case concluded with a $500 fine being issued against the 
owner of the attacking dog. Subsequently, penalties and costs of $1 091.50 were awarded as well as the 
monetary fine of $500. I asked in my letter how that woman could gain some of that money to compensate her 
for her vet fees and obtaining a new pet when, through no fault of her own, while she was walking her dog on a 
leash, she had her hand bitten while trying to protect her dog. Basically, the City of Stirling said there is no 
capacity to do that. The letter from the City of Stirling states — 

I have discussed this matter with — 
The lady — 

on several occasions and informed her that the City has no influence on the Magistrates decision and the 
penalties handed down. In regards to compensation this is a civil matter that can be taken up by — 

The lady in question — 
In some instances the Magistrates do award compensation in regards to dog attacks.  

“In some instances”! I felt like writing back and asking the city to name those cases and quote me the case 
numbers because I would be interested in them. Instead, I wrote back and said that I get what the City of Stirling 
is saying but I asked what prevented the council from taking that $500 fine it got and put into central revenue—I 
assume—and not giving the lady that money as compensation. The City of Stirling said that it could not do that.  

I have an amendment based on a clause in the Western Australian Industrial Magistrates’ Court legislation to 
allow that to occur. If that court imposes a penalty on an employer for not paying the award wage and has not 
kept time sheets so there is no way of showing that the employee was not paid correctly, the employer can be 
prosecuted for not keeping a record of time sheets for that employee. Each time an employer does not keep a 
time sheet, it attracts a certain fine. The Magistrates Court would fine an employer a certain amount for not 
following the proper procedure. The court should not give that money to the applicant—that would have been 
me when I worked as a union official—it should give it to the worker as compensation for being disadvantaged 
by being underpaid. The magistrate could basically make an order to give it to the applicant or to the Treasurer—
so, the central revenue fund—or to another party who is not a party to the application. I think the term is 
someone who is “aggrieved” by the issue. That is where my proposed amendment has come from. I think it is a 
worthy amendment. Frankly, it is not possible for this elderly lady and, I am sure, for many other people, to 
pursue civil action. The council said that the lady could pursue civil action but she would have to make a 
freedom of information request for its documents. I think this lady is about 75 years old. She might tell me off 
for that! I actually do not know her age. I do not even know how to correctly FOI documents. Every time I have 
made an FOI request, I have been told that I have not filled out the forms properly or that the office could not 
give me the information. This lady is distressed about her dog, but she has been told that she can take civil action 
and FOI the documents. There is no compensation for her even though she is distressed. If the Dog Amendment 
Bill does nothing else, it should fix that sort of thing. That issue is not about ownership; it is about compensation 
for this lady for the loss of one of her family members. 
MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [3.40 pm]: I rise to address the Dog Amendment Bill 2013 as the member for 
Southern River, which has two major kennel zones in the electorate. In Western Australia, apparently there are 
something like 321 000 dogs. I suspect that the percentage of people in my electorate who own dogs is probably 
significantly higher because of the kennel zones. There is one in Canning Vale and one in Southern River, so 
they are in two different local government areas. I also have in my electorate the excellent facility provided by 
Dogs West; in fact, it is just around the corner from my office. I thank the staff from Dogs West with whom I 
have had various consultations over the past couple of years while the bill has been under discussion. I give 
special thanks to Darryl and, more recently, Ann Rushby, the CEO, for their willingness to give input and to 
discuss matters regarding this bill. Dogs West take a very active twofold approach to dog ownership. First, it 
offers advice on the care and welfare of dogs and, secondly, it promotes the sound breeding and protection of 
purebred dogs, with the aim of producing good-quality dogs that are sound in body and mind. If a person has a 
dog that is sound in body and mind, hopefully it will cause fewer problems in the neighbourhood. 

Dog issues are certainly quite important in my electorate. It appears that pet ownership generally is shrinking, as 
houses are smaller and many houses have no backyards. I am told that the number of pet owners is shrinking 
fairly rapidly. The pets of the people who live in high-density areas have a greater capacity to impact on the life 
and amenity of next-door neighbours. The needs of pets and their owners are definitely legitimate, but, by the 
same token, the needs of non–pet owners and neighbours also are legitimate. It is a case of trying to balance 
these needs. Generally speaking, most people are very positive about pets and do not mind their neighbours 
having a pet, as long as that pet does not impact too negatively on their life. I remember when our oldest 
daughter was doing year 12. The person who lived behind us had a dog. It never caused us any problems, but 
then the neighbour started doing night shift. From the moment he drove out of his driveway, the dog barked 
nonstop until he returned home at six o’clock in the morning. Our poor daughter who was doing year 12 exams 
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had to sleep in the lounge room at the front of the house just to get some sleep. As it turned out when I finally 
caught up with the dog owner, he was quite convinced that his dog did not bark, but he said that he would keep 
him inside when he was away, which he did, and it solved the problem. Sometimes people do not need to get the 
council involved; sometimes a friendly chat to their neighbour can do the trick. Although this bill provides a lot 
of ways to deal with nuisance dogs, we should always encourage people to take the initial step of having a chat 
with their neighbour before involving the local council. 

The bill certainly provides greater protection to the community by improving dog control and promoting 
responsible dog ownership. Some issues have already been mentioned. It is a positive step for people to have 
their dogs microchipped. The bill also allows councils to more effectively deal with nuisance barking 
complaints. I think there is an issue with the “nuisance” factor. The member for Mirrabooka raised the issue 
about proposed section 38, which refers to an authorised person being satisfied that a dog is a nuisance. What 
exactly does that mean? That issue has been raised with me. It would be a helpful way forward if the regulations 
covered the requirements that must be met for a ranger to be satisfied that a dog is a nuisance. That is one matter 
that needs some attention. 

The amendments in the bill also give the local council the power to declare individual dogs as dangerous dogs 
based on behaviour. I think that is a very positive aspect, and Dogs West was also very positive about that 
dimension of the legislation. As they say, it is the deed not the breed. A declared dangerous dog is classified as 
such only if the local government is satisfied that it has caused injury or damage or has shown a tendency to 
chase, attack or damage. Some people think that is being a bit overzealous, but I have had several cases in 
Canning Vale in which a big dog that looked ferocious but was quite friendly got out and jumped up at people. 
The result was that a person fell backwards onto the kerb and had massive bruising. The owner of the dog could 
have said that the dog never attacked the person, as it was just being friendly, but the person was so afraid that 
they fell over. A dog like that should not have free access in that way. Although the owner might be upset if their 
dog is labelled a dangerous dog, in reality it is a dangerous dog. A threat to attack, even when no damage is 
done, comes under the provisions of the bill. Some people suggested that that is a little overzealous. People 
should feel safe when walking down the street. If somebody’s dog shows menacing behaviour, that is not 
acceptable. The dog needs to be under the full control of a person if they take it into a public place. If a person 
wants to challenge their dog being declared dangerous, they have a right of appeal to the State Administrative 
Tribunal, although, as the member for Mirrabooka said, perhaps the time frame is a little limiting. 
One of the interesting things that Dogs West made me aware of is that the legislation refers to American pit bulls 
and pit bull terriers. I have been informed that they are actually one and the same. Pit bulls come from America, 
so they are American pit bulls. But pit bulls are not pit bull terriers; they are actually different breeds, so perhaps 
that needs tidying up in the legislation. The fact that the bill bans the sale, purchase, transfer, breeding and 
advertising of dogs that are restricted breeds is a positive thing. It is also positive that there is no requirement for 
restricted-breed dogs to be destroyed as in Victoria. That is a positive difference in our legislation. Our 
legislation is really emphasising responsible dog ownership. Once a dog is declared dangerous, the fact that signs 
need to be put up, the dog muzzled and all that kind of thing is all very positive. The aspect of keeping a dog in a 
prescribed childproof and escape-proof enclosure will help to prevent some of those very tragic situations that 
have happened in various places around Australia. Even though they are very rare events, it is incredibly tragic 
for the families concerned when it happens. The onus is very much on the owner of all dogs to ensure their dog 
is controlled at all times and not behaving dangerously. There are many training opportunities. Dogs West has a 
canine good companion program. Some local councils, as well as the RSPCA, run dog-training programs.  

It is interesting that dog-related complaints are a huge burden on local government. For example, the City of 
Canning received over 2 000 dog complaints last year. I believe the proposed amendments will make it easier for 
councils to deal with those types of complaints, whether they are about dangerous dogs or nuisance dogs. Most 
complaints actually relate to barking. This will give council rangers the ability to deal with it more effectively. 
The ability to issue infringement notices and enforcement notices is a positive direction. I think some of what I 
was going to talk about has already been dealt with by other members so I will skip over that.  
The legislation allows for evidence to be collected over a period, such as a collar worn by a dog that actually 
records the time and duration of the barking. That can be downloaded onto a computer. It can then be presented 
as evidence to verify whether it is a vexatious or genuine complaint. There are collars available that record over 
a 10-day period. That is all very positive and I think it will make a difference in the community.  
One other praiseworthy measure is the proposed amendment to return retired racing greyhounds to the 
community without the requirement to wear a muzzle—that is, after they have completed a prescribed training 
program. I notice that there is no definition given of what a prescribed training program is, but I presume that 
will be covered by regulation. If it is not, that would be a real shortcoming. An interesting thing about 
greyhounds having to wear muzzles is that it was not introduced for the safety of people but to protect the fragile 
skin of these valuable dogs from tears when they were on the track and to prevent them from injuring themselves 
or accidentally injuring others; it was not because they were likely to cause damage to their owners or 
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bystanders. The original law for muzzling is somewhat archaic. It apparently was introduced in 1927 even 
though greyhound racing in this state did not start until December 1974. After a staff member from my electorate 
office had her dog put down a little while ago, she ended up getting a retired greyhound to replace that pet. She 
has certainly found her greyhound to be a very affectionate animal. She looks forward to this legislation coming 
in so that the greyhound does not need to wear a muzzle. She asked me to put on the record here that a 
rehabilitated racing greyhound makes a good and loving pet, and they do not bark. Any pet adopted successfully 
into a family is one less dog destined for unnecessary euthanasia.  

I want to mention a couple of things drawn to my attention by Ann Rushby, the chief executive officer of 
Dogs West. I gave her a copy of the marked-up bill before the winter recess and asked her and her committee to 
look at it to see if there were any issues they wanted me to be aware of. We had many meetings a long time ago, 
during the previous Parliament. We met one of the advisers, Sheryl Siekierka. That was certainly very much 
appreciated by Dogs West at the time. A lot of the things they mentioned are incorporated in the bill, but they 
suggested that a couple of things still need attention. One is that in section 3 of the act the definition of a 
sterilised male animal makes no mention of the sterilisation of male dogs by chemical castration, a practice 
which is becoming more common in this day and age. It allows for a male to be castrated for a period of time 
and it can be renewed. I was not even aware that that could be done, but science keeps moving on. Dogs West is 
very unhappy about the proposed deletion of section 7(3)(e), which states — 

a dog kept in an approved kennel establishment licensed under section 27, where the person by whom 
that licence is held has paid the prescribed concessional fee applicable to the registration of dogs in that 
establishment in lieu of a separate registration fee in respect of each such dog.  

Dogs West say that deleting that paragraph will mean all dogs over the age of three months kept within a kennel 
establishment will have to be registered as individual dogs rather than the current scheme operated by the City of 
Gosnells, for example. The Gosnells council simply charges a bulk registration for all dogs held at premises 
rather than individual registrations, which ensures that all dogs over the age of three months held on the premises 
at any one time are automatically registered. To institute an individual registration system would be a huge 
impost on registered breeders with the Canine Association of Western Australia—Dogs West—of purebred dogs 
who want to run a pup or two from a litter until the age of five or six months and then decide that they will 
rehome them as pets. They would be required by this amendment to register those pups only to then rehome 
them two or three months later. It is financially disadvantageous unless a refund is available, which I doubt it 
would be, but it also creates a lot of extra paperwork. It will also cause a good deal of confusion because as dogs 
are either rehomed or returned and registered, it may be that the kennel’s licensed number of dogs will be 
exceeded because the dog that has gone to a new home is officially registered there; they have not been re-
registered at the new address.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P. ABETZ: It would create a little problem there. That is certainly worth looking at. It would not affect a lot 
of dog owners but it would certainly make life easier for the breeders in the two kennel zones in my electorate.  

Section 15 of the act relates to the registration periods and fees. Dogs West is very happy about the proposed 
concessional rate provisions for kennel properties, but it would still very much not like section 7(3)(e) deleted.  

Dogs West wanted me to draw another thing to the minister’s attention. I think I can understand why it is in the 
bill but I will mention it anyway: if dogs are microchipped, why do they also need at all times to wear a collar 
with a tag on it? I suspect the reason is that the ranger can see from a distance whether a dog is registered or not, 
whereas the ranger cannot see whether the dog has been microchipped. That is probably the reason. It is pointed 
out that collars can be dangerous to dogs as they can hang themselves on fences, gates and old car door locks—
the old pop-up type. That may be something we need to discuss a little further.  

