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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Louise Pratt) in the chair. 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Eighth Report - Matters Referred to the Committee and 

Other Miscellaneous Matters 

Resumed from 21 June. 
Consideration of the report postponed until the next sitting, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the 
House). 

“State of the Fisheries Report 2003-04” - Statement by Minister for Fisheries - Motion 
Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson -  

 That the ministerial statement be noted. 

Hon JON FORD:  I am pleased to say that the design of the “State of the Fisheries Report 2003-04” has been 
recognised for its structure, and is now being regarded as a benchmark model for the way in which reporting 
should be done throughout other government agencies.  It is being looked upon favourably by the 
commonwealth government and recently at the Brussels meeting, on which other members have commented, the 
World Wildlife Fund noted that it, too, is looking at the report as a useful tool for the way in which 
environmental reports should be structured.  I commend my agency for the good work it has done on that report.   

Generally speaking, I am pleased with the overall conditions of our coastal fisheries.  Many of our fisheries are 
regarded as best practice, particularly the single species fishery of rock lobster.  It is the largest and most 
valuable single species fishery.  It is worth between $150 million and $300 million per annum to the state, 
depending on the beach price of the rock lobster.  It has had a number of challenging issues, one of which is the 
Marine Stewardship Council certification.  It was the first fishery in the world to achieve this certification.  It is 
very valuable.  There is a move for wild catch primary resources to be seen as being totally sustainable.  Many 
major seafood chains and suppliers around the world expect that sort of certification if they are to present those 
products in their shops.  The way in which the MSC certification is structured is so strenuous that some countries 
recognise that they cannot meet that standard and are now looking at other certification methods that do not have 
such a high bar to compete with that structure.  I commend our fishing industry for the hard work it has done and 
the support it has received from my agency in achieving that certification, which is no mean feat. 

As I have said before, our fisheries in general are in pretty good shape.  We are now moving on to the final stage 
of the wet-line review, which will bring the remainder of our fin fisheries under a management structure.  That 
will bring all of Western Australia’s commercial fisheries under some sort of structured management plan, 
hopefully, some time in 2007.  I am quite confident that we will be able to do that.  I thank the industry for its 
cooperation and the proactive way in which it has embraced what has been a very difficult reform for many 
people.  There are still a number of complicated challenges.  One challenge that is mentioned in the report is the 
bycatch issue.  Bycatch are those species that are not specifically targeted.  Some are fish marine species and 
others are mammals.  We know that many of our shark fisheries are under pressure, especially the large sharks 
that are not generally targeted in Western Australia.  We are certainly discouraging people from targeting them 
for all sorts of reasons.  They are long-lived species.  The large animals breed.  The only commercial value they 
have is for their fins.  Their body cannot be eaten, although a lot of research has been done on the trunks.  It is 
very difficult to find useful products for the trunks of the very large animals. 

Dolphins have a penchant for diving into the front of trawl nets, trying to feed on the animals inside and then 
swimming out.  However, the industry and the department have worked very hard to resolve that problem and 
they now have included in the northern fishery bycatch reduction devices, which are showing remarkable 
success.  Basically, it is a big grid at the end of the purse where all the fish go in.  There is a gate at the top, so 
that if a large shark, dolphin or turtle gets caught in there, it will slide up the grid and out of the net.  That has 
proved to be very successful.  I compliment the commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage for 
assisting the state and its agencies, highlighting those risks and working with us to resolve those issues on a case-
by-case basis.  In fact, the department controls our ability to export fish overseas.  If we do not meet its stringent 
requirements, we do not get an export licence.  It does a good job. 
The other bycatch issue that has received some press is the sea lion exclusive device.  Basically, it is a bolt that 
sits in the bottom of a rock lobster pot.  Some sea lions have a habit of sticking their heads into pots looking for a 
feed of either octopus or rock lobster.  The industry has been working very hard with the agency to come up with 
a device that, first, does not reduce the overall effectiveness of the pots - that is, its ability to catch rock lobster - 
and, secondly, excludes these animals.  They have come up with a win-win solution.  The bolt sits up in the 
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middle of the pot and prevents the animal from sticking its head into the pot.  It also has had a double bonus of 
keeping wobbegongs out of the pots.  Wobbegongs also happen to like rock lobster.  Rock lobster fishermen 
actually prefer to pull up the pots and find rock lobsters in them, not very fat wobbegongs! 
Overall, the “State of the Fisheries Report 2003-04” shows that the fishing industry is a fantastic and responsible 
industry that is working with the Department of Fisheries and other agencies to achieve what is regarded 
worldwide as a benchmark fishery.  People are looking very carefully at our fishing management techniques to 
learn from us.  We export that expertise around the world and we participate in many world conferences.  It is 
interesting that, in the history of fisheries management in this state, there has been a consistent approach by all 
governments, no matter what political persuasion.  That is reflected in how we work together and discuss 
contentious issues on a bipartisan basis, and that is good for the industry.  It gives certainty to the way in which 
we move forward.  I thank previous governments and the people who are currently involved in the fisheries for 
their cooperation and the way in which we are moving forward.  I commend the “State of the Fisheries Report 
2003-04” to those people who are interested in a good, warts-and-all story.  It presents a very good picture.  It 
does not try to hide the challenges.  It shows a very responsible industry working for the benefit of all. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I spoke about the report the last time this matter was brought on for debate.  It is a 
good, in-depth report. 

