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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 June. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [10.07 am]:  This is a very small 
Bill in the context of the Western Australian Tourism Commission Act.  It will make three amendments: it will 
increase the size of the Tourism Commission Board from eight to 10, make a small change to the terminology in 
the Bill to reflect the fact that a particular Act has had its name changed and remove the sunset clause in section 
34.  The Opposition is prepared to support the legislation.   

However, I am interested in the Government’s explanation for the increase in the number of people on the board 
from eight to 10.  Does the Government want the board membership to include individuals who have a wider 
range of experience and who can make a greater contribution than is the case now?  Do members opposite have a 
couple of friends they want on the board for whom there was not previously room?  That is sometimes a reason 
for these sorts of changes.  Boards that comprise a number of people equalling double figures can sometimes be 
too big.  Ten members could be a little unwieldy when one contemplates the way in which meetings are held and 
the need to make decisions and make recommendations to the Government, the Minister for Tourism or the 
Western Australian Tourism Commission itself.  Therefore, I am keen to know the basic reasons that the 
Government wants an increase in the number of board members, bearing in mind that I believe a board of eight 
has worked well since 1983 when it was first established.  Having had the pleasure of being the Minister for 
Tourism, I had a lot of regard, during my term as minister, for the work that was done by the WA Tourism 
Commission board, which was ably chaired by Kevin Carton and also comprised some very competent and 
capable industry representatives.  It never crossed my mind during my term that the size of the board should be 
increased.  It was never put to me by the board or the industry that we should do that.  That is not to say that it 
might not be a good idea.  Therefore, I look forward with interest to the parliamentary secretary telling me all the 
good reasons that an increase in the size of the board will be a good thing for tourism in Western Australia. 

The second main aspect of the Bill is to simply change the word “Arbitration” to “Relations” to reflect the 
change in the title of an Act of Parliament.  The third, and probably the most important, part of the Bill is to 
remove the sunset clause.  Section 34 of the Act, entitled “Duration of Act”, was inserted as a genuine sunset 
clause when the legislation was first introduced in 1983.  The intention is to remove that, and I do not have a 
problem with that at this time.  However, it is important to look at the history of this quickly.  The sunset clause 
was put in the Act in the first place because prior to 1983 tourism in Western Australia was managed by a 
government department.  The Burke Government decided to have a tourism commission as a statutory authority 
in place of a department.  By going down that path, the then Government obviously decided that it was worth 
putting a sunset clause in place in case the commission did not work, and a Government of the future might 
decide to go back to having a department.  Apart from the sunset clause, of course, there was also a review 
provision under section 29, and that will continue.  I believe that is an important part of the activities of any 
statutory authority. 

The question that needs to be asked now, in the context of getting rid of the sunset clause, is whether we need to 
go back to a department to administer tourism in Western Australia or whether we should continue to have a 
statutory authority doing that job.  I have always had the view that unless there is a very good reason for having a 
statutory authority to administer affairs of state, it is better to have a department.  The reasons for that are many 
and varied.  However, having been a minister responsible for tourism - I use this only as an example and not with 
any particular reference to tourism - I know that a minister responsible for an area of government activity that is 
managed by a statutory authority is sometimes placed in a very invidious situation.  When statutory authorities 
are involved in administration, they are given a significant amount of authority, power and responsibility.  They 
exist for that purpose; that is, to make decisions, often at arms length from the Government of the day.  
However, it seems to be beyond the capacity of the media, in particular, and the community in general, to 
understand that there is a difference between statutory authorities and government departments.  Quite often 
statutory authorities make decisions, as they are expected to do under their legislation, at arms length from the 
Government, which can cause a minister a huge amount of grief.  It is difficult to try to explain to the public that, 
even though a minister is responsible for a statutory authority, the reason that it is a statutory authority is to give 
it an arms-length capacity to make decisions independent of the minister.  I found on a number of occasions that 
a statutory authority would make decisions that became controversial, and I, as the minister, became the person 
responsible for responding on behalf of the statutory authority and taking the blame for the controversies that 
often arose. 

In this context, I have a great deal of sympathy for Doug Shave, who was the minister responsible for the finance 
broking industry, which was managed by a statutory authority.  If a statutory authority makes a mess of 
something, the media blames the minister, when in fact it is a deliberate decision of the Parliament to give these 
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statutory authorities arms-length independence from a minister, usually for very good reasons.  This is one of the 
problems of modern-day politics, when people in the community and people in the media, in particular, assume 
that responsibility for everything that goes on in government, be it a government department or a statutory 
authority, is the immediate responsibility of the minister. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Or a government trading enterprise. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, exactly right.  Why have statutory authorities if the minister must wear the 
blame for the decisions they make?  If it were a department, the minister could in fact direct it, be involved in the 
day-to-day activities of the agency, be directly involved in the decision-making process, and then quite properly 
and rightly accept responsibility for whatever the department happened to do. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If you were re-elected, would you reconstitute the Tourism Commission as a 
government agency? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am about to talk about that.  That was to be the substance of the rest of my speech.  
When I have finished that, the parliamentary secretary will know the answer. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I always wait with bated breath. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Wait for it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know that the parliamentary secretary is a very perceptive person, and having heard 
me say that the Opposition supports the legislation, she would have already worked out that we support the 
continuation of the commission.  By getting rid of the sunset clause, the point of the exercise is basically to say 
that we have now decided that the commission will stay in place, we will not go back to a department, and that is 
the way forward.  Because the Opposition supports the legislation, the parliamentary secretary will be able to 
work out that I support that.  However, I point out that by doing this we will create problems for future Ministers 
for Tourism because of the issues I have just been describing.  If a commission makes a decision, and that 
decision is made public and becomes a controversial decision, the minister is the person who is required to 
explain it and take responsibility for it.  He might not even agree with it.  This is the underlying problem with the 
lack of understanding that people have, I am afraid, of the way in which statutory authorities work in comparison 
with government departments.  It would be better if we could somehow get the message across to those people 
who comment on these matters that they are different, and try to get some understanding in the minds of the 
media at least that a statutory authority and a department are different creatures for very good reasons.   