The other question asked by Dogs West—I am sure this will be dealt with in the regulations—is: what is the 
noise level and number of times it occurs that is prescribed in proposed section 38(1)(c)? Dogs West feels it is an 
arbitrary number and that, as such, it could be seen to be discriminatory because it could be at the discretion of a 
ranger or an authorised person to decide whether the dog is a nuisance or not. Those are just a couple of the 
issues that Dogs West asked me to draw to the attention of those responsible for dealing with this legislation, 
which is this Parliament. 
With that I will conclude my remarks. I am very pleased to see that this bill has finally seen the light of day in 
this place. Many of these provisions will certainly be very, very welcome by dog owners in my electorate. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [4.01 pm]: I will make only a very short contribution to the second reading 
debate on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes, sure. We’ve heard that before! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: On this occasion it is true! 
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Like the member for Southern River, I commend the Minister for Local Government for introducing this bill, 
although it must be said that it has been a long wait. I can say that very early in the term of the last Parliament, 
when I took up the role of shadow Minister for Local Government, I was approached by the member for 
Girrawheen who drew my attention to the challenges that one of her constituents had been facing, even at that 
time, for many years, in respect of the barking of a nuisance dog. I went to the previous Minister for Local 
Government and assured him that if he were to introduce a dog bill, its passage through Parliament would be 
given every assistance by the opposition; that would have been five years ago. All I can say is that it is good to 
see the bill is finally here, and I congratulate the minister for introducing it to the Parliament. 

Clearly, some response to nuisance barking and ensuring that there are powers in place to deal with that 
challenge is a welcome initiative. The changes to the rules regarding assistance dogs are also most welcome. The 
member for Kwinana is a patron of Paws for Diabetics Inc, which is a care dogs group in Western Australia that 
specifically trains dogs to help diabetic children, which is something that both he and I are very interested in and 
very keen to support. He has on a number of occasions advocated in this place on behalf of that organisation that 
some changes be made, and I am pretty sure that those dogs will be included in the legislative changes. That is 
very welcome. 

I was also approached during that time by a wide range of people about greyhounds and their treatment under the 
current law. There were demands that they be muzzled, and that was outrageous; what a ridiculous imposition on 
what is possibly one of the most placid breeds of dog one could come across. It is welcome to see that change, 
and hopefully that will encourage people to save those dogs from being euthanased, as so often happens, after 
they have failed at the track. Their trainers no longer want them, so they are just left by the wayside. That will 
make it easier for people to adopt them, and it will be far friendlier for them to be able to walk the streets without 
a muzzle and without looking like something people should be afraid of. 

However, in common with a number of other members, as they have mentioned in their contributions, I have 
been contacted by people both from my electorate and from further afield who are concerned about the breed-
specific nature of some of this legislative change. They are concerned that because the restricted breed is the 
pit bull terrier, there are many dogs that look like pit bulls but they behave in a manner that is the complete 
opposite of what might be termed dangerous, and they are loved and loving pets. It would be an abhorrent thing 
if it were to come to pass that some of those dogs were mistakenly or unwittingly subject to these legislative 
changes and the penalties were applied to both the dogs and the owners. That would be a bad thing. I ask that 
consideration be given to what will no doubt be extensive consideration in detail on that particular subject. We 
look forward to hearing what response the minister might be able to provide to assuage the fears of those people 
who have raised that issue with us. It is a serious issue; the whole concept of pre-specific legislation seems to be 
quite silly in light of how difficult it is to isolate a specific breed of dog in the absence of DNA testing, when that 
is so difficult, challenging and expensive to implement. I suggest that it might be better if that whole approach of 
applying restrictions to certain breeds is avoided. 
Nevertheless, this legislation is necessary, and I endorse the need for legislation to prevent bad owners from 
treating their dogs poorly, training them inappropriately and causing them to be dangerous. I do not oppose 
legislation that might restrict that threat to children and other vulnerable members of society who may come into 
contact with a dog that has been treated poorly and trained inappropriately by a bad owner. 
MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.06 pm]: I want to make a couple of 
remarks on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013 while the member for Mandurah struggles to deal with the weighty 
tomes that are his budget papers! 

I rise because this is an issue of great concern to the people of Kwinana. Like you, Mr Acting Speaker 
(Mr P. Abetz), a number of people in my electorate have a great deal to do with the dog industry. In fact, in 
Kwinana we have two purpose-built dog parks for dog enthusiasts to bring their dogs to, to socialise them, to 
exercise them, to take them through the obstacle courses and to teach them. Those people come from all over 
Perth, and one person in particular comes from your area, Mr Acting Speaker. These people come to this facility 
because they are passionate about their dogs and about the way they raise them, and they are very responsible in 
that process. For that reason, they want to be around other dog enthusiasts to make sure that their pets can 
participate in that sort of environment. They have put very strongly to me their concerns about breed-specific 
legislation, so I feel I really must stand in this place and put some of those concerns on the record. 

In respect of the Cat Act 2011, there are two parties in this chamber: the cat party and the dog party, and I am a 
firm member of the cat party. I believe that there is nothing that cannot be remedied in this legislation without 
the assistance of a fat Burmese! These cats are really the solution to all our problems, particularly aggressive dog 
owners, and if we could give them a fat Burmese to sit on their laps for an evening, I think we could resolve a 
whole range of aggression issues in our society! 
However, we are dealing with a lot of consequences in relation to aggressive dogs. Some of the issues with the 
laws around restricted breeds, particularly pit bulls, are concerning. Chief among those concerns is that this 
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feature of the legislation, which is breed-specific, has inbuilt a range of injustices that go to the rights of the 
animal. I know that there are a range of views about the extent to which animals have intrinsic rights. I respect 
the view that part of our obligation to humanity is to also extend that compassion to our pets and the animals 
around us. From that point of view, I acknowledge those arguments, and I think they are very valid. There are 
also those issues of justice associated with the owners of those animals, who may be very well intentioned and 
responsible, but find they are the owners of a dog that may from casual appearance have some attributes of a pit 
bull and, as a result, they find their dog classified as a restricted breed. Of course, that dog may not be a pit bull 
at all. We rely on the expertise of the council ranger to make that call and I echo the concerns of a number of 
members on this side of the house who have asked the minister to clarify this part of the legislation, particularly 
about safeguards, to ensure that opportunities for injustice or the miscarriage of justice are minimised. Such a 
safeguard might be that the minister has regulations in mind for an extensive training regime so that these 
rangers have the expertise needed—that we would hope they have—to make that call. We also want some 
clarification from the minister about why it is up to the dog owner to prove that the animal is not a restricted 
breed rather than the local government authority. Part of the reason the legislation has been construed in this way 
is that the whole notion of breed-specific legislation has been pretty much debunked and undermined, and it is 
very difficult for someone to conclusively prove that there is an element of bull terrier in a dog. The genetic 
differences between a pit bull and a chihuahua are pretty much negligible.  

Another problem with this is that the notion of breed-specific aggression has been disproved over time. In 1929 
we outlawed German shepherds because they were considered an aggressive breed of dog and we now know that 
that is not true. As a child in Perth, I grew up in fear of my life around greyhounds, because they were muzzled 
when they were on the street. I thought they would tear my throat out when I was a kid because they were clearly 
dangerous looking dogs. I thought that because they had a muzzle on they must have been dangerous and that 
they were intrinsically dangerous. Now even the member for Gosnells has a greyhound and they are the 
fashionable pet of the month, particularly through the adoption scheme. Therefore, we cannot say that aggression 
is part of the intrinsic nature of a breed. I remember that Rottweilers were the aggressive dogs of the 1980s and 
now they are supposed to be cuddly kids. Perhaps next month it will be labradors—golden retrievers. They are 
particularly aggressive little buggers! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Labradoodles! 

Mr R.H. COOK: Labradoodles look aggressive to me. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Especially the member for Cannington’s; it is as vicious as anything! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, it is my son’s dog! 
Mr R.H. COOK: It is the member for Cannington’s son’s dog! 

Any dog that has such poor taste in hairdo must be aggressive by the extension of this sort of logic! We are 
looking for some clarity about these issues. I understand that pit bulls are a restricted breed under the Council of 
Australian Governments agreement—I do not know when it was struck—and to an extent as a state we are 
bound by that. However, as we are now legislating, we have a responsibility to clarify that stuff. My concern is 
that this legislation goes beyond simply banning the breed and takes the COAG agreement further. If we were 
concerned about the proliferation of these dogs we would surely be making laws about the sale of puppies in 
high street locations; we would surely make laws that regulate breeders; and we would surely make puppy farms 
and things of that nature illegal. That seems to be where the problems are in relation to this unfettered breeding 
and proliferation of what the minister regards as dangerous breeds. There is ample evidence associated with 
specific-breed legislation both in Australia and overseas that now suggests that specific-breed legislation is the 
wrong way to go. In 2000, a report in the Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association stated — 

Breed-specific legislation does not address the fact that a dog of any breed can become dangerous when 
bred or trained to be aggressive. From a scientific point of view, we are unaware of any formal 
evaluation of the effectiveness of breed-specific legislation in preventing fatal or non-fatal dog bites.  
An alternative to breed-specific legislation is to regulate individual dogs and owners on the basis of 
their behavior 

Further, according to my notes, the Australian Veterinary Association states the following — 

The Australian Veterinary Association does not support breed-specific legislation for dog bite 
prevention, because experience in other countries has shown that such legislation has failed to reduce 
the frequency of dog bites. 

There seems to be a very clear level of opinion right across the veterinary and scientific community that breed-
specific legislation is not the way to proceed, and where it has proceeded, it has proven to be ineffective. In the 
minister’s response to the second reading debate and in his answers to questions in consideration in detail we 
will look for an indication of how this legislation manages those issues, specifically around pit bulls. People have 
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come to me to ask me whether this legislation means that pit bulls will be put down. To the best of my 
understanding that is not the case, but there is clearly a concern in the community that that may happen. 

It is important that we look at how this legislation will be implemented. What are the safeguards of the rights of 
dog owners; what are safeguards in relation to the prosecution of dog owners; and what are the safeguards in 
relation to the management of these issues with the regulation of dogs? Regarding the nuisance clause in this bill, 
from the point of view of the cat party all dogs are a nuisance, but we understand there has to be greater 
tolerance than that! I note the concerns of the shadow minister, the member for Mandurah, that one person 
lodging a complaint would trigger those mechanisms in the act. I also note that one person making their concerns 
known to a local council might be sufficient, given that many people live an isolated life in their homes and 
would not have the opportunity to speak with other members of their community about the behaviour of a 
particular dog. I wanted to put those specific concerns on record. I would also like to say that I am very pleased 
to see those parts of the legislation that regulate or facilitate the taking of medical assistance dogs on public 
transport. I had a huge problem with the Minister for Transport in relation to a constituent of mine who is a 
diabetic and who has a diabetic detector dog to safeguard her care. For those members who are not familiar with 
this, there is a concept among diabetics called hypo-unaware. For a range of reasons the person with diabetes is 
unaware they are having a hypoglycaemic episode. This is particularly dangerous among young kids who have 
this issue. It is particularly dangerous also for people who have a hypoglycaemic episode after they have fallen 
asleep and have lapsed into a coma. The dogs have sensitive noses and know when their owner is having a 
hypoglycaemic episode and then agitate by nipping at or licking their hand to let them know when they are 
having what is called a low. I met a young boy, for instance, who was at one of the schools in my electorate. He 
often sleeps through a hypoglycaemic episode. His dog, which sleeps on his bed, would wake him up to make 
sure he addressed his low blood sugar levels.  
A constituent of mine was required to travel frequently to Sydney because she is part of a trial involving 
pancreas transplants so that she can address her diabetes problem. This patient was allowed to take her dog on 
the aeroplane with her. It could travel with her to Sydney so that she could have the series of operations. For the 
life of me, I cannot work out why she was not allowed to catch a bus to the airport with her dog. She could take 
her dog on the aircraft, but could not catch a bus to the airport with her medical assistance dog because the 
Public Transport Authority would not allow it. It did not recognise diabetes assistance dogs as dogs that are part 
of a medical assistance scheme and, therefore, she was banned from taking her dog on a bus. By the way, her 
dog fitted into her handbag. It is an extraordinary state of affairs that the Civil Aviation Authority takes one 
rather informed, appropriate and progressive view, while the Public Transport Authority of Western Australia 
takes an archaic, flat-earth view that she is not allowed to take her dog on a bus. I should report to the house that 
that issue has since been resolved. This aspect of the bill in relation to medical assistance dogs will make sure 
that that situation does not occur in the future, and that is a very important part of the legislation.  
I conclude simply by saying that I think the notion that particular breeds are aggressive and, therefore, must be 
banned seems to be ridiculous. Certainly, many of my constituents believe it is a very wrong way to go. The 
provisions of the bill that give powers to council rangers are very widespread and we want to hear from the 
minister about the safeguards associated with them, particularly their training, so that when they decide a dog is 
dangerous or belongs to a restricted breed, they deal with it with the correct skills and capacities. The nuisance 
clauses in this bill seem to be struck appropriately, but, obviously, we have some concerns around them. I 
wholeheartedly endorse those aspects that will deal with medical assistance dogs.  
In my final comments I will repeat my initial comments; that is, all this could be resolved if everyone had a fat 
Burmese and we did not have any of these aggressive buggers on our hands in the first place.  