I will touch on two issues.  The first issue is sea lions, which has really been worked over over the years.  I note 
that next week’s coastal tour will devote extensive time to the issue.  It has been overemphasised, because there 
has been only one incident with a seal in the fishery, yet we constantly hear about the issue.  As I said last week, 
fishermen pay for the way in which the industry is run.  We must keep an eye on the funds that are allocated to 
that problem.  That is one of the issues that has been raised with me, and I mention it only in passing.  I 
understand the wobbegong issue.  As an amateur, I have certainly put out a few pots and caught a few 
wobbegong.  There is no question that they like rock lobster. 

The minister did not touch on integrated fisheries management, and it is mentioned in the report; it is certainly 
mentioned in the executive summary by the director, Peter Rogers.  That is a very important issue facing the 
industry in the near future.  The way in which the catch will be divided between the recreational fishery, the 
professional fishery and the customary fishery will be a serious issue.  I am sure that the minister realises that 
there will be some really interesting results, although I understand that there is some cooperation in the way in 
which that has been carried out.  It is a very serious issue for the future.  We must remember that the professional 
fishery is paying for most of it.  The government has the opportunity to use revenue to pay for some of the 
inspectors of the recreational fishery.  The alternative is that it could charge an enormous amount.  There is 
currently a charge on a recreational fishery, which I think was about $35 last time I paid it.  As a large amount of 
money will need to be expended on inspectors of the industry, the question is where that cost will fall.  I believe 
it falls on the professional fishermen now. 
When I last spoke I referred to the Chinese New Year, which falls on 18 February 2007, at the end of the two-
week closure period.  I have had feedback from some lobster processors, who have indicated that the two-week 
closure might interfere with their supply of live lobsters to the Chinese market.  They have a premium price of 
$US8 currently, which is over and above the premium price paid by Japan, Taiwan and others.  We do not want 
to lose the Chinese market, which is growing very rapidly; in fact, the last time I heard, it was growing at a rate 
of about 19 per cent.  The percentage is increasing rapidly because of the affluence in China.  The market is also 
moving from the larger to the smaller lobster, which is the red lobster.  We obviously need the capacity to carry 
the necessary tonnage.  At the moment the capacity is 80 tonnes and there is talk of 200 tonnes being needed.  I 
realise the period of closure is at a time of year when it is most expensive to catch lobster because the wind and 
weather make fishing very uncomfortable.  I think the industry has pretty well accepted the decisions made last 
year, but we need to bear in mind the marketing, and the responsibility we have to make sure that some lobster is 
available to sell into the market at the crucial period of high return.  It is a discussion that needs to be had.  It 
may be that the minister will get some feedback next week.  Some people will not agree with the processors, but 
in the end it will be a little like the message we got back from Brussels: we must be able to sell our product and 
we need to do it into the highest priced market.  I put that on the agenda for discussion to make sure that the 
issue gets an airing and that the minister is aware of it.   
I certainly recognise that this is a good report.  I was going to ask whether the report came out every year, 
because I think if it were done on a yearly basis it would be good for not only the lobster fishery, but also Shark 
Bay.  The previous Minister for Fisheries, Hon Kim Chance, would have been involved in the provisions that 
probably go back to Hon Monty House’s days, when management initiatives were adopted that have done the 
fisheries proud because they have allowed the fish stocks to recover in those fisheries. 
Another issue that needs to be considered is in the fin fish industry, where decisions on some of the quotas in 
mackerel fisheries have been made and will be made in the near future.  The resolution of the allocation of catch 
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to some of those fishers will be very interesting.  The total fishery needs to understand what is going on.  I am 
not sure that all the fishers will agree with the outcomes, but some of them need to be taken out of the industry 
and some of them need to be given a viable quota.  Those sorts of initiatives need to be considered. 

