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GALLOP LABOR GOVERNMENT’S PERFORMANCE 
Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.49 pm]:  I move without 
notice -   

That this House expresses its grave concern at the incompetence of the Gallop Labor Government and, 
in particular, its pathetic attempts to direct attention away from its shortcomings.   

That is a very simple explanation of the state of affairs in which we find ourselves in the State of Western 
Australia.  Eight years ago, after the Court Government’s first term in office as we headed towards an election, 
the then Government was significantly ahead in the polls, the then Leader of the Opposition was replaced by Dr 
Gallop at the last minute, and the Labor Party was in total disarray.  The end result was that the coalition 
Government was returned overwhelmingly in 1996 with an increased majority.  We then had another four years 
of the Court Government.  The situation today is completely different, as is clearly demonstrated by the most 
recent Westpoll, which shows the Labor Party coming second.  Most other polls have the situation about lineball.  
That is a vastly different scenario from that of eight years ago.  There was talk for some time, certainly in recent 
history, about having an early state election this time around.  Everybody was getting prepared for a December 
election.  I suspect that the Government was one of the groups that was getting prepared for an early election 
until it worked out, in whatever way, that it would probably lose.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  We were waiting for you to get rid of the member for Cottesloe.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Liberal Party is not getting rid of anybody.  We have a very clear team going 
into the election.  We have not had to change our leader, as the Labor Party did in 1996.  If we are to believe the 
polls - I do not always believe the polls, but I would rather they were on our side than on the Government’s 
side - a fair assessment of most of them is that the Opposition and the Government are level-pegging.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It is all a matter of seats.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is; we know that.  The scenario eight years ago was that the Labor Party was hardly 
on the radar screen.  The Labor Party might not have existed at that time.  It also came third behind One Nation 
in a number of seats in 2001.  The point I am trying to make is that the Government has recognised that it has a 
problem.  It will not hold an early election.  We will wait until February for the election.  The Government hopes 
that all the spin and disinformation that it is now putting into the community will somehow encourage people to 
vote for the return of the Gallop Government.   

The motion has been moved in these terms to demonstrate the stupidity of and pathetic attempts by the 
Government to try to change the subject, to try to get new issues on the agenda and to try to create the 
impression that the Government cares about things and is seeking to do something to solve the problems of 
Western Australia.  I will give a couple of examples to explain how pathetic has been the Government’s 
performance.  I do not use the word “pathetic” very often in formal motions.  In fact, this is probably the first 
time I have used it.  However, that is the word that popped into my mind when I was thinking about recent 
announcements on bringing water to Perth from the Kimberley, school uniforms and a referendum.  Let us look 
at a couple of those issues.   

I start with the Kimberley water supply issue.  People have been talking about a pipeline from the Kimberley to 
Perth for as long as I can remember, even, I hate to say it, before Ernie Bridge suggested it.  My father-in-law 
wrote to Colin Jamieson, who was the Minister for Works, in about 1974 asking why he did not pipe the water 
down from the Kimberley.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  What did he say?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He said that it would cost too much, or something to that effect.  The idea has been 
around for a long time and people like it.  It is a very simple solution to a water supply problem.  We are told that 
we have a water supply problem at the moment.  In my view, it is not half as bad as we are told it is.  I think the 
Government has been hoist with its own petard by frightening everybody to the extent that they think that if they 
use a drop of water, they are criminals.  There is plenty of water around; it is a matter of using it properly.  This 
Government has not done much about that other than to say that it will build a desalination plant, because that is 
politically better in its mind than piping water from Yarragadee in the south west.  It did not want to take on the 
south west, but it is happy to take a risk with a desalination plant and all the other issues that go with it. 

Returning to the pipeline, everybody thinks that is a simple solution to our problem.  There are vast amounts of 
water in the Kimberley, so all we need to do is pump it to Perth.  The fact of the matter is that Lake Argyle 
cannot be used because Lake Argyle is spoken for.  We are told by the Water and Rivers Commission that 60 per 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 18 November 2004] 

 p8294b-8308a 
Hon Norman Moore; Deputy President; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barry 

House 

 [2] 

cent of the water in Lake Argyle must be kept there to keep alive the new environment that has been created by 
the building of the dam.  How ludicrous is that!  One of the problems with Ord stage 2 is that there might not be 
enough water, particularly if the land is used for sugar cane.  There is not enough water in Lake Argyle for Perth 
or anywhere else.  The other suggestion is to look at the Fitzroy River.  Whether it is dammed or whether the 
water is funnelled off is an arguable way of doing things.  This issue has been around, and Dr Gallop has always 
said that we cannot afford it; it is too expensive.  Most people have come to the same conclusion.  The cost of 
getting water from the Fitzroy River to Perth by way of a pipeline is extraordinarily expensive.  It is far more 
expensive than most of the other options available to the Water Corporation; yet last weekend the Government 
made the announcement that it will provide $5 million or $6 million to a company, Tenix -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No; the Government is not providing the money to the company at all.  It is for a feasibility 
study undertaken by others.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I stand corrected.  The money will be provided to do a feasibility study into a 
proposal put forward by Tenix about building a canal from the Fitzroy River to Perth.  I had heard about this 
before.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  As had Mr Barnett.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right. 

Hon Barry House:  As had the minister two and a half years ago and he did nothing about it.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Tenix put forward the proposal.   

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The company has kept the Opposition as informed, I presume, as the Government.  I 
was aware of this proposal, but we have not said anything about it because we are looking at whether it is just 
another pie in the sky idea from somebody or whether it has any merit.  The Government is probably in the same 
boat.  Does the idea have any merit?  The Government does not know, but it will grab $5 million of taxpayers’ 
money to find out.  Why do it now?  Why did the Government not do it when the proposition was put to it in the 
first place?  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It a different proposition.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Okay; so why did it not do it when the second proposition turned up?  

Hon Kim Chance:  That is what we did.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would have thought that if the Government had sat down and thought about this, the 
Premier would have asked the minister for water resources what he thought about it.  I would have thought that if 
the Premier were going to announce a $5 million feasibility study into a massive project to bring water from the 
north of the State to the metropolitan area, he would discuss it with the minister for water resources, or the 
Minister for Government Enterprises as he is called.  The reason he is called the Minister for Government 
Enterprises is that the Government does not want anybody to know that he has anything to do with water, but he 
happens to be in charge of the Water Corporation.  I also would have thought that a Premier who was about to 
spend this money on a massive project would have talked to the Water Corporation, which is the body set up by 
the Government to look after our water requirements.  I would have thought that before making a decision to 
investigate this proposition, the Government would have talked to the people in government who are involved in 
water.  However, no.  In fact, the other day I asked the minister - I acknowledge that this is the uncorrected 
version of Hansard and he can tell me whether he has been misquoted, but I am sure that my recollection is the 
same as is reported here - when he first became aware of the proposal.  He said that it was late last week.  My 
next question states -  

(2) When did the minister become aware that the Government was to provide funds to assess the 
Tenix Group proposal?   