The reason that tourism is managed by a commission, as opposed to a department, is that a decision was made in 
1983 to involve people from the industry in the management of tourism in Western Australia.  Essentially, under 
the Act, the Tourism Commission was involved in assisting the industry to manage tourism, and it was a 
promotional organisation as opposed to an on-the-ground doing organisation, as many departments are.  The 
intention of having industry people with a lot of experience on the board of the commission was to use that 
expertise to assist the Government in administering this industry.  Interestingly, on the other hand, with the 
mining industry, for example, that is not done.  A government department administers the mining industry and a 
government department administers the agriculture industry; a government department administers most 
industries.  However, for some reason in 1983 Mr Burke decided that a statutory authority should administer the 
tourism industry.  I remember that back in 1983 - it is a fair while ago now, but I was here and had been here for 
a fair while even at that time - Mr Burke made himself the Minister for Tourism, which I thought was an 
interesting decision.  After a while it became clear that he enjoyed that sort of portfolio and really enjoyed 
Rottnest Island.  However, that is a story for another day.  I have spoken about that in the past.  Mr Burke, his 
colleagues and his friends were able to take advantage of the fact that Mr Burke was the Minister for Tourism 
and that Rottnest Island came under the jurisdiction of the Minister for Tourism.  If anybody wants to know 
more about that, I can refer them to a previous speech that I made in this House and a map that I made available 
to members showing the location of moorings and things of that nature that you, Mr President, might be familiar 
with.  There was some serious rorting going on in those days, but this has absolutely nothing to do with the Bill - 
I thought I would mention it along the way in case anybody had forgotten about it. 

Hon Ken Travers:  But it is a part of one of your stock speeches on tourism.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, I have only ever done this once, because Rottnest Island is a similar issue to the 
one with which we are now dealing, which is whether we should have a commission or a department.  Rottnest 
Island is managed by a board, which makes decisions on Rottnest Island that the minister wears or sometimes 
takes credit for - there are two sides to all these stories.  We must ask the question: would Rottnest Island be 
better managed by a government department or a statutory authority?  That question has exercised my mind a 
little over time and I believe some changes could be made in that area.  However, we will contemplate that in the 
future.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 17 October 2003] 

 p12227d-12236a 
Hon Norman Moore; President; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [3] 

An important part of the administration of tourism in Western Australia is the expertise and the advice of 
industry representatives on the board.  During my time as Minister for Tourism, I was privileged to have had a 
board that contained a number of very competent and experienced industry operators who were able to bring 
great expertise to the commission.  I look back on my time as Minister for Tourism with a great deal of pleasure 
because a lot of good things were done during that period.  It was a time when we were prepared to take some 
risks, for which, subsequently, we were criticised. However, the risks paid off and things like the Elle campaign - 
the campaign to promote Western Australia in other parts of the world - were successful.  I think the Brand WA 
strategy was a great success.  I have not followed the Partnership 21 strategy closely since the last election.  
Although it was a complex strategy for the future, it was certainly one that could never be criticised on the basis 
of the amount of input that industry had in it and the vision that it portrayed for Western Australia.  I am pleased 
that fundamentally the vision has not changed under the current Government.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It did not stop people criticising it though.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I spent a week with the chairman of the board of the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission and the then chief executive officer discussing that matter with industry groups around the State.  
On that journey I recognised that it was a very complicated process.  The Internet operations that were put in 
place as part of that were perhaps, in some ways, ahead of their time.  The small business people in the industry - 
who fundamentally make up the industry - were struggling to do well and quite understandably found it difficult 
to understand; they were a bit overwhelmed by this grand plan that was put out by the Tourism Commission.  
However, that was an exercise in gaining a serious understanding of where the industry was going and what 
government’s role should be.   

