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MURESK FACILITY 

Motion 

Resumed from 24 February on the following motion moved by Hon Darren West — 

That this Council notes the failure of the Barnett government’s policy in terms of developing the facility 
at Muresk as a centre of excellence in regard to the provision of a tertiary agribusiness degree and the 
establishment of the Western Australian Mining Academy. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.13 pm]: I began my remarks on 
this motion on the last sitting Wednesday, and I intend to take only a few minutes today. The issue around the 
need for Muresk Institute to be a centre of excellence is that Muresk needs to be able to offer a broader range of 
courses than it does currently. Although the government may claim to have invested in the physical 
infrastructure of Muresk, it has not done enough work to enable Muresk to deliver qualifications and courses that 
are more than certificate IV. Muresk is currently not able to offer degree courses. Although a substantial number 
of courses are being offered at Muresk, those courses are very short. Therefore, the qualifications available and 
the certificates issued by that organisation are at the shorter end of the course options and at the lower end of the 
qualifications. If the government is to meet its commitment that Muresk will be a centre of excellence, it needs to 
do some hard and some clever thinking about how it can generate sufficient interest and provide sufficient 
capacity to enable Muresk to deliver longer courses and higher order qualifications. That includes the need to go 
beyond certificate IV. Therefore, more work needs to be done before the government can claim that it is 
anywhere near achieving its promise that Muresk will be a centre of excellence. 

With those comments, I commend the motion to the house. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [1.15 pm]: I stand to oppose the 
motion. The motion does not reflect the enormous amount of progress that has been made with Muresk Institute 
by this government over the last five years. The government’s commitment to Muresk has been second to none. 
It is based upon a situation that has emerged with Muresk over a number of years, particularly when 
Curtin University pretty much dropped the ball not only with Muresk but also in a lot of regional areas. I do not 
say that lightly. I think Curtin University would agree that it pretty much took its eye off the ball with Muresk, 
and also with the vocational training and employment centre in Kalgoorlie. When we look at service delivery in 
Western Australia in training and higher education, traditionally our universities have not had a proud record. 
Most of the delivery has taken place in either the large regional centres or the metropolitan area. Muresk is 
a magnificent facility, with a very proud history. It is, therefore, vital that we do not allow the physical facilities 
of that institution, and the delivery of courses, to fall into disrepair. 

Having made those preliminary comments, I must say that it is very important to me, as a former minister for 
training, that we develop Muresk into a centre of agricultural excellence. There are a number of reasons for that. 
The primary reason is, as I have mentioned, that Muresk has a very proud history in the delivery of agricultural 
training. However, in addition, we have seen a gradual demise in the delivery of agricultural courses across the 
state. That is of concern not just to the government, but also to people in the regions, particularly in the 
wheatbelt. Therefore, the government had to look at not just Muresk but the entire context of the delivery of 
agricultural courses. 

This afternoon, I would like to tell members about the work that this government has done—which has been 
absolutely seismic—in the development of agricultural delivery not just at Muresk but also at the secondary level 
of education and training, and then at the tertiary level. Those changes have been quite significant. We first 
needed to take on board the issue that because Curtin University had pretty much vacated the space, there was 
enormous and legitimate concern throughout the agricultural region that Muresk would die. We could not allow 
that to happen. Therefore, as minister for training at the time, I made sure that we did all we possibly could to 
resurrect Muresk and make it a natural centre of agricultural excellence. 

On 16 June 2011, I had a meeting with Mr John Scott, the former chief executive officer of C.Y. O’Connor 
Institute, and an officer from the Department of Training WA, and we discussed ways in which we could 
enhance Muresk, capturing all that it has provided in the past, and what we want it to achieve in the future. At 
that meeting, it was decided that Mr Scott would work with the department and my office, and with all the 
interest groups, to develop a plan for Muresk that was visionary and forward thinking. A number of options were 
provided. In essence, we wanted Muresk to be able to provide a broad range of subject choices, to have 
a planned increase in student contact hours in 2011 in the current student profile areas, and to develop those 
profile areas in the years ahead and move to higher order qualifications. That reflected the concerns and attitudes 
of not just C.Y. O’Connor Institute but the entire agricultural area. 
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As a result of that meeting a think tank for interested stakeholders was organised on Wednesday, 29 June 2011. 
The purpose of this workshop was to conceptualise a range of options available for training delivery at 
Muresk Institute as well as alternative business streams. Twenty-seven representatives attended. It was not a very 
exclusive, solitary think tank; we included everyone. There were representatives from Western Australian 
universities, such as the University of Western Australia, Murdoch University, Curtin and Edith Cowan 
University; local government, the president of the Shire of Northam; state training providers, C.Y. O’Connor 
Institute, Durack Institute of Technology and Polytechnic West; private training providers, International 
Aviation Academy of Australia; government departments, the Wheatbelt Development Commission, 
Department of Education Services, Department of Education; industry and industry associations, the Food, 
Fibre and Timber Industries Training Council, Farm Machinery and Industry Association of WA and the Muresk 
Old Collegians’ Association. It was a very, very productive think tank at that time. We cannot be Nigel No 
Friends in this space. We cannot assume we know everything about agricultural delivery. It cannot be a decision 
imposed from above. It must include everyone who has had anything to do with not only Muresk but also 
agricultural delivery. That is why we made it as comprehensive as we possibly could. 

Fundamentally, a lot was discussed at that meeting and when it came down to it, the one concept that emerged 
above and beyond everything else was that it was felt that a sustainable Muresk meant that Muresk continued to 
function through changing economic cycles—not only when agriculture is good but through economic cycles—
with funding from the state, the Australian government, tertiary institutions and fee-for-service providers. It 
could not be reliant upon only one service provider or one level of government. As soon as we do that, we may 
as well go fishing, because it will not work. Essentially, agriculture, as we all know, is a multifaceted industry 
and it cannot rely only on government handouts or the farmers alone. We must work in unison so that we have 
that rich tapestry of success from everyone working together. That is what was intended for the centre of 
excellence for Muresk. 

Hon Darren West: Where did it go wrong? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Give me a break, mate. I have been on my feet for five minutes. I intend to answer 
every single one of the accusations that the member has made, which were completely unfounded. 

As I said, that workshop was productive and it provided avenues for improvement for Muresk and we set about 
moving down that path to engage with everyone within the process. That was in 2011 and for the next 18 months 
an enormous amount of consultation continued with various avenues of the agriculture sector. There has always 
been an issue, as I said, with the higher education service providers, universities, and agriculture. I felt as 
minister at the time that it was very important to embrace and engage universities to ensure that they were part of 
the deal. It is a highly competitive market in universities and I would like to talk a bit more about this a bit later. 