The minister replied - 

I anticipated it on Friday.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He got an early copy of Saturday’s paper! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I then asked what discussions took place between the minister and the Premier over 
this proposal.  The minister replied that members of his staff conferred with members of the Premier’s staff.  He 
then said - 
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The honourable member may recall that I was somewhat busy last week with my duties to the House. 

I do recall.  The minister is always busy in the House.  He is the only one from his side of the House who is.  I 
then asked why the Water Corporation was not consulted.  There was no answer to that question, but we already 
knew that because it was in the newspaper. 

Anybody who understands this set of circumstances knows full well that somebody in the Government’s spin 
department said, in response to a survey done by people about issues in Western Australia, that he thought water 
was a problem and that getting it from the Kimberley would be a good thing.  Somebody in the Premier’s 
department said it would be a good idea to drag out this Tenix proposition and provide some money to proceed.  
The Government announced that with about five minutes of thought, because it is very clear to all who take an 
interest in this matter that the Government forgot to tell the minister who is in charge of water resources.  The 
minister had to anticipate what his Premier was going to do.  The Government did not bother to ask the Water 
Corporation either.  The Water Corporation had to say it did not know anything about this proposal, and its job is 
to provide water for Western Australians, yet it has all these things in train for the future.  The Water 
Corporation has received its desalination plant money from the Government, and it is going ahead with the south 
west Yarragadee proposal, although that has again been put off for a while in case there is any more political 
trouble over the issue.  It also has other proposals for underground water and all sorts of things, but not one of 
them involves water from the Kimberley.  A letter from Dr Gill of the Water Corporation appeared in the 
newspaper just the other day stating that we should not be so stupid, we cannot get water from the Kimberley for 
the sort of price that we can get water from everywhere else.  Yet Dr Dolittle-Good News Geoff comes out and 
says he will give Tenix from over east $5 million to assess this proposal about getting water for $1.2 billion or 
something, but he did not tell the minister what he was going to do.  Obviously he made a populist decision on 
the spur of the moment.  At the end of the day we will get the same answers every time anybody investigates this 
matter. 

The next matter is school uniforms.  Minister Carpenter announced this week that school uniforms will be 
compulsory in government schools. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  I wonder how. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will provide a bit of history on this issue.  In 1995, the then Minister for Education 
introduced a Bill into this House that provided for school councils to create a school dress code and to give 
principals the power to enforce that code.  He was a very good past Minister for Education.  That Bill was 
passed. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Moaner is back again, Mr Deputy President.  Poor old moaner!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You’re the one who is moaning. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am.  I have reason to moan, because the honourable member is in government. 

That legislation was passed by both Houses, not with much enthusiastic support from the Labor Party as I recall, 
but the Government went as far as possible at the time to make it compulsory.  At the end of the day, if some kid 
says, “I am not going to wear a school uniform and you can’t make me,” short of going to that child’s house 
every morning, putting the clothes on him and dragging him off to school in his school uniform, we cannot make 
him.  Are we then going to say to students who do not wear a school uniform that they will be expelled from a 
government school?  Is that what Mr Carpenter has in mind?  The reason I did not make the wearing of school 
uniforms absolutely compulsory and say children will be expelled if they do not wear a school uniform is 
because, in my view, it is not an expellable offence.  What a student wears to school should not determine 
whether he or she is expelled.  Having a school uniform or dress code is a good idea.  It makes children have a 
commitment, in a sense, to the school.  A significant improvement in the dress codes in most schools in Western 
Australia was a result of that legislation.  School councils made sensible decisions about what dress code should 
apply to schools.  The children lapped it up because the uniforms were not grey trousers, reefer jackets, ties and 
hats; they were blue trousers and blue tracksuit tops or windcheaters with the school crest.  The children found 
those uniforms quite acceptable and they looked pretty good. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  And relatively inexpensive. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  It worked and it is still working.  What do we get this week?  Mr 
Carpenter is probably the worst Minister for Education and Training I have ever known.  That comes from 
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someone who had a great regard for him when he first took on the job.  I thought he was going to be very good 
but I have come to the conclusion that he is very, very bad. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He has unified all parts of the education sector! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right; he has brought them all together.  They all think he is an 
absolute dill!  The decision, which he knows as well as I cannot be implemented, is just another example of the 
Government trotting out a so-called populist policy before the election to try to take people’s minds off 
everything else.  He knows that he cannot deliver.  I asked a question yesterday - I put it on notice - and I was 
told that the minister was not around; he had gone somewhere else.  As such, I cannot get an answer to the 
question.  I asked him what legislative or administrative change was necessary to bring in compulsory school 
uniforms.  I would like to know.  Will it be the case that no child is allowed to attend school unless he wears 
school uniform?  Will that be put in legislation?  What will happen if a child does not wear school uniform?  
Will he be expelled from school?  I cannot get an answer because the minister has disappeared.  He drops a nice 
policy initiative - as he calls it - and argues the case on morning radio before disappearing to some conference 
somewhere or other and he cannot be contacted to answer a simple question.  With a bit of luck, I might get an 
answer today.  It is important that we know what he means when he says that certain things will be done in the 
context of a pre-election environment.  On top of all that, Hon Peter Foss asked a question of the Premier 
yesterday.  He asked why the Premier, when he was the Minister for Education, told school principals that they 
could not expel children for not wearing school uniforms.  He changed the then slack rules to make them even 
slacker!   

Hon Paddy Embry:  How soon before an election did he make that statement? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know.  I am expecting something else about education to come up very 
shortly.  I will tell members about that in a moment. 