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Minister for Local Government) [4.24 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their input to the second reading debate on the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. Most importantly, a 
number of members have spoken. This bill has been 10 years in development, with some 1 500 submissions 
received from the public with widespread recommendations. When we bring in legislation such as this we are 
trying to regulate an industry that is not regulated, if I can use that expression. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz), 
you identified a number of dogs in Western Australia or Perth somewhere. The reality is that I do not know what 
they are, how many there are or where they are. The purpose of microchipping is so that in 10 years we will have 
some good statistics on where dogs are, how many there are and what type of breeds they are that will help us to 
better manage the issue of dogs in general, especially, as a number of members indicated, dangerous breeds.  
I will go through a couple of points. Basically, as I said, the legislation has been in place since 1976, so it has 
been a few years since we looked at it, and, of course, the world has changed since then. Members have 
identified how dangerous Alsatians were. At the moment we are looking at the pit bull. We are not sure whether 
the pit bull has changed, but the reality is that it is well and truly identified around the world as a dangerous dog. 
We should keep in mind that a dangerous dog can be any breed, so it is a matter of how we deal with a dog when 
it has been identified in a situation as a dangerous dog. When we identify dangerous breeds, however, there is no 
intention to compel people to euthanase them. People can keep dogs that are identified as dangerous breeds such 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 August 2013] 3125 

 

as pit bulls. The idea is to microchip and desex them. Unfortunately, we cannot do other things with them, but 
we are trying to regulate that process. The bill will go a long way towards doing that. I will come to more detail 
about restricted breeds.  

A couple of members touched on the penalty increases; yes, they are quite severe, but we must come out strong 
and hard. No price can be put on avoiding a dog attack, and I think we have come a long way in acknowledging 
that and in making sure we stamp out that type of stuff.  

The member for Kwinana touched on an inclusion policy for dogs assisting people with disabilities in our 
community. The bill goes some way towards clarifying that. Members also spoke today about greyhounds that 
are muzzled in public, but will not have to be once they have been retrained. I think the member for Gosnells 
was spot on when he said they make very nice pets. A young gentleman in my electorate breeds greyhound dogs. 
He has been trying to tempt me to take one of his retired dogs as a pet. He owns a dog called Miyata, which is 
the Black Caviar of greyhound dogs, and it has won a quite considerable amount of money.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s a wonderful dog. I have seen it around a number of times.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes. The owner is Paul Stewart, who used to work at my bakery when he was 14 years old. 
He got involved with greyhounds and went to Sydney for a year, and now he and his mum live in my electorate 
and they are quite successfully breeding greyhounds. They are beautiful dogs, and the member is dead right: they 
are very placid dogs.  

On the issue of dangerous dogs, I think the five restricted breeds have been talked about today. They are part of a 
national list identified across Australia. I have to make it quite clear that the Victorian provisions for dangerous 
breeds are very different from ours. We are not going to ask people to euthanase their dogs, but people who own 
them must get them sterilised, and at six months they must be identified by wearing a red collar when taken out 
into the community. They must be kept in a secure area behind something very similar to a standard fence, so 
that children cannot get to them. As the member for Mandurah indicated, people keeping dangerous dogs must 
have a sign at the front of their property indicating that a dangerous dog is on site. Of course, they must be 
controlled by an adult and muzzled and on a leash when outside their secure area. As I have indicated, we are 
more than happy for people who have pit bulls as family pets to keep them. We are in no way suggesting that 
people have to get rid of them, as is the case in Victoria. People can own a maximum of only two dogs of a 
restricted breed. They cannot be sold or transferred to any child under the age of 18. The owners must inform the 
new owner in writing that the dog is a restricted breed and the sale or transfer must be notified to the local 
government within 28 days. The new regulations will prohibit the breeding, selling, transferring and advertising 
for sale of restricted dogs. They can be transferred only if the owner has passed away or has ill health. The 
provisions prevent any other person releasing or removing a dangerous-breed dog from a secure area without 
authority. So the enclosure has to be quite secure. It cannot just be a gate that the dog can get out of; it has to be 
enclosed correctly, because the owner is responsible for the dog. There is also a category of restricted 
commercial security dogs. Security dogs, which are trained to be dangerous, will wear a green collar that will 
identify them as working dogs. The same conditions apply to them when in public: they must be muzzled, on a 
lead and with a person aged 18 years or older. Once the dog is in the owner’s house though—like with a lot of 
security companies—the dog would more than likely be the family pet, though it is still a security dog. 

We have increased controls over dogs that have attacked and demonstrated danger to others. The idea is, as I said 
at the start, that a dangerous dog can be any dog that has been seen to be dangerous to the community. It will not 
be identified by its breed, but by its actions.  

I have touched on the Victorian restricted breeds model. I stress that the proposed amendments to the restricted 
breeds section are not the same as the Victorian legislation. Victoria amended its Domestic Animal Act 1994 to 
ban the keeping of restricted breed dogs, so it has gone to the next level. In Western Australia we are trying to 
identify that these dogs are dangerous, and where they are in our community.  

The statistics show that there have been a number of dog attacks in New South Wales. In 2008 it was made a 
requirement that councils report information on dog attacks. This was one of the things that has been an issue for 
us. A number of members have talked about dog attacks in one form or another, but the interesting part is that we 
have to work on the situation after someone has reported one. Can members imagine how many small dog 
attacks there are? I am sure all members have been out doorknocking and have been nipped on the ankle by a 
dog—I have. I just said, “That’s all right,” gave them the notepad and nipped out the door and kept going. But 
the reality is that we have to define a dog attack. We also have to keep in mind that, as all members know, the 
dog is the protector of the property, so if someone is on their property, that is what is going to happen. We are 
trying to move forward and get some clear legislation around what we are trying to achieve.  

In summary, if an individual dog is declared to be dangerous, it must have caused injury or damage through an 
attack or chasing a person, animal or vehicle—we have identified clearly what is a dangerous dog and how it got 
into that category; or the dog must have repeatedly threatened or attacked, or attacked or chased a person. So that 
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is if they are showing signs of wanting to attack; no injury or damage may have occurred, but at the same time 
the dog is looking like it might want to. A dog confined on a property could not be said to have attacked or 
threatened, or attacked or chased another person outside the property. The dog may be considered a nuisance dog 
in that case, but not a dangerous dog. So, a dog that seems to be quite vicious on the other side of fence and 
barking loudly is, again, defending its property. It is not a dangerous dog; it is actually a dog in the bracket of 
nuisance dogs.  

Individual dogs may be declared dangerous dogs by the local government or on behalf of the local government 
by an authorised person. We spoke about this: the authorised person would likely be the shire ranger. That 
person would give written notice, in accordance with proposed section 33F, to declare the individual dog to be a 
dangerous dog if, in the opinion of the local government authorised person, the dog has caused injury or damage 
or attacked a person or another animal, and the dog has repeatedly shown tendencies.  

There has been a bit of discussion on the provisions covering nuisance dogs. One of the clear issues, because it 
was raised by a number of members, is what happens if one person puts in a complaint to the shire about a 
nuisance dog. One of the things this legislation goes a long way to doing—we are still working on the 
regulations—is giving the rangers more power. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz) mentioned recording collars, 
and this bill will provide councils with more methods to obtain more information about nuisance behaviour. The 
rangers will have to go to court to justify the dog being declared a nuisance, so they need evidence. This bill will 
enable more methods for the collection of evidence. A few councils have already started using the collars that 
record a dog barking. The scenario would be a dog being a nuisance to a neighbour, the council writes to the 
owner and tells him that there have been complaints about the dog and that there has been constant barking when 
the owner leaves the house, and that he has to address the issue. If the person makes no attempt to address that 
issue and the neighbour complains that it is still doing the same thing, the ranger will now have other methods he 
can use to get evidence. The ranger will say, “I now need to come onto your property,” which he can do, and sit 
down with the owner of the dog and say, “We have reason to believe your dog is barking because we have 
complaints. We would like to prove this is happening, so we’re going to ask you to put a collar on the dog.” Over 
a period of 24 hours to 48 hours it will record every time the dog barks, what time it barked and how long for. 
That will give the ranger more evidence to present, and he can go back to the owner and say, “We have clear 
evidence now that the dog has been a nuisance and has been barking during the day.” The ranger can then say to 
the owner, “If you wish to, you can do some retraining of the dog or find a way to resolve this issue.” When the 
ranger has gotten to the last possible stage and is actually in court, the judge can insist that the person go off and 
get some training for the dog to fix the nuisance problem before he fines him. The legislation provides the 
opportunity to do everything possible to solve the problem, keeping in mind that the whole idea of this 
legislation is the welfare of the animal. A number of members raised issues about what if the dog cries or 
whimpers because it is lonely when the owners go out. We are trying to define nuisance behaviour. Commonly 
today, people are asked to keep a diary, and write down the dates and times when the dog barks. All that ranger 
is trying to do is get some evidence to put to the dog owner and say, “There’s a clear problem here; you need to 
address this issue.” This legislation will go a long way by providing helpful methods, and ways of getting the 
person to the table to have the conversation.  
All members understand that the worst thing about bringing in legislation of this nature—it is very similar to the 
Cat Act—is striking the balance between the person who has to put up with the nuisance dog or barking dog or 
what they think is a dangerous dog next door and taking into account that we all live in a neighbourhood, we all 
live in a street and we all have to live together. But these animals can be the blight of the street and cause so 
much grief that it is not possible to get on with the rest of the community. We have to empower rangers to collect 
the evidence that will enable them to get that person to the table to say, “I’m going to take you to court now 
because we have tried every method. I have enough evidence in front of me to get you in front of a court to say 
this dog is a nuisance, and you will have the opportunity to try to work with us as we move forward on this 
issue.” 

I want to clarify a couple of points around dog attacks in general, and this is where there are differences between 
a dangerous breed and a dog attack. We have tried to clarify what a dangerous dog is. As I said at the start, there 
are restricted breeds, but a dangerous dog can be any other dog that has attacked. For a dog attack to be classified 
as serious there must have been an attack or chase of a person or animal and physical injury must have occurred. 
For a dog attack to be classified as minor there must be an attack or chase, but no physical injury to the person or 
animal. We have identified what is a dog attack in the act, and this bill clarifies what would classify a dog as a 
dangerous dog. There must have been a reasonable offence to a person or property. Members can see where we 
are coming from. 

If a dog attacks or chases a person or animal and physical injury is caused to the person or animal attacked, the 
person liable for the control of the dog has committed the offence, which brings me to the fines. Members have 
touched on how high they are—$20 000 for an offence relating to a dangerous dog and $10 000 for any other 
dog, the minimum being $1 000. We have increased those penalties in recognition that a dog attack is a very 
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serious offence. A couple of members touched on the attack in news the other week during which a young 
person was mauled by a dog, and the one in the eastern states two weeks ago. Was that a hunting dog? 

Ms L.L. Baker: It was a dog trained to hunt. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: That would be classified as a dangerous dog, but would not be included in the restricted 
breeds. We have tried to specify the difference moving forward. The other area we talked about today was 
microchipping, which will help us find out how many dogs there are.  

I turn to puppy farms. In the community at the moment selected people have a certain type of dog, and they will 
sell them for quite a few hundred dollars. They are backyard breeders; they can be called puppy farms. But when 
they pass a puppy over to the buyer, they will need to register that puppy with a microchip to the new owner so 
we can clearly track where that dog comes from. As I said at the start of my speech, in 10 years I will be able to 
work out that puppy’s mother and father and where it has come from that information. By tracking the people 
who are breeding puppies and where they are coming from will also help in identifying them. Once a person 
starts registering six puppies and then sells them all off, and a couple of months later is back selling off another 
six, we can quickly identify what is called a puppy farm or a backyard breeder. We can then come down on 
them. We can identify them. The ranger can then go and check to ensure that the facilities used for breeding are 
well maintained and clean, and we can try to flush them all out. As we know, we can never get to the point 
where I can raise the level of the bar at which we can make it all aboveboard and all animals are looked after 
properly because there will always be that situation where the requirements push people away from doing it 
properly. We will try to do everything we can to get to the point at which we can track dogs to identify where 
they come from to establish ownership to try to move forward so it all comes together.  

There has been a lot of debate today and I look forward to consideration in detail of the bill so we can get into a 
couple more issues, because a lot more specific stuff has been asked. We can get into that a bit later. I am happy 
to sit down and go into consideration in detail.  
Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Ms L.L. BAKER: I start by getting on the record in the consideration in detail stage. I will give the minister 
some context. When we were briefed about nuisance dogs in particular, we were told that the current act allows 
someone to identify a nuisance dog and to have it declared as a nuisance dog, even though it is not quite the way 
the minister used the word “declared”. It is not by keeping extensive records or by having three people living in 
two different houses that we do that, but there is a lower burden of proof for anyone in a local government 
authority to do that, which achieves exactly the same outcome—that is, to make it easier for rangers to intervene 
in a nuisance action. I am seeking to clarify from the word go why we thought it necessary to re-draft this bill, 
apart from the fact that an old bill needs to be re-looked and reviewed. I am interested in the minister putting on 
the public record exactly why there is a need for this, given that the old act ostensibly allows that nuisance dogs 
be dealt with in the same fashion that this bill is proposing. I understand that the restricted breeds regulations 
needed to be moved into the act, and I would like confirmation on the record that that is part of these changes. In 
addition, why did the minister deem it necessary to review the nuisance dog clauses when he could have 
achieved the same thing with the nuisance dog clauses in the current act?  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member, I am not sure that that is relevant to clause 1.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: The short title is the “Dog Amendment Act”. I want the minister to put on the record why he 
wants to amend the act, given that that the current act is already doing the same things on a number of issues.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The member is correct. The old legislation basically said that a dog that is a nuisance 
contravenes section 33D(1); that is, the presence of a dog on premises where the dog was ordinarily kept, 
ordinarily permitted to live, committed an offence against the subsection, unless proven that all reasonable 
precautions had been taken and exercised all due diligence to avoid any controversy. This is the part the member 
referred to—that is, three people lived in at least two occupied different premises.  
Ms L.L. Baker: I am sorry, but could the minister just speak up a little bit. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Sure. 