Question put and passed. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs -  Fourteenth Report - Sessional Report: An Overview of 
Petitions and Inquiries - Second Session of the Thirty-sixth Parliament (August 2002 to November 2004) 

Resumed from 21 June. 

Motion 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

I will speak very briefly to the report.  It is a very diverse report, particularly because parliamentary committees 
now report in quite a universal sense on their activities.  The report canvasses the wide range of inquiries that the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs was involved in between 2002 and 2004 and some 60 
petitions that were under its consideration.  There is no point in reflecting on the huge diversity of issues in the 
report, because I could not possibly do justice to them.  I think, however, it is very much worth reflecting on the 
fact that this report successfully gives transparency to a wide range of issues raised by petitioners.  Indeed, the 
committee at the time tried with due diligence to pursue the issues raised by the community.  It is a very good 
example of the manner in which petitions and community activism interface directly with the Parliament.  The 
fact that the Legislative Council should consider establishing a discrete petitions committee is raised at the end 
of the report.  As chair of the current committee, which has a similar structure to the old committee except that it 
now has five members instead of seven, I can say that the committee is effectively managing its workload at the 
present time.  The committee does not consider that it has any undue burden, compared with other committees, 
which would prevent it from effectively considering those petitions.  Reducing the number of committee 
members from seven to five has done away with the previous need for a subcommittee, which meant that in a 
sense the committee was dealing with matters twice whereas now, as a committee of five people -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  There is a whole group of five, is there? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The group of five is expediting those petitions quite successfully. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I notice that recommendation 1 of this report is that a future Parliament have a dedicated 
committee. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is the issue I am raising. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Are you finding that you are doing all your other work as well as petitions? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I think it is worth noting that to date the committee has not launched into any large 
inquiries, but has certainly debated a wide range of issues in the context of building up to an inquiry.  We have 
also begun looking at a number of quite substantial issues before us in the lead-up to lengthy inquiries on some 
of the petitions, according to their merits.  I do not think that we have blocked or cut off anything, as a result of 
our workload, that deserves our attention.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It seems to me that we had a lot more petitions during the last Parliament than we have 
now.  Is that the case?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I think there may have been a few more in the last Parliament, but a fair number of 
petitions have come up and we are currently preparing to report.  We are currently examining 20 petitions with a 
view to reporting back to Parliament.  Because we have not had a chance to reflect and debate the issues raised 
in this report, it is worth noting the importance of the manner in which petitions are dealt with by the Legislative 
Council, in that it has a discrete petitions committee that examines issues.  That is certainly of merit.   

One can tell that the community has reached a resolution on a number of issues raised in petitions, because 
people have not come back to the committee and the issues do not seem to be matters of community debate 
anymore.  Through the petitions process and the government engagement processes around those issues, they do 
seem to have come to resolution.  However, others issues still seem to raise their heads.  Many of these are issues 
of ongoing community debate.  For example, it can be seen that the petition on voluntary euthanasia will be 
connected to current and future debates about medical care of the dying.  The issue of the former Sunset hospital 
on the Swan River foreshore at Dalkeith was revisited by another petition to this Parliament.  There have been 
other petitions on uranium and nuclear matters.  Those issues seem to be raised consistently by people in the 
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community.  We commonly get petitions on various development issues.  For example, there was an 
environmental review of the proposed urban development at Moore River.  That issue is still, to some extent, 
ticking along, although there has been some resolution.  There is a petition currently before the Parliament about 
a proposed marina at Rockingham.  The petitions committee provides an effective way for the community to 
bring various concerns surrounding development issues to the attention of Parliament.  The committee has been 
successful in writing to the community and members of government, holding hearings on those issues and 
seeking to reconcile and explain to Parliament the gaps between the diversity of community views and the actual 
government processes for examining concerns raised by people in the community.  This issue commonly arises 
in development proposals.  I really think it is a worthwhile role for the committee to undertake.  These issues 
typically pan out in different ways.  People raise issues with local government, which then has an interface with 
the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  We are able, in an independent way, to probe what is going on 
with those approval processes and find out where things are up to.  Often we will explain things to petitioners 
and seek some kind of transparency in the process.  I certainly think that has been worthwhile.   