I was never able to get enough money out of the Government to put into the Tourism Commission.  I was often 
embarrassed when I compared the amount of money spent on the Western Australian Tourism Commission with 
what was spent on tourism in Queensland.  The commission in Queensland is in a different situation because it is 
involved in the wholesale and retail business of selling tourism packages, which gives it quite a significant 
income as a player in the industry.  I sought to avoid that because it is my view that statutory authorities should 
not be involved in commercial activities of this sort.  However, in this State the industry needs a lot more money.  
After the next election I will be arguing with my colleagues that we should at least double the tourism budget.  It 
is an industry that, from a government perspective, has been made to scrimp and scrounge.  It needs more 
support than other industries because it is made up of countless hundreds of small business people.  Unlike the 
mining industry, which engages massive international companies, the tourism industry consists of a huge number 
of very small operators, many of whom are in it because it is a hobby; they like doing it and find that it is a great 
industry to be in.  There are not a lot of profits to be made by the small operators; therefore, any attempt by 
government to do the things such as that which were contained in the Partnership 21 strategy need to be seen in 
the context of small business people coming to grips with new technology and new ways of doing business.  I 
strongly believe we need to put a lot more money into the Western Australian Tourism Commission.  The money 
needs to be used to promote Western Australia and to support activities on the ground where that is appropriate.   

As a matter of interest, when we became the Government in 1993, the McCarrey committee reviewed the 
Tourism Commission and said something along the lines - do not hold me to these figures - that of the money 
being spent by the commission, 80 per cent was being spent on administration and 20 per cent on promotion.  
The report said that that figure should be reversed.  At the end of our time in office we had just about done that.  
Most of the money that goes into the Tourism Commission should not be spent on administration but on doing 
the main job of the commission; that is, promoting the State of the Western Australia around the world and in 
other parts of the State.   

The decision we made to build a convention and exhibition centre was a good decision but it was controversial.  
One of the sad things about that debate was that one of the unsuccessful tenderers was feeding the then 
opposition spokesman with a heap of information and making allegations about the decision-making process and 
about its submission.  It was raised in the public forum and I was unable to respond because of the commercial 
confidentiality of the submission.  That was unfortunate because the Perth convention and exhibition centre will 
be of great benefit to the tourism industry of Western Australia; there is no question about that.  I am pleased to 
hear that the current Government, which was so critical during the process of putting the project together, is now 
saying the same things that I used to say in support of the convention and exhibition centre when I was the 
Minister for Tourism.   

I mention those few things in the context of my time as the Minister for Tourism.  I found it a very stimulating 
and rewarding portfolio.  I support this Bill.  One of the reasons I have this view of this portfolio is the support 
and the capacity of the Tourism Commission itself and the people working within it to provide good and 
meaningful advice to the Government.  I have concluded, and the Liberal Party has as well, that continuing the 
commission is a good idea, and that going back to a department at this time is not something that we support.  
However, governments need to constantly and consistently assess whether statutory authorities are necessary and 
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whether departments are better.  That will change from time to time, but in my view this commission has done a 
good job and it deserves to continue.  Repealing the sunset clause enables this commission to continue into the 
future until somebody decides to get rid of it, if that is decided.  I am pleased that the review clause is retained, 
which means that every five years there will be a review of the Act, which basically means a review of the 
activities of the commission. 

I had a discussion with Hon Chrissy Sharp the other day when she was trying to find a copy of the last review 
done under this Act.  It was commissioned by me as minister.  Bill Hassell, a former member of Parliament, was 
responsible for doing the review, but I suspect that it was never tabled.  The report was received about the time 
the elections occurred and it may have got lost in the processes.  I have not had a chance to follow that up, other 
than being told by Hon Chrissy Sharp that it had not been tabled in this House at least.  I have not been able to 
contact Mr Hassell to obtain a copy, but my recollection of the review that he did is that it was very supportive of 
what the commission had been doing.  His analysis of the commission, in the context of the industry, was that 
the industry was supportive of the commission, and believed that it should continue and it was fundamentally 
doing a good job.  He did not raise any issues with me that I can recall that were cause for any serious concern.  
There might have been some smaller issues that could have been fixed up, but that review was done and, if it 
needs to be tabled, maybe the parliamentary secretary can locate a copy and have it tabled to finalise the 
requirement that it be tabled in the House.  Even though it says “as soon as practicable after the preparation 
thereof” and three years later is not “as soon as practicable”, at least we might get it tabled and available for 
people to read. 

The Opposition supports the legislation.  This is a very small Bill.  I am hoping that this industry has a chance to 
grow.  It has seen a number of very serious setbacks in the past couple of years - September 11 and the SARS 
problem.  However, I must say - I am being mildly critical, as an outsider looking in - that the commission itself 
in the past couple of years seems to have spent a lot of time and energy drawing lines on maps and working out 
tourism regions.  The latest version with the different colours to represent the different regions has some 
fundamental problems.  When the Kimberley and the Pilbara are put in the same region, it is not recognised that 
they are different tourism products.  It could be argued that there could be two tourism regions in the Kimberley.  
Broome itself is quite different from the rest of the Kimberley.  The Pilbara is quite different from either Broome 
or the rest of the Kimberley, yet all regions have been put together.  One person said to me, in a glowing 
reference to this decision to put the regions together, that we will now be able to sell the Pilbara and the 
Kimberley together and people will be able to travel from one to the other.  I told him that there were no ways of 
travelling from one region to the other by air; all flights to the Kimberley and the Pilbara emanate from Perth, 
and there are no jet flights that I know of from the Pilbara to the Kimberley.  There used to be back in the days of 
Ansett; there would often be a flight Perth-Port Hedland-Broome and back to Perth, but that opportunity is no 
longer available.  People can drive, but they do not realise that the distance from the Pilbara to the Kimberley is 
almost as far as the distance from Perth to the Pilbara.  It is not a half hour’s drive to get from the Pilbara to the 
Kimberley. 