Ms L.L. Baker: I am having trouble hearing.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I apologise. One of the clear problems the member for Maylands identified is the old-
fashioned situation of three people with two different addresses who keep diaries. That was the angle with the 
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old legislation. The dog was declared a nuisance dog to the community. We are trying to allow the ranger to get 
to the next level. We want the ranger to have more opportunities and methods so he can get the information he 
needs to take this to the next level. We identified and have proposed in this bill that if the authorised persons are 
satisfied that the dog is a nuisance, as alleged in the complaint, they may issue an order to the person liable for 
controlling the dog and will require that the person prevent the behaviour that is alleged to be consistent with the 
nuisance by time specification in the order. The ranger will have more methods available to him to give that 
order out by using a different method. I spoke in reply to the second reading debate about giving more 
opportunities to get that evidence. We will comply with an order that is effective for six months after the day on 
which it is issued on a nuisance dog. It is the first process of trying to identify a nuisance dog, and also trying to 
guess that next level so we can move forward. The person to whom the order is issued has to comply with the 
order during the period to be effective, and this is where the new penalties kick in. This provision does not apply 
to dogs while they are kept in an establishment licenced as approval kennels. A member talked about having 
kennel zones; this provision does not apply to such places. The idea is to move to the next level of trying to work 
out the nuisance dog and get the ranger to have more evidence to go to the next level.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The bill is an amendment bill obviously to the current Dog Act 1976. Because the 
Dog Act specifically refers to the control of dogs ultimately, did the minister consider that the names should 
include the word control in the short title?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Prior to my becoming minister, this measure was already done. I am guessing that the 
reason is that it was called the Dog Amendment Bill; it has been continued on to where it is today and become 
the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. As we are very much aware, this legislation was already read into the house 
prior to its rising late last year before the election. We have continued that on. But the member for Mandurah has 
raised a good point. What we are trying to do is control dogs; he is correct—spot on. Also, the regulations will 
reflect a bit more of the control than was the standard. It is call the Dog Amendment Bill as it relates to the act. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement —  
Ms L.L. BAKER: Clause 2 refers to the commencement of the act. I understand that clauses 1 and 2 will come 
into operation on the day on which the act receives royal assent, and that is fine. Which parts of the legislation 
does the minister anticipate might be proclaimed on different days? Can the minister explain a little of the logic 
behind paragraph (b), which states that different days may be fixed for different provisions? It is probably a very 
good clause, but I want the minister to explain a little of the logic behind it for me.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Basically, clauses 1 and 2 will come into operation on the day on which the act receives 
royal assent, and the rest of the act will come into operation on a day fixed by proclamation or on different days. 
The microchipping issue will be pretty straightforward. Some provisions will come along a bit more quickly than 
others. As I said before, the regulations are being formulated at the moment, so the regulations will be 
proclaimed on a different day as the provision provides. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have just been shocked by the tie that the member for Albany is wearing. He has 
obviously been for a run. Goodness me; I hope I do not see that again for some time! 

With regard to the commencement of this bill, as the minister knows, the Cat Act will commence operation and 
be delivered by local government in November. Clause 2(a) of this bill provides that clauses 1 and 2 will come 
into operation on a day to be fixed by proclamation, but section 2(2) of the Dog Act states — 

The Governor may, by proclamation made pursuant to subsection (1) or by any subsequent 
proclamation, fix a date … 

We must bear in mind that there is reference in this bill to a two-year honeymoon period during which certain 
registration requirements will need to be adhered to. Given the experience we have had with the Cat Act, and we 
are nearing 1 November when the Cat Act will formally be law, does the minister propose that after 
proclamation there will be a comprehensive education program for local governments and, through local 
governments, for local communities, particularly as there are some significant penalties for contravention of 
some of the regulations, for example, those regarding dangerous dogs? Can the minister give us some idea of the 
proposed education and information program that will be rolled out by his department and/or local government 
after the commencement and proclamation of the bill to ensure that dog owners and non–dog owners in Western 
Australia are well versed in the implications of this amendment bill? 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes, the member is right; the Cat Act will come into effect in November this year. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No-one knows about it. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: We are about to do that. It is coming up soon. 
All new dogs will need to be microchipped by 1 November 2013, but all existing dogs will need to be 
microchipped by 1 November 2015. This is a little different from the requirements for cat owners. Dog owners 
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are far more likely to take their dog to the vet for an annual check, because, as members have mentioned, dogs 
are very much a part of the family. We have identified that dog owners are more likely to get their dog 
microchipped during that check-up, so that is the reason for the difference. 

We have already put some advertisements on the webpage, and we are working closely with the Department of 
Local Government on how we can roll it out to the wider community. It will be a lot easier to deal with the new 
provisions for registration and microchipping in the Dog Act than it was to deal with those in the Cat Act, 
because dogs are far easier to track down and they can be seen more prominently, whereas people see cats only 
occasionally at night and they cause grief in the community. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 3 amended — 
Ms L.L. BAKER: This clause contains the definitions. I have quite a few questions about the definitions, from 
the definition of “authorised person” to the definition of “dangerous dog”. I would like to start with the definition 
of “dangerous dog (restricted breed)”, which states —  

dangerous dog (restricted breed) means a dog that — 
… 
(b) is a mix of 2 or more breeds, one being a breed prescribed by the regulations to be a restricted 

breed; 
How does the minister consider that call will be made by the average local government ranger working in, say, 
the City of Bayswater if they see a dog running around the back of a block and have to make a judgement call on 
whether it is a restricted breed dangerous dog with a mix of two or more breeds? There are quite long blocks in 
my electorate and there is quite a lot of infill going on, so the block could be an eighth of an acre or more.  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The member is right. What is being said by declaring a restricted breed a dangerous dog is 
a mix of two or more breeds. The honourable member raised the issue of a person informing a ranger that they 
think their neighbour’s dog is a restricted breed. The ranger would then knock on the neighbour’s door and ask 
to look at the dog in question. The owner has to prove to the ranger that that dog is or is not a restricted breed. 
The onus is on the owner and they should have some proof.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: It is the reverse onus. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes, it is reverse onus.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: What a ridiculous provision.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: If a person owns a dog, and it is their loving pet, they have to find proof that it is not a 
restricted breed.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: How do you prove that?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: It is up to the owner to prove to me. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: How do you prove it? What is conclusive proof?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: That question relates to the pictures that the member for Maylands has shown, in terms of 
what a dog may look like. When one looks at the photographs clearly, one can pick up identifying features such 
as the eyes or looks or markings. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: But that is not what you said. Is it not on the balance of probabilities? The question is how 
do you as the owner prove it is not?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: No, the onus is on the owner to prove it is not.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: How?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: They have to have papers for their dog. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members have the opportunity to ask questions of the minister. Please, no 
interjections.  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: At the end of the day, the owner will have to say, “My dog is not a restricted breed.” The 
ranger will say, “I have reason to believe it is”, by looking at the markings, and that is when it will be taken to 
court. In the end the matter will be decided by the court.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: Only if that person appeals within seven days.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Correct.  
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Ms J.M. Freeman: And if they do not appeal within seven days, they do not have any recourse.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Correct.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: I would like to pursue this issue because it goes to the heart of what is fundamentally wrong 
with this drafting. I know the minister is aware of it. The minister knows the opposition does not oppose the bill 
but there is a real problem in this definition. Who would members think is the expert on this matter? I would 
think the Australian Veterinary Association would be pretty well placed to make a recommendation about the 
ease or otherwise of identifying a mixed-breed dog. The AVA released a report at the end of last year about the 
impact of breed-specific legislation on our friends and neighbours. The AVA states in that report that the biggest 
problem in determining whether an animal is actually a pit bull or a pit bull cross, or whether it is a cross 
involving other breeds, is that there is not a DNA test that can identify an animal as a pit bull or cross and so the 
determination can be made only on physical appearance. The AVA says this is a grey area that can and will be 
contested in court.  

I highlight the Victorian government’s experience in 2008 when it realised there was a problem because it was 
overturning two out of every three council decisions to seize and, in that case, seek to destroy such dogs. Out of 
the 34 cases the panel heard from its inception, 23 decisions to classify a dog as a restricted breed were 
overturned when the owner contested the declaration that their dog was a pit bull. The president of DOGS 
Victoria, Peter Frost, says it is difficult for council officers to make a decision on the spur of the moment 
because identifying breeds is a difficult thing. As far as I can see, this definition will not deliver a safer 
community; it will not deliver the aim of this bill at all. I ask the minister to explain it in more detail, rather than 
simply saying, “It is up to you to prove it”, especially since the AVA says a DNA test cannot be used to prove 
something.  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I can clarify a couple of points. A dangerous breed and a restricted breed are two different 
things. I come back to the member’s comments about the neighbour’s dog. If someone thinks their neighbour has 
a dog that is a restricted breed, but it is in their backyard and has done nothing wrong, the ranger will not come 
and knock on the door until they have identified it.  
Ms L.L. Baker: Unless your neighbour is cranky and does not like your dog.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Would that person put in a nuisance complaint?  
Ms J.M. Freeman: Where in the bill does it say that?  
Ms L.L. Baker: There is no escalation clause, is there?  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: No. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You are saying there is stage 1, stage 2 and stage 3. Nothing in the bill says that. You could 
get someone in to say that it is a dangerous dog—a restricted breed.  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: It could be said it is a dangerous dog, but if it is in a person’s property and it has not got 
out and has not hurt anyone or done anything wrong, why would it be declared a dangerous dog?  

Ms L.L. Baker: Good question. That is the question.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: It stays on the property and in the backyard. The only interesting part is when the dog gets 
out into the wider community and someone thinks it may be a restricted or part-restricted breed that we will have 
an issue of following these rules.  
Ms L.L. BAKER: Minister, that is simply not correct, because the bill says that an authorised person can 
suggest that a dog is likely to attack or be dangerous. The implication is that a ranger or authorised person can 
enter a property without the owner being there and make that call about someone’s little schnauzer.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The member is getting mixed up between a restrictive breed and a dangerous dog—the two 
individual dogs versus the restricted breed. The member said that one person can say it is a restricted breed. 
Under this legislation, a person must put in a complaint that this is a dog or is a mixed-breed dog that is a 
restricted breed, but the ranger will take into consideration the individual case. The ranger can enter a property, 
but it is up to the owner to be responsible for that dog and prove to the ranger that it is not a dangerous dog. 
Before the ranger declares it a dangerous dog, an offence has to occur—the dog has to physically attack or chase 
someone or become a dangerous dog. The reality is that what someone may think it is and what it does is where 
matters get caught in the process.  
Ms L.L. BAKER: Can the minister explain whether a dangerous dog or restricted breed is a cross-breed? Is that 
a mix of two or more breeds? The assumption is that a dangerous dog is, as written in this clause — 

a mix of 2 or more breeds, one being a breed prescribed by the regulations  

Explain the circumstances in which somebody’s dog would come to the notice of an authorised person to make 
this judgment call in the first place.  
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Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The first thing to be said is that the dog was out in the public and was not wearing a red 
collar or muzzle and the dog looks like a restricted breed. That would be one of the first things that would 
identify it as a dangerous dog.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: That then proves the point I am making, because the dog is simply out, maybe, in a brown 
collar on a leash, instead of a red collar. I understand there are defences against this provision that allow 
someone to say they did not know it was a restricted breed. I understand that, but what happens when the dog is 
not doing anything wrong and nothing is going wrong? The little dog that was out in front of Parliament House 
yesterday is a great example of this. This little dog with almond eyes, little ears and a pink nose is short and 
stocky with white and black spots and looks just like an American pit bull but is a Staffordshire cross. When this 
young woman walks her dog in the dog exercise area, people scream at her, “Get that dog out of the way. It’s an 
American pit bull. It’s a dangerous dog; it shouldn’t be out here!” They scream abuse at her.  
Mr A.J. Simpson: Already?  

Ms L.L. BAKER: Yes. She has been Facebooking complaints about this for months. She keeps asking why 
people are accusing her little dog, which is perfectly sensible and reasonable, of being a dangerous dog. It is not. 
This is not an authorised person. These are just other people walking their dogs. Some people walking their dogs 
in the park will call the ranger to say, “I’ve just walked past this really scary looking pit bull cross and I want to 
report it. It’s not wearing a collar.” Nothing is happening yet this young woman suddenly finds herself in court 
defending the fact that her dog is not a dangerous and restricted breed. Bearing in mind she cannot do that with 
DNA evidence because technically it is not claimable, how does she prove it is not?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: If she has already had the dog for a number of years, since it was a pup, I think she could 
quite clearly prove to the ranger it is a staffy; it is not a pit bull. 

Ms L.L. Baker: How? If she has not got the parents there, how does she do that, minister? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Is the dog registered? 

Ms L.L. Baker: Of course.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Then she would have put down on the form that it is a Staffordshire. 