I refer to our common goal with Muresk. Yes, it is a competitive market and the university representatives all 
confirmed that they were willing to work collaboratively with each other and with the vocational education and 
training sector. The universities at the time—I remember this—cited the model at the Margaret River Education 
Campus where Margaret River High School, Curtin University, ECU and South West Institute of Technology, or 
SWIT, operated under a management committee and board and offered industry training in viticulture from year 
8 to post-compulsory levels. Another model put forward and supported by workshop participants was for all 
VET providers to collaborate and agree on the course that could be conducted exclusively at Muresk for a niche 
market. For example, all providers may offer courses to certificate III level but training at certificate IV and 
above would be a niche market at Muresk. 
As I said, a number of different options were provided through that round table and that is evolving ever so 
gradually. I take on board the comments from Hon Darren West and I think he is quite sincere about this. 
I understand that he has concerns about agriculture delivery. We need to understand that to change the shape and 
form of delivery in any institution means a cultural change. We have seen it in all our service providers, higher 
education, universities and in our education sector as a whole. To change delivery of a particular course and 
a particular bent of focus requires a cultural shift and takes some time, but to this point, members, and I am sure 
the honourable member, will be interested when I go through what has been achieved and where they continue to 
go. 
Of course, it needs to be remembered that any changes to training and education in agriculture and related 
industries must be associated with and accompanied by industry participation and investment. That is vital. It is 
absolutely vital that it cannot be, as I said, this closeted approach whereby the institute operates in isolation, but 
works with industry as a whole. What also needed to be considered was that Muresk was an extraordinarily well-
valued heritage asset for the state and there was and continues to be support for a multi-tenanted multifunction 
training, education and research precinct. That is where we are at. As I said, I remember this quite vividly, and 
a lot of this is based on my memory from four or five years ago. I remember very vividly then talking about how 
we would deliver those courses and how we would expand the delivery of those courses through not only the 
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training providers and C.Y. O’Connor but also through higher education and tertiary institutions and working 
with government. 
There was quite a degree of excitement, quite a degree of trepidation and quite a degree of criticism about the 
process. Everyone had their views. Everyone wanted their way or the highway. Essentially, as I said, we have to 
get to a point where we say let us all work together and say we are doing it for what is right for the delivery of 
agriculture courses and that is to work together. Curtin at that time had shown minimal interest in delivery of 
higher level courses. Charles Sturt from Northern Territory had shown a fair amount of interest at the time. 
Interestingly enough, Curtin decided it wanted to play ball again, which was fascinating given it had vacated that 
space. All of a sudden it found that its territory was taken away from it and it decided to come on board again 
and it has been a bit more conciliatory about the delivery over recent years. 
Having said all that, I have laid the foundation of how far we have gone, where we are at and what has been 
achieved. Bear with me, Mr President. I just do not want to get ahead of myself. There are a couple of things. 
First of all, I refer to what has been achieved in comparisons between then and now. I temper my comments here 
by saying at the outset that to suggest that there will be a centre of excellence in one year or two years or 
three years or whatever it might be is naive in the extreme. It just does not work that way, as I said. I have just 
made a few rather unflattering comments about Curtin’s service delivery in agriculture at the vocational training 
and education centre and at Muresk. I say that without any issue because I think I have said this publicly and 
I say it to Curtin quite regularly and it has acknowledged that. If we use Curtin as an example and look at what 
Curtin was in the 1970s compared with what it is now, we can see that it has changed significantly. It was 
previously very much an isolated higher education service provider with very limited courses. Now it is a widely 
regarded multifaceted internationally recognised institution that has evolved over decades, and that is what is 
happening with Muresk.  
If we look at Muresk and what has occurred between then and now when we are looking at one year and we base 
it on the crude comparison of courses that have been delivered and what has occurred within the institute, we see 
that, first of all, over that time and particularly over the past few years the number of private and public 
registered training organisations delivering out of Muresk has increased from four in 2013 to 38 in 2015. 
The number of accredited VET courses has increased from five courses in 2014 to 16 courses in 2015. The 
number of third parties leasing access and Muresk Institute facilities for conferences and workshops has 
increased; there were 38 in 2015. There has been a substantial re-engagement by community groups utilising 
Muresk for recreational and artistic pursuits. A range of initiatives to support unemployed regional people, 
Aboriginal people and people with disability have been implemented. In addition, in terms of the actual numbers, 
the number of students completing training at Muresk has increased—this is important—from 44 students in 
2013 to 155 students in 2014 to 1 025 students in 2015. There were 44 students in 2013 and 1 025 students in 
2015. 
On higher order course delivery, four universities currently access the Muresk site to deliver programs, for 
research and development, or for block delivery. They include Charles Sturt University, the University of 
Queensland, Curtin University and Murdoch University. Activity has significantly increased and improved at 
Muresk over that period. Again, we will always have disparate views about what should be delivered and what is 
delivered, how much is delivered and whether or not it has improved. On that very crass base assumption that an 
increase in the number of students equals a centre of excellence, Muresk is a centre of excellence, because of the 
massive increase in the number of students. But I am not stupid and I am not naive. I understand that that is 
simply not the basis upon which to determine or label an institute a centre of excellence. But the factors of 
increased student numbers and the interest from providers in the higher education sector contribute to Muresk 
increasingly becoming a centre of excellence. I said “increasingly” becoming a centre of excellence. 
On the facilities themselves, $10 million was provided in 2012. I remember that because we negotiated it just 
after I had taken on the education portfolio and relinquished the training portfolio. That $10 million was 
provided by royalties for regions and allocated to the Department of Training and Workforce Development for 
stage 1 of the Muresk Institute revitalisation. The project delivered a range of major upgrades and refurbishments 
to support the revitalisation of Muresk and expanded the institute’s capabilities to provide contemporary 
agricultural education and training. I will be a little more specific about that funding in a moment. 
Hon Ken Travers: It might have been allocated, but was it then spent? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It has been spent, and I will go through that in a moment. 
Taking on board those factors alone, we can see that, gradually, from the time when we had the very first round 
table and the meetings in 2011 and when Curtin University was vacating the space, there was a lack of course 
delivery and the facilities were run down, we have got to the point now at which there has been a significant 
increase in student numbers, a significant increase in interest from training providers, a significant increase in 
interest from higher education providers and an improvement in the facilities. We can see that that cultural shift 
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is changing. It will take a long time because, as I commented when I commenced, the situation with the delivery 
of agricultural training and higher education requires cultural change. Members will be pleased to hear what I am 
about to say on how far we have come with agricultural training and education across the board, not just with 
Muresk. 
Let us have a look at a couple of Hon Darren West’s comments. I would like to respond to his comments, 
because, to be honest, a lot of what Hon Darren West said is completely without foundation. Firstly, I will 
comment on Muresk Old Collegians’ Association Incorporated. Hon Darren West made a number of comments 
that there was no consultation with MOCA. That is absolute nonsense! 
Hon Darren West: Why would MOCA say that? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I have no idea why it would say that. I am just refuting that allegation. It is wrong. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the member on his feet make his own speech. Other members have had or will 
have an opportunity to contribute to the debate in their own turns. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. I am about to refute that allegation—let me get a word in. 
In the lead-up to the government’s launch of the vision for the Muresk project on 6 October 2011, I met with 
MOCA members twice—on 10 February 2010 and 5 August 2011. I had two meetings with the whole board in 
my ministerial office at Dumas House. I did meet with them. Secondly, in addition, between June 2011 and 
October 2011, MOCA and the government interacted via meetings, phone calls and emails on over 30 occasions. 
The government communicated with MOCA on over 30 occasions over that period, including meetings between 
the Department of Training and Workforce Development’s director general, Muresk senior staff and MOCA. On 
1 March 2012, a Muresk Institute round table was conducted to engage with all major agricultural education and 
training providers in Western Australia and the agricultural industry to explore operations for agricultural 
education and training at Muresk. Mr Ian Fairnie and Mr Brian Piesse from MOCA attended that forum. The 
secretary of MOCA has been a member of the Muresk Institute advisory committee since its establishment in 
February 2013. In addition, I had a number of informal conversations with Mr Brian Piesse, who has joined us in 
the gallery today, about Muresk. I assure members that the accusation that there was no consultation with 
MOCA is not correct. As I said, there were over 30 contacts with MOCA and I had two specific meetings with 
MOCA members in my ministerial office. 
Hon Darren West also commented that there has been no plan for Western Australian tertiary education that 
involves agriculture. That is also incorrect. I will mention a few examples. Firstly, the Food, Fibre and Timber 
Industry Training Council and AgriFood Skills Australia have published workforce development plans based on 
industry skills priorities and shortages that include an examination of the workforce development needs for 
tertiary qualified agricultural workers. In September 2015, the Western Australian government and vice-
chancellors from the states’ five universities approved a strategic plan for higher education in Western Australia. 
I did that. It is the very first time we have had a higher education plan. I suggest that members have a look at that 
plan, because it is working extremely well. At last, higher education faculties, facilities and institutes are 
working together. 
Hon Ken Travers: Is that both state training providers and the universities? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, this is for the universities—just let me finish. 
That is for the universities. We all know that for decades the universities have worked with a silo approach to 
higher education. The universities are not going to talk with training providers because there is that enormous 
disconnect between the two. There is a bizarre notion that students either go down the path that leads to 
university or do training and never the twine shall meet. That is nonsense. The simple fact of the matter is that 
27 per cent of our students go to university and most high school students do not want to go to university, but 
they are all doing university-bound pathways. It is ridiculous. That seamless transition from training providers to 
universities and from school to higher education needs to be corrected. 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: As far as the universities are concerned, I chair the Western Australian Higher 
Education Council, which is where this plan came from. Four years ago, when I first started with WAHEC and 
became Minister for Education, I said that we must overcome that disconnect between universities and training 
providers and between what students demand in years 11 and 12 and higher education. I use the term 
“higher education” generically to mean universities and training providers. As a result, we developed 
a multifaceted plan. We now have a situation in which higher education training providers understand that they 
are not in competition with each other; they are in competition not just with other jurisdictions in the nation, but 
also internationally. We have about 700 private training providers in Western Australia, plus 11 TAFEs. 
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Of course, most of it is international competition, and it is the same with higher education, which is why this 
plan is so important. The plan is multifaceted. Fundamentally, it increases the percentage of students going into 
higher education, and we mean “higher education” in the generic sense. Almost every Western Australian Higher 
Education Council meeting has had a representative from one of the state training providers, or TAFE, to ensure 
that we do not impose upon the universities or the providers what we think they want—we work with them. We 
also encourage equity within higher education participation, which is very important and covers equity between 
the regions and the metropolitan area, and within higher education between those from lower socioeconomic 
areas, those who are disadvantaged, Aboriginal students and so on. A more integrated system of education and 
training at all levels is pivotal. I repeat: a more integrated system of training at all levels is one of the prime 
factors of the higher education plan. It will also help higher education institutions build international links. 
I would love to talk more about that but I will not because I want to stick to today’s topic. That is probably 
a debate for another day, suffice to say that part of the move is to encourage Asian higher education students to 
come to Western Australia and not bypass us, because that is what they are doing. It is a $17 billion industry and 
Western Australia gets around 7.8 per cent of that money. A significant proportion of  Chinese and Vietnamese 
students are bypassing Western Australia and going to the eastern states. Last year I took the vice-chancellors of 
each of universities and Neil Fernandes from North Metropolitan TAFE to China and Vietnam. The single most 
significant commonality that we had with the Chinese, who were overwhelmingly encouraging of us, as were the 
Vietnamese, was agricultural science and research. We have the same common issue; we need to put more 
resources into agricultural science and research. We have already started with the Chinese and Vietnamese the 
process of adopting memorandums of understanding between their institutes and government and our institutes. 
They were overwhelmingly positive, encouraging and interested in what we were doing, and we were interested 
in what they were doing. 
The higher education plan includes the Muresk Institute because it ensures that the connection between the 
universities and training providers in the regions will evolve and develop. At the moment there is far too much of 
a disconnect. It would be naive in the extreme to assume that about 65 per cent of our students who do 
university-bound pathways in year 11 and 12 will all go to university, because they do not; around one-third of 
them go to university. Sorry, member. Did I say something funny? 
Hon Ken Travers: Yes, you have, actually. You just seem to carry on with no mention of the reorganisation of 
TAFE that your government’s going through. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not mind having that debate but that is not a debate for today. I am talking 
specifically about Muresk. I am not ignoring Muresk Institute; I am commenting on the fact that Muresk is part 
of the overall vital plan for higher education. 
Hon Darren West also commented on the lack of linkages between research and industry, which is not accurate. 
There are significant connections between research and industry. Industry partnerships are a core component of 
the Muresk business model. For example, in July 2014, the Department of Training and Workforce 
Development’s Muresk Institute awarded a contract to Kalyx, the largest privately owned grains research and 
development company in Australia, to undertake a range of research and development cropping trials to support 
the establishment of education and training infrastructure. As I said, that connection exists. It is grossly 
irresponsible for the member to make flippant generalisations about what we are not doing without looking at the 
research and finding out what is going on. In addition, Muresk Institute has an ongoing working relationship 
with the Department of Agriculture and Food that leases land at Muresk to conduct research and development. 
Murdoch University and Curtin University conduct cropping and livestock trials on the Muresk farm. Intergrain 
conducted plant breeding trials on site in 2015. In 2016, Muresk established a partnership with the Stud Merino 
Breeders’ Association of WA to undertake the sheep shire evaluation trials. In July 2015, a formal partnership 
between Muresk Institute and the Dohne Breeders Association of WA was established. This partnership will see 
200 ewes donated to Muresk to support student learning and outcomes and facilitate work experience and 
employment opportunities. I think that the member’s accusation has bitten the dust with all the rest of them. 