Hon John Fischer:  It is actually further from Kununurra to Port Hedland than it is from Perth to Port Hedland.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right, but Port Hedland to Broome is a fair old drive.  People seem to think 
that because they are in the north west, it is all one close little place, but it is a huge part of the State.  To suggest 
that somehow or other the Pilbara and the Kimberley can be promoted together as one region does not make a lot 
of sense.  I am just being mildly critical, because I have not yet read the reasons for these things being done; I am 
on the outside looking in.  Similarly, there has been change in the south west.  I am not sure that is a good thing 
either, but I have a fundamental view that tourism associations or regions should be based on tourism icons. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is exactly what this plan is about. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know, but the Government has missed the point.  The parliamentary secretary is 
saying that is what the Government is doing, but I do not know that it is.  It is not necessary for every square 
inch of Western Australia to be considered part of a tourism region, because lots of parts of Western Australia 
have no tourism attractions at all.  However, some parts of Western Australia are tourism icons which ought to 
be the basis of the tourism regions.  In the context of the Kimberley, for example, there are now two icons - 
Broome and the rest of the Kimberley - and the rest of the Kimberley is very similar to some other inland parts 
of Western Australia.  The Ningaloo Reef area is an icon in itself.  The Karijini National Park and the gorges are 
an icon in themselves.  Ultimately, if we can ever get the Greens (WA) to let us do something about it, the 
Dampier Archipelago has the potential to be a tourism icon in its own right.  The whole inland of Western 
Australia, the sort of outback, pastoral, mining part of the State, is also an icon in its own right; it hangs off 
mining and the pastoral industry.  I could go on and refer to the forests and the south west.  Dunsborough and 
those sorts of places are becoming icons in their own right, and they should be the central point upon which these 
promotions are based.  Tourism associations are meant to be organisations that promote the benefits of a 
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particular region.  If that is tied in with the icon, it is far easier to do the promotion.  The parliamentary secretary 
has a map.  She may be able to tell me that I am wrong or that I am not articulating - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think it is a matter of judgment. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is.  I spoke to the Western Australian Tourism Commission chairman who told me 
that this is an icon-based division of the State.  I do not necessarily agree that the lines are in the right place to 
reflect those icons, but if the Government is heading down the path of icon-based regions, then that is the right 
way to go.  The Government should forget about the fact that we have regional development commissions that 
cover particular parts of the State; they have no relationship at all to tourism.  Similarly with the administration 
of the Tourism Commission in the regions, it is not absolutely necessary to have them based on the statistical 
regions we now have in Western Australia. 

As a small aside, I spoke with the Tourism Commission about the benefits that we were achieving from having 
an office of the Tourism Commission in each of the state regions.  For example, one person is based in 
Carnarvon looking after the Gascoyne region and one person is based in the Pilbara looking after the Pilbara.  
Bearing in mind that their role is to assist the tourism industry itself - not in a promotional sense but in an 
administrative sense, and in an industry support sense - it crossed my mind that one person in those regions 
would find it very difficult to deal with the multitude of management issues confronted by companies and 
tourism operators.  At one time we discussed taking all those people out of the regional areas and having one unit 
of, say, seven or eight people within the Tourism Commission with a range of different capacities; for example, 
someone with a good understanding of the requirements of the banking sector to advise operators on how to 
finance small businesses.  It may be someone who has experience of managing small businesses or who has a 
range of other experiences that a company or a tourism operator might require.  A group of such people might go 
to see an operator or travel to a region to provide a range of expertise and support.  That mobile organisation 
could go wherever it was required.  When I flagged that idea with a few people, all the old hoary chestnuts came 
to the surface in different regions.  I was told that nobody could be taken out of Carnarvon, here or there, even 
though the net result would have been that six people might have been travelling to Carnarvon on one occasion 
to deal with a whole range of issues, instead of one person who did not have the answers to all the questions.  I 
would have thought that needed to be looked at again in the future.  I have digressed.  The Opposition supports 
the legislation. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [10.41 am]:  The Greens (WA) support the Bill.  It is clearly an 
extraordinarily simple Bill to prevent the expiry of the Western Australian Tourism Commission.  The Greens 
(WA) would certainly support the Tourism Commission’s continuing activities.  However, I am a bit curious 
about the Bill’s provisions.  Given that we are repealing the sunset provision, I find it curious that we have not 
touched upon other requirements under the Western Australian Tourism Commission Act, and in particular 
section 29(1) which requires a review of the activities of the commission, its effectiveness and the need for the 
continuation of its function.   