The answer given to the question was that the views of the community had changed.  That tells us something.  I 
should ask the Premier a question: did the Minister for Education and Training discuss this with the Premier and 
does he have his concurrence?  As the Premier was caught out in what he did as Minister for Education, did the 
Premier just make up an answer to suit the circumstances?  Obviously, he will not say publicly that he does not 
agree with the Minister for Education and Training.  I bet a bottle of red wine that he did not even talk to the 
Premier about it.  It reminds me a bit of a scenario during the time of the Dowding Government.  The then 
Government made a commitment prior to the election to pay $50 for every child to go towards school fees.  The 
money was to be made available to all parents to help get children back to school, or words to that effect.  The 
Dowding Government was re-elected and the $50 for each child was duly paid for one year.  As soon as the 
election was out of the way and the Government was in its second year of office, the payments were stopped.  
Parents were paid only once.  Perhaps we will have compulsory school uniforms for one year until the election is 
out of the road and then that matter will also disappear off the agenda.  The canal from the Kimberley might also 
disappear off the face of the earth once an election is out of the road.   

We then have the referendum.  We will talk about that tomorrow, so I will not go into any detail other than to say 
the announcement of having a referendum with the election was designed to take everybody’s attention off 
everything else.  That announcement was made together with the announcement of giving $1 billion relief in 
taxes.  It was not giving money back but reducing taxes in the future.  The Government will be giving back a 
little of what it has taken away in vast quantities.  The Government trots out these things just before an election 
in the hope that it will take people’s minds off all its other shortcomings and somehow give it some prospect of 
winning the election.  I do not know why the Government chose retail trading hours.  I can think of a thousand 
other issues that are far more important to Western Australia than retail trading hours, if an issue is to be made 
part of a referendum. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  One vote, one value, for example. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is interesting that Hon Derrick Tomlinson should raise that.  We begged the 
Government to have a referendum on that.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What was the answer? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The answer was no, we do not need a referendum because Governments are there to 
make decisions. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Why did the Government say that?  I will tell you why; it is because it said that the 
public would give it the wrong answer. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Do you support one vote, one value? 
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I support having a referendum on the issue. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Issues like that, which affect everybody, are the sorts of issues that everybody might 
like to have a say on.  Another issue that affects everybody and that could be the subject of a referendum is 
daylight saving, because everybody must put up with the start and finish of official daylight hours.  They affect 
everybody.  Why not do that?  There is a lot of public clamour for another referendum on that issue, but the 
Government picked retail trading hours in the city to be the subject of a referendum.  It is all about trying to get 
people’s attention away from a Government that is having clear economic problems.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Economic problems?  You must be joking! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Clear electoral problems.  Did I say economic problems? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Your Government had five budget deficits in eight budgets, and it had privatisation. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Moaner, please!  I have just said that I chose the wrong word.  The Government is 
clearly in political trouble. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Peabrain! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Must the member use that sort of language in here?  If the member wants to go and 
sit with old Ripper in the other place and talk like a Legislative Assembly member, she should be a member 
there. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I will not let the proceedings of this House turn into a bleak fight.  We 
must maintain the decorum of the House.  That is what is expected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I suggest that the minister might like to get herself 
a job in the other place, because she is obviously suited to the climate there. 

The point I am making is that anybody can run a significant financial balance sheet if they keep raising taxes all 
the time.  If people want to balance budgets or make a surplus, they need only keep more money coming in.  
There are two ways of doing it: they can cut their expenditure or they can increase their revenue - or both.  This 
Government has just increased revenue all the way through the roof.  When the effects of the Chinese economy, 
the extra royalties, the price of oil and a federal Government with proper policies on industrial relations are all 
put together, the conditions for a good economy are present.  I cannot think of one thing that this Government 
has done to contribute to the Western Australian economy since it has been in office, other than rip money out of 
the pockets of the citizens and then spend it on all sorts of silly programs it has invented around the place.  Let us 
look at one of them.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Roads? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government has cut road funding, so the minister should not raise that issue.  
There is the regional investment fund of the so-called $75 million to save the country from the perils it is facing.  
If we look at where the money has gone, my calculations show that about 20 per cent has probably gone to the 
regions by way of the money that people can apply for.  The Government came out and said, “We have this 
regional investment fund.  If you have a problem or you want to do something really good, just make an 
application and we will send you some money.” My calculations show that only $13.384 million, or about 19 per 
cent, has been provided out of the $75 million that the Government claimed would be made available through the 
regional investment fund program.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have made it up.  You make everything up.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will show the minister the figures.  This is from an answer that was provided by the 
previous minister.   

The amount of money that was spent under the indigenous infrastructure program was $2.5 million.  An 
important element of this $75 million fund is the so-called strategic commitments.  One of those commitments 
was that $5 million would be spent on a Shark Bay interpretive centre.  That is one of the promises that the 
Government made when it came into office.  However, the Government then joined that promise with the 
promise that there would be a $75 million regional investment fund and said that the $5 million would come out 
of the regional investment fund, when the funds were supposed to be separate.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Tell us about your Pilbara fraud.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister is dopey.  The minister is, without question, the dopiest person I have 
ever met.  The minister is thick.   
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We only announced $20 million. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government had $20 million, but it was to have had $40 million.  Does the 
minister not remember? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We only had $20 million. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know, because the Government got caught out; the companies would not give it the 
money.  Another part of the $22 million worth of strategic commitments was $4.5 million for the Port Hedland 
enhancement scheme.  That money has not been spent either.  When we add that to the $5 million for Shark Bay, 
a significant amount of the money for the so-called strategic commitments has not been spent.  There is also 
$16.5 million in the fund for the forest restructure.  I do not know how much of that money has been spent. 

Hon Barry House:  Most of it has been dished out, but that is only to plug the holes in the infrastructure - holes 
that were created through the Government’s own policy.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government said that it would stop the logging of old-growth forests and would 
look after the people in the south west.  However, it did not tell the people that the money for the timber industry 
would come out of the $75 million for the regional investment fund, just as it did not tell the people that the 
$5 million for the Shark Bay interpretive centre would come out of that same $75 million.  The Government said 
they were separate items.  People believed they were separate items.  That is the reason I say that the 
Government has misled people on this issue.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not recall telling anyone that.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister probably did not.  It was probably done by the people who run the 
minister’s policy outfit.  The bottom line is simply that the $75 million is a myth.  The amount of money that has 
been provided under that fund in the past four years is only $13.5 million, or only about 19 per cent of the total 
money.  I am told that the Government is now spending money on promoting the regional investment fund 
through a television program to tell everyone about the next $80 million in that fund.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Some 3 500 regional jobs have come out of this program.   

Hon Barry House:  But how many did you destroy through your forest policy?  

Hon Kim Chance:  In net terms, about 25 or 30. 