Let us have a look at a couple of other things. The member made so many accusations—sorry, he is away on 
urgent parliamentary business. I want to be a little selective because I have just about run out of time. 

Hon Mark Lewis: We can get an extension. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, I would not impose that upon everyone. This next one was a pearler. 
Hon Darren West said that we made no real attempt to keep Curtin University at Muresk. That is absolute 
rubbish. I personally met with the vice-chancellor of Curtin University about this issue. The simple fact of the 
matter is that Curtin University vacated the space and that was its call. 

Hon Ken Travers: You have lots of meetings but very few outcomes. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, we did have an outcome. It was Curtin University’s decision. I am not sure 
whether or not the member is aware of that. Hon Darren West’s accusation was that we had made no attempt, but 
we did. As I said, Curtin University made that call. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have limited time and I have so much more to say. The simple fact is that if 
Curtin University wants to vacate the space, that is its call. It made that decision. In retrospect, it can probably 
see that that was not such a wise move. It is now more interested in Muresk and it did vacate the space in 
Kalgoorlie. As far as the government is concerned—I am sure that the member is well aware—universities are 
not funded by the state government; they are funded by the federal government. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! According to my information, Hon Ken Travers has not spoken on this motion. You 
know the rules. If you want to make a contribution, you will have the opportunity later but not while somebody 
else is on their feet. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As early as 2009, Curtin University was reviewing its business model due to falling 
student numbers. It is true that student numbers were declining at Muresk. 

Negotiations were undertaken between the Department of Training and Workforce Development and 
Curtin University. However, Curtin University resolved that the projected student numbers did not warrant the 
delivery of a full-time program from the site. The only way that the government could have ensured that 
Curtin University continued its operations at Muresk would have been for the government to provide annual 
recurrent funding to support Curtin University courses at Muresk. However, as I just stated, the state government 
is not in the business of providing recurrent funding to universities—it is as simple as that. As a result, we 
looked for alternatives for course delivery. We moved down that path with Charles Sturt University, other 
universities and a number of other options. I have already been through what we have done with training 
providers, including the C.Y. O’Connor Institute. 

Hon Darren West also made some assertions about the allocation of $10 million and whether it had been spent. 
Hon Ken Travers also commented on this through interjection. Hon Darren West said that only $4.8 million has 
been spent. I will give members some facts because facts are a wonderful thing in life. On 17 December 2012, 
cabinet approved the release of $10 million royalties for regions funding to the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development for the Muresk Institute revitalisation stage 1. Between 2012–13 and 2014–15, 
$4.9 million was allocated to upgrade facilities and services, $1.2 million was provided to undertake due 
diligence in governance requirements and $3.9 million was allocated to provide recurrent funding for operational 
costs including staff salaries, contracted services and routine maintenance. To date, $8.2 million of the funding 
has been spent. The remaining $1.8 million is being spent on facility upgrades with an anticipated completion 
date of 30 June 2016. 

The project has delivered a range of major upgrades and refurbishments to support the revitalisation of 
Muresk Institute and expanded the institute’s capabilities to provide contemporary agricultural education and 
training, and includes the refurbishment of Muresk’s student accommodation and teaching, administration, 
hospitality and recreational areas. 

Hon Darren West, I have answered this question a couple of times, but I do feel the need to go through it again. 
Hon Darren West said that no Western Australian university is working at Muresk. Curtin University and 
Murdoch University access Muresk for practical student block release, research and development and partial 
delivery of programs. Both universities will sign memoranda of understanding with Muresk Institute in 
2016 with a view to expanding delivery from the site in 2017. Articulation arrangements are currently being 
scoped with both universities to provide credit arrangements for the University of Queensland’s integrated 
diploma of agriculture to higher education programs. The member’s claims are nonsense and I have to keep on 
going back to this point: the evolution of a centre of excellence is not just a title. Something cannot just be put 
out to state that Muresk is a centre of agricultural excellence. It must evolve. 
Hon Darren West: It’s what you promised us! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We are working towards that. The member cannot see the improvements that have 
been made already. Quite frankly, I think the proof is in the pudding and every one of the member’s accusations 
have pretty much been blown out of the water because they have been wrong. 
I have a couple of other points on the second part of the motion about the establishment of the 
Western Australian Mining Academy. Hon Darren West said that we did absolutely nothing to assist in this 
process. Again, that is just so, so wrong. I met with Ron Sayers and a number of Ausdrill staff on at least three or 
four occasions to discuss this issue. The issue with the mining academy had absolutely nothing to do with a lack 
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of effort. There are two issues. First of all, regarding Ausdrill et cetera and Ron—I know Ron well—the mining 
academy wanted to have majority support on the board. I did not mind at all the concept of having the dual 
delivery of mining and agriculture. I thought that having a primary industry facility at Muresk had real potential, 
and it really still has. However, it was going to put a lot of the capital into the project and it was unpalatable to 
me for the mining component to have a majority of support over the board; it simply was. We have to be careful 
there; we have to make sure that Muresk is an agricultural facility. 
Hon Darren West: So what about now, nothing? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That is one issue. The second issue is the downturn in the mining sector. Without 
a shadow of a doubt, that contributed significantly. WAMA was going to create a facility for mining trainees to 
provide an avenue for the mining boom at that time. I saw it as a great avenue that we could work with at the 
then Central Institute of Technology because there is the underground pit. Again, I saw the potential for 
collaboration between the various facilities. As it turned out, an MOU was signed on 31 January 2013 between 
the Department of Training and Workforce Development, Ausdrill Ltd, Site Group International and the 
Department of Corrective Services, documenting the parties’ intent to work collaboratively to establish a mine 
workers’ training academy at Muresk. Ausdrill Ltd acquired a parcel of land adjacent to Muresk to establish 
a training mine site. This plan was not progressed due to lack of industry support and the downturn in the mining 
industry. What offended me in Hon Darren West’s comments was that he said that we did nothing and just 
walked away. That is rubbish. I take on board the member’s point, but he cannot just make accusations like that 
which are wrong and he is wrong. I did communicate with Ausdrill and Ron Sayers on a number of occasions. 
We got to a point at which a memorandum of understanding was established. If the industry feels that, at this 
stage, it is just not appropriate or not right, it is up to the industry to come to that conclusion and to ultimately get 
to that point, which I think would benefit everyone, of having a dual-purpose facility at Muresk. I think that that 
will ultimately happen. Again, it is an evolution. As much as we would like it to, it will not happen overnight. 
I am also mindful of the current mining downturn. I think the likelihood of that occurring in the immediate future 
is probably not flash. 
I have a couple more minutes to bring the debate back to what I said earlier about Muresk being part of a big 
picture. If Muresk is treated in isolation, we are wasting our time. It must work collaboratively with all sectors of 
education. I have gone through and explained what we have done over the last five years in particular to ensure 
that Muresk is part of that much broader expanse. That includes being part of the process of improved 
engagement with China and Vietnam. Ultimately, Muresk will benefit as a result of that increased collaboration. 
At the secondary level, we also have to ensure that we promote agriculture as a valued go-to career pathway for 
our students and ensure that agriculture is not seen as something that is just for farmers’ sons and daughters. We 
need to promote it as something that people go to for research and to be a part of a really credible, valuable 
career choice. Our commitment to agriculture at the secondary level is absolutely second to none. I made 
a personal commitment to that, as Hon Nigel Hallett will appreciate, back in 2008, to a little college called 
Harvey. At that time, I was very conscious of the fact that the number of agricultural colleges for students who 
wanted to move into agriculture was declining significantly throughout Western Australia. That was a result of 
the facilities in those colleges—we are talking about secondary students—being in serious decline and in some 
areas they were decrepit. In addition, students had no real incentive to attend. As a result, since we came to 
office, we have spent $1.8 million on the WA College of Agriculture in Denmark; $26.5 million on the 
WA College of Agriculture in Harvey by completely rebuilding the agricultural school; $11.45 million on the 
agricultural school in Narrogin; $3.83 million in Cunderdin; half a million dollars in Denmark; and $3.28 million 
on the agricultural school in Morawa. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, I don’t have time! 