I am curious about the background of the Bill in the sense that this is a proposal to prevent the expiry of the 
commission, although in some ways it is not that obvious in a machinery of government policy framework that 
seeks to reduce the number of statutory bodies.  Clearly this Bill proposes to continue one such body.  There is 
no explanation of that and also no comment on the findings of the review when removing the sunset clause.  
After some ferreting around, I found that the review did take place as required under section 29.  The 
Government made no mention of it in the second reading speech.  If we are to continue with the commission, 
what is the Government’s policy on the effectiveness of the commission?  Perhaps one would understand why 
that kind of strategic overview is not being debated if we were simply removing the sunset clause, but this Bill 
provides for a couple of other changes, including fixing up the technical error of referring to the Industrial 
Arbitration Commission and also adding two members to the commission.  I do not have a problem with adding 
two members to the commission but I would like to do it within some kind of strategic framework and with an 
understanding of how the commission has been operating, why it might need more members and what kind of 
expertise the Government is seeking to underpin the requirement for additional members.  In some ways I feel 
that this debate is a bit of a lost opportunity for reviewing the overall effectiveness of the commission.  It is 
perhaps reflective of the fact that the current Minister for Tourism is very new to the job and does not have on 
behalf of the Government that strategic approach at this time.  Nevertheless, the minister is changing the 
functions of the commission by its continuation and by its expansion.  I would like to understand why.   

It is pretty obvious to everybody that some pretty important benefits to the Western Australian economy flow 
from the tourism sector.  The Western Australian Tourism Commission strategic plan for 2003 to 2008 reads as 
follows - 

Tourism makes an enormous contribution to this State.  In fact, current figures show that tourism 
generated $3.8 billion in visitor expenditure for Western Australia in 2002, providing up to 80,000 jobs, 
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many in regional areas, and employing more than 8% of the Western Australian workforce.  Between 
2001 and 2002, tourism contributed an estimated 4.5% to national Gross Domestic Product. 

Growth in tourism encourages an increase in related employment - with $1 million of tourism 
expenditure supporting eight tourism jobs.  This is good news for our State as international visitor 
arrivals are forecast to grow at an annual rate of 4.6% between 2002 and 2012, increasing expenditure 
to $1.5 billion. 

Tourism growth in Western Australia is not limited to international visitors.  Western Australians 
holidaying at home will spend approximately $1.7 billion a year in the State - and with predictions from 
the Treasury Department of Western Australia of strong economic growth in 2003-04 (4.5%), local 
demand will continue.  Western Australia is in the perfect position to leverage local and international 
demand through adventurous and innovative tourism initiatives. 

That is a pretty up-beat overview of this industry sector.  It contains some very significant information about the 
importance of this sector to our economy, and in particular to our regional economy.  However, the sector is not 
without its challenges.  On the same page the strategic plan refers to challenges.  It reads -  

Recent global events have threatened the worldwide tourist industry.   

It mentions unrest in the Middle East, tension on the Korean peninsula, the ongoing threat of terrorism, and, of 
course, the outbreak of severe acute respiratory syndrome.  It also touches on the global aviation scene in which 
many airlines are experiencing reductions in turnover and profit. 

From my perspective, the industry faces one other significant challenge which is not touched upon in the 
strategic plan; in fact, nowhere in the strategic plan does it mention the need for this sector to be sustainable.  
Clearly, as so much of Western Australia’s tourism experience is based on nature, wild landscapes and wild 
creatures, it is critically important that the industry be developed in an ecologically sustainable way which does 
not get the State into a position in which tourists are loving nature to death by over-visiting certain areas which, 
as Hon Norman Moore has been explaining, have become icons and which are the subject of very considerable 
visitor pressure.  We need to have strategies in place to ensure that the visitor pressure and all the benefits we are 
reaping from tourism are not destroying the very icons that people have come to see and experience.  A few 
months ago, Conservation International and the United Nations Environment Programme released the most 
comprehensive report on tourism and biodiversity that has ever been written.  It found that in many places in the 
world tourism threatens many natural areas.  An article headed “Tourism to Earth’s Most Threatened Areas 
Surges by over 100 Percent in Last Decade” picks out from that report that - 

Poorly planned tourism development in the biodiversity hotspots has a range of negative impacts.  
These include removing pristine forests for infrastructure development, pollution, introduction of 
invasive species, water shortages and degradation of water supplies. 

Members will recognise that many of those problems, such as water shortages, are already real issues in some of 
our tourism spots.  The conclusion of the report is detailed in the article, which states - 

“Tourism has huge potential for good or evil.  It is in everyone’s interest, particularly the industry’s, 
that the economic power of 21st century tourism is harnessed for the benefit of local people and 
wildlife,” . . . “Tourism relies on stable and healthy communities and environments.  It cannot ruin the 
very wildlife and landscapes the visitors pay to see and then move on. 

One of the issues and conflicts we must face in the development of the tourism industry in the south west is that 
many of the places that are natural venues for visitors are now also sites in which Western Australians seek to 
live.  Busselton is one of the fastest growing areas in Australia.  Clearly, Busselton would run some risk of losing 
its tourism appeal if it became choked by its population.  The same could be said of Mandurah.  I do not know 
how to resolve these matters.  There are no obvious blueprints.   