Hon Barry House:  Cut it out!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I hear that comment by the minister.  The minister made the same comment the other 
day.  At that time I did not get the chance to interject and ask him to kindly give me a summary of where those 
jobs are located and whether they are new jobs, ongoing jobs or casual jobs.  I think that someone in the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet - probably the same person who came up with the idea of bringing water 
to Perth from the Kimberley - has just given the minister a figure.  The minister should just keep trotting it out, 
because if we say something often enough, people will believe it.  The minister is suggesting that only 25 or 30 
jobs have been lost in the forest industry.  If he keeps saying it, eventually someone will believe it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I can certainly supply you with the figures.  We have them available on a regular basis.   

Hon Barry House:  I will take you on a short tour around the south west.  I will be able to point out a lot more 
than 25, I assure you.   

Hon Kim Chance:  There would not be that many in the south west.  It is about half that number. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The final comment I want to make about the regional investment fund is that an 
impression was created in the mind of the Western Australian community that people could apply for 
$75 million to assist their region.  Incidentally, something like $2.5 million of that was spent on Perth-based 
organisations.  That impression was a false impression, and one that should not have been created.   

I am sure that other members want to speak on this matter.  I could go on for hours and hours talking about the 
incompetence of the Gallop Government and its spin to create the impression that it is doing something useful.  
The fact is that people are seeing through it.  People have seen the articles in The West Australian, and the other 
day Robert Taylor wrote about the stunt for the day.  Even the media is now asking what will be tomorrow’s 
stunt.  Perhaps we should have a competition in which we have a prize for whoever can come up with 
tomorrow’s “stunt for the day”, and we could have that on an ongoing basis between now and the election.   
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There is no question that this Government is headed for defeat.  It is doing everything it can via its spin doctors 
to create the impression that it has done something useful over the past four years, when most people know that 
that is not correct. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.21 pm]:  I will observe what I think ought to be a 
convention in this place on private members’ business; that is, when a government frontbencher speaks, he 
should be precise and concise.  If I take more than a quarter of an hour, I trust members opposite will remind me 
that I have overdone what ought to be the convention in this place.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You have already.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Now, now; give me a moment!  I just have to find the right speech -   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You have the response for tomorrow’s good news!   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  What I had was yesterday’s good news!  It has been fun listening to the Opposition 
working its way through its frustrations.  However, it would be a shame for all of us if we were to lose sight of 
what is happening.  At the moment, big and exciting things are happening.  Certainly, with some of those issues 
there is an element of revisitation of things past.  School uniforms, by necessity, will always be an issue at which 
we have previously looked.  However, let me cross back to the Tenix Pty Ltd issue.  I am aware that some time 
ago the Tenix group came forward with quite an expensive proposal to utilise water from the Kimberley.  At the 
time, the Government was not all that interested in it.  Tenix came back to the Government with another proposal 
that the Government had a good look at.  I first became aware of the Tenix proposal some two months ago.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why did the company not involve the minister responsible for water resources?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Let me explain what happened from my point of view.  The Tenix group spoke to me 
about the proposal about two months ago, knowing that I was not the minister responsible for water strategy - the 
Premier is the responsible minister.  Nonetheless, the company wanted to brief me.  I thought the proposal was 
quite strong and had made a radical difference to the cost of the project compared with its earlier proposal.  I 
regard Tenix as a serious company, and it is.  This proposal is not something that has been put up by somebody 
who does not understand an engineering proposition; this company has working for it very competent engineers, 
and because of that, I passed the proposition on to the Premier, who is the minister in the Gallop Government 
responsible for water strategy.  He is not the Minister for Government Enterprises.  The Minister for Government 
Enterprises has within his range of portfolios the Water Corporation.  However, this was a matter for the minister 
who had responsibility for water strategy, which is the Premier.  The Minister for Government Enterprises made 
that quite clear in his answer to yesterday’s question.  However, having become aware of the Tenix proposal, I 
passed it on to the Premier.  The Premier, after consulting with the minister who is in charge of the Water 
Corporation -  

Hon Norman Moore:  He did not consult with him.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  He did.   

Hon Norman Moore:  With respect -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  With respect, the Leader of the Opposition would not know.  After having done that, a 
decision was made.  That is an entirely logical thing to do.  The important thing about this is the timing.  I do not 
know of any other minister who was aware of the proposal before I was, which, as I said, was about two months 
ago.  However, that is when it first came to government.  That is the period over which the Government has had 
a chance to look at the proposition.  It looked at the proposition; it made its decision.  The timing of the election 
is irrelevant.  To state that Tenix decided that it would take the proposition to government now because the 
election will be in February, presumably, implies some strange logic on behalf of Tenix.  If that was the issue 
driving Tenix, it never mentioned it to me.  I cannot imagine why Tenix would be interested in the timing of the 
election. 

Let us also go to shopping hours.  There is a theory coming from the other side that to raise the issue of shopping 
hours prior to the election is a stunt of some form.  I remind members, whose memories must be devastatingly 
short, that the Government introduced legislation on the question of shopping hours.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  When you said you wouldn’t. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Government never said it would not introduce legislation.  It gave a term-of-
government commitment on shopping hours.  It was very clearly a term-of-government commitment. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It was not clear; it was doublespeak. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  As Hon Simon O’Brien knows, the legislation we introduced did not affect this term of 
government.  Notwithstanding that, we brought the legislation into this place months and months ago.  
Notwithstanding the fact that the Government brought that legislation into this place, members opposite have 
forgotten that they chose to throw it out.  That was entirely their choice on the matter.  However, given that the 
Government tried to introduce legislation through the normal manner, which was rejected and frustrated by the 
actions of this House, it then determined that one possible choice was to ask the people.  Astounding! 

Hon Barry House:  Why didn’t you do it with electoral reform then? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Because we chose not to.  That will be a matter for another day. 

As I said, although some big and important events are happening - I am delighted and grateful that the Leader of 
the Opposition has seen fit to give them the prominence that he has - it would be a great shame if we were 
blinded by them and forgot other events that have occurred in the past three and three-quarter years.  Indeed, the 
Opposition totally lacks the capacity to get anything off the ground on the issue of shopping hours, whether it be 
in government or in opposition - it would say that no Opposition should ever claim to be brilliant - as those guys 
opposite never raise their voices loudly in this area.  They cannot even agree between Houses on their position.  
Everybody accepts that this Labor Government has got the economy moving.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.   

