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TAB (DISPOSAL) BILL 2019 
BETTING CONTROL AMENDMENT (TAXING) BILL 2019 

Report 
Bills reported, without amendment, and the reports of committees adopted. 

Third Reading — Cognate Debate 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [6.04 pm]: I move — 

That the bills be now read a third time. 
HON COLIN HOLT (South West) [6.04 pm]: I do not want to hold up the passage of the bills for too much longer, 
but I want to thank the minister and the government for accommodating some of my timing issues and for holding 
off the debate so I could contribute as fully as I thought necessary. I thank the minister for listening to that request. 
I want to make a couple of quick comments. Although it is good to get to this stage, I believe that the industry has 
missed an opportunity. I have made that claim repeatedly. I am absolutely convinced—no evidence has been given 
to me or this house—that the government had a plan to return 35 per cent to the industry and never wavered once. 
It was clear that no amendment to that clause in that bill meant that there was no claim to further advance the 
industry’s claims in that space. It is a missed opportunity for the industry. Any acquirer would have loved the 
government to invest more of that potential return in the industry because that would have meant we would have 
a stronger industry and much more sustainable clubs. The industry relies on sustainable clubs that run racing 
events. In fact, a greater return to the industry would probably have driven a greater return from the sale of the TAB. 
Although we cannot amend the bill beyond the 35 per cent contribution, and I know there are some commitments 
from the government for the other 65 per cent, I hope that once the TAB is sold, more money goes to the industry 
to ensure the sustainability of employees—near on 30 000 people in full and part-time work. It is an important 
industry. We have been through that. It is a missed opportunity. I am disappointed for the industry that the 
government has taken such a hardline approach. I hope that the wishes and hopes of the industry are fulfilled 
during negotiations on the racing industry distribution agreement. They have a long way to go, but I look forward 
to seeing that happen. Again, I will be encouraging a greater return to the industry all the way. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [6.07 pm]: I rise to consider the third reading of the TAB (Disposal) 
Bill 2019 and indicate that I am disappointed that the bill before us at the third reading stage is identical to the bill 
that was second read. We had an extensive opportunity during Committee of the Whole House to contemplate the 
various clauses in this bill. It was made abundantly clear by this government that we as lawmakers, as legislators, 
were to proceed with this bill with handcuffs on. Under no circumstances whatsoever were we to contemplate any 
amendment to the bill. It makes a mockery of the Committee of the Whole House process that the bill in front of 
us is identical to the one that was second read. 
I will give members a few examples of clauses that were highlighted that could well have been amended. Those 
amendments would have caused no problem whatsoever to the government other than to its arrogance and 
insistence that there is only one way of handling this bill. I accept that the types of matters that Hon Colin Holt 
raised relating to the percentage, about which I entirely agree, are substantial matters about which the government 
might well say, “If we amend the 35 per cent to 45 per cent or some other figure, we will abandon the whole process.” 
I accept that is the position held by this government, but it makes a mockery of the lawmaking process for the 
government to be unwilling to consider small amendments, such as the ones we were dealing with only moments 
ago, that would have restricted the class of persons who could have been appointed as directors to the corporate 
vehicle. That would not have caused this government any problems whatsoever, but because of its arrogant 
approach and continued insistence that we make laws with handcuffs on, that was not able to be done. 
Apart from the possibility of restricting the types of people who could be appointed as directors to the corporate 
vehicle, the second example that I will give relates to the issue of anti–money laundering provisions. That was dealt 
with at clause 129. I asked the minister a series of questions about the anti–money laundering provisions. The 
government conceded that it had not consulted with the Western Australia Police Force, nor was it able to provide 
advice on the experience of other jurisdictions regarding money laundering following the sale of a previously 
owned government betting agency. These things should have been known before a bill like this was presented to 
Parliament, let alone passed by Parliament; yet when these types of matters were exposed during Committee of 
the Whole House, we were told by the government, “It’s our way or the highway.” 
The final example I will give relates to clause 7. I asked the government to provide a list of the assets it thought it 
would be able to sell as a result of this bill. The government could not provide a list of the assets because, disturbingly, 
it does not know. In fact, the government has commissioned, as I understand it, PricewaterhouseCoopers and 
Corrs Chambers Westgarth to conduct due diligence to work out that list of assets. Surely, members, the list of 
assets should be known by the Parliament before we grant the government the power to dispose of these unknown 
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assets. That was another example of the government treating this chamber with contempt. Those types of things 
ought to be known and presented to us before the government expects us to simply rubberstamp its bill. 
Believe it or not, over the last two and a half years this government has a track record of presenting bills before the 
Parliament that have flaws in them. It is entirely appropriate for this chamber to fix those flaws. It is not appropriate 
for a government to simply say to this chamber, “It’s our way or the highway. You either accept this”, so-called, 
“flawless piece of art”—that is, the bill—“or you’ll have nothing.” That puts me, in particular, in a very difficult 
position. I, for one, have said previously that I cannot make a case for the government owning a betting agency so 
I support the sale of the TAB. What I do not support is a government bringing a bill into this place and saying under 
no circumstances will there be any amendments. When flaws were exposed in the bill, the government simply said, 
“We’re just going to include it anyway. We don’t actually need this provision.” When members asked about the basis 
for the 35 per cent and whether any modelling had been done or did the government take any advice, the answer was 
no. When questions were asked about the 45 per cent, the government again had no response. I asked whether any 
other figure between zero and 100 was contemplated and the answer was no. It was just presented as a fait accompli. 
It is unacceptable lawmaking. It is not of the standard that is appropriate for this chamber. I find myself left in the 
unenviable position of simply having to support a flawed bill only because of the attitude of this government. 
Questions put and passed. 
Bills read a third time and passed. 
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