I would like the Western Australian Tourism Commission to understand some of the conflicts that must be dealt 
with.  In particular, I would like to know how it will deal with issues of ecological sustainability posed by 
nature-based tourism.  I would especially like to be reassured that the Tourism Commission is mindful of these 
problems because, in my view, the Department of Conservation and Land Management has an ongoing conflict 
of interest in its administration of tourism in Western Australia.  When the legislation to remove timber industry 
operations from the department and establish the Forest Products Commission was passing through this place, I 
said that the CALM Act still contained a basic conflict of interest for CALM between its function as the 
custodian of our flora and fauna and its function as manager of significant tourism icons.  That conflict of 
interest is still at a fairly low level, although one could argue that there are some places in which we are starting 
to see that CALM’s harnessing of tourism could be problematic to areas that are being visited.  To my mind, 
now is the time that the Tourism Commission needs to be mindful of these issues.   
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I am keen to hear from the parliamentary secretary about the Government’s approach to these sorts of dilemmas.  
These are not minor dilemmas, especially when one considers the massive public debate that followed the issues 
surrounding Mauds Landing and the construction of a resort on the Ningaloo Reef.  The matters I am raising go 
to the heart of that issue.  I do not want to deal today with the rights and wrongs of that issue; I merely wish to 
ask why, in preventing the expiry of the commission, we are not putting on record the long-term strategic 
approach of the commission to these kinds of issues.   

I note that the Western Australian Tourism Commission has a nature-based tourism advisory committee.  
However, I do not know any more than that such an advisory committee exists to provide advice to the 
commission, alongside several other advisory committees.  I am curious to know whether that committee 
continues to meet and provide advice to the commission.  Who is on that nature-based tourism advisory 
committee?  I am also interested in a response from the Government on the review of the commission.  No-one 
can actually obtain a copy of the review at this stage.  I was told by Hon Norman Moore that the review was 
satisfied with the operations of the commission and recommended its continuation.  However, the review did not 
recommend an expansion of the commission.  Given that, what is the Government’s reason for expanding the 
commission?  Will that increased membership enable the commission to incorporate within it expertise on nature 
conservation and ecotourism?  I have asked a couple of curious questions about why we are doing what we are 
doing.  The Greens (WA) are nevertheless pleased that, despite all the global challenges that our sector has been 
through over the past two years, particularly the collapse of Ansett Australia, tourism is continuing to grow in 
Western Australia.  The Greens are pleased to be able to assist with the continuation of the operation of the 
Tourism Commission.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.56 am]:  Hon Norman Moore has adequately covered the 
concerns I hold for the electorate that I am fortunate to represent; that is, the Mining and Pastoral Region.  One 
Nation will support this legislation.  However, there are one or two items in this amendment Bill that I would 
like to briefly revisit.  The Bill is seeking to make three amendments to the Act.  One of these amendments seeks 
to correct the incorrect naming of another Act that is quoted in the legislation.  Of the two other amendments, the 
first seeks to increase the number of board members from eight to 10.  The explanatory memorandum to the Bill 
offers the advice that the increased size of the board will provide it with greater diversity of expertise, knowledge 
and business skills to make informed decisions.  I must say that when I read that point I thought that if I were 
extremely cynical, which is unfortunately a healthy attitude in this House from time to time, I could think that 
the Government may not have detailed the eligibility criteria in the legislation because the minister may already 
have picked out the two members.  Frankly, I will not be surprised if they come from the party faithful.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is a nonsense!  That is an attack on the people who are on the board.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, it is not.  It is an attack on the amendments.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  There will be an opportunity for one parliamentary secretary in particular 
to reply formally.  The other can tender his advice to that parliamentary secretary.   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I think we have strayed off the topic altogether, which is the second 
reading of this Bill.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr President.  I am concerned that the Government is perhaps going out of 
its way to create jobs for the boys or the girls.  One need only read a current newspaper.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You are reflecting on the members of the board by making those comments.  They are all 
good people,  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am not doing that at all.  I am reflecting on the proposed amendments contained in this 
Bill.  If the honourable member took the time to read the Bill and a current newspaper, he would perhaps be 
aware of the concerns that are held by the public.  Those concerns are held very strongly.  I look forward, and 
will listen extremely carefully, to hearing the detailed eligibility criteria for the increase in board membership, of 
which the parliamentary secretary will no doubt inform me. 

The remaining proposed amendment seeks to repeal section 34 of the Western Australian Tourism Commission 
Act.  That section states that the Act will not continue in operation after 31 December 2004.  In other words, the 
Western Australian Tourism Commission will cease to exist from 1 January 2005.  In that context, the repeal is 
entirely appropriate.  In addition, the explanatory memorandum states that section 29 of the Act allows the 
minister to review the Act every five years.  Initially, that appears all very well and good; however, section 29 of 
the Act states - 

The Minister shall carry out a review of the operation and effectiveness of this Act as soon as is 
practicable after the expiration of 5 years from the commencement of the Western Australian Tourism 
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Commission Amendment Act 1994 and in the course of that review the Minister shall consider and have 
regard to - 