That is $47.41 million spent on agricultural colleges right throughout Western Australia. As a result of that, let 
us have a look at the increase in student numbers from 2013 to 2016. In Cunderdin, enrolment numbers have 
gone from 119 to 130 students; in Denmark, from 94 to 126 students; in Harvey, from 125 to 147 students; in 
Morawa, from 53 to 67 students; and, in Narrogin, from 111 to 117 students. In just those three years, numbers 
have increased from 502 students to 587 students. The numbers will continue to increase because of this 
government’s commitment to improve agricultural delivery at the secondary level and ultimately at the training 
and tertiary level and into employment. 

Members should take in all of that information and remember it. I repeat: student numbers in agriculture have 
increased across the board, but if we go back to Muresk Institute to conclude, student numbers there have 
increased from 44 students in 2013 to 1 025 students in 2015. The number of degrees in years 1 and 2 has gone 
from 29 in 2015 to 54 in 2016. The universities that the institute has access to include Charles Sturt University, 
Queensland University, Curtin University and Murdoch University.  
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The number of registered training organisations has increased from four in 2014 to 38 in 2015. Millions of 
dollars have been spent on renovations, and a range of initiatives have been undertaken to support unemployed 
regional people, Aboriginal people and people with a disability. Given all of the above and given 
Muresk Institute’s position in 2011 and 2016, just imagine its position in 2020. As more and more students go to 
our agricultural colleges and more and more universities get engaged, Muresk Old Collegians’ Association will 
be that centre of excellence we talk about, deservedly so, as a direct result of the policies of the Liberal–National 
government. 

Visitors — Department of Local Government and Communities — Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I will give the call to Hon Paul Brown, but just before you begin your 
remarks, I acknowledge in the public gallery students from, I believe, Sterling Business College. Is that right? 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The PRESIDENT: Local government. I have two options here and I chose the wrong one. People from the 
Department of Local Government and Communities, welcome to the Legislative Council. 

Debate Resumed 

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [2.00 pm]: I just want to make a small contribution to this motion to 
highlight that the motion put forward in 2013 was trying to make the most of a political situation with no view 
whatsoever to the future and no recognition of what was happening at that time with development of and funding 
for the then Muresk Agricultural College and what is now the Muresk Institute. After coming to government in 
2010, the Liberal–National government announced through the Minister for Education that a review would be 
undertaken, given Curtin University sought to remove its services. That was indicative of the fact that all the 
Western Australia Institute of Technology services and educational opportunities were moving across the state; 
that is, everything was moving to Perth. Perth was considered to be the centre of the universe for government 
services or any educational opportunities. Everything was moving to Perth. That was a sign of the times. 
Curtin University was no different; it was part of that removal of services. It saw that its students wanted to have 
their educational opportunities delivered at its campus and facilities. Similarly, other educational institutions 
such as the University of Western Australia were consolidating their opportunities around their campuses. 

On 27 January 2010, Dr Liz Constable announced a review into post-secondary agricultural education. Part of 
the terms of reference for that were as follows — 

Recent events at Muresk Institute have drawn attention to growing concerns that the education needs of 
Western Australia’s agriculture sector are not being adequately addressed. The industry faces unceasing 
challenges from rapidly changing market and cost pressures encompassing the need to incorporate new 
technology and to pursue new opportunities. 

In his criticism about the potential for those educational services to be moved to Perth, what Hon Darren West 
does not highlight in his contribution is that when he asked that government money be invested, he was the chair 
of the Wheatbelt Development Commission. He was part of the hierarchy in the wheatbelt. Most of the removal 
of services and the framework for those educational opportunities to move to Perth occurred under the 
Labor government. At that time, Hon Darren West was chair of the Wheatbelt Development Commission and 
failed to, essentially, stop the rot. The terms of reference continue — 

It is vital that the industry has access to well-trained farmers, researchers and service providers, for 
without them, otherwise sound policies to support agriculture are unlikely to be effective. 

That report was done by the esteemed Hendy Cowan, who chaired a review and wrote a fantastic report on what 
was required at Muresk. He gave it to the government and the minister on 21 April 2010. One of the key points 
in his executive summary before his recommendations is as follows — 

The review also considered the position of the Education Department’s agricultural colleges — 

The minister spoke at length about the government’s investment into agricultural colleges in this state. It 
continues — 

which are popular with senior school students who lack sufficient pathways to continue to higher 
education in agriculture. Pathways to higher education need to be increased. 

That is true, but despite the criticism about courses offered by Muresk Institute being certificate III and IV rather 
than degrees, those courses create pathways for vocational education training students out of Muresk and other 
schools who had not considered bachelor of agriculture courses as their higher education pathway. Although 
they might not have considered that sort of degree, the certificate courses give them an incentive and pathway to 
achieve that higher education. Some of Hendy Cowan’s recommendations are as follows — 
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Recommendation 2 — 

That in view of the great potential for the agricultural industry in Western Australia and the need for 
highly developed skills to realise the opportunities for the State, the Western Australian Government 
support the retention of the Muresk land and buildings at Northam to provide a multi-use facility to 
promote skill development in the agrifood industry. 

Recommendation 3 — 

Muresk be managed by a statutory board of management to realise the opportunities discussed in this 
chapter in ways which are sustainable and self financing. 

Recommendation 5 — 

The Western Australian Government allocate $5 million from the Royalties for Regions program which 
can be drawn down as needed to fund capital works for Muresk. 

That is signed off—done. 

That first tranche of $10 million is from royalties for regions. Brendon Grylls and the then minister, 
Murray Cowper, went to Muresk and announced the $10 million. There was $5 million in recommendation 5. 

Recommendation 6 — 

The Western Australian Government make a one-off grant of $5 million from the Royalties for Regions 
fund to a fund administered by the new board of management of Muresk to help to meet recurrent costs 
during the three-year start up period. 

Again—done. Part of the $10 million initially announced by, as I said, Hon Brendon Grylls and Murray Cowper, 
was directly as a result of the review by Hendy Cowan at the request of this state government. 

Where are we in the current picture? I thank the minister for his very lengthy description of what is happening at 
Muresk. It was enlightening. The state government is working to ensure that Muresk Institute is developed as 
a multi-use, multi-tenanted education, training and accommodation facility. The institute is providing a range of 
opportunities through Charles Sturt University and other educational facilities that have not been previously 
offered. Within the TAFE sector particularly, it is delivering a lot of short courses within that certificate range, 
which, once again, will allow that transitional pathway into higher bachelor degree education. It may not do that 
on every occasion but it allows for some of those students to make use of that pathway into higher education. As 
I said, Muresk today has multiple educational training partners, such as CSU for one, Ausdrill and other 
educational institutions that choose to use that facility. A very similar framework operates at the 
Geraldton Universities Centre. That centre has been recognised as the standout framework for delivering 
regional education in Western Australia. It is without peer across Australia. It is highly regarded for delivering 
higher education bachelor courses, sitting alongside a TAFE institute with which it partners in delivering 
courses. That is now what is happening at Muresk Institute. Nobody is questioning what is happening at 
Geraldton Universities Centre. Stage 2 of that project, particularly the nursing building, was funded by another 
$3 million of royalties for regions funding. I was there for that announcement in late 2012, as I have been present 
for the last couple of announcements at Muresk, particularly the one last year when the minister, Liza Harvey, 
announced the second lot of $10 million. 

