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MURESK FACILITY 

Motion, as Amended 

Resumed from 16 March on the following motion, as amended, moved by Hon Darren West — 

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. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [1.09 pm]: We continue this debate from last week, when the 
house amended the motion. As I said during that debate, I think it becomes a bit of a nonsense. I do not think it 
does this house any good in the way the public will look at it to be debating an amended motion, the original 
version of which I was supporting. There is no way that I will now be able to support this motion as it stands 
before the house. To me, it is clear that we effectively have an amendment that does the contrary to what was 
intended. There is no way that it can be suggested that Muresk is continuing as a centre of excellence. Yes, there 
are some courses out there and people are doing agriculture, but it is not a centre of excellence. It is not the 
Muresk of old; it is not providing future young leaders in agriculture the training that they used to get at that site. 

Over the last seven years of the Barnett government, we have seen a continual decline in investment in 
agriculture. Government members have taken their eye off the ball; they got so fixated and excited about the 
mining boom, which I think the Premier still refuses to even call the mining boom, that they forgot about the 
other industries. The government forgot that we need to continue to build skills and expertise in those other great 
industries of Western Australia. I have said many times before in this house that we have some great industries 
in Western Australia; mining is not the sole industry. Government members took their eye off the ball and 
Muresk is a case in point. It may be that the government has found another $10 million to put in there in the hope 
that it can finally get Muresk up to being a centre of excellence. I hope that it is able to achieve that. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: How much did you guys put into agriculture? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A lot more, on an annual basis, than you did. We put a lot more into research than you 
did. We did not sell off InterGrain! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Go and check the budget! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Sorry, we started in a very ordered, civilised way and then we just went off the rails. 
We cannot do that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is amazing that for seven years the National Party—actually, that is not true: when 
Max Trenorden and Phil Gardiner were in here, they raised genuine issues and took the fight up to the 
government when they saw mistakes were being made. For the last three years, we have seen a meek, quiet little 
backbench. Now that National Party members realise they are part of a smelly, stinky government that the people 
of WA want to get rid of, they want to distance themselves. They are running out the door as far away as they 
can get from this government. They want to try to pretend that they are not part of Premier Barnett’s government 
and that they are not part of the Liberal–National government. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: National Party members are part of the government and they have been for the last 
seven years. After the next election, there are only two options for the people of Western Australia: do they want 
the Liberal–National government to continue under Mr Barnett with the National Party going back to its meek, 
mild self, or do they want a Labor government that will take WA forward, develop the jobs, and fix the mess? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I always give members a bit of room to ease into a debate and preface an 
argument around something but it has to return to the motion at some stage. I think that we need to return to the 
motion before the house. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: You are absolutely right, Mr President, as always. I allowed myself to be distracted by 
the unruly interjections of members opposite trying to defend their position. 

Mining was one of the issues in Hon Darren West’s original motion. We could go back through the press 
releases about what a new world we would have had for training of even mining graduates. The government not 
only dropped the ball on agriculture at Muresk, but also said it would focus Muresk on mining. Note that in the 
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new wording of the motion, the word “mining” has disappeared! The Liberal Party would understand this is like 
when it thinks it has National Party support but when members turn around to look over their shoulders, they see 
that it has disappeared! The word “mining” has disappeared from the original motion moved by 
Hon Darren West. The reason it has disappeared is that the Liberal–National government is embarrassed. This 
motion comes back to that fundamental question about what the Liberal–National government has done for 
training young people and older people seeking to retrain in Western Australia. Muresk was supposed to be one 
of the centres of excellence for doing that in agriculture. It is great that people are training with barista courses 
out there; that is good. I do not resile from that for a moment. I think that tourism throughout the wheatbelt is 
a fantastic opportunity and it is underdeveloped by a long way. Giving people the skills that they need to be 
baristas is important, but Muresk is not a centre of excellence, particularly in agriculture, as this motion now 
reads. The government has dropped the ball on TAFE. We had the roundabout of names. I am surprised that the 
government has not tried to rename it in the motion as the “Muresk TAFE” because we moved to institutes, 
polytechnics, and centres of technology, but now, of course, we have gone back to TAFEs. There has been 
a revolving door. The new world that we were told about when the current Leader of the House announced the 
new Kimberley TAFE—no, it changed the name to create the Kimberley Training Institute. The institute was 
a new horizon. We have seen lots of rebranding, but the fundamentals are not there. 