I will not enumerate at the moment the points that follow.  However, members will note that section 29 requires 
the minister to undertake only one review, which is assumed to have happened in 1999 or 2000.  I believe that, to 
be effective, section 29 should be amended to ensure that regular - in other words, every five years - reviews are 
undertaken by the minister.  I suggest that section 29(1) be repealed and replaced with the following - 

(1) The minister shall carry out reviews of the operation and effectiveness of the Act every five 
years with the first such review due for completion on 30 November 2004 and in the course of 
such reviews the minister shall consider and have regard to - 

I then go on to points (a), (b) and (c).  It is clear to me, and I believe it should be enshrined correctly in the 
legislation, that there is a necessity for a review every five years.  I do not think I am being too pedantic in my 
interpretation of section 29, as it says “as soon as practical after the expiration of five years”.  To me that means 
only one review is necessary.  With those points on which One Nation has expressed its concern, I look forward 
to hearing the comments of the parliamentary secretary, in particular on the reason for the increase in 
membership of the board. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.03 am]:  I thank members for 
their contribution.  I assure members that nothing sinister is going on here.  There is a very important reason that 
we intend to increase the number of board members from eight to 10.  Before I go into that reason, I will refer to 
some of the issues that have been raised.  Hon Norman Moore raised three issues: first, the increase in 
membership of the board from eight to 10; secondly, a technical matter that I do not believe warrants debate; 
and, thirdly, a perceived lack of control of statutory authorities, and his view that they can wander off and do 
their own thing without keeping ministers advised, therefore exposing ministers to problematic situations. 

I share some of the concerns Hon Norman Moore has about statutory authorities and government trading 
enterprises.  That is not to suggest that they do not work cooperatively with ministers or that by and large they do 
not do a good job.  However, the public perception is that ministers can direct statutory authorities and 
government trading enterprises and that those bodies will do as directed.  It is not understood clearly by the 
public that in some circumstances the only course that a minister can take, if relations break down, is to direct 
the authority, and that the direction is noted in an annual report.  I guess these matters rely on an element of 
cooperation.  However, although the WATC board makes decisions, the minister is always consulted on matters 
that may be considered controversial before they are made public.  Keeping the minister advised and consulting 
with him is, of course, related to the management style of the chief executive officer and the chairman.  The 
current CEO and the chairman responsible for the WATC keep the minister advised on all issues of significance; 
the minister has a very good working relationship with them. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That was the same in my time as well.  I was not being critical. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We could have an academic argument about the merits of the way in which 
statutory authorities and government trading enterprises operate as opposed to government departments, but in 
some ways that debate would fall outside the scope of this Bill. 

Hon Norman Moore:  We should have that debate. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We should; it would be a very good debate to have.   

I will get a copy of the review report from the minister’s office; therefore, that is not a great issue in itself.   

Hon Chrissy Sharp raised the issue of the review and the important issue of the need for the tourism sector to be 
sustainable.  I advise the honourable member that the WATC is very mindful of the fragility of the environment 
and of the need to manage tourism sustainably.  In the next 12 months the WATC will develop a 20-year 
strategic vision for tourism in WA, which will address sustainability issues.  The WATC is aware that large 
numbers of tourists should not be encouraged to visit fragile parts of the State.  The views of a wide range of 
stakeholders will be sought in the formulation of that 20-year vision. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Did the commission support the Mauds Landing development? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not know. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It actually did. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  All right. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It will be interesting to see whether that is included in the next 20-year plan. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not know.  I will not stand in this place and pre-empt what will go into that 
20-year plan.  However, the WATC recognises the importance of sustainability and will consult widely to 
formulate that 20-year plan. 

On the question of the increase in the board’s membership from eight to 10, the Government’s tourism policy 
has focused on improving the hospitality sector and nature-based ecotourism.  Two additional board members 
will be sought from the restaurant and catering sector - which I understand is a very important sector in the 
tourism industry - and the ecotourism sector.  It is hoped that a person can be found with an indigenous and 
ecotourism background.  The hospitality aspect should not be underrated in the provision of a top-quality product 
to attract people to certain areas.  I recall a trip to Tasmania some time back when someone said that Tasmania 
was a gastronomic delight.  Irrespective of all its other natural attributes, people hold in high regard the fact that 
Tasmania has a top quality restaurant and catering product.  We should not underestimate the importance of that 
type of hospitality.  It is great to be able to enjoy our natural resources and to walk through forests, but the 
experience of tourists can be enhanced if those sorts of little extras are provided.   

Hon John Fischer:  I do not disagree about the importance of hospitality.  Have you ever listed the criteria 
required for the entire board?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, but I can provide a list of the board members, their dates of appointment and 
copies of their curriculum vitae.  The present members of the board were elected before I became parliamentary 
secretary.  The board comprises Mr Alan Mulgrew, Chairman; Laurie O’Meara, Deputy Chairman; Helen Creed; 
Janet Homes a Court; Sonja Mitchell; Ian Mitchell; Michael Monaghan; and Anthony Quahe.  Those people are 
held in very high regard.   