After having suffered a Government that gave us five - count them - deficit budgets out of eight, the last four 
having taken the State into deficit by a cumulative $400 million, we now have a Government that has given us 
four successive balanced budgets.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you know how? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Of course!  We have taxes.  That is how Governments raise their revenue. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  It must be just about impossible for the Hansard reporter to work out who 
has the call.  I will tell members who has the call.  The Leader of the House has the call and nobody else. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.   

I know that it is hard for some members to get their heads around this matter, but Governments actually raise 
their revenue from a taxation process.  They do not raise revenue from business.  

Hon Norman Moore:  What about royalties?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Royalties are one way of raising revenue.  It is interesting that when the Gallop 
Government brought down its fourth successive balanced budget, it was treated in the local media as some kind 
of terrible thing to have done to the taxpayers of Western Australia.  When Costello brought down the federal 
Government’s surplus budget of about $8 billion, the local media attributed it to good management rather than to 
overtaxing.  How can those two positions be rationalised?  All I can say is that perhaps the editorial line in The 
West Australian is written by people with the same kind of economic management skills as the present 
Opposition.  

Let us move on from that.  We have made an enormous commitment to the core areas in the budget - health, 
education and community safety - that we were elected to fix.  The benefits of those commitments are being 
clearly demonstrated.  As the Minister for Housing and Works said about half an hour ago, crime rates are 
falling, particularly burglary rates.  Real benefits are now accruing to the health system and, after being in 
decline - particularly the retainment rate of high school students for the eight years under the coalition 
Government - the education system is now clawing its way back again.  Honourable members should look at the 
apprenticeship rates being achieved in Western Australia.  Enormous increases have occurred in the rate of new 
and completed apprenticeships.  That is about creating tomorrow’s work force.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I will give you a dorothy dixer because you and nobody else has the call.  What is the take-
up figure for apprenticeships?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I refer the member to a question I answered during question time at an earlier date. 

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order!  
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  We have also simplified the land and payroll tax system.  We have reduced the rate of 
payroll tax to the extent that now 9 000 businesses benefit from a reduction in payroll tax.  Legislation is before 
Parliament that provides for more than $1 billion in tax cuts.  Members opposite can be as critical as they like of 
the tax increases that this Government introduced.  The fact is, without those tax increases, the State would have 
suffered substantial deficit budgets, which this State was not in a position to tolerate.  When the Government 
took office, maintenance of the State’s AAA credit rating was hanging on the wire.  

Hon Norman Moore:  That’s absolute rubbish.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The same Under Treasurer served both Governments and I can tell the honourable 
member what he told us.  The AAA credit rating was hanging on the wire.  We had to produce balanced budgets 
and we had to do something about the health and education systems, which were in full-scale decline.  That 
funding had to be increased.  It was increased, sadly - 

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House has the call.  If members persist with their 
interjections, we will have another debate about Standing Order No 116 “Offences reported by President”.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I always found Standing Order No 303 to be one of the more useful standing orders!  

The Government regrets that it had to increase taxes.  However, it does not regret that it delivered on the core 
undertakings on which it undertook to deliver.  

Hon Norman Moore:  You knew the state of the situation when you were elected.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Government delivered four consecutive balanced budgets and achieved a surplus.  We 
strengthened the State’s AAA credit rating and paid off $480 million worth of debt without selling a state asset.  
The only way members opposite ever achieved anything was by flogging off the State’s assets - “Oh, we’re in 
trouble; we’ll sell off the back paddock!  Oh, we’re in more trouble; we’ll sell off the side paddock - somebody 
will buy it!  It doesn’t matter what price we get for it - just flog it off!”  The Gallop Government has not sold any 
state assets.  Rather, it has delivered four successive balanced budgets, met its commitments and cut state taxes.  
If members opposite do not think that that is a significant achievement, before they are critical of this 
Government’s management I ask them to look very carefully at the recent past of State Governments in this 
State.   

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [3.36 pm]:  Hon Norman Moore’s motion reads -  

That this House expresses its grave concern at the incompetence of the Gallop Labor Government and, 
in particular, its pathetic attempts to direct attention away from its shortcomings.   

I think “pathetic” is a good word.  I listened to the Leader of the House’s response to Hon Norman Moore’s 
speech about the Government’s commitments.  He overlooked the fact that the Government stated in the initial 
stages of its term that it would not increase taxes.  However, it has done a good job of increasing taxes.  The 
Government does not have to be really smart to rob money from people and then give them a half or quarter of it 
back.  The Government has selectively robbed from different areas and has then given the money to those areas 
in which it will achieve more votes, even though that should not be the case.   

Hon Norman Moore referred to the Government’s idea of a water pipeline that will extend from the Kimberley.  
That idea has been floating around for a couple of years.  I have spoken about it regularly over the past 18 
months and during that time I have not heard one peep from the minister in response.   

Hon Norman Moore also stated that stamp duty on motor vehicles is four times higher in Western Australia than 
it is in other States.  Western Australia used to be the State of excitement; now it is the State of overtaxing.   

I was curious when the minister talked about the apprenticeship scheme.  Given that new apprentices have 
started on the scheme over the past four years, has the number of those involved reached double figures?   

Hon Kim Chance:  I have already provided that information.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I hope it has.   

In coming up with its skulduggery of offers, the Government has proved that it is lacking a great deal of 
confidence.  It did not have the courage to call an election in December, which is what we would have liked.  All 
that probably means now is a bigger win for the Opposition than it would have otherwise achieved in December.  
I believe that the Labor Party is in disarray.  It is not making rational decisions and it is managing our economy 
from crisis to crisis.  It talks about good management.  However, when an area has high sales and high taxes, that 
is not good management; it is purely the economy.  It has nothing to do with good management.  If we budget on 
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a three per cent increase and there is a six per cent increase - and a lot more is charged in taxes - that is not good 
management.  The Government has just been fortunate that we have had a booming economy.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Who made the economy boom?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I do not know.  John Howard said that he did, but let us not go into that.   

The point is that it is dishonest for a Government to start coming up with tax relief measures and a range of airy-
fairy programs when they will not go anywhere.  The Government’s measures and programs are purely 
promises.  I asked a question about stamp duty and was told that the Government would look at it in the May 
budget.  It could look at everything.  However, the Government has not made a commitment.  This is an area in 
which the Government has overtaxed.  The Government has done a reasonably good job but it has not done such 
a wonderful job that it will be re-elected.   

It is an absolute farce for the Government to take accolades for the booming economy and to claim it is a good 
manager.  The Government is not a good manager; it is a poor manager.  The Government has ridden on the crest 
of a good economic wave.  Whether that was created by the federal Government or not, who knows?  The 
general world economy has boomed.  The Labor Party has been very fortunate to be in government during this 
booming economy.   