Ms L.L. Baker: She might say “parents unknown”. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Then we are back to where we started the whole conversation: she has to prove that it is a 
staffy. 
Ms L.L. Baker: How does she do that? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: What is the mechanism? 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Back in court. 
Ms J.M. Freeman: What—bring the dog before the magistrate?  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes. She has to prove to us that it is not. If not, it will end up with a red collar on it and be 
identified as a potential restricted breed dog.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: No; not potential.  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Prove it. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister just used the word “potential”. I do not understand why he would say that 
word because it does not appear in the definition we are discussing. It either is or it is not.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: It is. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It either is or it is not. That is one of the problems here. What is it? Will the minister tell 
us what mechanism is used to decide this matter? If he can tell us how it is done, we can move on to the next 
clause. The minister is the one delaying the legislation because he will not answer a very simple question: how is 
that done? That is all we need to know. What is the mechanism that the person would use to prove the thing that 
the minister says they need to prove? Surely that is a reasonable question.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The judge will decide on probability.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: They have to go to court? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is the only way? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes; the only way. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The only way we can make this decision is to take the matter to court? That is the only 
way; there is no other mechanism? 
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Mr A.J. Simpson: Yes. That is it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: And the minister thinks that is a good idea? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: The interesting part is it is a restricted breed. If it cannot be proven to me that it is not a 
restricted breed, and not more than two times, the onus is on the owner.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So later on when we get onto the requirement to register, it says that the register will 
include information prescribed by regulations. Despite the fact that the regulations may specify that the owner 
has to say what the breed of the dog is, that is of no effect; is that what the minister is saying?  
Mr A.J. Simpson: That is what an owner has to prove when registering their dog. When registering a dog, the 
owner puts down its origin in terms of what its breed is from the mother’s and father’s sides.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So I would write down it is a kelpie crossed with a blue heeler. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But it is actually a Staffordshire crossed with a corgi. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: That will come up at the time I confront you and say, “I think your dog is a restricted breed. 
Can I have a look at your papers?” 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But my papers say it is a kelpie–blue heeler cross.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: We will say, “No, it is not. It definitely is — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: How does the minister know it is not? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: By signs and by looking at the — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the minister have to prove that? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: The owner has to prove it is not. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have to prove! But I can take the register from the local government authority. I can 
take the register into court and say — 

Mr A.J. Simpson: That can be part of the evidence.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay. Even though the register is known to be wrong, the minister is happy for that to 
be used as evidence? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: The owner will have to prove it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But how do I prove it? If I have the register, is that part of the proof? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I think there will be a situation in which they will say it is not a border collie cross or a 
kelpie; it is more like a pit bull. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Who says? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: The judge. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We do not know what the judge says. The judge will say whatever the judge says. We 
are talking about how do I prove as the individual with the dog? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It is up to you; otherwise if you can’t prove it, it will be deemed a restricted breed and a 
dangerous dog and you will have to go through that process. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is the minister saying that the submission of the register from the local government is 
conclusive proof of anything? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Not conclusive proof, but it is your evidence when you end up in court. You can use that as 
part of your evidence to say, “No, my dog is not. I have clearly identified on my registration paper what it is.” 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What is the purpose of having the dog’s breed on the registration certificate if it does 
not prove it? 
Mr A.J. Simpson: It goes a long way to get a database of breeds and where they are.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, it does not because the minister told us that it is not conclusive proof of anything, so 
how does it help collect statistics? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It does collect statistics. It gives me the average age of dogs, where they are, how many there 
are and in which suburbs they are. It will be a database that we can use to work out how we can best — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It will prove everything except whether it is the dog that the minister thinks it is.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: That is up to the owner.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But I would have thought that if the council accepted that that is the breed of the dog, 
then that is the breed of the dog, otherwise the minister is letting the councils have two bites of the cherry. They 
register the dog and then say, “Even though you’ve done all the things you’re required to do and registered the 
dog, we don’t agree with our own register.” 
Mr A.J. Simpson: It is your onus. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But they are the ones maintaining the register. What is the purpose of maintaining the 
register if it does not include the question of the breed? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: If you have signed the application form and called it a border collie cross when it is quite 
clearly a pit bull, what have you just done? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What happens if it is not a pit bull but the people who accepted the registration then 
changed their minds? Why is it that only one side of this bargain has to stick with their word? The minister is 
saying if a person falsely provides information, they can be prosecuted.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: But you are signing a statutory declaration when you do it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We have been through that with the cat laws. That is one of the most stupid things in the 
world, but we will get to that later. Let us assume the person has told the truth and the council accepted that as 
being the truth, then the council gets to change its mind but the owner cannot change his mind. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Only based on the evidence in court if it can be proven that it is not.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, because there is no obligation on the council because the obligation is on the owner. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Correct; otherwise it will be declared a dangerous dog and will have to come under the — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Even though the council has registered it as being not a dangerous dog? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: You registered. You signed the declaration to say what it was.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not understand why the register, if it is correct, cannot be used in court. I accept it if 
false information is provided but that is a different issue.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: That is what you are doing.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Surely it has to be here. It cannot be a dangerous dog if it is not registered as a 
dangerous dog.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House). 

HOSPITALS AND HEALTH SERVICES AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

House adjourned at 5.19 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

ENERGY SECTOR — MARKET RESTRUCTURE 

1. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s media release dated 10 April 2013 entitled Major Reform for State’s Energy Sector, and 
his claim that incremental changes to the energy market since 2008 have reduced the cost to the State by 
approximately $1 billion, and I ask: 

(a) who advised the Minister of this $1 billion figure; 

(b) when was the Minister advised of this figure; 

(c) please provide the detail of each of these incremental changes that the Minister was referring to; 

(d) on what date were each of these incremental changes implemented; and 

(e) please provide a detailed breakdown of the saving made for each of these incremental changes? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 

(a)  This information came from a range of sources. 

(b)  Shortly after being sworn in as a Minister. 

(c)–(e)  Some of these issues improvements relate to changes made to the vesting contract and are strictly 
confidential.  

SYNERGY–VERVE ENERGY — REMERGER 

7. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s media comments reported in The West Australian of 12 April 2013 that the decision to 
merge Verve and Synergy had been made in the two weeks prior to 10 April 2013, and I ask: 

(a) prior to 26 March 2013, what issues made the Minister sceptical of the merits of merging Verve and 
Synergy; 

(b) what reports, documents, studies or other information which came into the Minister’s possession 
after 26 March 2013 did he rely on to change his view to support the merging of Verve and Synergy 
(please provide the specific title, date and author of each of these reports, documents or studies); 

(c) when did the Minister first receive these reports, documents or studies; and 

(d) will these reports, documents or studies be tabled? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 

(a)  Prior to 26 March 2013 I believed the rhetoric of the Labor Party that disaggregation had been 
completely successful. I soon learnt that this was not the case. 

(b)  A range of meeting with stakeholders in the electricity industry. 

(c)–(d)  Not applicable. 

SYNERGY–VERVE ENERGY — REMERGER 

12. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s media comments reported in The West Australian dated 12 April 2013 stating that he had 
been in the job for two weeks and come across a number of reasons for merging Verve and Synergy, and I ask: 

(a) what are these reasons; and 

(b) who provided each of those reasons, and on what dates? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 

(a)  The failed disaggregation process implemented by the previous Labor Government has led to many 
inefficient outcomes in the electricity market. 

(b)  It is not ministerial practice to disclose discussions between industry participants and the Minister. 
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SYNERGY–VERVE ENERGY — REMERGER 

76. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s media release dated 10 April 2013 entitled Major Reform for State’s Energy Sector, and 
I ask: 
(a) what is the total value of the assets of Verve; 
(b) what is the total value of the assets of Synergy; 
(c) is there a detailed cost/benefit analysis of the merger of Verve and Synergy; 
(d) if yes to (c), what is the name of this document, when was this document presented to the Minister, who 

is the author of this document and will the Minister table this document; and 
(e) if there is no cost/benefit analysis, what is the basis of the claim that the changes to Verve and Synergy 

would deliver improved efficiencies in electricity delivery? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 

(a)–(b)  Refer to Annual Report. 
(c)  No. 
(d)  Not applicable. 
(e)  There will be a range of savings including reduced overheads. 

 SYNERGY–VERVE ENERGY REMERGER 

85. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s media release dated 10 April 2013 entitled Major Reform for State’s Energy Sector, and 
I ask: 
(a) what are the total expected costs and savings that will result from the decision to merge Verve and 

Synergy (please list the detail of savings by category of expenses, by financial year, commencing from 
the 2013–2014 financial year onwards); 

(b) are these savings set out in any document, report or study (please list the title, author and date of each 
such document, report or study); 

(c) when did the Minister first receive each document, report or study; and 
(d) will the Minister table each document, report or study? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 

(a)  Costs and estimated savings from the merger of Verve and Synergy will be determined as part of the 
merger process. This information will be available at the end of the merger process. 

(b)  No. 

(c)–(d)  Not applicable. 

VERVE ENERGY — SOLVENCY 

203. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Minister’s comments in the House on 17 April 2013 that “when we [the Barnett Government] came 
into power in 2008–09, Verve was insolvent”, and I ask: 
(a) who informed the Minister that Verve was insolvent in September 2008, when the Barnett Liberal 

National Government entered office; 

(b) if no one informed the Minister of this, how did he come to this conclusion; 

(c) has the Minister read the 2007–08 Verve Energy Annual Report; 

(d) is the Minister aware this report was tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 6 November 2008; 

(e) is the Minister aware that on page 3 of this report it states: “Verve Energy is a State asset with an equity 
level of $438 million”; 

(f) is the Minister aware that on page 4 of this report it further states: “our [Verve Energy’s] net assets are 
$438.1 million”; 

(g) is the Minister aware that on page 7 of this report there is a table that includes the following 
information: “Net assets ($m): 438.1”; 
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(h) is the Minister aware that on page 13 of the financial review in this report there is a table includes the 
following information: “Closing balance at 30 June 2008: 438,075”; 

(i) is the Minister aware that on page 14 of the financial review in this report there is a table includes the 
following information: “Total equity: 438,075”; 

(j) is the Minister aware that on page 47 of this report it states, over the signature of the Chairman of Verve 
Energy: “there are reasonable grounds to believe that the Corporation will be able to pay its debts as 
and when they become due and payable”; 

(k) is the Minister aware that on page 48 of this report it states, over the signature of the Auditor General: 
“In my opinion, the financial report of the Electricity Generation Corporation is in accordance with 
schedule 4 of the Electricity Corporations Act 2005, including: “(a) giving a true and fair view of the 
Corporation’s financial position as at 30 June 2008 and of its performance for the year ended on that 
date”; 

(l) if the Minister is aware of these matters, does he still maintain that “Verve was insolvent”; and 

(m) if he does not still maintain this view, when will he be correcting the record of the Parliament? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
(a)  Verve Energy did not inform the Minister for Energy that it was insolvent. 

(b)–(m) My comments referred to the situation facing Verve as a result of the vesting contract between Verve 
and Synergy. This contract was unsustainable from Verve’s perspective and as a result was changed by 
the Liberal National Government. 

ENERGY SECTOR — MARKET RESTRUCTURE 

246. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to the Minister’s comments in relation to electricity supply in the House on 17 April 2013 which states 
that a reform basically puts state taxpayers’ assets hugely at risk, and I ask, how does the State place its assets at 
risk when: 
(a) Perth Energy enters into an electricity supply contract with one of its private customers; 

(b) Alinta enters into an electricity supply contract with one of its private customers; 

(c) ERM enters into an electricity supply contract with one of its private customers; and 

(d) Griffin Energy enters into an electricity supply contract with one of its private customers? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
(a)–(d)  The reform of the previous Labor Government artificially restricted the generator capacity of Verve 

Energy which forced premature retirement of plant and writedown of assets and it forced Synergy into 
entering into a large number of minimum take contracts with private providers resulting in excess 
supply. 