Earlier, the minister stated quite clearly that the training numbers have increased from 155 in 2014 to over 
1 000 last year, in both short and long courses. The ability to provide certificate I, II, III and IV TAFE courses 
has enabled the C.Y. O’Connor Institute and the board to provide a framework for a variety of opportunities. 
One of the things that was highlighted was the lack of shearing courses across Western Australia, to allow the 
younger brigade in the agricultural sector to enter the trade. Those shearing courses always seemed to be offered 
during the main part of the shearing season across Western Australia, so they were not taken up in other places. 
Muresk Institute has been able to offer a different timetable, through the provision of the initial funding of 
$10 million and now the second $10 million from royalties for regions, to allow different registered training 
organisations to come in and provide those services, which are beneficial to agriculture across Western Australia. 
That is a direct result of the work done by this state government through the investment of $20 million of 
royalties for regions funds. 

As the minister also said, in 2013 the C.Y. O’Connor Institute formalised an agreement with Charles Sturt 
University to deliver the agricultural business management degree. That was made possible through the 
unlocking of $400 000 from the initial $10 million, as part of the Muresk Institute revitalisation plan. As part of 
that $10 million royalties for regions investment in skills development at Muresk Institute, we have invested in 
delivering a range of certificate and diploma-level courses as a training and education pathway. As I said earlier, 
this connects with the bachelor degrees being offered through Charles Sturt University. Some of the courses 
being delivered at the moment are certificate III in agricultural skills, certificate IV in veterinary nursing, the 
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station hand training program, and an annual calendar of agricultural short courses, including summer and winter 
schools worked around the busy periods of the season in the agricultural sector. That includes the shearing 
courses I was talking about. In 2015, 990 students accessed these short courses. Also being run there are school 
vocational education training programs, the Noongar natural resource management pathways project, and the 
mining training, which is a partnership with an Aboriginal owned and operated training provider to deliver asset 
maintenance and kitchen operating certificate II courses for Indigenous students. This has led to the direct 
employment of at least 90 Aboriginal students in the mining sector since its inception. The partnership program 
with the Australian Dohne Breeders Association, which has donated 200 ewes to the Muresk sheep flock, 
provides another learning pathway that will be beneficial to the Western Australian agricultural sector. The 
institute has also partnered with MAX Employment to provide work experience for the work-for-the-dole 
program. That is just a snapshot of what is happening at Muresk Institute. 

I will not spend a great deal of time talking about what the government has been able to do through the royalties 
for regions program. The minister has very adequately highlighted all the things being done at a much higher 
level. He has been able to bat away much of the criticism offered in the contribution of Hon Darren West to this 
motion. I certainly seek to highlight the role that royalties for regions has played, across a range of ministers, in 
workplace training. The leader of the Nationals at the time, whether it be Brendon Grylls or Terry Redman, was 
very happy to partner with those ministers for workplace training and development to deliver that money. I will 
curtail my contribution, other than to amend the motion. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon PAUL BROWN: I move — 

To delete all words after “Council” and insert — 

recognises the significant investment through $20 million from the royalties for regions fund 
that the Liberal–National government has made in ensuring that the facilities at Muresk 
continue as a centre for excellence, particularly for agriculture. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.18 pm]: I understand the rules of this house on amendments, 
but I think it will start to bring this house into disrepute if we constantly get these things. The bottom line is that 
the government opposes this motion, and the opposition supports the motion. The government should defeat the 
motion, and if it wants to bring a new motion to extol its own virtues, that is fine. I make the point at the outset 
that amendments such as this one, that completely turn the substantive motion on its head, are a joke and will 
bring this house into disrepute. But that is fine; we understand that the numbers in this house are such that it is 
a rubber stamp supporter of the executive in the other place, and members opposite can continue to do the 
bidding of the other place, and to justify what goes on there. 

In opposing the amendment, I will support the motion as originally moved by Hon Darren West. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I just want to make it clear to everybody that your remarks have to be confined to the 
question before the house, and the question before the house relates to the amendment moved by 
Hon Paul Brown. The question is put in the terms that the words to be deleted be deleted. That is what your 
remarks have to be confined to, not the general motion. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right, Mr President, but the point I was making was that I am opposing the 
amendment on the basis that I want to support the original wording. I do not want to delete these words, because 
I want to support the original wording. When we have time-limited debates, and amendments are moved that 
seek to completely flip the motion on its head, I am not sure how we can in any way differentiate between the 
amendment and opposing the amendment and supporting the motion when the amendment is effectively 
a contradiction of the original motion. 

I reiterate the point: the difficulty of the nonsensical situation we now have in the chamber is that it makes it 
almost impossible for someone in the chair to determine whether — 

Point of Order 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am not across the standing orders as well as some, but my thinking is this is not an 
amendment to a motion; it is a completely new and different motion. It has only two words from the original 
motion. It is a completely new motion. If Hon Paul Brown wants to debate a completely new motion, he should 
put a motion on the notice paper. This is not an amendment; it is a completely different and new motion. 
The PRESIDENT: I hear the point of order, but it is not a point of order in the sense that the amendment moved 
is still within the subject matter of the motion and offers an alternative set of words. In that sense, the 
amendment is valid. 

Debate Resumed 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I stand to oppose the amendment—that is, the deletion of all words after “Council”. 
I support the words in the original motion. I oppose the motion for the words to be deleted but support the 
current words in the motion for these reasons. I visited Muresk Institute as a young student. For the benefit of 
members from the other side, I spent a day out there with my good friend David Parker, who would be known to 
many Liberals. David and I were adversaries in student politics. I spent a full day at Muresk. On this occasion 
David was a bit hung over because he had spent the night before in the bar at Muresk. We were on opposing 
sides in a referendum involving student politics. He had been lobbying the night before in the bar—something 
that I note does not exist at Muresk today. There is no bar life on campus for people to enjoy themselves. 
Hon Paul Brown: Spencers Brook Tavern is down the road. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When I get to the substantive motion, I will talk about Spencers Brook Tavern; do not 
worry about that! I reckon that is one measure that Phil Gardiner and Max Trenorden had in mind about whether 
Muresk is achieving its aim of getting back to where it used to be. When Spencers Brook Tavern is thriving with 
students on a Sunday afternoon will be — 
Hon Martin Aldridge: I think you’re drifting. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no. You lot should understand that when Spencers Brook Tavern is humming with 
students from Muresk, like it used to on a Sunday afternoon, we will know whether these words should be 
deleted. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I want the debate to get back to the question before the house, not the drinking habits 
of certain visitors to Muresk. I will read the consolidated motion with the amendment moved by 
Hon Paul Brown — 

That this Council recognises the significant investment through $20 million from the royalties for 
regions fund that the Liberal–National government has made in ensuring that the facilities at Muresk 
continue as a centre for excellence, particularly for agriculture. 

To achieve that end, the question is that the words proposed to be deleted be deleted. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was talking about when I visited. Members will note that the term “centre for 
excellence” is included in the words that will be inserted if we delete the words in the original motion. We are 
also being asked to delete the words “centre of excellence” in the substantive motion. It comes back to the 
question: what is a centre of excellence? What do we seek to achieve? I remember having these conversations 
with Hon Phil Gardiner, a good friend of mine and someone I knew always stood up for regional WA. He was 
passionate about pursuing the issues around Muresk and creating it as a centre of excellence. It is interesting that 
the proposed amendment is to delete the words “centre of excellence” but we will also insert the words “centre 
for excellence”! That is one of the things that makes the current process a little of a nonsense. I remember having 
those conversations. When we talk about this issue, we need to think about the Muresk of old. That is why 
I talked about it being a humming campus. In those days there were about 200-odd students, many of them 
residential students at the college, studying university degrees in agriculture. I think Chris Tallentire is a former 
Muresk student. 
When people talk about a centre of excellence, we can define it in many ways, but fundamentally people want it 
to return, at least in part, to what was there before. In my view, the proposal to amend the substantive motion is 
nonsense. This afternoon’s debate fundamentally revolves around this whole question of what we think is 
a centre of excellence. I know that Phil Gardiner and Max Trenorden understood what that meant. They knew 
what they wanted out of a centre of excellence and were passionately pursuing it. I am sure they were the two 
people who originally secured the first $10 million. If the proposed amendment to the motion is successful, the 
government is talking about a figure of $20 million. The simple fact is we have not seen the first $10 million 
deliver what people wanted. That is why members should oppose the amendment to the motion and go back to 
the original motion. 