I totally agree with Hon Norman Moore’s comments about the pathetic - I use the word “pathetic” again because 
I like it - attempts by the Government to direct attention away from its shortcomings.  The Government is selling 
the sizzle and has got rid of the steak.  It must go back to the steak and show the people what it is made of.  The 
Government does not have a great deal to show.   

The Government has set up a process to address the power supply for the summer.  I hope that we struggle 
through it.  That problem has been around for four years.  It was probably an issue before the Labor Party 
inherited government.  However, the Government has taken three or four years to wake up to the problem and it 
is only doing something about it in the lead-up to the next election.  For the sake of the people of Western 
Australia, I hope that we do not experience power failures or have severe water restrictions imposed on us this 
summer.  I do not know how the Government will address those matters.  Offering sleazy giveaways and 
bonuses prior to an election is a very weak, pathetic attempt at running a business.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.41 pm]:  I do not want to be negative in any way when 
addressing the Government on this issue.  I will refer to some of the little things that matter to people.  Yesterday 
I was at the Swan Village of Care, which many members will be associated with in one way or another.  It has 
1 100 residents and was formerly called Swan Cottage Homes.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I hope it has a place for me.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It does have a place for Hon Derrick Tomlinson, and it is a very nice place.  It is 
currently going through a process of redevelopment, and I was there for the opening of stage 1.  I met a number 
of the residents and some of my good friends on the staff and the board whom I have got to know over the years.  
A minister was uncorked for the occasion and visited the premises.  She was asked to declare the place open, as 
ministers do on those occasions.  Congratulations were paid to the architects and everybody else involved.  Of 
course, being a Labor minister, she could not help herself and had to subtly tell everyone about the good things 
the Gallop Government was doing, particularly the local member who is none other than the Premier, the 
member for Victoria Park.  The minister graciously read a message from the local member who sent his 
greetings.  It was not quite the same as getting a telegram from the Queen, but the greetings of Dr Gallop, the 
Premier, were conveyed to all those present.  Even I smiled benignly when we received this blessing.  We were 
reassured about how disappointed Dr Gallop was that he could not be there on this important occasion but that he 
wanted everyone to know he was thinking of us. 

There we are, ladies and gentlemen, the minister read the special message to everybody from their Premier, Dr 
Geoff Gallop, who, incidentally, has just released a new concession card for seniors.  It tells seniors that they too 
can share in rebates for various services that are available to other seniors, even if they are living in a retirement 
village or lifestyle park caravan home.  I caught the conversation between my good friend the chief executive 
officer of the local authority and His Worship the Mayor of Victoria Park and his wife on this important 
occasion.  They said, “That’s interesting.  As we’re not passing on our charges to the people and we have a 
special arrangement, perhaps we should review how we charge things because the State Government will pay 
anyway.”  Bill Marshall, the chief executive officer of the Swan Village of Care, said, “Let’s not worry about 
that; we don’t need to confuse the issue with any of that!”  I am sure the minister in conveying the message of 
the local member and Premier was very sincere and did not use it as a chance to make an inappropriate 
advertisement.   
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Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Was it rolled out on a parchment scroll? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  It was a little DL-sized pamphlet number, such as the one I hold.  The thing that 
gave me a warm glow was the certain awareness that Swan Village of Care’s 1 100 residents had that the home 
is not in the Premier’s electorate of Vic Park.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It’s not in the electorate after the redistribution, but it is now, isn’t it? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Given the new boundary changes, no it is not.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You’re misleading the House!  

Hon Ken Travers:  What a joke.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Another warm glow has gushed all over me as members opposite try to summon up 
some umbrage from the embarrassment of it all.  People were cringing as everyone knew the situation because of 
some local issues in the area concerning Nyandi Prison next door.  They said, “Isn’t it a pity that the boundaries 
have changed to take us out of Victoria Park, as we can’t vote against this Gallop character, as we would like to 
do?”   

There are important things afoot that more directly address the motion that the Leader of the Opposition has 
wisely brought to the attention of the House.  I take members back to April this year when I raised in the public 
domain, including in this House, concerns about some flow-on effects of this Government’s not only 
incompetent but also improper use of processes to achieve certain political goals.  I refer in particular to its 
transport policy south of the river and its flawed decision in principle to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass.  It 
then said, “Don’t worry; we’ll wing it.”  It came up with six-point plan to address the inevitable consequences of 
that very serious and poorly framed decision.  It was a decision that had nothing to do with the development of a 
planning process and everything to do with base political instincts of the sort seen at afternoon garden parties for 
the opening of new retirement villages.  It is just the same - root and branch - but in a different context.  We have 
become aware over the past few years of the dire consequences of flawed decisions and the Government’s 
persistence with those decisions in the face of all evidence that they are wrong.  Back in April, I alerted the 
House and others to the question of what will happen at the Leach Highway-Stock Road intersection.  This is but 
one of the consequences of the decision about the Fremantle eastern bypass.  I will not revisit that matter; it was 
done in April.   

Several members interjected.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You’ve done it to death.  You’ve spoken on it 20 times.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will say something new.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Let me remind members what happened when the Opposition tabled the documents, 
including diagrams and superimposed aerial photographs - the works - regarding what was proposed for Leach 
Highway-Stock Road as a nasty consequence of deleting the Fremantle eastern bypass.  That was, of course, 
rejected at the time by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who, among other things, was reported in 
The West Australian on 16 April this year as saying about the very advanced plans that the Opposition tabled in 
this House - 

. . . the concept had no formal status within Government and there would be no need for an upgrade of 
that scale for at least 20 years.  

“This simply has no status whatsoever.  It is simply one engineer’s concept,” she said. 