The regulatory system imposed by Labor was not only high cost, but also unresponsive to conditions in 
the market, resulting in excess capacity the cost of which is being borne by government enterprises. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMMUNICATION AGREEMENTS 

302. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Energy; Finance; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
I refer to the signing of communication agreements following the formation of the new Ministry, and I ask: 

(a) could the Minister provide the date when communication agreements were signed by the Minister for 
each respective department, agency or government–owned corporation the Minister is responsible for; 

(b) the names of the people who signed off on each agreement; 

(c) the name of the department contact for each agreement; 

(d) as at 7 June 2013 have any communication agreements not yet been signed and if so, what is the name 
of the department, agency or government–owned corporation that a communication agreement has not 
been formalised; and 

(e) could the Minster table a copy of each communication agreement? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
Department of Finance 

(a)  15 April 2013 
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(b)  Anne Nolan and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c)  Lynn Warton 

(d)  Not applicable 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

Horizon Power 

(a) 16 July 2013 

(b) Frank Tudor, Managing Direct Elect and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c) David Tovey, General Manager Corporate Affairs and Company Secretary 

(d) Yes, Horizon Power 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

Office of Multicultural Interests 

(a) 16 July 2013 

(b) Jennifer Mathews and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c) Margaret Dawkins 

(d) Yes, Office of Multicultural Interests 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

Synergy 

(a) 17 April 2013 

(b) Michael Smith and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c) Trevor James 

(d) Not applicable 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

Verve Energy 

(a) 16 April 2013 

(b) Jason Waters and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c) Doug White 

(d) Not applicable 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

Western Power 

(a) 30 May 2013 

(b) Paul Italiano and Dr Mike Nahan MLA 

(c) Paul Italiano 

(d) Not applicable 

(e)  Yes. [See paper 639.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMMUNICATION AGREEMENTS 

304. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
I refer to the signing of communication agreements following the formation of the new Ministry, and I ask: 

(a) could the Minister provide the date when communication agreements were signed by the Minister for 
each respective department, agency or government–owned corporation the Minister is responsible for; 

(b) the names of the people who signed off on each agreement; 

(c) the name of the department contact for each agreement; 

(d) as at 7 June 2013 have any communication agreements not yet been signed and if so, what is the name 
of the department, agency or government–owned corporation that a communication agreement has not 
been formalised; and 
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(e) could the Minster table a copy of each communication agreement? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum advises: 

(a)  3 April 2013. 
(b)  Minister Bill Marmion MLA and Richard Sellers, Director General, Department of Mines and 

Petroleum. 
(c)  Ms Edwina Wilson. 
(d)  Not applicable 
(e)  Yes [See paper 635.] 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(a)  10 April 2013 
(b)  Minister Bill Marmion MLA and Grahame Searle, Director General, Department of Housing. 
(c)  Natasha Firth. 
(d)  Not applicable 
(e)  Yes [See paper 635.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — HOSPITALITY AND GIFTS 

338. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Energy; Finance; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
Has the Minister or any officer or placement within the Minister’s office accepted any hospitality, invitation to 
an event, free accommodation or free travel from a private company or individual since 21 March 2013, and if 
so: 
(a) how many officers have accepted any hospitality, invitation to an event, free accommodation or free 

travel from a private company or individual; 

(b) what was the nature of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel, and what is the name 
of the individual or private company that offered them; and 

(c) what is the estimated individual value of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
(a)  2 

(b)  Official Launch of Secrets of the Afterlife: Magic, Mummies and Immortality in Ancient Egypt 
Museum invited by Minister John Day; Sir Bob Geldof Breakfast invited by UWA; British vs Irish 
Lions Rugby Game invited by Bluewater Power; Boomers vs China Basketball Game invited by 
Venueswest; Western Force vs Brumbies Rugby Game invited by Rugby WA; Jesus Christ Superstar 
production invited BGC; Perth Wildcats — finals invited by BGC; UWA Business School Breakfast — 
ATCO 

(c)  $50; $70; $100; $75; $75; $150; $75; $50 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — HOSPITALITY AND GIFTS 

340. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Has the Minister or any officer or placement within the Minister’s office accepted any hospitality, invitation to 
an event, free accommodation or free travel from a private company or individual since 21 March 2013, and if 
so: 
(a) how many officers have accepted any hospitality, invitation to an event, free accommodation or free 

travel from a private company or individual; 
(b) what was the nature of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel, and what is the name 

of the individual or private company that offered them; and 

(c) what is the estimated individual value of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

(a)  One 

(b)  AFL football match with guest, Western Australian Football Commission. 
AFL football match with guest, Rio Tinto 
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(c)  Western Australian Football Commission; $880 
Rio Tinto; $200 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — HOSPITALITY AND GIFTS 

341. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister representing the Attorney General; Minister for Commerce: 
Has the Minister or any officer or placement within the Minister’s office accepted any hospitality, invitation to 
an event, free accommodation or free travel from a private company or individual since 21 March 2013, and if 
so: 
(a) how many officers have accepted any hospitality, invitation to an event, free accommodation or free 

travel from a private company or individual; 

(b) what was the nature of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel, and what is the name 
of the individual or private company that offered them; and 

(c) what is the estimated individual value of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
(a)  One 

(b)–(c)  AFL football match, Rio Tinto, $100 
MINISTERIAL OFFICES — HON CHERYL EDWARDES/ HOLMAN FENWICK WILLAN  

356. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister or any staff member, officer or placement within the Minister’s Office 
has had any contact with Hon Cheryl Edwardes or a representative of the company Holman Fenwick Willan LLP 
since 21 March 2013 and: 

(a) if yes, what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) meeting(s); 

(c) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(d) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
(a)–(d) There has been email and phone contact between Mr Edwardes and Mrs Edwardes, all of which were of 

a personal nature and unrelated to the Minister’s portfolios. 
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — HOSPITALITY AND FREE ACCOMMODATION 

374. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
For each department, agency or government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
I ask, has any officer above level 3.1 accepted any hospitality, invitation to an event, free accommodation or free 
travel from a private company or individual, since 1 November 2012, and if so: 

(a) how many officers have accepted any hospitality, invitation to an event, free accommodation or free 
travel from a private company or individual; 

(b) what was the nature of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel, and what is the name 
of the individual or private company that offered them; 

(c) what is the estimated individual value of the hospitality, event, free accommodation or free travel; and 

(d) does the agency have any commercial or financial relationship with the private company or individual, 
and if so, what is the nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum advises: 
(a)–(d)  [See paper 636.] 
The Department of Housing advises: 
(a)  2 
(b)  Jackson McDonald 90th Anniversary celebrations. Drinks and canapés provided 
(c)  $50 
(d)  Jackson MacDonald is one of ten law firms on a panel of external providers that may be engaged to 

provide legal services to the Department. 
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POLICE — MOVE-ON NOTICES 

395. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the issue of move on notices, and I ask: 

(a) how many were issued by police in the calendar years: 

(i) 2009; 
(ii) 2010; 
(iii) 2011; 
(iv) 2012; and 
(v) 2013 to date; and 

(b) for the same years, please advise the total fines imposed for non-compliance with said orders? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  (i) 20,318 

(ii) 23,496 
(iii) 21,525 
(iv) 29,047 
(v) 12,913 (to 31 May 2013) 

(b)  This data is not under the jurisdiction of Western Australia Police. Please refer question to the Minister 
responsible, the Attorney General. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

418. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Hazelmere as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  Nil 

(2)–(4)  Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

419. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Helena Valley as of 30 June 

2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  1 

(2)  23 days 

(3)–(4)  Nil. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

420. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Jane Brook as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
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Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 
(1)  Nil 
(2)–(4)  Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 
421. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Stratton as of 30 June 2013? 
(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 
(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 
(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 
(1)  2 
(2)  67 days as property required new floor coverings, internal painting, new bathroom and new kitchen; 6 

days. 
(3)  2 
(4)  2 are with Foundation Housing. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 
422. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Swan View as of 30 June 2013? 
(2) How long has each home been vacant as of 30 June 2013? 
(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 
(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 
(1)  Nil 
(2)–(4)  Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 
424. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Greenmount as of 30 June 

2013? 
(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30th June 2013? 
(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 
(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
(1)  Nil 
(2)–(4)  Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 
425. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Koongamia as of 30 June 2013? 
(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30th June 2013? 
(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 
(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  2 
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(2)  292 days — property use was determined, then recommended for sale in January 2013. 

Property went on the market in April 2013 following usual processes of obtaining valuation, necessary 
approvals and appointment of agent. Property was auctioned in May 2013 however was passed in and 
then listed with a sales agent to sell by private treaty. 19 days as property is awaiting valuation and 
necessary approvals to sell. 

(3)  2 

(4)  Nil. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

426. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Bellevue as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  1 

(2)  51 days as the property was abandoned by the tenant and maintenance work included internal painting, 
extensive cleaning, pest control, fencing, flooring, major plumbing and carpentry and landscaping as a 
large hole in the rear yard had to be filled where a swimming pool had been installed. 

(3)  1 

(4)  Nil. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

427. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the Suburb of Midvale as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  1 

(2)  61 days — property required major maintenance including roof restoration, new and replacement 
components for the kitchen and bathroom, security doors, new fencing, internal painting, removal of 
shed and removal of all asbestos perimeter fencing and replacement fencing. Property was required due 
to its size for the provision of crisis accommodation and was purchased below valuation. 

(3)  1 

(4)  1 is managed by Swan Emergency Accommodation Inc. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

428. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Guildford as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  Nil 

(2)–(4)  Not applicable. 
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PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

429. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Viveash as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  1 

(2)  76 — property no longer suitable for client group use and future use of the property is being considered. 

(3)  1 

(4)  1 home is managed by Rise Housing (formerly Hills). 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

432. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Woodbridge as of 30 June 

2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 

(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1)  1 

(2)  174 days as the property has a history of ongoing structural problems due to foundation movements 
associated with soil type. Tenant removed belongings in late January 2013. Site inspection carried out 
to assess continual structural problems. Some difficulties were experienced in sourcing a suitably 
qualified structural engineer to provide the necessary report on degree of damage and best way forward 
and discussions continued with engineer through April, May and June. 

(3)  1 

(4)  Nil. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

433. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Middle Swan as of 30 June 

2013? 
(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30th June 2013? 
(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 
(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
(1)  2 
(2)  74 days due to changes in tenancy support and property use. 55 days as occupation was delayed due to 

the client being hospitalised. 
(3)  2 
(4)  2; 1 is managed by St Bartholomew’s House and 1 is managed by Rise Housing (formerly Hills). 

PUBLIC HOUSING — MIDLAND ELECTORATE 

434. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Housing: 
(1) How many Department of Housing homes were vacant in the suburb of Midland as of 30 June 2013? 

(2) How long has each home been vacant as of the 30 June 2013? 
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(3) How many of those homes are still vacant? 

(4) How many of those homes in (1) (2) and (3) are with Foundation Housing or other housing providers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 
(1)  5 

(2)  19 days as electrical upgrades were required to bring the property in line with standard 
requirements. 185 days as the property had a history of ongoing termite problems. Termite inspection 
was also required for the adjoining property however it was difficult to fully assess damage due to the 
design of the tight roof space. Electrics had to be disconnected in the roof so the ceiling could be 
removed. Consultant was engaged to scope the works for repairs as termite damage was confirmed at 
adjoining unit. Tender was called and when the tender closed only one tender was received which was 
considered to be 40% above the estimated costs and it was necessary to retender. 24 days as the 
property required complete internal repaint, carpentry, fencing, cleaning, plumbing work and electrical 
work. Roof repairs were also required as a vehicle hit the carport causing damage. 11 days as the 
property required complete internal repair, new flooring, cleaning and carpentry repairs. 60 days as 
deep cracks in walls were identified and a structural report was sought. Delays occurred due to access 
issues as ground floor units are privately owned shop fronts. Repairs included carpentry, painting and 
electrical works. 

(3)  4 

(4)  Nil. 

HON CHERYL EDWARDES — MINISTERIAL ADVISORY ROLE 

511. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I refer to the appointment of the Hon Cheryl Edwardes as the independent chairperson of the Ministerial 
Advisory Panel on Reforming Environmental Regulation last year, could the Minister advise: 

(a) whether Mrs Edwardes as part of this role: 
(i) received any payment and the amount of this payment; 

(ii) received any allowances and, if so, how much; and 

(iii) was reimbursed for any travel expenses and, if so, for which amount; 

(b) what was the term of appointment for Mrs Edwardes; and 

(c) was a full report presented by the Ministerial Advisory Panel to the Minister and if so: 

(i) does Mrs Edwardes have a role in implementing the recommendations of the report; and 
(ii) will the Minister please provide a copy of the report? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

The Department of Mines and Petroleum advises: 

(a)  The Hon Cheryl Edwardes was invited to be the independent chairperson of the Ministerial Advisory 
Panel on Reforming Environmental Regulation, on the understanding that she would not receive any 
payment or allowances for her participation.  It is confirmed that: 

(i)  Ms Edwardes did not receive any payment 

(ii)  Ms Edwardes did not receive any allowances 

(iii)  Ms Edwardes did not receive any reimbursement for travel expenses 

(b)  Ms Edwardes was appointed in May 2012. The term was from June 2012 when the Ministerial 
Advisory Panel first met until December 2012 when the Panel’s report was presented to the Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum. 

(c)  A full report from the Ministerial Advisory Panel on Reforming Environmental Regulation was 
delivered to the then Minister for Mines and Petroleum on 18 December 2012. 

(i)  Ms Edwardes has no role in implementing the recommendations of the report.  

(ii)  A copy of the report is tabled [See paper 637.] and it is also available from the Department of Mines 
and Petroleum’s website at www.dmp.wa.gov/RER 
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MINISTERIAL OFFICES — CANNINGS PURPLE 

595. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Energy; Finance; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Cannings Purple, since 21 March 2013 
and, if yes: 
(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 
(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 
(e) what were the names of the people present? 
Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
(a)  Friday 12 April via email; Monday 15 April via email; Wednesday 17 April via email; 

Monday 29 April via email; Tuesday 21 May via email; Thursday 30 May via email; Friday 7 June via 
email; Friday 26 April 

(b)  WA Independent Power Association. 
(c)  Cannings Purple requested a meeting on behalf of WA Independent Power Association. The Minister 

meet with WA Independent Power Association on Tuesday 30 April 2013. 
Request for Minister Nahan on behalf of WA Independent Power Association to attend a boardroom 
lunch to discuss the WA Energy Market. The Boardroom lunch confirmed for Thursday 4 July 2013. 
Simon Helm met with Deidre Willmott on Friday 26 April 2013. 