Hon John Fischer:  I was not interested in their names; I was interested in the criteria.  I accept what the 
parliamentary secretary is saying.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is usually acknowledged that people who serve on boards are required to have 
certain expertise.  It has been acknowledged that the number of people on the board should be increased from 
eight to 10 because they want someone on it who has ecotourism experience and someone from the hospitality 
industry.  The broad parameters are defined, and once the Bill has been passed, the specific selection criteria can 
be determined, if that is the way they make board appointments - I am not sure it is.  I hope that will allay any 
suspicions members might have, especially those of Hon John Fischer.  I do not think we need to tamper with the 
provisions of the five-year review in the existing legislation; it is satisfactory.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I do not care.  I think Hon John Fischer is right.  We have had the review and that is it.  

Hon Christine Sharp interjected.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I understand another review will be held after five years.  

Hon Norman Moore:  The Act does not say that.  I think Hon John Fischer is right.  We have had one review and 
there is no requirement for another one.  I am sure that if the member reads it carefully she will come to that 
conclusion.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Act reads - 

(1) The Minister shall carry out a review of the operation and effectiveness of this Act as soon as 
is practicable after the expiration of 5 years from the commencement of the Western Australian 
Tourism Commission Amendment Act 1994 and in the course of that review the Minister shall 
consider and have regard to - 

(a) the effectiveness of the operations of the Commission; 

(b) the need for the continuation of the functions of the Commission; and  

(c) such other matters as appear to be relevant to the operation and effectiveness of this 
Act. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It requires only one review.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition and I will take some advice on it.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It is a good idea to have someone on the board from the hospitality industry.  As a matter 
of interest, the coalition had proposed that the Tourism Commission become the tourism and hospitality 
commission and play a significant role in the hospitality industry.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Over the past few weeks, I have been chairing a review of visitor servicing, 
specifically visitor centres.  I have been very pleasantly surprised by what I have seen.  I visited 15 visitor 
centres over the past three or so weeks, and I intend to visit about 20.  I understand the number of them is close 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 17 October 2003] 

 p12227d-12236a 
Hon Norman Moore; President; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [10] 

to 40, and I want to visit about half that number.  It is very interesting that there is a real “I can do” attitude and 
recognition of the importance of tourism on the ground and its benefits to small businesses.  It has also struck me 
that the growth of small businesses throughout many of the regional areas in Western Australia has been tourist 
related.  Therefore, we cannot underestimate the importance of tourism.  

The Government can provide information to members on the new concept for state tourism.  The commission’s 
mission is to accelerate the growth of tourism for the long-term benefit of the State.  It has set itself six 
objectives to help it achieve that mission.  The first is to grow Western Australian tourism faster than the 
national average growth in tourism.  The second is to increase recognition about iconic tourism experiences.  
That reflects the point Hon Norman Moore highlighted in his contribution to the debate.  The third objective is to 
enhance visitor experiences in Australia; that is, to ensure that after tourists have experienced some aspects of 
Western Australia they will want to revisit, bring their mates and leave some of their money.  The fourth 
objective is to grow regional tourism through partnerships and local empowerments.  The fifth objective is to 
make Western Australia a natural choice of tourism investment.  The sixth objective is to achieve recognition for 
the tourism industry as a leading economic contributor to the State.  

I have been handed a note from the adviser, which indicates that the need to review the Act every five years is 
acknowledged and that a review will be carried out.  Other changes to the Act are proposed as a result of the 
review and a further amendment is being prepared.  Section 29(1) will be amended at that time to ensure the Act 
is reviewed every five years.  We had a little bit of a sticking point, Mr President, over section 29(1) of the Act.  
Hon John Fischer asked whether section 29 provides that the Act be reviewed every five years.  The current 
wording indicates that it is a one-off review.  Given that a further amendment Bill is being prepared and that an 
undertaking has been given that section 29(1) will be amended to ensure a review is held every five years, that 
should allay the member’s concerns.  

Hon Norman Moore referred to boundaries.  This issue was raised by only one person during my visits to the 15 
visitor centres.  By and large, the industry response to marketing, using these new regional boundaries, has been 
positive.  The Leader of the Opposition might have one view of where boundaries should be drawn, I might have 
another view and the Tourism Commission might have another view.  These matters are best left to the people 
who are working on the ground all the time.  

Hon Norman Moore:  They are not all telling us what you have said they are saying.  There is some unhappiness 
about the boundaries in some parts of the State.  Nevertheless, the parliamentary secretary is right: we cannot 
please everybody.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I wanted to touch on that point, because I have been to 15 of these visitor centres, 
and it has been raised with me as an issue only once.  I do not know whether I am speaking to the wrong people 
and whether it is the business operators rather than people working in visitor centres; however, in my 
consultations, it is not emerging as a huge issue, and I have probably met with about 100 people in the past few 
weeks. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Have you been to the Kimberley and the Pilbara? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, I have not, but I am due to go there. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I am sure they are looking forward to seeing you. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Has the Leader of the Opposition told them I am coming? 

Hon Norman Moore:  Not at all.  I didn’t know you were going there until this very moment.  However, as I said, 
I am sure they are looking forward to seeing you. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  People in those areas may well have some concerns that I am not aware of, and I 
will find that out when I get there.  I thank members for their support of this Bill.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate, and passed. 
 