That is interesting, because two days ago a planning control order was placed on precisely the same area, starting 
at Leach Highway, west of Stock Rd, and affecting properties from the Stock Road intersection with Leach 
Highway to just a few blocks short of South Street.  It apparently had no status in government seven months ago, 
but it has suddenly developed a status very quickly, whereby a minister can sign off on a planning control order 
that will be in effect for at least five years and will radically affect all the people who own land, reside or run a 
commercial or industrial business in the area serviced by Stock Road.  It will have a radical impact, and I do not 
know how it could be measured.  There are probably several yardsticks, but one of them might be how many 
millions of dollars have just been wiped off the values of those properties and businesses by a stroke of the 
minister’s pen.  That is what has happened - millions of dollars have been wiped off the value of those 
businesses and homes, just like that and for nothing.  Anyone who wants to sell a property that has been made 
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subject to a planning control order in the past 48 hours, and who had every intention of putting out the “for sale” 
sign tomorrow, may just as well forget it, because no-one will want to buy it if this Government persists with the 
project.  The minister said earlier this year that it had no status whatsoever and would not even be looked at for 
20 years, but it has now been signed off as a planning control order under the relevant legislation, without any 
right of appeal, and apparently without any redress.  That is the way this Government does business; that is how 
it is prepared to operate.  It is so up-front when attention is drawn to what it is doing that it denies even doing it, 
but all the time it is carrying on doing it.  All of a sudden - bang! - there you have it.  People are notified of this 
order in a few ways.  Planning control order advices go to the owners of affected properties, virtually all of 
which, at this stage, are commercial and industrial, even though the residential properties on the other side of the 
road will also be affected.  A lot of the advices have not filtered through yet from the postboxes to the directors 
and owners of those properties, but they are starting to filter through, and a rumbling will be heard as more and 
more of them hit the tables of people who will be adversely affected.  I have heard from the Press - I had a little 
talk to the Press about this - that it has approached the minister’s office and cannot get hold of the minister.  
However, the Press got on to her media people, and we all know that it is the media people who run this 
Government.  This Government gets the media and the spin right before it worries about the policy.  Therefore, 
the Press decided that it would go straight to the top and go to the media advisers.  The media advisers said that 
they did not know anything about it.  Of course they do not.  It is something that needs to be hushed up, not 
shouted from the rooftops.  

A notification has gone to residents.  People need to be reassured because, heavens above, those naughty 
Liberals might start some sort of campaign to represent the people of Willagee, who are not being represented by 
this Government and by their member.  Where is he?  He is missing in action.  Therefore, a circular has gone to 
residents.  I have a copy of one with me, and I will read it, because it is very brief.  It is on the letterhead of the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  That is how it appears.  I cannot even believe it is genuine.  However, 
it says - 

Dear Resident 

Managing traffic movements through Perth is important to us all. 

Because of the need to manage growth in freight on and off Stock Road, we must improve the 
intersection on Leach Highway and Stock Road. 

You will appreciate that we need better turning capacity for cars and trucks moving from Stock Rd to 
Leach Hwy. 

To make this possible we need to protect land -  

Does it not sound nice - 

for future planning options so we are placing a planning control area over the land that may be needed 
in the future. 

The Government has no intention of developing a three level interchange at this intersection now or in 
the future. 

No, I bet it does not - just like that concept that is now provided for in the planning control order had no status; it 
was just one person’s concept.  I return to the note - 

We will be consulting with all residents, businesses and landowners on the plans for this intersection 
and will include Local Government in this important discussion. 

We all know that the minister gets on like a house on fire with the City of Melville.  That would be a treat. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you talking to the mayor yet? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Even the mayor has converted to our point of view. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Is that right? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, that is right. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Will she give preferences to Graham in Alfred Cove then? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I hope so. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That’s the deal! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am trying to read a missive from the minister.  People should show respect, because 
she is almost finished, thank heavens.  It continues - 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 18 November 2004] 

 p8294b-8308a 
Hon Norman Moore; Deputy President; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barry 

House 

 [13] 

It is very important we get planning for our growing economy and the needs of local community right, 
and we need everyone working together to achieve this.   

I look forward to working with you on this important issue. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN 
MINISTER FOR PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

November 2004 

I understand that that document was delivered, rolled up with all the other junk mail, such as the Woolies 
catalogue and everything else, in a big pile and shoved into people’s letterboxes.  Therefore, if people had a “No 
junk mail” sign on their letterbox, they would not have heard from the minister.  Is it not interesting that the 
document states - 

We will be consulting with all residents, businesses and landowners . . . and will include Local 
Government in this important discussion. 

It is very important we get planning . . . right, and we need everyone working together . . .  

Where was the minister, with those sentiments, when 85 per cent of a record number of submissions objecting to 
the Government’s action were sent to the Western Australian Planning Commission?  Where was getting 
important decisions right then?  Where was consulting then?  Was the final line, now stated so glibly, applicable 
when the minister said, “I look forward to working with you on this important issue”?  Rubbish!  The 
Government has deliberately misled people on this issue.  Now it is trying to fox people again with grubby little 
missives that go out with the junk mail, while it is delivering the letters that have real sting to landowners, 
saying, “Your land is now not yours.”  For five years a planning blight will be inflicted on that land while the 
Government makes up its mind about what to do and gets on with it.  That is the way in which this Government 
is treating people down my way.  It will be at a cost of millions of dollars.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Will the Liberal Party get rid of planning control areas?  Will you abolish them from the Act?  
Is that what you are saying?  Are you saying that you don’t support them?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I hope to hear from the parliamentary secretary a little later because I have some 
questions to ask, of which I have given some notice.  If this Government knows what it is doing, as it reckons it 
does, I will get some answers to those questions - I had better - if I get the call in due course this afternoon.  That 
is a good example of a Government that does not want to talk about the things that people need to talk about.  
The interjector does not want to talk about this, just as in the debate on the Fremantle eastern bypass he did not 
want to talk about the concerns we raised but wanted to talk about paradigm shifts in thinking and all the rest of 
it.  Now he wants to divert attention and talk about something that is not the subject of debate.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You are complaining about a planning control area and I am asking whether you support the 
use of planning control authority areas or whether you would get rid of them.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I inquired about this planning control area earlier this year in this House.  We were 
given short shrift by the minister in public and by the interjector in this place.  We were told that it had no status 
and would not happen for 20 years, even if the Government were to go down that path.  Yet we now have, signed 
and sealed, one of the most far-reaching urban planning orders that we have ever seen.  This is not a planning 
control area over a sliver of land somewhere out in the sticks on which the Government might want to change 
the camber of the road.  In that instance the Government would put in place a planning control area to stop 
someone from putting a 30-storey building on that bit of paddock.  That would not make much difference to the 
landowner, because he could still grow wheat on that land.  The landowner would be compensated if in due 
course the land were taken for that purpose.  However, where is the compensation - the millions of dollars - for 
the people who have been collectively penalised just this week at the stroke of a dishonest pen?  That pen has 
sought to mislead in the past.  The use of a planning control order in this situation, when the Government does 
not even know or is not prepared to tell us its plans - it is only concepts; it has no status in government -   