The structure of the debate this afternoon makes it very difficult to focus on the key issues before the chamber. 
The Leader of the House opposed the original motion and now we are debating an amendment to the motion. It 
was interesting listening to the Leader of the House. For me, it came down to three fundamental issues that go to 
the heart of which motion we ultimately want to pass in this place today. The first point I want to put on the 
record is that the current funding processes for both training and universities in Australia is heavily focused on 
our capital cities. We do not have a funding system, in either the state system for training or the commonwealth 
system for funding, that will ensure good training outcomes in regional WA. The second point that the Leader of 
the House made comes back to why we should stick to the original motion and not delete the words; that is, the 
future for education in Western Australia, particularly in regional WA, is about ensuring that we sell our 
expertise overseas and compete overseas by encouraging people to come from overseas. If we go back to my 
vision, at least a part of that would be a centre of excellence at Muresk, with 200-odd students, many of whom 

 [11] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 16 March 2016] 

 p1119c-1137a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier; President; Hon Paul Brown; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Darren West 

would reside at the college. Bringing in overseas students would make it very easy to attract them to reside at the 
college. They will not care whether or not they live in Perth because they have come from over east or overseas 
to study here. It underpins the ability for Western Australian students to also get their education in those 
circumstances. 
I agree with the Leader of the House that the future is in education exports. I found it interesting that the 
Leader of the House highlighted that Western Australia gets only 7.8 per cent of education exports, for want of 
a better term, when WA comprises about 11 per cent of the national population. They are the people who come 
into Australia to study. We capture only about 7.8 per cent. Based on our population, we would expect to attract 
about 11 per cent. For a government that has been in office for almost eight years, it is interesting that it wants to 
highlight the fact that for those eight years it has dropped the ball. It threw away the bat and went home. The 
minister accused Curtin University of dropping the ball, but he threw away the bat at the same time! The 
government has failed to do it. Last night, the former Deputy Premier joked when he said, “I still think we’re not 
allowed to talk about the boom; we can talk about the coming off of the surge”! The simple fact of the matter is 
that during the boom years, this government dropped the ball and threw away the bat and forgot to focus in 
a meaningful way on selling education exports into Western Australia and developing a centre of excellence in 
agricultural education. The government could have achieved a centre of excellence if it had focused on and been 
successful in selling education exports into Western Australia. That is why we should support the motion as it 
stands and not delete the words that are proposed to be deleted. 
I will give members another reason we should not delete these words. It is clear from the comments of the 
Leader of the House today that we need greater integration between all the post–secondary education providers 
in Western Australia. That includes the state training providers and the private sector providers. It also includes 
the technical and further education colleges. I think the government now recognises that in trying to rename the 
TAFE colleges and make them into something else, all it did was create massive confusion. TAFE colleges and 
universities need to work together in a better and more effective way. It is interesting that Hon Paul Brown 
talked about Hon Hendy Cowan, because not only did Hendy Cowan write the report to which the member 
referred when he moved that these words be deleted, but also he is the vice-chancellor of Edith Cowan 
University in Western Australia. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The chancellor. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry; the chancellor. I have cause to catch up with Hendy from time to time. We 
always have a good time when we have a chat. We can see eye to eye on many things. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Actually eye to eye? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, actually eye to eye with Hendy. We have had a lot of good conversations. 
Edith Cowan University is based at Joondalup. One of the great things about Joondalup is that it is an education 
city. The West Coast Institute of Training and the Western Australian Police Academy are also based in 
Joondalup. They are all centres of excellence, which is what we hope Muresk Institute will become. That is 
another reason we should stick with the original motion and not delete these words. Can we do it better? Yes, we 
can. However, it will become more difficult because of the latest round of changes that this government is 
making in the training area. The good thing is that the government is going to rename these institutions and they 
will go back to being TAFE colleges. However, the bad thing is that the government is going to consolidate the 
TAFE colleges into a couple of regional centres. Let us be honest, —the majority of the training will be provided 
wherever the head office is. I do not know where Muresk Institute, which is part of C.Y. O’Connor Institute, will 
move to. I do not know whether it will be part of the north region or the central region, and whether the head 
office will be in Geraldton, Kalgoorlie or Northam. I am concerned that this concentration will exacerbate the 
inability to achieve integration. Therefore, I am strongly opposed to the deletion of these words. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Tell us what you did in government! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: This government has been in office for eight years, almost. 
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Do not get too excited. Everybody has the opportunity to have a say, and 
Hon Ken Travers has the call on the amendment. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What our government did not have is revolving doors—not just in the naming of the 
colleges, but in the structure and location of the colleges. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What I know, for the benefit of the members on the back bench — 
Several members interjected. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to talk about the last eight years and the work that people like 
Phil Gardiner and Max Trenorden put into trying to get a centre of excellence at Muresk. That has not been 
achieved. That is why we need to stick with the words of the original motion as moved by Hon Darren West. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: This really is a sad day, and I know why members opposite might want to deflect 
attention. 
Another reason it is important to develop Muresk Institute as a centre of excellence and as a mining institution is 
that it will help to create jobs in regional Western Australia. Government has an important role to play in 
employing people in regional Western Australia. The multiplier effect in regional Western Australia of creating 
jobs is immense. If Muresk is developed as a centre of excellence, it will be good for not only the provision of 
agricultural education, but also the Spencers Brook Tavern on a Saturday and Sunday night, and for towns like 
Northam, because it will have a massive multiplier effect on those towns in terms of employment. The problem 
is that over the next couple of years, not only will Muresk not reach its potential, but a large number of jobs will 
be pulled out of regional WA. The creation of Central Regional TAFE, which I assume C.Y. O’Connor Institute 
will go into, will mean the loss of 32 positions from regional Western Australia. One would think that the 
government would have done some work on the multiplier effects of job losses in regional Western Australia. 
The Minister for Training and Workforce Development has conceded, through her representative in this place, 
that the government has not done any work on that issue. Jobs will be ripped out of regional Western Australia 
and centralised. 
Another reason why the original motion should stand is that the Leader of the House talked about the need for 
integration and about how he has a grand plan for all the universities to work together. The minister talked about 
some of the training that is provided at Muresk. The minister was a bit misleading in not pointing out that that 
training is not for an agribusiness degree—as per the original wording of the motion, which is why the original 
wording should stay—but for a range of other courses, which, although noble, are not courses that would make 
Muresk a centre of excellence. 
At the same time as we are talking about Muresk Institute, the University of Western Australia has opened its 
Future Farm 2050 outside of Pingelly. The minister talked about the need for universities to work together. 
However, how can the universities work together, when UWA is working on its future farm, and Muresk 
basically has to contract in work that used to be done at the agricultural research stations? The government has 
gutted the Department of Agriculture and Food, and the only part of the department that is left standing has now 
been taken into the Department of State Development. The department has also contracted out to the privatised 
InterGrain Pty Ltd, which this government sold off to the private sector. That is not creating a centre of 
excellence. That is just using the land to do some research that used to be done at the agricultural research 
centres, until the government closed them down as well. 
It is a sad day that Muresk Institute is not being driven to achieve its potential. In order to achieve that, we need 
a change of government. We need a government that is focused on the future and is prepared to keep jobs in 
regional Western Australia, not strip them out. I would not mind if the government wanted to reallocate that 
money to other jobs as part of the TAFE restructuring. However, the government is simply taking jobs out of 
regional areas. We need to make sure that the money that is saved from removing those 32 jobs is used to create 
32 new jobs and to make Muresk a centre of excellence. 
If I get another chance to speak on this motion, I will be more than happy to say more about the words that are 
proposed to be deleted. If those words are deleted, the motion will now make no reference to the 
Western Australian Mining Academy. I am not surprised that the Liberal–National Party wants those words to be 
completely removed from the motion. That is because it is a significant embarrassment to the government that it 
has not delivered in any way, shape or form on what it claimed it would deliver. 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.40 pm]: Of course, I oppose the amendment to the motion because, 
as I indicated before, I see it as such a change. An amendment by definition in the dictionary is a slight alteration 
or change. Gee, this is 180-degree odds to the original motion. I think it needs to be remembered that when 
members are first elected to Parliament, they are given the opportunity to put their motions on the notice paper. 
Many members choose not to do that. Some of us with a significant interest in agriculture, and in this instance in 
Muresk Institute, chose to put a motion on the notice paper. I know it is uncomfortable for the government to 
debate some of these issues. That is the reason I wanted to talk about them and highlight the failings of this 
government with Muresk. 

According to Hon Paul Brown, the halcyon days are here and Muresk Institute has never been better: it is 
a centre of excellence and look at what a great job the government has done. I think Hon Paul Brown has been 
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reading far too many ministerial press releases. It is not the case at all that Muresk is a centre of excellence, and 
I will be opposing the amendment on that basis. The poor old WA National Party really has lost the plot again 
with Muresk. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will run through—and I note Hon Paul Brown — 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is nice that they are here. That is nice to see. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is nice to see National Party members in the chamber and that the urgent 
parliamentary business load is not as heavy today as it was yesterday. It is nice to see them here and have them 
in the chamber today.  

I guess a lot of this comes down to our definition of “centre of excellence”. If I were to close my eyes and think 
about an agricultural centre of excellence, I would not see what is happening at Muresk. I thought that the 
Minister for Education’s contribution was reasonable. I disagree with some of the points he made, but he went to 
some effort to oppose the original motion that was put on the notice paper in 2013. He had the decency not to 
completely change the motion but has agreed to debate, and opposes, the motion in the way it was originally 
intended. I thank the Leader of the House for that because I think it showed a bit of respect for my view as 
a member of Parliament putting that motion on the notice paper. It is a shame that not all members of the house 
have that level of decency and respect. However, the amendment is before us and I am opposing it. 