The key problem with this is that the failure to create a centre of excellence over the last seven years has left us 
with an industry that does not have the skill sets to take advantage of opportunities going forward. That is the sad 
part. Now, when we need it, we do not have those chances. Now that the budget has been blown—the budget is 
as tight as ever because of the debt—we have a long, slow process whereby we are going to have to pay back the 
debt of the indulgences that this government has run up over the last seven years. Mr Barnett’s solution was to 
sell everything and then quit. I will give credit to the National Party in this debate: at least after having allowed 
millions of dollars to be wasted on consultants for selling Fremantle port, it finally came out and said what we 
have said for a long time, which is that it was a flawed process. The government did the same with 
Muresk Institute. It is a constant litany of events. This motion highlights just one of many instances when this 
government has dropped the ball and has allowed money to be wasted and the debt to build up. I hope that the 
National Party will now join us in understanding that we have to invest in training and in places like Muresk to 
grow training opportunities at an affordable price. At the same time, we need to pay down the debt. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: What’s your plan to do that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will tell members: one of the beauties of being in opposition is that we need to explain 
our plans for the people of Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think we are straying into very broad principles. They may be related to 
the issue before us about the Muresk facility; I am listening very carefully to see what the link is. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My view is that if members opposite interject to ask a question when I am talking about 
the institute of TAFE and how we fund it, I believe that they clearly think a response to that question ties into 
this motion. That is one of the interesting things about this house and it is why Presidents have always allowed 
interjections to be responded to. Clearly, the other side of the house thinks that there is a link to this issue. Before 
going back to the key points of this motion, I want to briefly talk about this side issue, which is still relevant to 
this motion. 

One of the good things about being in opposition, and one of the challenges, is that we will outline our plans 
over the next 12 months. However, being in government is a tougher job. On a day-to-day basis, government 
members have to fund Muresk, invest in Muresk and turn it into a centre of excellence, and they have to manage 
the mistakes that they have made in the past and the debt that they have run up. I am confident that by the next 
election, the people of Western Australia will clearly understand how we can invest in training and institutes like 
Muresk. I could call it the Muresk TAFE but that undersells it because it was always a lot more than just a state 
training facility; it had higher education as well. By the next election, the people of Western Australia will 
understand — 

Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, Hon Martin Aldridge! I have heard quite a bit of noise from your corner today. You 
still have an opportunity to speak on this motion, I think, if you wish to. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: By the next election the people of Western Australia will understand how we will do the 
important things and get the priorities right to make sure that we are investing in training, particularly in those 
industries that provide opportunities for the future, and the Muresk Institute of agriculture is a key part of that. 
The people will also understand how we are going to fix the financial mess that the Barnett Liberal–National 
government has left the people of Western Australia—the Liberal–National debt that this state now has. We will 
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explain that to them very clearly, and that it will be a long, slow process. People will understand that, but the 
question people have in their minds today is: what is this government’s plan and how could they ever trust the 
plan? In a budget, signed off by members of the Liberal and National parties some nine months ago now, we 
were told that the Fremantle port was going to be sold. The government has blown $20 million on that. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: You are misleading the house. That is rubbish! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government has spent more on selling Fremantle port than it has invested in 
Muresk. That is the reality. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That is not very sparkly, is it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not sparkly at all. One day I might lend the government my sparkly gold coat to see 
whether that can help. I will show government members a picture of it later. In fact, a little later I might tweet 
a picture of me in my gold coat. It is a joke! Imagine that $20 million had not been wasted on selling the 
Fremantle port; we could have been talking in this motion about putting $40 million into Muresk so that it could 
be a centre of excellence. But instead Liberal–National government ministers signed off on the wastage of 
$20 million to sell Fremantle port that could have gone into Muresk. What has happened today? The government 
finally agrees with me. I could have told the government that that was a flawed, secretive and failed process. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! We have pretty good amplification in this chamber, so we do not need to broadcast it 
without amplification right down St Georges Terrace. Hon Martin Aldridge, I remind you again that a few 
constructive interjections are fine, but you are pushing the limit. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We need to get the message to the lower house because they do not have it in that place. 
It is clear that some National Party members in this place have got it now, but we have to wonder whether they 
finally realised the need to invest in training institutes like Muresk because they saw the poll on the weekend that 
told them that they were part of a smelly, stinking government that the people of Western Australia want to get 
rid of and they are wanting to run away from it. 

Hon Peter Collier: You have nothing to say. You’re going around and around on this nonsense. When are you 
going to bring out the debt monster again? This is something serious. You are better than that, Hon Ken Travers; 
you’re much better than that. Have some details and facts, not this relentless nonsense you carry on with. It’s just 
nonsense. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let the member on his feet address the motion through the Chair. It is 
really pretty simple. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have gone through a lot of information this afternoon and I am not going to repeat it 
for the Leader of the House. 