I will not say much more, other than to give my thanks to the previous chair of the committee, Hon Chrissy 
Sharp, and to Hon Jim Scott, who was also a participant in the previous committee.  As a new committee, I think 
we are ticking along quite successfully, and we are substantially the same in membership, with the addition of 
Hon Paul Llewellyn.  I also thank Hon Frank Hough for his contribution.  As a committee, we have a good 
understanding of the work we need to undertake.  We have the same substantial membership as last time, and 
Hon Paul Llewellyn is a great member of the new team. 

Question put and passed. 
Election Statistics - Adjustment - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary - Motion 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Last week I moved that this be noted, with the expectation that I might get some 
sort of response from the government about the issues I raised and my comments.  However, in the absence of 
anyone getting up, I will just leave it sitting in the ether like everything else. 

Question put and passed. 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Third Report - Inquiry into Legislative 

Amendments to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 - Motion 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan -  

That the report be noted. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will continue to explain to the chamber the reason for the report from the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission.  The issues spelled out in this report revolve 
around an incident at the Metro City nightclub on 23 January 2005, and the situation in which the Corruption and 
Crime Commissioner found himself.  The commission came to the joint standing committee, explaining a 
number of concerns, all associated with a unanimous decision of the Court of Appeal.  The committee’s report 
states - 

The Commissioner provided the committee with a draft report dated 16 November 2005 setting out his 
concerns with various provisions of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, 2003 in respect of 
organised crime and contempt.   

In his draft report, the Commissioner made the following recommendation to the committee: 

The Commission respectfully recommends that the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission: 

a. notes the concerns raised as a result of the recent Court of Appeal contempt 
judgment; 

b. notes the failure of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, 2003 to achieve its 
organised crime purpose to date; 

c. agrees that an amendment to the contempt powers is required; 

d. agrees that an amendment of the definition of organised crime is required; 

e. agrees to the need to amend those elements of the Act that impose tension and 
discontinuity on the exercise of the organised crime function; 
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f. agrees that there is a need to amend the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, 2003 
in order to permit the Commission to conduct organised crime investigations; and 

g. recommends to the Parliament that the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, 
2003 be amended accordingly. [emphasis added] 

In his draft report to the Committee, the Commissioner also stated that - 

[t]he Commission believes that the best remedy would be through legislative amendment 
rather than through intermittent and uncertain incremental adjustments achieved through the 
appeal process.  The alternative is to wait for the 3 year review due to start in January 2007 
but this would see no effective progress in the exercise of the organised crime function until 
the passing of any subsequent legislation, which could well be delayed until into 2008. 

. . .  

As a result of its meeting with the Corruption and Crime Commission on 16 November 2005, the 
Committee resolved to conduct an inquiry pursuant to Legislative Assembly Standing Orders 290(a) 
and 290(b).   

Standing order 290(a) states that it is a function of the Committee to monitor and report to Parliament 
on the exercise of the functions of the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission.   

Standing Order 290(b) states that it is also a function of the Committee to inquire into, and report to 
Parliament on the means by which corruption prevention practices may be enhanced within the public 
sector. 

Section 226 Corruption and Crime Commission Act, 2003 provides that the Minister is to carry out a 
review of the operation and effectiveness of the Act as soon as practicable after the expiration of 3 years 
after its commencement. 

In view of the Commissioner’s concerns raised on previous occasions, and again in connection with the 
Court of Appeal decision in relation to organised crime and contempt, the Committee considers it 
imperative to conduct an inquiry prior to the statutory review. 

To this end, the Commissioner has agreed to present a further report to the Committee as soon as 
possible detailing the recommended legislative amendments.  The Committee aims to table the 
Commissioner’s further report in the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council by December 
2005. 