(d)  No — Emily Baird was only in contact with Linda Reddi to arrange meetings. 
(e)  Linda Reddi; Deidre Willmott. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — CROSBY/ TEXTOR RESEARCH 
608. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Crosby/Textor Research, since 1 July 
2012 and, if yes: 
(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 
(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 
(e) what were the names of the people present? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
There has been no contact with Crosby/Textor Research. 
(a)–(e)  Not applicable. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — SANTORO CONSULTING 
620. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Santoro Consulting, since 1 July 2012 
and, if yes: 
(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 
(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 
(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 
(e) what were the names of the people present? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
There has been no contact with Santoro Consulting. 

(a)–(e)  Not applicable. 
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MINISTERIAL OFFICES — DUDA & WILLS 

632. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Duda &amp; Wills, since 1 July 2012 
and, if yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
Between 1 July 2012 and 19 June 2013 the Minister and his Ministerial staff have had the following contact or 
meetings related to government business. The Minister and his Ministerial staff may have had contact with 
representatives of Duda & Wills for administrative purposes only or may have had incidental or irregular social 
contact in which case this is not listed below. 
(a)  9 and 14 May 2013. 

(b)  Top Iron Pty. Ltd. 

(c)  Top Iron approvals. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Rachel Maiden (Policy Adviser), Neil Van Drunen (Policy Adviser) and Dr Andrew Whitehead (Duda 
& Wills). 

(a)  31 May 2013 and 6 June 2013. 

(b)  Pluton Resources. 

(c)  Mine Rehabilitation Fund. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Rachel Maiden (Policy Adviser), Neil Van Drunen (Policy Adviser, Fay Duda (Duda & Wills) and Dr 
Andrew Whitehead (Duda & Wills). 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — PROFESSIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS 

644. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Professional Public Relations (PPP), 
since 1 July 2012 and, if yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
Between 1 July 2012 and 19 June 2013 the Minister and his Ministerial staff have had the following contact or 
meetings related to government business. The Minister and his Ministerial staff may have had contact with 
representatives of Professional Public Relations for administrative purposes only or may have had incidental or 
irregular social contact in which case this is not listed below. 

(a)  30–31 August 2012 and 17 October 2012. 

(b)  Murphy Oil Pty. Ltd. 

(c)  Tenement off Geraldton. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Fran Stanley (Policy Adviser) and Peter Harris (Professional Public Relations). 
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MINISTERIAL OFFICES — KREAB GAVIN ANDERSON 

656. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Kreab Gavin Anderson, since 1 July 2012 
and, if yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
Between 1 July 2012 and 19 June 2013 the Minister and his Ministerial staff have had the following contact or 
meetings related to government business. The Minister and his Ministerial staff may have had contact with 
representatives of Kreab Gavin Anderson for administrative purposes only or may have had incidental or 
irregular social contact in which case this is not listed below. 
(a)  9 August 2012, 18 September 2012, and 4 October 2012. 

(b)  MMG. 

(c)  Thundelarra and Warriedar Pastoral Leases. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Victoria Jackson (Policy Adviser) and Casey Cahill (Kreab Gavin Anderson). 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — BARTON DEAKIN 

668. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Barton Deakin, since 1 July 2012 and, if 
yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
There has been no contact with Barton Deakin. 

(a)–(e)  Not applicable. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — CANNINGS PURPLE 

680. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist Cannings Purple, since 1 July 2012 and, 
if yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
Between 1 July 2012 and 19 June 2013 the Minister and his Ministerial staff have had the following contact or 
meetings related to government business. The Minister and his Ministerial staff may have had contact with 
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representatives of Cannings Purple for administrative purposes only or may have had incidental or irregular 
social contact in which case this is not listed below. 

(a)  27 March 2013. 

(b)  Manhattan. 

(c)  Exploration. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff) and Deidre Wilmott (Cannings Purple). 

(a)  16 May 2013. 

(b)  Norton Gold Pty. Ltd. 

(c)  Arranging meetings between Premier Colin Barnett and Chairman Chen of Zijin Corporation. 

(d)  Yes 

(e)  Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff) and Bob Stevens (Cannings Purple). 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — FTI CONSULTING 

692. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist FTI Consulting, since 1 July 2012 and, if 
yes: 

(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
There has been no contact with FTI Consulting. 

(a)–(e)  Not applicable 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — GRA EVERINGHAM 

704. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Could the Minister advise if the Minister, or any staff member or placement within the Minister’s Offices, has 
had any contact or meetings with representatives of registered lobbyist GRA Everingham, since 1 July 2012 and, 
if yes: 
(a) what were the dates of the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(b) what was the name of the client being represented during the contact; 

(c) what was the nature or subject of discussion during the contact(s) or meeting(s); 

(d) were other people present during the contact(s) or meeting(s); and 

(e) what were the names of the people present? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
Between 1 July 2012 and 19 June 2013 the Minister and his Ministerial staff have had the following contact or 
meetings related to government business. The Minister and his Ministerial staff may have had contact with 
representatives of GRA Everingham for administrative purposes only or may have had incidental or irregular 
social contact in which case this is not listed below. 
(a)     11 July 2012, 9 August 2012, 16 October 2012 and 18 December 2012. 
(b)    Royal Agricultural Society of Western Australia. 
(c)     Noise restrictions at Claremont Showgrounds. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff), Jason Foster (Policy Adviser), Victoria Jackson (Policy Adviser), Paul 

Everingham (GRA Everingham) and Amanda Reed (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     25 July 2012, 21 August 2012 and 8 March 2013. 
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(b)    Australian Food and Grocery Council. 
(c)     Container Deposit Scheme. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff), Fran Stanley (Policy Adviser), Paul Everingham (GRA Everingham) 

and Amanda Reed (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     2 October 2012. 
(b)    Forge Resources. 
(c)     General briefing. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff) and Alex Temby (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     16 October 2012. 
(b)    AnaeCo. 
(c)     Introduction briefing about AnaeCo. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Fran Stanley (Policy Adviser) and Jason Marocchi (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     16 & 17 January 2013. 
(b)    Catholic Education Office. 
(c)     Water tariffs for schools. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Victoria Jackson (Policy Adviser) and Amanda Reed (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     23 January 2013. 
(b)    Royal Agricultural Society of Western Australia. 
(c)     R.A.S.W.A Master Plan. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff) and Amanda Reed (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     26 February 2013. 
(b)    Haamcor Pty. Ltd. 
(c)     Lifting of memorial by DEC on land owned by Haamcor in Northam. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff) and Paul Everingham (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     2 April 2013. 
(b)    Conoco Phillips. 
(c)     Meeting request prior to LNG 17 Conference. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff), Rachel Maiden (Policy Adviser) and Amanda Reed (GRA 

Everingham). 
(a)     2 and 7 May 2013. 
(b)    Halliburton. 
(c)     Fracking regulations. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff), Rachel Maiden (Policy Adviser) and Jason Marocchi (GRA 

Everingham). 
(a)     3 May 2013. 
(b)    Halliburton. 
(c)     New technology for reuse of produced water. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Colin Edwardes (Chief of Staff), and Jason Marocchi (GRA Everingham). 
(a)     8 May 2013. 
(b)    MWH Global. 
(c)     Mine Rehabilitation Fund. 
(d)    Yes 
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(e)     Rachel Maiden (Policy Adviser), Neil Van Drunen (Policy Adviser) and Alex Temby (GRA 
Everingham). 

(a)     4 and 6 June 2013. 
(b)    ConocoPhillips. 
(c)     ConocoPhillips Science Experience Program. 
(d)    Yes 
(e)     Neil Van Drunen (Policy Adviser) and Amanda Reed (GRA Everingham). 
 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — PLANT HIRE OR PURCHASE 

721. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
(1) What amount has been paid for the hiring and/or purchase of flowers or plants within each department 

and agency within the Minister’s portfolios since 21 March 2013, and what is the name of the company 
or companies through which flowers or plants have been hired or purchased? 

(2) What amount has been paid for the hiring and/or purchase of flowers or plants within the Minister’s 
Office since 21 March 2013, and what is the name of the company or companies through which flowers 
or plants have been hired or purchased? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

(1)  $5 991.90 (GST exclusive) has been spent on plant hire through the company Ladybird’s Plant Hire by 
the Department of Mines and Petroleum. 
The Department of Housing advises; Not applicable 

(2)  $200.64 (GST exclusive) has been spent on plant hire through the company Indoor Gardens. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — VEHICLE REPAIRS AND CLEANING 

738. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
Since 21 March 2013 what has been the cost of: 

(a) repairs to any motor vehicles provided to the Minister or the Minister’s Ministerial Officers; 

(b) car-washing of motor vehicles provided to the Minister or the Minister’s Ministerial Officers; and 

(c) commercial cleaning or detailing of motor vehicles provided to the Minister or the Minister’s 
Ministerial Officers? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

(a)–(c)  Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 748. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — VEHICLE CLEANING 

752. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Energy; Finance; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
(1) As at 1 June 2013, I ask: 

(a) how many fleet vehicles are provided to each agency or department; and 

(b) how many non-fleet vehicles are provided to each agency or department? 

(2) Since 1 January 2013, I ask: 

(a) what was the cost to the agency or department of commercially cleaning fleet vehicles; 

(b) what was the cost to the agency or department of commercially cleaning non-fleet vehicles; 

(c) what is the company name and address of where vehicles have been commercially cleaned; 

(d) what was the cost to the agency or department for detailing fleet vehicles; 

(e) what was the cost to the agency or department for detailing non-fleet vehicles; and 

(f) what is the company name and address of where vehicles have been detailed? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
Department of Finance 

(1) (a) 99 

(b) 6 
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(2) (a) $753.60 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Interwork Inc — pool vehicles cleaned on site at Optima Centre, 16 Parkland Road, Osborne 
Park. 

(d) $633.60 

(e) Nil. 

(f) Interwork Inc — pool vehicles cleaned on site at Optima Centre, 16 Parkland Road, Osborne 
Park. 

Office of Multicultural Interests  

(1) (a) One. 

(b) None. 
(2) (a) Nil. 

(b)–(c) Not applicable. 

(d) Nil. 

(e)–(f) Not applicable. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — VEHICLE CLEANING 

755. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
(1) As at 1 June 2013, I ask: 

(a) how many fleet vehicles are provided to each agency or department; and 

(b) how many non-fleet vehicles are provided to each agency or department? 

(2) Since 1 January 2013, I ask: 

(a) what was the cost to the agency or department of commercially cleaning fleet vehicles; 

(b) what was the cost to the agency or department of commercially cleaning non-fleet vehicles; 

(c) what is the company name and address of where vehicles have been commercially cleaned; 

(d) what was the cost to the agency or department for detailing fleet vehicles; 

(e) what was the cost to the agency or department for detailing non-fleet vehicles; and 

(f) what is the company name and address of where vehicles have been detailed? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum advises: 

(1) (a) 155 

(b) 2 

(2) (a)–(b) Nil 

(c) Not applicable 

(d)–(e) Nil 

(f) Not applicable. 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) (a) 201 

(b) Not applicable, 

(2) (a) $10 692.50 

(b) Not applicable 

(c) Intework: 

8 Sudbury Road, Mirrabooka 
21 Old Gt Northern Highway, Midland 
42 Queen Street, Fremantle 
11 Pinjarra Road, Mandurah 
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17 Manning Road, Cannington 
99 Plain Street, East Perth 

Essential Personnel: 

297 Fitzgerald Street, Northam 
33 Bates Street, Merredin 

(d)–(f) Not applicable. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — HEAD CONTRACTOR MAINTENANCE MODEL 

764. Mr F.M. Logan to the Minister for Housing: 
With reference to the key performance indicators (KPI) under the head contractor model of Department of 
Housing maintenance for jobs to be completed within required time frames, I ask: 
(a) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for emergency work by region for the most recent month 

of available data; 

(b) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for priority work by region for the most recent month of 
available data; 

(c) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for routine work by region for the most recent month of 
available data; 

(d) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for completion of major works by region for the most 
recent month of available data; 

(e) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for completion of vacant premises by region for the most 
recent month of available data; 

(f) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for submission of invoices by region for the most recent 
month of available data; and 

(g) what was the compliance rate against the KPI for submission of quality assurance reports by region for 
the most recent month of available data? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
It is important for the Member to be aware that the Department of Housing provides maintenance services to 
more than 40,000 properties issuing 20,000 job orders every month. It is also important to remember that under 
the previous model there were no formal compliance measures. KPIs are based on paid job orders processed in 
the system. 

The Department of Housing advises that for the month of May 2013: 

(a)  KPI compliance figures for emergency work is as follows: 
East Kimberley — 85 per cent 
Goldfields — 89 per cent 
West Kimberley — 89 per cent 
Metro Fremantle — 68 per cent 
Metro North — 72 per cent 
Metro South East — 69 per cent 
Midwest — 70 per cent 
Pilbara — 58 per cent 
Southern — 53 per cent 
Southwest — 89 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 92 per cent 

Note: Emergency compliance under the current Service Level Agreement (SLA) is 95 per cent. 

Emergency work timeline is 3 hours. Emergency maintenance is carried out to protect the tenant’s 
health, safety or security; and to protect the property from further damage. 

(b)  KPI compliance figures for priority work is as follows: 

East Kimberley — 66 per cent 
Goldfields — 61 per cent 
West Kimberley — 68 per cent 
Metro Fremantle — 64 per cent 
Metro North — 70 per cent 
Metro South East — 64 per cent 
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Midwest — 54 per cent 
Pilbara — 37 per cent 
Southern — 68 per cent 
Southwest — 78 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 65 per cent 

Note: Priority compliance under the current SLA is 76 per cent. 