Hon Peter Collier: What details have you been through? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us go through the history for the Leader of the House. The interesting issue is — 

Hon Peter Collier: I would love to. I gave you the figures last week. They were very impressive. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, they were not. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, they were. They were very impressive. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Go back and tell us what those courses were. Were they agriculture, centre of excellence 
courses? 

Hon Peter Collier: How many trainees and apprentices were there compared with Labor? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Peter Collier: A lot more. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is no doubt — 

Hon Helen Morton: Lost for words. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; I thought Mr President was about to speak, actually. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I was nearly about to utter the word “Muresk”, but I thought somebody else might do 
that in this debate. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: You were up to stinky and smelly, I think. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am reluctant to interject on the interjections even though I do have the call, 
Mr President. Hon Simon O’Brien always gives a good speech without getting out of his chair. 
Let us get back to the motion, as I keep doing. The government has sought to change this. When this motion was 
amended last week, the government was united. Now that we are talking about $20 million, the Leader of the 
House says that it has all changed. When we dig through, he gave the high figure about the number of hours, but 
they do not compare with the number of students who were at Muresk in its glory days. The training he was 
talking about was not agricultural training. A lot of those hours — 
Hon Peter Collier: It was training in general. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Hon Peter Collier: That is what the motion says. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; the motion is about a centre of excellence in agriculture. 
Hon Peter Collier: No, no. That was on the next motion on the Thursday, not on the Wednesday. You’ve got to 
get your debates right. We had two debates on training. I gave those hours the next day, so try and keep up. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Today I am talking about the centre of excellence and the failure to deliver that to 
Muresk. The Leader of the House wants to talk about anything other than that, and when he refers to the Muresk 
debate last week and the hours of training being achieved at Muresk, I make the point that that does not translate 
into a centre of excellence. 
Hon Peter Collier: Did you read the rest of my contribution? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I did not read it because I sat here and listened intently to it, as I always do when the 
Leader of the House rises to speak. I always try to run back into this chamber if I hear the Leader of the House is 
on his feet, because it is an interesting exercise! 
I want to go back to Muresk. I have not been there for a number of years, but I told the house last week that 
I went out there in its glory days and saw that it was a centre of excellence. I want to come back to a couple of 
points I made last week. One of the great problems is that funding for training is heavily skewed so that training 
is delivered in metropolitan and not regional Western Australia. There is no doubt in my mind that that is 
a fundamental flaw in the training structure. Despite all the money the government has thrown at it, it has not yet 
fixed that problem. In fact, the new Western Australian TAFE structure will make things even harder for 
institutions such as Muresk. The changes to funding will result in not only a focus on major metropolitan areas, 
but also the little funding that makes it to the regions being focussed on major regional centres and not 
institutions such as Muresk. If the government is serious and wants us to support this motion, it should outline its 
plan to continue to fund the facilities at Muresk, because we say that Muresk is not yet a centre of excellence—
not by a long shot. I am not even sure it would make a centre of excellence in barista making! I still believe that 
the West Coast Institute Academy of Hospitality and Culinary Arts in Joondalup would beat Muresk in that area. 
The important question is: where is the government’s plan to take it forward? All the government is doing is 
centralising and concentrating. How will Muresk survive in that brave new world when places like West Coast 
Institute in Joondalup are struggling to get funding? At some point a decision will be made whether it will be 
Geraldton or Kalgoorlie, and that decision will depend on which seat the government thinks it needs to win. 
Hon Darren West: Not the central wheatbelt—in Northam. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: With all due respect, Hon Darren West, it is a debate between the candidate for 
Geraldton and the candidate for Kalgoorlie for the Liberal and National Parties and which ones win out in that 
process as to where the head office of that training institute will be. No-one can tell me that that will not lead to 
a reduction in the funding, focus and outcomes for Muresk. We do not even accept that Muresk has got back to 
being the centre of excellence that it once was, let alone accept that there is a plan for how it will go forward into 
the future. 
I reiterate: that is fundamental. One of the great challenges that Western Australia faces is that we often miss the 
shrill debate around the goods and services tax. We all agree that we get a raw deal on the GST but the question 
is how we fix it. Going over to and abusing the eastern states, as is the wont of people on the other side, will not 
fix the GST problem. They will just tell us to go away. We have to go over to the eastern states and say that the 
current formula for allocating GST money does not properly recognise the state and the costs of doing business 
in Western Australia. It does not recognise the cost of delivering institutions like Muresk Institute in situ in 
regional WA, and the GST formula needs to be amended to take account of that, whether the institution is in 
WA, Tasmania, New South Wales or Victoria. The reality is that if the formula is changed, the big winners will 
be WA on the basis of fairness, equity and providing all Australians with an equal opportunity and training 
where training needs to be provided, such as in regional Western Australia. We have some great potential in 
WA, and Muresk Institute is one of them. I have also talked about the University of Western Australia’s 
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Future Farm 2050 at Pingelly. Last week the Minister for Agriculture and Food talked about how he had brought 
all these institutions together. In fact, under his watch the UWA Future Farm was created. I accept that these are 
independent institutions, but instead of having all these meetings, which is all we heard about last week, the 
minister should have been putting pressure on those institutions to deliver. They want lots of things from 
government that have not been delivered, including reforms to the education legislation. This government could 
have negotiated outcomes with those institutions. It is too late now, but if the ministers had been on the ball and 
looked at it, maybe the Pingelly Future Farm and Muresk Institute could have been combined and then it would 
have been a centre of excellence. I do not know how many members have been to the Future Farm — 
Hon Ken Baston: I have. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Ken Baston has been there. It is in Dean Nalder country; it is his home area. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: What area is that—Applecross? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, Pingelly. Have you been there? I know it is Nalder country because I met his mum 
when I was there. It is in the area where Hon Dean Nalder comes from. The Future Farm is a fantastic facility. 
We can only think about the opportunities that would have been created if we had combined those two 
institutions. A driven Minister for Education might have been able to achieve that outcome and then we would 
have been able to support the motion that Muresk Institute is continuing as a centre of excellence. The 
UWA Future Farm is doing some great research. That is not happening at the Muresk Institute; in fact, what we 
have is dissipation. One of the great joys and one of the things that I love about Joondalup and Muresk is that 
they are institutions that traditionally combine post-secondary education courses and higher education. A person 
can get a qualification such as a diploma or a certificate I, II, III or IV and they can also get a degree; they can 
get two qualifications. Agricultural courses should be offered there because it is really important to offer them at 
those sorts of institutions. We have not quite got it there in Joondalup, but we have a similar model at the 
West Coast Institute, Edith Cowan University and the Western Australian Police Academy. That is the sort of 
thing that would make Muresk Institute a centre of excellence and then we could support this motion. However, 
we have a long way to go because the government has dropped the ball for the last seven years. There is no 
doubt that money was spent on other things. The government does not have a plan. Its plan was to sell 
everything and then for the Premier to quit. Now it cannot sell everything but I suspect that the Premier will still 
quit. We need a plan to deliver Muresk Institute as a centre of excellence and pay down debt in a slow, 
methodical way, just like paying off the home mortgage. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [1.35 pm]: I would like to thank Hon Darren West for bringing 
this motion to the house. I must say from the outset that I will support the motion, which reads — 