Of course, we are now talking about history, as the report was tabled last year.  Further reports have been tabled 
and we will be able to note those reports later.  I can assure members of this place that the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has been taking its role very seriously.  It has had many 
briefings and many hearings with both the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Parliamentary Inspector of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission.  As I said, the issues that have been brought to the committee’s attention 
by way of this report have moved on.  They have been noted and accepted by the committee, and further work is 
being undertaken to ensure that recommendations are made by the commission and the commissioner to the 
responsible minister regarding the proposed legislative changes to the act that the commission believes it 
requires for the commission to undertake the role that this Parliament intended. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I rise to comment briefly almost in the form of a question.  This is clearly a 
preliminary report that alerts the Parliament to the fact that the committee in its wisdom has decided to undertake 
investigations with a view to making recommendations to Parliament.  There is very little in the report that 
would assist Parliament in its deliberations, but that assistance will obviously come when that work is done.  
Hon Ray Halligan commented a moment ago that the committee would be making recommendations to the 
minister.  I assume as a committee of the Parliament that it will use Parliament as the vehicle for making those 
recommendations.  I look forward with anticipation to the report, which I anticipate will explain to Parliament 
not only the reasons for the committee’s belief that there are deficiencies in the act but also, as part of that 
explanation, the reasons Parliament must move prior to the three-yearly review of the act.  I expect, logically, 
that all those matters will be canvassed in the committee’s report to Parliament and that it will probably be quite 
a substantial report.  However, I note that this report is an early indication to Parliament of the committee’s 
expression of its intention to pursue certain avenues, and I look forward to the tabling of the subsequent report in 
this place. 

Question put and passed. 
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Multipurpose Taxi Plates - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

Resumed from 18 August 2005. 

Motion 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I move - 

That the brief ministerial statement be noted. 

I do not know whether there is a difference between a ministerial statement and a brief ministerial statement.  I 
think a brief ministerial statement might be given under standing orders at the commencement of the sitting; 
whereas a ministerial statement is something that the Minister for Education and Training makes during question 
time!  However, this brief ministerial statement goes for a page and a half, so I had better emulate it by being 
brief myself. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think all jokes aside, it is actually a term that has come from another house. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is there another? 

Hon Kim Chance:  There is rumoured to be. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  How unsavoury!  It would have members too, would it not? 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is said that is true. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I think I have met some. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes. 

Hon George Cash:  You wouldn’t know if you had met some, I can tell you.  If you go and knock on the door, 
there wouldn’t be too many to open it. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We have a standing order about that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The honourable member shouldn’t confuse it with the Zoo, however! 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  And that is the same standing order, indeed. 
The ministerial statement, brief or otherwise, relates to an announcement by the government back on 18 August 
last year to buy back 56 multipurpose taxi plates - or MPT plates.  The chamber now, of course, knows that it has 
indeed passed a bill - we have received a message indicating assent - that achieved this purpose; that is, it 
provided the legislative machinery to buy back those multipurpose taxi plates.  For that reason and others there is 
no need to go into the detail of what happened.  The bill was first flagged by this ministerial statement and has 
been passed.  It raises though a few other questions.  Firstly, it is not just the announcement of a bill to authorise 
someone to go down the road and buy 56 taxi plates off a shelf somewhere; it is rather more complicated than 
that.  The legislation that ultimately came about considered such aspects as whether the owners of all 56 plates 
wanted to sell them.  Now that I am the opposition spokesman on this portfolio, I will take up this matter myself.  
It would be interesting to know how many plates were bought back.  I suspect it was 100 per cent. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I shouldn’t speculate on it, but I don’t think it was. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The opposition gave its support to the bill ultimately but there were various views and 
shades of views for reasons that I will come to in a moment.  I managed the bill on behalf of the opposition in 
this place, but I do not think I was the opposition spokesman for the bill generally.  However, I recall putting to 
my colleagues, as I put to the chamber, that this bill needed to be supported or else none of the owners would get 
back his or her capital at all because the plates would be worthless; whereas at least through the bill they would 
get $108 000, or some higher price if they paid more.  On that basis, we thought everyone would have taken up 
the buyback offer. 
The Leader of the House will also recall that a number of different categories took into account the different 
situations that various plate holders represented.  For example, the Combined Taxi Management plates were 
treated as a special category.  There was a different process of the buyback for owners who wanted to buy back 
their plates and wished to exit the industry completely as opposed to owners who wanted to buy back their plates 
and then lease other plates back and keep their vehicle on the road and remain in the industry.  Now that we are a 
few months down the track, it might be interesting to see what happened with the outcome of that bill.  This begs 
the question that deals with the discrete group of multipurpose taxis: what is the future of taxi plates generally?  
That has been problematic and is a very serious and vexed issue for that industry.  I am not sure what the 
immediate future holds on that issue.  I am sure it will challenge us all when matters progress.  That is for 
another day.   
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This brief ministerial statement has been made and it has gone through to its logical conclusion.  The only 
follow-up is to look at how the buyback has progressed.  I notice that the parliamentary secretary responsible for 
the ministerial statement is in the chamber.  She may have an observation to make.  I support the motion that the 
statement be noted. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I do not have the update on that process at my fingertips but I note the member’s 
comments and I will make sure that I get that information to the member as soon as possible. 
Question put and passed.   

Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation - Thirteenth Report - Road Traffic (Fees for Vehicle 
Licences) Regulations (No. 2) 2004 and Road Traffic (Licensing) Amendment Regulations (No. 4) 2004 

Resumed from 29 November 2005. 
Consideration of report lapsed. 

West Coast Rock Lobster Fishery - Management Arrangements - Statement by Leader of the House 
Resumed from 30 August 2005. 
Consideration of the statement postponed, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the Opposition).  

Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation - Fourteenth Report - Section 3 of the Interpretation Act 
1984 

Resumed from 29 November 2005. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  As with order of the day 181 just dealt with, what happens if nobody wishes to speak 
to this report?  Does it drop off the notice paper or does it go to the bottom of the list?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  It is lost off the notice paper.  If you think there is somebody who wishes to 
speak to it, you should move that it be postponed. 
Consideration of report lapsed. 

TAFE Funding - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 
Resumed from 30 August 2005. 

Motion 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move - 

 That the statement be noted. 

This is a statement by the Minister for Education and Training on the Federal-State Agreement for Skilling 
Australia’s Workforce.  The minister once again regretted to inform the house that the federal government has 
abused its powers and trampled on states’ rights, this time in the area of $400 million of funding for Western 
Australian TAFE placements.  I do not always agree with the Minister for Education and Training.  In fact, there 
are not many occasions that I agree with her on issues to do with governance and policy.  I did agree with her 
once on a recent visit to Gallipoli.  She said some words that I agreed with and when I got up and said I agreed 
with her, she nearly fell over.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  I bet you were a bit weak at the knees. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There was no way I was weak at the knees.  I am about to make some comments on 
where else I agree with the Minister for Education and Training.  It relates to the way in which the federal 
government has decided to intrude into the legitimate areas of responsibility of the states.  This ministerial 
statement relates to federal funding of TAFE places.  Before I talk about this in detail, I want to make the general 
comment that it has always been my view that education and training are areas of responsibility of the states.  If I 
had my way, the commonwealth would not be involved.  I have argued over time, even at a ministerial 
conference, that this idea of tied grants coming to the states should be abolished.  I did not get the support from 
either side of politics on that occasion.  I was on my own. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Well, I’m on your side. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the minister went to a similar ministerial conference, she would be in the same 
boat that I was in; she would be the only one supporting it.  The problem is that our state colleagues who reside 
in Melbourne and Sydney, and to a lesser extent Brisbane and Adelaide, seem to think that because they are 
relatively close to the bastions of power in Canberra, they can hop on an airplane and fly across, do a deal and 
fly home again.  They have little recognition of the benefits of federalism and the notion of federalism.  It is 
often left to the Northern Territory government, although it relies very heavily on federal funding so it usually 
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keeps its mouth shut regardless of what it thinks.  Western Australian ministers and governments have argued 
very strongly over the years that the federal government needs to keep out of the affairs that belong to the states 
and the money that comes from the commonwealth to the states should not have strings attached to it.  We 
should be entitled as a state to our share of the revenue generated in Australia through taxation.  It should be 
handed out to the states to carry on the areas of government that they are responsible for.  What has increasingly 
irritated me about this federal government, and which irritated me dramatically when Gough Whitlam was the 
Prime Minister, was this idea that we can have some money to do the things for which we are responsible under 
the constitution, but we will get the money only with these conditions.  I often use the absolutely absurd 
proposition of Brendan Nelson that part of the state’s education funding should be dependent upon a school 
having a flag out the back.  The situation has become ridiculous, and it has to end.  I guess I do too, because it is 
now time to report to the house.  I would like to say a bit more about this when we return in six weeks.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 
Sitting suspended from 6.01 pm to 7.30 pm  

 