Priority work timeline is 48 hours. Priority maintenance is carried out where there is impaired use of the 
dwelling; and/or where a delay in repair could result in further damage and increased repair costs. 

(c)  KPI compliance figures for routine work is as follows: 

East Kimberley — 76 per cent 
Goldfields — 58 per cent 
West Kimberley — 72 per cent 
Metro Fremantle — 76 per cent 
Metro North — 79 per cent 
Metro South East — 81 per cent 
Midwest — 75 per cent 
Pilbara — 61 per cent 
Southern — 71 per cent 
Southwest — 78 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 68 per cent 

Note: Routine compliance under the current SLA is 76 per cent. 

Routine work timeline is 14 calendar days. Routine maintenance is carried out when components are 
not working; where the safety, health and security of the tenant is not at risk; or where the property is 
not at risk of sustaining further damage. 

(d)  KPI compliance figures for major works is as follows: 

East Kimberley — 89 per cent 
Goldfields — 21 per cent 
West Kimberley — 100 per cent 
Metro Fremantle — 98 per cent 
Metro North — 69 per cent 
Metro South East — 72 per cent 
Midwest — 70 per cent 
Pilbara — 50 per cent 
Southern — 25 per cent 
Southwest — 55 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 23 per cent 

Note: Major works compliance under the current SLA is 76 per cent. 

Major work timeline is 28 calendar days. 

(e)  KPI compliance figures for vacants is as follows: 

East Kimberley — 79 per cent 
Goldfields — 69 per cent 
West Kimberley — 83 per cent 
Metro Fremantle — 81 per cent 
Metro North — 73 per cent 
Metro South East — 66 per cent 
Midwest — 76 per cent 
Pilbara — 60 per cent 
Southern — 64 per cent 
Southwest — 85 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 80 per cent 
Note: Vacants compliance under the current SLA is 76 per cent 

(f)  KPI compliance figures for timeliness of invoicing is as follows: 

East Kimberley — 64 per cent 
Goldfields — 76 per cent 
West Kimberley — 68 per cent 
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Metro Fremantle — 89 per cent 
Metro North — 84 per cent 
Metro South East — 86 per cent 
Midwest — 80 per cent 
Pilbara — 57 per cent 
Southern — 59 per cent 
Southwest — 78 per cent 
Wheatbelt — 74 per cent 

Note: Timeliness of invoicing compliance under the current SLA is 100 per cent 

(g)  Compliance rates are not assessed for this KPI. Compliance is based upon audit findings and timeliness 
of completed data. 

 GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — STOLEN COMPUTERS AND MOBILE PHONES 

777. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing: 
For each department, agency or government-trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
I ask: 
(a) how many notebook computers or laptops have been recorded as lost since 1 July 2012; 

(b) how many notebook computers or laptops have been recorded as stolen since 1 July 2012; 

(c) what is the actual or estimated value of the lost or stolen notebook computers; 

(d) how many mobile phones have been recorded as lost since 1 July 2012; 

(e) how many mobile phones have been recorded as stolen since 1 July 2012; and 

(f) what is the actual or estimated value of the lost or stolen mobile phones? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum advises: 

(a)–(b)  Nil 

(c)  Not applicable 

(d)–(e)  Nil 

(f)  Not applicable. 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(a)  0 

(b)  4 

(c)  $5,486.80 

(d)  15 

(e)  9 

(f)  $3,576 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING — PROPERTIES PURCHASED 

790. Mr F.M. Logan to the Minister for Housing: 
Please provide the following information on the purchases of homes and property made by the Department of 
Housing within the electorate of Vasse over the period 2008–2013: 
(a) the number of purchases of property made by the Department over the above period, including homes, 

land, apartments, businesses and general property; 

(b) the dates of each of the purchases over the above period; 

(c) the prices paid by the Department for each of the purchases made; 

(d) the addresses of each of the purchases made, including a description of the type of property; 

(e) the names of the sellers of the properties to the Department for each of the purchases made; and 

(f) the reasons for the purchase of each of the properties made by the Department? 
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Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(a)  22 

(b)  [See paper 638.] 

(c)  This information is publicly available via Landgate. 

(d) (in part)  [See paper 638.] 

(d)–(e)  This information is publicly available via Landgate 

(f)  [See paper 638.] 

HOMELESS ASSESSMENT AND REFERRAL SERVICE  

795. Ms J.M. Freeman to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the release of the tender for Homeless Assessment and Referral Service (Metropolitan Area) and the 
Government’s intention to engage with the not-for-profit community services sector and Local Government 
Authorities for the provision of this service, and I ask: 

(a) is the Homeless Assessment and Referral Service in addition to the Department of Housing’s Homeless 
Advisory Service, and: 

(i) if no to (a), will the Homeless Assessment and Referral Service replace the Department of 
Housing’s Homeless Advisory Service; and 

(ii) if yes to (i), is the Department of Housing’s Homeless Advisory Service being abolished; and 

(b) how many people are employed by the Department of Housing’s Homeless Advisory Service: 

(i) if yes to (a.ii), what is intended for the employees of the Department of Housing’s Homeless 
Advisory Service; and 

(ii) if no to (a.i), how will the Homeless Assessment and Referral Service work to enhance the role 
of the Department of Housing’s Homeless Advisory Service? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(a)  Yes. The Homeless Assessment and Referral Service will be managed by the Department of Child 
Protection and Family Support. 
(i)–(ii)  Not applicable. 

(b)  The Department of Housing does not employ staff specifically for the Homelessness Advisory Service 
(HAS). The Department’s Housing Direct call centre provides up to 2 nominal FTE for HAS services, 
based on the volume of calls made by clients. 
(i)–(ii)  Not applicable. 

POLICE STATION — BALLAJURA 

826. Ms R. Saffioti to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the Liberal Party promise to build a new police station in Ballajura and ask: 

(a) has a site been chosen for the new police station, and if so what is the location of that site; and 

(b) when will construction of the station commence? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  No. 

(b)  No decision has been made for the construction timeframe for the Ballajura Police Station. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — COLLIE 

831. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Department of Housing’s 198 properties in Collie and ask: 

(a) how many properties, that are currently tenanted, are due for refurbishment; 

(b) what arrangements are in place to relocate tenants if their property is to be vacated for refurbishment 
purposes; and 
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(c) will the relocated tenants be able to return to their former premises once the refurbishment is complete, 
and if not, why not? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 

(a)  3 

(b)  Funding will be available for tenant relocation and essential services reconnection costs. 

(c)  This will be assessed on a case by case basis if and when tenants are relocated. 

POLICE — ALBANY SERVICE 

846. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to policing of criminal activity in Albany, and ask: 

(a) how many patrol cars are available on each night of the week; 

(b) how many arrests have been made for each month on Friday, Saturday and Sunday night for the year 
ending 30 June 2013; 

(c) how many calls for police assistance have been made for each month for the year ending 30 June 2013; 
and 

(d) how many unfilled full-time equivalent positions are there in traffic and general duties staff? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  The Great Southern District has 66 motor vehicles. Resources are allocated at a District level and 

District Superintendents deploy those resources within their District to deliver the best possible policing 
service to the community. Western Australia Police advises that due to operational sensitivities 
information relating to numbers and availability of patrol cars for specific locations is not released.  

(b)–(c)  [See paper 632.] 

(d)  Currently there are no vacancies. 

POLICE — UNSWORN OFFICERS 

852. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
(1) How many Unsworn officers retired or resigned in each of the following years: 

(a) 2012–2013; 
(b) 2011–2012; 
(c) 2010–2011; 
(d) 2009–2010; and 
(e) 2008–2009? 

(2) How many Unsworn officers retired or resigned in each of the months from July 2012 to June 2013 
(please provide a breakdown by months)? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(1)  (a)  206 

(b)  211 
(c)  234 
(d)  177 
(e)  123 

(2)  [See paper 633.] 

POLICE — UNSWORN OFFICERS 

853. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
(1) How many unsworn officers were recruited in each month in 2010? 

(2) How many unsworn officers were recruited in each month in 2011? 

(3) How many unsworn officers were recruited in each month in 2012? 

(4) How many unsworn officers have been recruited in each month up to June in 2013? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(1)–(4) Western Australia Police records do not allow for gathering of the information required to respond to 

this question without taking a significant amount of time and resources to collate and process. It is 
therefore not possible for Police to obtain this information without significantly compromising other 
core policing activities. 

POLICE — TRAFFIC CONTROL 

854. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
How many hours of traffic patrol were undertaken by Western Australian Police in each of the following years: 

(a) 2012–2013; 

(b) 2011–2012; 

(c) 2010–2011; 

(d) 2009–2010; and 

(e) 2008–2009? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  570,792 hours. 
(b)  583,714 hours. 
(c)  645,292 hours. 

(d)  709,649 hours. 

(e)  703,755 hours. 

POLICE — PETROL PURCHASED 

861. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
(1) How many litres of petrol were purchased by Western Australian Police and what was the cost of petrol 

purchased, in each of the following years: 
(a) 2011–2012; 

(b) 2010–2011; and 

(c) 2009–2010? 

(2) How many litres of petrol have been purchased by the Western Australian police in 2012–2013 and 
what is the cost? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(1)  Figures provided relate to vehicles only and include the cost of diesel, as diesel and petrol costs are not 

separately identified or recorded. 
(a)  4.7 million litres of petrol were purchased, totalling $7.9 million.  

(b)  5.2 million litres of petrol were purchased, totalling $7.2 million. 

(c)  5.4 million litres of petrol were purchased, totalling $6.9 million. 

(2)  5.1 million litres of petrol have been purchased, totalling $7.5 million. 

MIDLAND POLICE STATION  

862. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
(1) How many Police officers are currently allocated to Midland Police Station? 

(2) How many Police officers were allocated to Midland Police Station on each of the following dates: 

(a) 30 June 2013; 

(b) 30 June 2012; 

(c) 30 June 2011; and 

(d) 30 June 2010? 

(3) What plans do you have to increase the number of Police officers operating out of Midland Police 
Station and when will any such plan be implemented? 



3158 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 August 2013] 

 

(1)–(2) [See paper 634.] 

Western Australia Police advises that due to operational sensitivities, specific information relating to 
staffing levels of individual police stations is not released. Resources are allocated at a District level and 
District Superintendents deploy those resources within their District to deliver the best possible policing 
service to the community. 

(3)  There are currently no plans to increase the number of police officers operating out of Midland Police 
Station. Resources are allocated at a District level and District Superintendents deploy those resources 
within their District to deliver the best possible policing service to the community. WA Police 
undertake continual monitoring to determine the ongoing demand for policing services in each Police 
district and to ensure responsive policing service is provided to the areas of greatest need. 

POLICE — DNA SAMPLES 

870. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Police: 
How many crime scene DNA samples were taken in each of the following financial years: 

(a) 2007–2008; 
(b) 2008–2009; 
(c) 2009–2010; 
(d) 2010–2011; 
(e) 2011–2012; and 
(f) 2012–2013? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 30,058 samples were 

submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 
(b)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 32,909 samples were 

submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 
(c)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 25,704 samples were 

submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 

(d)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 26,038 samples were 
submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 

(e)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 31,041 samples were 
submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 

(f)  The total number of samples taken from crime scenes is unknown.  In this period, 28,950 samples were 
submitted to Pathwest for analysis. 

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT — ACCOMMODATION EXPENSES 

936. Dr K.D. Hames to the Speaker: 
I refer to applications for accommodation expenses by country members of Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) what were the dates for applications by the Member for Collie–Preston, Mr Michael Murray MLA 

between 1 July 2011 and 30 June 2013; 
(b) what were the dates for applications by the Member for Mandurah, Mr David Templeman MLA 

between 23 September 2008 and 30 June 2013; and 
(c) did the Member for Mandurah, Mr David Templeman apply for the country accommodation allowance 

in its previous iteration between 1 July 2005 and 31 August 2008 and, if so, what amounts were claimed 
in each financial year? 

The Speaker replied: 
(a)–(b)  [See paper 640.] 
(c)  The Member for Dawesville refers to the “country accommodation allowance”. There is no reference in 

the current or past SAT Determinations to such an allowance. It is assumed for the purposes of 
answering this question that the Member for Dawesville is referring to the “Metropolitan Expenses of 
Members Representing Regions or Districts Therein” allowance. 
For the period 1 July 2005 to 31 August 2006, under the relevant SAT Determination in force at that 
time, a non-metropolitan Member was entitled to an “amount per annum” based on 80 nights at the set 
rate of $175.00 per night. 
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For the period 1 July 2005 to 31 August 2006 the Member for Mandurah was paid the following 
amounts under the “Metropolitan Expenses of Members Representing Regions or Districts Therein” 
allowance: 

1 July 2005 to 30 June 2006 –   $14,000.04 
1 July 2006 to 31 August 2006 – $2,333.34 
On 1 September 2006 the “amount per annum” basis for claiming the Metropolitan Allowance was 
replaced by an arrangement whereby a fixed amount was claimable per night up to a maximum of 
120 nights per financial year upon certification of actual nights spent in the metropolitan area. 
For the period 1 September 2006 to 31 August 2008 the Member for Mandurah made the following 
metropolitan expenses claims under the relevant SAT Determination in force at that time [See paper 
640.] 

__________ 
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