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. 

It is very timely that we have this debate. We are far from being embarrassed about our record at 
Muresk Institute or in agriculture because what has been said could not be further from the truth. It is interesting 
listening to members opposite paint a picture of us trying to hide from our record. We have only to remind 
ourselves that those members on the other side of the house who pretend to be the friends of agriculture did not 
even take a policy to or make an election commitment at the last election. They did not even stand and talk about 
what they did whilst they were in government to support Muresk Institute; they glossed over all of those things. 
I think that the last speaker we just heard borrowed speech 1 of Hon Darren West’s repertoire. We heard 
speech 2 yesterday and we have now gone back to speech 1 when they roll out the same things time and again. 
They talk about the debt and a whole range of different things but they forget about what the landscape was like 
when we came to government in 2008. They need only remind themselves that shortly after coming to 
government in 2008, we saw the resignation of the top health bureaucrat in Western Australia. Her parting words 
were that the regional health system was bloody, blatantly unsafe. They were her words about the previous 
government’s record on health in regional Western Australia. We do not have to think back far to remember 
what sort of record members opposite had when in government. Now they come into this place and tell us about 
what great regional citizens they are. They have not been to Muresk Institute for a few years but they seem to 
know a lot about it. They come in here and lecture us about regional development and all the things that they 
have done, but I think that they dream about them because the embarrassing thing is that they had no agricultural 
policy or election commitment. Someone from their side stands up week in, week out reciting the same two 
speeches he always makes saying that he is the only farmer in the house, yet the Labor Party’s record is 
appalling in not only agriculture, but also a range of regional development portfolios across the board. The 
opposition’s record is embarrassing in that regard. 