Hon Ken Travers:  You would know that the planning control authority is in place if you understood how the 
planning laws worked.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I think you should drive down to the southern suburbs some time and have a look.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The point has been made.  Yet another part of this scandal is unfolding.  As I have said 
again and again during this term of government when we have spoken about cannabis laws or some of the other 
ways in which this Government has sought to change society’s standards to suit some of the lobby groups that 
have its ear, the Government has not played a straight bat.  If the Government has the opportunity to play it 
straight or to go the dog’s hind leg route, it will pick the dog’s hind leg route every time just for fun.  In this 
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case, it is not just a matter of what the Government wants to do for the heck of it.  This is something that has now 
massively affected the lives of the people who live in my region, for no reason other than the bloody-mindedness 
of this Government to appease some of its supporters in Jim McGinty’s electorate.  The member for Willagee is 
silent and everyone else falls in line.  The fact is that my people have now been penalised, at a cost amounting to 
a colossal sum of money, through the disruption to business and future business prospects.  It will affect not only 
the people on the road who have to control the area on the land, but also all the people in the hinterland who 
need access to Stock Road, either to get about the area or to get to and from work or school, and the businesses 
that manufacture goods, which quite often are large loads that have to be shipped out.  Where will they go?  Will 
they go down some sort of rat-run that heads them down to Carrington Street or some of the other roads that we 
were trying to get traffic off in the first place?  Again, it has not been thought through.  The Government does 
not hesitate to make decisions that adversely affect people’s lives just because it suits it and its temperament to 
do so.  I heartily support the sentiments of the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition, and I congratulate 
him for raising it.  I fear, of course, that it will fall on deaf ears in this Government, but hopefully the 
Government will soon be replaced by one that knows how to listen.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.05 pm]:  I am sure that if the Labor Party had its way, we would not be 
sitting in Parliament on 18 November; we would be well into an election campaign by now for an election due 
on 4 or 11 December.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Due!  How can you say that it’s due?  The last election was in February.  The next election 
will probably be in February.  How can you call it due on 4 December?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I did not say that it was due.  The member should clean out his ears and shove the wax 
in his mouth.  I am sure that the Labor Party would love to have gone to an election in December this year.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Why?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  If the stars had lined up, the Labor Party would have been quite keen to get away from 
the prospect of going through a hot January and February, when power blackouts might cause it some very 
severe embarrassment in the lead-up to when the election is due in the middle of February.  However, a couple 
of things got in the way.  Mark Latham let them down badly in the federal election.  He did not show up.  The 
Labor Party vote in Western Australia was appalling.  The federal election was followed very quickly by some 
local polls that indicated that its stocks were not all that high.  Its primary vote had dropped to about 36 per cent.  
There has been a flurry of panicked activity since then.  The Labor Party has been around for four years so it 
must try to convince people that it has some runs on the board, because nothing has happened in this State at its 
direction for four years.  It has all happened despite its direction.  We have seen the examples of free tickets to 
the Royal Show and the furphies in the past couple of weeks of tax cuts, the referendum and compulsory school 
uniforms.  

I want to briefly focus on three issues that have been raised in the debate today, because other members might 
want to make a few comments as well.  The Leader of the House put great store in this Government’s economic 
management and tried to denigrate the Court Government’s economic management.  A few of us have been in 
this place long enough to have memories of the early 1990s.  When the Court Government came to power in 
1993, the Lawrence Government was running up debt at $1 billion a year on its Bankcard, WA Inc had cost 
Western Australia at least $2 billion and the Labor Government had lost the AAA credit rating.  Let us imagine 
that it was running in the Stawell Gift -  

Hon Kim Chance:  You went backwards.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Court Government can be likened to a backmarker running in the Stawell Gift from 
about 40 metres behind scratch.  It had to make up all that ground in economic stakes before it even started.  We 
are very proud of the fact that the AAA credit rating was restored.  Schools, roads, hospitals, police stations and 
a host of other infrastructure throughout the State were created as a result of a terrific period in government.  I 
will move away from that nonsense. 

The Leader of the Opposition referred to the regional investment fund and mentioned that $16.5 million from 
that fund was credited to the south west region for timber restructuring.  Yes, that money has been put into the 
south west community, but it was committed following a dramatic policy change by the Labor Government.  
Having ripped the heart out of many south west communities and industries, the Government bundled all that 
money, put it into the community through this investment fund and claimed that it was creating extra 
infrastructure in the south west.  I think the Leader of the House genuinely believes that only 20 jobs have been 
lost in the south west. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I said that is the current state of unemployment resulting from the decision - 20 jobs.  I can 
show you the figures. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is an amazing statistic.  Eight full-time jobs alone were lost from my uncle’s timber 
mill, which was closed down as a result of this Government’s policy.  The number of timber mills in the south 
west was reduced from 49 to eight. 

Hon Kim Chance:  There were about 800 jobs lost, but I am talking about the number of current job losses; that 
is, the number of unemployed of those 800. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Many people have been re-employed as a result of their own initiative and there has 
been a mass movement of people away from places such as Manjimup towards Perth and other coastal towns. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We have taken account of that as well. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Other factors have also crept in to this.  The Leader of the House should look at the 
availability of public housing in Manjimup and the massive shift of population mix that has occurred in that 
town, which has huge social implications.  I am pleased to hear the Leader of the House acknowledge that some 
800 job losses were involved in this exercise.  Let us not hear any more about 20 job losses being involved. 

I also want to refer to the fact that the Water Corporation, which I thought was charged with supplying water in 
this State for our domestic needs, knew nothing about this proposal that came out of the blue for a channel to 
bring water from the north.  That was confirmed to the standing committee I chair, which conducted an inquiry 
into water resources.  A letter provided to that committee - I can quote from it because it has been made a public 
document - indicates the Water Corporation’s research and process for looking at the water supply and where it 
was going to come from.  The letter also refers to how the Water Corporation has had to change its emphasis 
over recent years, which is acknowledged, because of lower rainfall.  The document contains numerous mentions 
of the south west Yarragadee, desalination plants and other catchments, but there is not one word about water 
from the north. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you remember the evidence we had from United Utilities and others about the need for - 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is the Water Corporation not charged with supplying water through the integrated water 
scheme to Perth and its environs?  I thought that was its primary function.  The Water Corporation is the major 
arm of government charged with that responsibility. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The fact is that this Government is all stunts and no substance.  Usually the saying is “all 
style and no substance”, but I am reluctant to say “style” because I do not even want to give that much away.  
This Government has put up political stunts from time to time and has tried to pass them off as good, solid 
policy. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
 