The reason I oppose the amendment, as Hon Ken Travers points out, is that it does not mention the 
Western Australian Mining Academy. There is nothing about the mining academy to see here. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s deleted now. It’s getting rid of it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It will be deleted. That is quite apt. There is no mining academy at Muresk Institute. It 
has been deleted. If Hon Paul Brown drove to Muresk, he would see that there is no mining academy at Muresk. 
It is profound that the mining academy is deleted because there is no mining academy at Muresk, as much as it 
was promised in the earlier days of this government. 

If I were to close my eyes and imagine a centre of excellence, I would perhaps imagine something like Muresk 
was 20 years ago, with a large number of students and an active student guild, to the point at which they built 
their own student union guild buildings. A couple of nights a week they would have a bar function there. The 
place was alive with many of the people who are today our agribusiness leaders in this state. That is what 
I would imagine. I refer to degree courses. People once could do a PhD at Muresk Institute and I would have 
thought a centre of excellence would be that sort of organisation. That has changed and I think one of the big 
problems that occurred at Muresk is that for a year no courses were offered and there was a seam in the change 
of arrangements at Muresk between Curtin University and the state. 

There has been mention of how many students have used Muresk Institute. It is as simple as going to the website 
and looking up short course programs. I would not have envisaged that the programs being offered at a centre of 
excellence would be these. These are worthy and important courses. All training and education is important and 
I make that very clear right from the start. But here are the courses Hon Paul Brown holds in such high esteem 
when he amends this motion, and that is the reason I will be opposing the amendment. The range of courses 
being offered at Muresk includes a farm chemicals AusChem accreditation course. That is an important course, 
but that is offered in many places and I would not have thought it is synonymous with a centre of excellence. 
Another program is the Jackaroo and Jillaroo School. Once again, it is very important to have training in those 
skills and it is offered in many places, but I would not have thought that it was synonymous with a centre of 
excellence. Muresk also offers a course called “Operate and Maintain Chainsaws”. Chainsaws are very 
dangerous pieces of equipment. It is very important that people who use chainsaws know how to operate and 
maintain a chainsaw. But I would not necessarily have thought that that was synonymous with an agricultural 
centre of excellence. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am saying that I disagree with Hon Paul Brown’s amendment, because when I close 
my eyes and imagine an agricultural centre of excellence, I would not necessarily see that course as part of those 
arrangements. Similarly, Muresk offers a course called “Operate quad bikes”. Quad bikes are very dangerous 
pieces of farm equipment and it is important that people know how to operate quad bikes. It is very important. 
Many people are killed and injured on quad bikes. However, I would not have linked a short course teaching us 
how to ride a quad bike with an agricultural centre of excellence. Here is my favourite one. It is also very 
important to all professions, but here is my favourite course: the South West Institute of Technology offer at 
Muresk “Skills for the home barista”. That is what Hon Paul Brown sees as important at a centre of excellence 
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and sees fit to invest $20 million for an agricultural centre of excellence—“Skills for the home barista”. Is that 
really what members would consider — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! We cannot have two people trying to compete at once because Hansard cannot record 
it for a start and none of us can understand what any of you are saying. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Anyone supporting this amendment will also be of the view that skills for the home 
barista is a vital piece of agricultural training that must be conducted at a centre of excellence for agriculture. Is 
anyone really going to support an amendment that states that? The next course is “Australian feedlot production 
and ration manufacture”—very important. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Paul Brown, you have moved the amendment. I assume you are hoping to get 
the support of the chamber for your amendment, but you have to hear people out. They have a view on certain 
things too. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I note on moving the amendment all we heard from the Western Australian National 
Party in this house—there was its opportunity—was 15 minutes about Muresk Institute. I make that point. The 
Leader of the House spoke for 45 minutes. I spoke for a long time; Hon Ken Travers spoke. Hon Jim Chown 
even spoke and told us that he went to Muresk for lunch. That took almost as long as the whole contribution 
from the Western Australian — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! One at a time, members. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President. I will run through my — 
Hon Paul Brown interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Paul Brown, that is about the line. There is a line that you cross here that I do 
not want you to attempt. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will mention the other courses in the time that I have left. “Australian feedlot 
production and ration manufacture”—I think that one perhaps could sneak in at an agricultural centre of 
excellence. I think that one might pass the grade. That is a very important and technical part of agriculture. As 
mentioned, Muresk Institute offers a certificate IV in training and assessment. That is important. That one could 
come in to a centre of excellence. I am not saying that none of these courses are synonymous with a centre of 
excellence. I think that some may be considered so. Another one is “Minimise risks in the use of chemicals”. Not 
sure that I would have that one. I think that it would be more appropriate to have product development, extension 
work around chemicals and registration and that sort of research done at a centre of excellence. I am not sure 
about a course on minimising risks in the use of chemicals. It is important that people know that, but it is not 
necessarily synonymous with a centre of excellence. Nonetheless, it is an important course. 
Muresk Institute has a working dog training school. That is also important because we certainly have working 
dogs on our farm and it is important that people know how to get the best efficiency out of working dogs. It is 
important, but that also would not necessarily be in my mind when I close my eyes and imagine a centre of 
excellence. Another course offered is “Precision agriculture using drones”. Now we are talking. There certainly 
has been an increased use of drones in agriculture and I think it is important that organisations offer training in 
that. That one may go close to being in a centre of excellence. 
The shearing and wool handling school’s novice level course has been around for a very long time. Once upon 
a time Australia had 180 million sheep; now there are about 70 million sheep and there has been a dramatic 
decrease in the number of shearers. Nonetheless, training is important but I thought that might have been done 
outside a centre of excellence, and probably more on-the-job as well as novice training. That course has certainly 
been available for many years elsewhere and does not necessarily require a centre of excellence. 
Mention is made also of the shearing and wool handling school’s improver level course. As a trained wool 
classer myself, I know that that is important, but I am not sure that I needed to go to an agricultural centre of 
excellence for that training; similarly for low-stress livestock handling. There is a course listed as “Practise for 
Profit”. I do not really know what that means, but it sounds like some sort of business course, which is 
important, but it would be better suited to a business school or even a TAFE rather than an agricultural centre of 
excellence. 