I want to talk about Muresk Institute today, unlike members opposite who have just pulled out the same old 
boring speeches—I will not get that 30 minutes of my life back from this morning. I will talk about 
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Muresk Institute and this wonderful motion of Hon Darren West, which I fully support. I thank Hon Darren West 
for bringing this motion to the house. It is an excellent motion and I will be supporting it in 28 minutes. 
Muresk Institute is obviously situated in my electorate, the Agricultural Region. Unlike the speakers before me, 
I have actually been there. I go there regularly. It is a big part of my electorate in the training of not only 
agricultural skills, but also a range of others. It is clear from the speeches of members opposite that they have 
a problem with the diversification of training and Muresk Institute offering training courses other than in 
agricultural skills. I do not have a problem with that. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am not talking about you, Hon Ken Travers. It seems you have a different view 
from some of your colleagues sitting not far from you who spent quite some time — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Who me? It is not me. Are you talking about me now? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No, not Hon Stephen Dawson. Hon Ken Travers spent quite some time making 
a point about courses being offered at Muresk Institute. I do not agree with that and I am glad that the member 
does not agree with his view either.  

Muresk Institute has a long history in the Western Australian agricultural industry and in my electorate. It was 
first established in 1926 and over that time has trained many agricultural professionals in this state. In 1977, 
obviously some years after its establishment, the first agribusiness degree in Australia commenced at 
Muresk Institute. It has quite an important history in agriculture. I note that there has been a lack of reference to 
mining in a lot of the debate on this motion. The motion does not ignore mining; it just states “particularly for 
agriculture”. I do not think anybody in Western Australia would deny that the focus of the Muresk Institute is on 
agriculture. Part of the future business model will involve the diversification of its offerings and also responding 
to a whole range of other skill needs not only in and around Muresk, but also in regional Western Australia. That 
will include some of the courses that were mentioned earlier, but business skills, first aid skills and tourism skills 
are also very important in the mix of skills that are needed in a strong, robust and diversified regional economy. 

It was interesting to listen to the contributions that have been made so far in which we were told that this 
problem is all the fault of the government and that this government came to power in 2008 and, within two years, 
Curtin University withdrew from Muresk Institute. This should not have been a surprise to anyone at the time. 
Curtin University had been making noises about the viability of its operations at Muresk for the best part of 
a decade. Interestingly, a big part of what was left out of the lengthy contributions of members opposite was 
what they did when in government to improve the viability of Muresk under the management of 
Curtin University. The reality is that they completely ignored it and that is why we were faced with that decision 
in 2010 that took effect from 2012. That was a decision of Curtin University. Obviously, the state government 
had a review of the institute at that time. I am not sure whether this was mentioned, but the review was led by 
Hon Hendy Cowan and a bunch of recommendations were made. At that time, we saw the first investment in 
infrastructure at the institute. In 2012, Hon Brendon Grylls approved a business case funded by royalties for 
regions that saw $10 million invested in remediating and upgrading the facilities at Muresk. The people who 
have been there over a number of years have probably seen the decline in the infrastructure. Money has not been 
spent on its facilities for quite some time. When an institute runs things such as commercial kitchens and 
boarding facilities, some unique requirements need to be maintained to ensure the safety of the young students 
who use those facilities. A lot of that investment has gone into things such as adequate fire systems, which do 
not come cheaply these days. Obviously, there have been some pretty horrendous outcomes throughout Australia 
because adequate safety measures such as fire systems were not in place in facilities such as boarding facilities. 
These were really important investments. A range of its facilities were upgraded. A range of conferences, 
seminars and meetings are now held at Muresk. 

