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KIMBERLEY ULTRAMARATHON — GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 

10. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to the Kimberley Ultramarathon race held last year and ask — 

(1) What contracts or arrangements were in place between the minister’s agencies and the organisation 
known as RacingThePlanet? 

(2) Will the minister table any such contracts or arrangements; and, if not, why not? 

(3) How much state government funding was provided or was intended to be provided to the Kimberley 
Ultramarathon and for what purpose was the funding? 

(4) What did the formal risk assessment entail that the minister claims was required before sponsorship 
from his agency was granted?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
(1)–(2) I thought I had answered most of those questions in the first answer, so it is interesting that the member 

should repeat them all. That is a problem with prepared questions and the inability to modify questions 
when members are on their feet.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Will you table the contracts or not?   

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You haven’t answered them specifically.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No; I have not, but I have answered a significant portion of the question already, particularly 
the issue about the money—the amounts, who we sponsored and who we paid. I have been through things 
already. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: I would like a thorough answer if you don’t mind.  

Mr M. McGowan: Don’t be arrogant about this.  

The SPEAKER: One person has asked the question and I expect one person to answer. I do not want 
contributions from other people in this place at this moment.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will answer those components of the question that I have not answered—one being the 
tabling of the contract. No; I am not in a position to table that contract. We do not table any contracts we have 
with different organisations; in fact, neither did the member for Midland when she was Minister for Tourism.  
Mrs M.H. Roberts: I was never Minister for Tourism, so get your facts straight.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I apologise for that confusion; nevertheless, the former Minister for Tourism—and I have to 
admit I was confusing — 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. Indeed; I do not know why I would do that.  

Those things are just not done; they are private contracts and if we were to release them, it would totally 
emasculate the ability of Tourism WA to deal with any events organisation wanting to work with the Western 
Australian government. It would fail completely if we did that. There were requirements in that contract, 
including risk assessment. The company was required, as part of that contract, to undertake certain actions 
particularly in dealing with groups such as FESA and in making sure they ran the event in a safe way. Those 
contracts were put in place.  
I have missed answering a component in the member’s question; can she quickly repeat it?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I want to know what the formal risk assessment actually entailed, and did the minister 
ensure that they fulfilled their obligations under the contract.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have just said that we will not be tabling that contract. We have to ask: why is it that there is 
a request for an inquiry? There is a request for an inquiry because two people have received life-threatening 
injuries as a result of actions that occurred by a private company on private property in the Kimberley.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Hosting the ultra-marathon. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I will give you an opportunity to ask a supplementary question. I would 
like to hear the answer. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: What is it that an inquiry will try to achieve? It would be to provide the people who are 
injured with some opportunity for recompense—for compensation—for future care; to provide answers about 
what that private company did wrong. I understand that desire for them to know how those things occurred. 
Remember that the CEO of the company was one of those involved in the event. She was in the event and was 
herself burnt, so whatever actions occurred by the company, by the CEO managing the company, affected her as 
well; sure—not severely; nevertheless, she was there. I understand the family’s desire to want to get from the 
company certain things and to prove that, in effect, the company was negligent, but it is not the role of 
government to prove negligence of a private company; that is not the role of government  
 