I have already mentioned that the skills for the home barista course is available at the Muresk agricultural centre 
of excellence for anyone who is interested. A diploma in project management is also an important training 
initiative, but I am not sure that project management would really fit at an agricultural centre of excellence. 
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Maybe I am wrong and maybe anyone who supports this motion can set me right on that one. According to the 
National Party it is vital that the agricultural centre of excellence at Muresk offers a course in feed intake and 
bunk management. That is good in the feedlotting industry and I have certainly spent some time in North Dakota 
working on a large feedlot and I understand the importance of that; however, I am not sure that I would have 
expected to see that at an agricultural centre of excellence. 
Herbicide and foliar disease diagnostics perhaps might be run at an agricultural centre of excellence. The feedlot 
environment and production course is similar to a course I mentioned earlier. The crop variety field day is 
something else that is being offered. I have been to hundreds of crop variety field days but I have never been to 
one at an agricultural centre of excellence, so I look forward to that. I have mentioned skills for the home barista. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! A point of order was not taken on tedious repetition, but I think the point has been 
made. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, could you keep your conversations less than audible. Thank you. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President. I do realise that I have mentioned that course several times, 
and I will not mention it again. 
Harvest operations support is another course offered—and there is that one again that I will not mention! 
As members can see, the majority of the courses I have mentioned that are currently held at Muresk Institute 
hardly befit the quoted title in this amendment “Centre for Excellence”. I accept that a degree course is offered 
there and that a growing number of students are doing the degree. I do not think the degree has taken off as well 
as the C.Y O’Connor Institute might have hoped and I do wonder what the future of that degree is with the 
changes to the institute; for instance, the headquarters of that course will most likely not be in Northam in the 
future. Should that be the case, the central TAFE will be administered a very long way from either Geraldton or 
Kalgoorlie. I note that the former director of the C.Y. O’Connor Institute in Northam, John Scott, is an 
outstanding educator and administrator, and an outstanding man. He has resigned and has left the organisation. 
He was the number one driving force behind the partnership between Charles Sturt University and the 
C.Y O’Connor Institute. I think there are now a lot of questions about the future of the degree itself. There is also 
a diploma course, which I understand has not quite had the uptake that had been hoped for. 
All those things point to something very, very different from a centre of excellence. I acknowledge that the 
government has allocated $20 million from royalties for regions, but I also acknowledge that much of that 
money has been spent on core government business—paying the staff. 
While I speak to oppose this amendment, I will touch on a number of comments Hon Paul Brown made when he 
moved the amendment. He mentioned the Geraldton Universities Centre and how that was a royalties for regions 
initiative. I remind the honourable member that that centre was built in 2004 and opened in 2006. That is well 
before royalties for regions. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! You know the rules. You cannot continually interject. As I said before, 
I do not want to sanitise debate completely so that there is no interplay across the chamber, but they must be 
orderly, not disorderly, interjections. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It is a bit rich for members of the National Party to claim the Geraldton Universities 
Centre. That was built by the Gallop government. There was a bare piece of land there; now there is a tertiary 
education facility that is a success story in the agricultural region. I acknowledge that due to the success of the 
Geraldton Universities Centre, extensions needed to be built, and I acknowledge that the current government has 
put up the funds to build those extensions. Naturally, that is what governments will do. But members opposite 
claim credit for the Geraldton Universities Centre. It galls me when I visit the institute that was Geoff Gallop’s 
brainchild and see a big royalties for regions sign, implying that it is a royalties for regions project, because of 
course it is not. Similarly, when I go to the Batavia Coast Maritime Institute, which was built around the same 
time and was also the brainchild of Dr Geoff Gallop, the then Premier, I see a big royalties for regions sign out 
the front. The National Party is being a little disingenuous with its signage. Certainly, I acknowledge that 
$400 000 was spent on an extension to that facility. However, in no way can either of those facilities be linked to 
the royalties for regions program, and in no way can Muresk be linked to the royalties for regions program. 
Muresk was a thriving operation. In my view, Muresk has been mismanaged by this government. In my view 
there has not been meaningful consultation. I take on board that the Leader of the House told us that there were 
meetings and 30 communications. I accept that that may have been the case, but was that a meaningful 
consultation? I guess that is a subjective view. My colleagues say to me that they certainly felt that in no way 
were they part of that process and at no time did they have the input they would have liked in that process. They 
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certainly did not agree with having the place empty and lying idle for a year because it was obvious that it would 
be difficult to get it going again from scratch. 
I have talked to members of the Muresk Old Collegians’ Association a lot because I have no doubt that they have 
the best interests of Muresk at heart; it means a lot to them. They are former students and many of them are 
captains of industry. To amend the motion in such a way would trivialise my initial motion. I feel that it is 
a pretty feeble attempt by the National Party to deflect debate from its own failures. The National Party is in 
government; it has three members sitting around the cabinet table. As much as it will go outside this place and 
say that it is not part of the government and it is holding the Liberals to account, we all know that that is not the 
case. On not one occasion since I have been a member of Parliament have the National Party upper house 
members blocked a piece of legislation that the government has put forward—not once. I know it is 
uncomfortable — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I think we need to get back to the wording of the motion and why the words 
proposed to be deleted should or should not be deleted. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President. I proposed that they not be deleted and that the original 
motion stand because it is uncomfortable for this government to debate the original motion. Government 
members do not feel comfortable about having their failures and shortcomings identified for the press and the 
public to see. I understand that; it is difficult to cop criticism, especially when they have done a poor job. Rather 
than deflecting the debate and trying to change the whole motion and putting up a new motion, it would be better 
for the government to defend the record, as the Leader of the House did.  
He put up his best effort in defending the government’s proposal. He was the minister at the time of the initial 
debates around this matter and it is fair to say that things have become worse since he left that portfolio. We 
have seen serial changes in the position of Minister for Training and Workforce Development. I have spoken to 
Hon Murray Cowper, who was the minister immediately after the Leader of the House, and he has a different 
view on this issue from that of the National Party. 
I oppose the amendment. It trivialises my motion. It is quite childish that rather than government members 
standing up and defending their record, they want to change the debate so that they can say what a great job they 
have done. Members opposite have spent far too long reading their own press releases. This amendment is 
trivial, disrespectful and childish. I will be opposing the motion that has been put forward. I hope that other 
members of the house can see fit to do the same so that we can get back to debating the initial motion that I put 
up in 2013. This is an important issue for me. In the next Parliament, I will perhaps be the only member in this 
chamber who practises agriculture. The future of agriculture is far more important to me than it is to others. We 
need to point out the failings of the government so that we can improve into the future. 

Division 
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
 

Noes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sally Talbot Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
(Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Ken Baston Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Samantha Rowe 
 

Amendment thus passed. 
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Division 
Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 

Noes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sally Talbot Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
(Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Ken Baston Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Samantha Rowe 
Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
The PRESIDENT: Members, with just under five minutes left for this debate, we return to the original motion, 
as amended. The question is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.09 pm]: I want to make a couple of final comments about the 
overall debate on this matter. We talked about what has not happened, and it is almost hard to work out what 
position one should take on the motion as it has now been amended, because it is a kind of a wishy-washy 
attempt at a motion. It is not even a positive reinforcement about what the government has done and where it will 
take Muresk Institute and what it means—it is a bit of nonsense. However, I want to take the opportunity to talk 
about where we go from here. How do we take the debate forward? How do we get Muresk to the point that 
I think people like Hon Max Trenorden and Hon Phil Gardiner wanted to achieve when they set out on the 
campaign firstly to get the Cowan report developed and then to get some funding into it? 

I think there is a need, and I will go back to a point that I mentioned earlier on which I agree with the 
Leader of the House. The current funding arrangements at both the state and federal level, when it comes to 
educational institutions, are very much focused on delivering education in the cheapest possible way, which 
means that education is delivered in the major metropolitan regional centres. Education is not delivered out in 
regional WA and that is a problem for Western Australia. The first thing we all need to do is focus at both a state 
and federal level on the way in which that funding occurs. 

The minister kept talking about all the meetings he had had, but very few outcomes seem to come of them. The 
minister seemed to meet with everybody whenever there was a problem, but he never delivered outcomes. We 
have to start focusing on meetings that deliver outcomes. Part of that is about working with all the institutions in 
Western Australia on how we promote education exports for Western Australia. We need to make sure that when 
students come from overseas they go to not only Perth, but also to the regional centres to places like 
Muresk Institute; that is part of it. Legislation used to be sitting on the former member for Churchlands’ desk 
when she was Minister for Education. Debate is going on, and I am sure we will get legislation in at some point 
for the reform of the University of Western Australia Act. We need to make sure that those new acts focus on 
universities delivering in not only the metropolitan areas, but also regional WA. A lot of positive changes have 
been made. In the past, universities have put to me the sorts of changes that they want to see. Although 
universities will get lots of benefits for their commercial activities, as part of that debate we should ensure that 
universities are obligated to deliver for regional WA. Then I think that places like Muresk will have a better 
chance of surviving and reaching centre of excellence status. The Minister for Education needs to not just meet 
with these institutions, but also put pressure on them to deliver for Western Australia. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the integration between TAFEs and universities is absolutely crucial. For 
institutions such as Muresk to achieve centre of excellence status, they need the TAFE system and the university 
system to work together to provide courses that are particularly focused on agriculture out at Muresk. To be 
honest, we have had seven years of the constant revolving door that is going on with the changes in the structure 
of TAFEs and the names of TAFEs under this government. We need a government that can focus on the future 
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and the changes that are needed, and get on with it. It cannot just change the names: we call them polytechnics, 
we call them TAFEs, we call them institutes of training, we call them TAFEs, we call them institutes of 
technology and then we call them TAFEs. It is a joke. We need to get on with it and work to integrate those 
institutions. I think my time is up for today. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 

Ruling by President 
THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, as a point of order was taken during that debate when an 
amendment was moved, I want to put a ruling on the books so that it is quite clear in the future how an 
amendment can be assessed on its relevance and whether it is a direct negative. In terms of standing order 87, 
“Amendment to be Relevant and Not a Direct Negative”, the Legislative Council of Western Australia follows 
the practice in Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice regarding the question of whether an amendment is out of 
order as a result of being a direct negative of the motion before the house. Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice 
advises that the proper method of expressing a contrary opinion is by voting against a motion without seeking to 
amend it. However, the practice in all Australian jurisdictions, and again in accordance with House of Commons 
practice, is that an amendment is only a direct negative if agreeing to it would have exactly the same effect as 
voting against the motion. An amendment that presents an alternative proposition to the house and does not have 
the same effect as voting against the motion is in order. 
In the House of Representatives, amendments may be moved which evade an expression of opinion on the main 
question by entirely altering its meaning and object. This is usually effected by moving for the omission of all or 
most words of the question after “That” and proposing the substitution of an alternative proposition. Most 
importantly, the alternative proposal must be relevant to the subject of the original question. If the amendment is 
relevant to the subject matter, it would be in order. An amendment that is an example of a direct negative would 
be an amendment placed on a supplementary notice paper moving to delete a clause of a bill. This has exactly 
the same effect as voting against the clause and as a result it is out of order. The point at which an amendment is 
characterised as a direct negative rather than an alternative proposition is one of interpretation for the Chair. An 
amendment to delete words of condemnation and to replace them with words of congratulation is putting 
forward an alternative proposition and is not a directive negative if otherwise relevant to the subject of the 
motion. I hope that clarifies it. 
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