Although there was a period of uncertainty about the future of Muresk, it was clearly focused on the facilities 
being used, and that meant a business case or model that involved more than just an agribusiness course. I have 
been there in the course of my electoral responsibilities that did not relate to agribusiness. I have attended many 
functions and meetings that utilised the facilities at Muresk Institute. The facilities are excellent. It has not only 
the ability to host large conferences in the auditorium, the meeting rooms or the lecture theatres, but also 
boarding facilities, kitchen facilities and many other on-farm facilities to cater for a range of events and 
functions in regional Western Australia. Often those facilities are not easy to come across in a regional context. 
If someone wants to host a conference for 200 people somewhere outside Perth, it is not always that easy, 
particularly as they venture away from the metropolitan cities and large regional centres. Finding a place that can 
facilitate and house that number of people is difficult. Muresk has those facilities, and it is good to see that it is 
diversifying the role that it plays and is better utilising those facilities for a range of functions such as those 
I have just mentioned. 
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I mentioned the period of about 18 months between the withdrawal of Curtin University from Muresk and the 
agribusiness degree that it offered and the commencement of the new model under which the C.Y. O’Connor 
Institute and Charles Sturt University are delivering an undergraduate course. I think that is a pretty remarkable 
turnaround. Obviously, I would like to have seen a seamless transition, but limiting it to 18 months between the 
withdrawal of one of the state universities, which had made a significant investment, and attracting to Muresk an 
institution such as Charles Sturt University, which has a great reputation in higher education in Australia, was no 
mean feat. We should be far from embarrassed about that record. We should feel quite proud about attracting an 
institution such as that, and I will talk a little more about that in the time I have remaining today. 
I talked earlier about our commitment to agriculture and I made the point that members opposite, despite the 
length of the speeches they make in this house about their purported record on regional matters, did not take 
a policy on agriculture to the last election. They made no election commitments on agriculture at the last 
election, but this government did. We took a comprehensive $300 million agriculture policy to the last election 
and part of that policy was focused on the viability, diversification and ongoing importance of Muresk to regional 
Western Australia. On top of the $10 million that was committed by the government in the thirty-eighth Parliament, 
following the election commitment, a further $10 million was confirmed in the 2013–14 state budget. It comprised 
two components of funding: $3.6 million for the Muresk Institute agricultural degree program—the work that 
CSU was doing to revive agribusiness education at a tertiary level at Muresk—and $6.385 million for the 
Muresk Institute agricultural skills development pathway program. I will talk about these two initiatives further 
in my comments today. 
Hon Ken Travers made the point—I agree with him on this point—that as a result of those investments, a range 
of courses are now being offered. Predominantly, agricultural and business-related skills are being targeted, but 
they include everything from certificate level qualifications, which are run through vocational education and 
training programs in schools, to degree qualifications with CSU and diploma-level qualifications in the middle 
with transition to the agribusiness degree. It is really important that it offers much more than simply an 
agribusiness degree. It is more appealing to people with a range of skills, whether it be somebody who has been 
in the agricultural sector for a number of years or maybe even decades and wants to do a course to improve their 
skills or perhaps a school graduate who is considering a career in agriculture and is committing to a long-term 
education to complete an agribusiness degree. 
Some of the numbers have already been canvassed during the debate, but one point that needs to be made about 
the numbers is that an institution will not take a course from nothing to economic viability overnight. There has 
been talk about the Geraldton Universities Centre today. I made some notes about the GUC. When the GUC 
initially started offering courses in 2001, its enrolment was 20. In 2014, its enrolment was 180. That took a long-
term commitment to the GUC. I take the point that successive governments have been committed to not only the 
programs offered, but also the infrastructure needed to expand the Geraldton Universities Centre as a core 
deliverer of training services in regional Western Australia. 
Going back to the numbers associated with the Muresk Institute, if we look at its agribusiness degree in isolation, 
we will see that to the end of July 2015 there were 17 students in their second year of the course and nine 
students in their first year. This year we saw 38 applications for enrolment in the bachelor degree, so that is 
a significant improvement over the course of the three years—2014, 2015 and 2016—since Muresk restarted 
under the new model. That is a significant increase, and I hope this government and future governments will 
remain committed to Muresk so we can look back on this in 15 years and say, “Look where we took it from”, 
just like the Geraldton Universities Centre, which we took from no students to a couple of hundred students. 
Nobody is now talking about the viability of the GUC. In fact, the issue with the GUC now is making sure that 
we can continue expanding the resources and infrastructure needed to accommodate the growing numbers of 
students. That is a really great story. 
The state government’s “Skilling WA” report forecast a 23 per cent increase, or 9 000 new jobs, within 
agriculture, forestry and fishing between 2010 and 2017. There are enormous opportunities in those sectors for 
young people looking for employment pathways and thinking about their training future to achieve those aims. 
Australian universities are currently producing only 700 graduates per year in those sectors, which is well short 
of the estimated 2 000 to 3 000 graduates needed. 
Another interesting statistic from WA is that 70 per cent of producers have no post-secondary qualifications. 
A big part of the $300 million package we took to the election was around skills development—not just Muresk, 
but skills development more broadly. It is about giving people the business skills to make sure that they are 
making sound decisions in running very big businesses in regional Western Australia. I think that is a really great 
story, and far from the embarrassment that has been portrayed in this debate so far. That is why the motion 
before the house today far better reflects the situation at Muresk and far better reflects the record of this 
government in relation to Muresk Institute. 
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I want to talk about some of the more recent investments since the election. I talked about the infrastructure, but 
the more recent investments have obviously been in and around ensuring that we have a viable agribusiness 
degree. That is obviously core to Muresk Institute. Since 1977 it has delivered what was then the first 
agribusiness degree in Australia, and obviously we are committed to ensuring that the agribusiness degree 
remains available at Muresk as it has done for so many years. 

The other part of the program that I talked about in my introductory remarks is other skills development. There is 
$6.385 million being invested into the Muresk Institute’s agricultural skills development pathway. This funding 
will help address a whole range of training needs, as distinct from those that are contained within the more 
formal and lengthy agribusiness degree. These courses have been developed over time with industry consultation 
and in consultation with many groups within our regional and agricultural communities, so when members 
criticise the course content at Muresk as members opposite have, they are actually criticising the community 
consultation that has occurred for the development of course offerings that respond to local skills needs within 
that region. I am not the one who makes the decision about the courses that are offered, but I think the 
infrastructure at Muresk is significant and the best way of utilising that infrastructure and ensuring that 
government investment in that infrastructure is most efficient going forward is to make sure that we have a range 
of people doing a range of training and using those facilities to deliver a range of different outcomes, which 
I have already talked about. 

Industry has been heavily involved in the development of the courses, particularly the short courses, and there 
has been talk about doing first aid courses out there. Some of our nursing and rural medical students use the 
facilities and do some of their training there. I have actually addressed a conference of health professionals at the 
Muresk Institute. Muresk offers something much more broad than perhaps it has in the past, and that can only be 
beneficial to all of us living in regional Western Australia, particularly our young people who are looking for 
increased training opportunities. 

In August 2014 the Minister for Training and Workforce Development, Minister Harvey, signed a memorandum 
of understanding with the University of Queensland Gatton Vocational Education Centre for the development of 
a diploma of agriculture at Muresk. This was another addition. I have talked about the agribusiness degrees and 
I have talked about the short courses on offer. Now we have a pathway, through a diploma, to a bachelor degree 
course, if that is the student’s desire; or simply a different training opportunity for someone who perhaps does 
not have the time or commitment for a much longer degree or bachelor course. We now have multiple training 
providers offering multiple levels of training in multiple disciplines, and that is really important for making sure 
that Muresk Institute remains viable for many, many more years to come, given the rich history it has in regional 
Western Australia and more broadly. 

There are also the vocational education and training in schools courses, which I talked about. There are 
certificates I and II VET courses run through the Muresk Institute in conjunction with schools. They include 
certificates in agriculture, rural operations, conservation and land management and a range of other areas. This 
sort of training at school level provides the sorts of pathways we want to see to get people interested in and 
excited about agricultural opportunities. If we listen to members opposite talk about agriculture, it is all doom 
and gloom and they continually talk down agriculture in this state. On the contrary, we are investing in 
agriculture and making election commitments on agriculture. We have agricultural policies. Members opposite 
do not even bother; they just come into this place and talk down agriculture constantly, and they have continued 
that in the debate we have had over the past two weeks. 

It is important to recognise this government’s really good track record on Muresk. It is a track record that I am 
proud of, a track record that took Muresk Institute from no students to enrolments within 18 months. It is 
a record that I am proud to stand by and say that we have done an enormous amount of work. Is there more work 
to be done? Absolutely. 

I recently attended an agricultural conference in Perth—I cannot remember the name of it—and during the 
lunchbreak I sat at a table full of young women, and they were all students at Muresk. It was great to see the 
commitment of women wanting to pursue not only tertiary education in agriculture but also professions in 
agriculture. This is not new. I was listening to what they had to say; I think they were second year students, and 
they had some really good suggestions about how we can improve, in particular, the marketing of the 
agribusiness degree at Muresk. We probably need to spend more time listening to students about their 
experiences and listening to them on some of the practical ways in which we can try to get more young people, 
particularly those transitioning from secondary school education, into some form of agribusiness or agricultural 
training, maybe at Muresk or at a range of other options in Western Australia and Australia. Talking about the 
numbers that I mentioned in my speech today, there was a great need within the sector. I think a big part of 
driving people to identify agriculture as a future career, profession or business opportunity is talking positively 
about it. It is talking about the opportunities in agriculture and about being positive rather than this constant 
drone of negativity that we hear from members opposite about agriculture in this state. It is an exciting time for 
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the industry. No industry is without its challenges. It is an industry that relies on the weather more than many 
other factors. That has enormous external influences on profitability, and those challenges should not be glossed 
over, but there are enormous opportunities. I am involved in a project looking at water resources in regional 
Western Australia and how we can harness that with irrigated horticulture in this state. It is an industry that, in 
comparison with other jurisdictions with similar resources, has not been developed anywhere near the level seen 
in other states. There are enormous opportunities out there. I have been talking to investors who are talking about 
spending millions, if not tens of millions, of dollars investing in agricultural businesses in this state. That is 
a very different picture from that painted by members opposite in their contributions. 
I still have a few more minutes left so I will keep on going, since Hon Darren West wants me to! The take-up of 
the short courses in particular has been outstanding. Hon Peter Collier may have referred to some of these 
statistics, but there were 1 025 enrolments in 2015, up from 155 in 2014. That just shows some of the interest in 
short course offerings at Muresk. Although there are conflicting views from members opposite about whether 
courses like barista training should be offered at Muresk, I have no issue. I agree with Hon Ken Travers, who 
clearly disagrees with Hon Darren West, that having those sorts of skills in regional Western Australia, and 
having those sorts of skills in our tourism and hospitality industry, is really important. Really, if students were 
not turning up to these courses, if they were not enrolling, the courses would not be run. I do not have the same 
pessimistic view that Hon Darren West has about Muresk. At least Hon Ken Travers admitted that he had not 
been there for a few years, so he is clearly up to speed on what is happening out there! 
Back to those enrolments: 1 025 enrolments is an increase of more than 600 per cent in short course enrolments. 
There is a fantastic opportunity there not only for young people, but also for those people looking for retraining, 
new skills, a new industry or perhaps a change in their career path. Those people can access a short course and 
retrain and perhaps redeploy in a new job in regional Western Australia. I am sure that Hon Darren West would 
be really disappointed with those numbers. I know facts are not his strong point and that he likes to just get up 
and give anecdotes and make big, long-winded speeches about nothing. I know that it is hard sometimes to 
accept, but when an opposition member gets up in this place and criticises the government for doing something, 
one would think it would be done from a basis that the opposition had a better record in government. The reality 
is that there is no record from members opposite. In fact the last election was no different, because Labor felt 
agriculture was not even important enough to take a policy to the election. That is the record of members 
opposite, and we need to remind ourselves of that. I am not talking about 2008; I am only talking about the last 
election in 2013. 
In the few minutes I have left, I will refer to comments made that Muresk is not a centre of excellence because of 
the diversification offered in the courses. I think that assertion is wrong and maybe it is linked to members who 
made those comments not having gone out there and seen what is happening. Of the 47 courses offered, only five 
are not directly related to agriculture. I would like members to point me to another training institution in the state 
that has such a high saturation of agricultural training, whether short courses, diplomas, certificate level courses 
or bachelor degrees, and has a record like that. Of the 47 courses, only five of them are not directly related to 
agriculture. 
As I said, applications for enrolment in the bachelor degree this year stood at 38. That is a significant increase in 
interest for Muresk and the agribusiness degree and programs that it offers. I go back to the conversation I was 
having with these young ladies at lunch. They were telling me that a big part of attracting young people 
particularly to tertiary level agribusiness training was to do with the marketing. The concern they expressed to 
me was that C.Y. O’Connor Institute is recognised as a TAFE training provider and students felt that they did not 
want to go to Muresk because it offered TAFE courses. They wanted to get a university-level education, an 
agribusiness degree, often like their mums, dads or grandparents before them had, and many of them at 
Muresk Institute. They felt that was one of the issues that needed to be addressed in the marketing of the 
agribusiness education options at Muresk. I think that is good feedback and perhaps this is something that the 
new governing council that will supersede the C.Y. O’Connor Institute could look at—that is, making sure that 
the training providers, whether it be the Gatton institute or Charles Sturt University, are front and centre in the 
branding of the education opportunities at that place. I talked about Geraldton Universities Centre. What a great 
story that is; there has been support by numerous governments over numerous years. It is unfortunate that 
members opposite do not support Muresk to the extent that we do. There has been an unprecedented effort made 
to make sure that Muresk remains on track. This government has invested $20 million. Compare that with the 
entire regional development program of the Labor government in its last year in government of $25 million. We 
are spending $20 million at Muresk and that is a very proud record to stand on. 
Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
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