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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Weasel Words 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.30 pm]:  I want to take a couple 
of moments to talk about weasel words.  Today I asked a question of the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Minister for Tourism about Rottnest Island funding.  I asked, in part -  

(1) Can the minister confirm that the Labor Party had promised to put an extra $14 million into the 
Rottnest Island Authority over four years?  

The answer was -  

(1) The Government’s election platform envisaged that $14 million would be provided and that 
this amount would come from a combination of consolidated revenue and Rottnest Island 
Authority internal resources.   

I used to be the Minister for Tourism, and I have a lot of interest in Rottnest.  The Labor Party policy at the last 
election states that Labor will ensure that $14 million is allocated over four years to upgrade and repair holiday 
accommodation units and settlement areas on Rottnest.  When I read that two and a half years ago I made the 
same assumption that everyone else made; namely, that instead of just putting in the $2 million a year that the 
Court Government was putting in for Rottnest, the Labor Party, if it came into government, would make a 
significant increase in the allocation of funds to the tune of $14 million over four years.  What we have now 
discovered is that these weasel words do not actually mean that at all.  What they mean is that the Government 
will put in some additional money, but the authority will have to use its own internal resources to fund the 
remainder.  The reason for the additional money for Rottnest in our time was that the authority needed extra 
assistance to upgrade the island.  Therefore, that money was provided by the Government on top of what the 
authority itself was putting into the island.  Over our term of office a large amount of money was spent at 
Rottnest, and it was money provided by the Government in addition to the funds generated by the authority 
itself.  Now when I am told that the $14 million actually means a combination of state funding and the 
authority’s internal resources, I have to say that I think I have been conned.  I suspect a lot of people in the 
authority and a lot of people who take an interest in Rottnest have also been conned.    

This is not the only example of weasel words.  I will say a bit more about weasel words.  The Labor Party’s 
policy for the Burrup at the last election - I have talked about this before - states that one of Labor’s key 
initiatives for the Burrup is $1 million for a swimming pool at Dampier.  When we read that we think it means 
that the Labor Party will build a swimming pool at Dampier for $1 million.  That is certainly what the people in 
Dampier thought.  However, what it actually means when it comes to the crunch is that the Labor Party will put 
in $1 million, or one-third, through the community sporting and recreation facilities fund and the local authority 
will have to put in $2 million, or the other two-thirds.  The Shire of Roebourne saw a promise of $1 million for a 
swimming pool at Dampier, only to discover in the fine print that it has to put in $2 million to get that $1 million 
- and it does not want to build a pool anyway!  It gets worse than that.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know what the interjection is.  All I know is that we spent the CSRFF on the 
basis of saying that a local authority will be entitled to a CSRFF grant for a particular project, meaning it will get 
one-third of the cost and it will have to fund the rest.  The Labor Party policy says that the local authority will 
get $1 million for a swimming pool at Dampier.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Towards.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It does not say towards.  It says that one of Labor’s key initiatives for the Burrup is 
$1 million for a swimming pool at Dampier, full stop.  That is all it says; no more and no less.  How do we think 
the local authority felt when it thought it would get this $1 million swimming pool, only to be told that is the 
Government’s one-third and it has to find another $2 million, and it does not want to do it anyway?  Normally 
what happens with the CSRFF is that the local authority makes an application for what it wants, and the 
Government makes a one-third contribution.  However, in order to mislead the people of the Burrup electorate, 
the Labor Party policy talked about $1 million.  It is the same sort of story that the Labor Party put across when 
it said that in its first term in government it would build a road from Karratha to Tom Price for $100 million.   

It gets worse, because the other day I was in Leonora.  The local authority there, which is pretty poor, is trying 
desperately to get some money for its swimming pool.  I have just read a glossy brochure put out by the 
Goldfields Esperance Development Commission, with four full-colour photographs of the Minister for 
Government Enterprises, Hon Nick Griffiths, and a photograph of Dr Gallop in Leonora, telling everybody how 
lucky they are because the Government is putting some money into their swimming pool.  The Labor Party 
policy for the Goldfields states that Labor will allocate up to $167 000 towards the cost of providing a public 
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swimming pool in the Leonora shire.  That says “towards”.  However, when the shire went to get the money for 
the swimming pool, it was told that it is part of the CSRFF and it will have to find the other two-thirds of the 
money.  However, $275 000 will not get it one-third of a swimming pool.  With the current minister in charge of 
water resources, it will get it about three drops of water.  The Government has contributed several million dollars 
for a swimming pool in Leonora, but the shire has to find a very large sum of money to pay for its bit.  The shire 
did not even actually ask for this pool.  The reason it is getting it is that the Government promised it as an 
election sweetener to those people in the seat of Eyre who happen to live in Leonora.  

I raise this in the context of weasel words.  People have expectations that when they read a policy or election 
promise, what it says is what it means.  In these three instances, what it says is not what it means at all.  It means 
something quite different.  I think, to be fair to the Government, that perhaps when it was in opposition and it 
was spending all this money hand over fist by way of promises it thought it actually would do all these things.  It 
was actually going to put $14 million into Rottnest, $1 million into a swimming pool in Dampier and $275 000 
into a swimming pool in Leonora.  I think that is what it thought it would do, until it found out that it could not 
do it; there was not enough money in the context of its priorities to do these things, so up came the weasel words.   

I could not believe the explanation from the minister about how the Labor Party’s promise with regard to 
Rottnest actually means that the Rottnest Island Authority will have to use money from its own resources.  
Goodness gracious!  That is absolutely outrageous!  That is not a promise.  That is what happens normally 
anyway.  The authority spends its own resources on developing the island.  That is what it does and what it 
always will do, when it has some resources to do that.  On top of all of that, just to finish up on Rottnest, the 
price of staying at Rottnest has gone up significantly, at the same time as salaries have gone up by 33 per cent in 
the past two years.  Members opposite complain about all sorts of things in respect of Rottnest.  The reason the 
authority has had to put up the price is that it has put up the price of labour by 33 per cent.  That is the reason.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is nonsense!  Talk about misrepresenting the facts!   

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary answered the question today and said that was a fact.  

Hon Ken Travers:  No.  I explained where the increase is.  It is not that the salaries have gone up by 33 per cent.  
The reason the cost has gone up is that we are employing additional people to do additional functions to create 
additional revenue.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The cost of labour at Rottnest has gone up by 33 per cent.  That may be because the 
Government has taken over other people’s responsibilities, such as running the bike hire or the golf course.  It is 
now employing people under the Rottnest Island Authority who were contractors before.  Eventually, the 
Government will go back to ensuring that everybody who cleans a cottage on Rottnest Island or cleans up the 
rubbish around the place is a government employee. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Isn’t that a good thing? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, it is not. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Why not? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The previous Government managed to fix Rottnest Island by getting rid of day labour 
and replacing it with contractors, and it worked. 
Hon Peter Foss:  People could retire to work for the Government on Rottnest Island. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  They did not do anything, other than enjoy having a holiday 
there on a permanent basis.  When I became the minister, the worst thing from the point of view of the 
employees of the Rottnest Island Authority was tourists.  They could not stand the idea of tourists and visitors 
going over there because they got in the road of their lifestyle.  That is what it was about, and that is why the 
people were required to live on the mainland and why the previous Government contracted out a significant 
amount of the work.  When one reads the Labor Party’s policy commitments at the last election, it is a terrible 
shame that what one reads is not what those commitments mean. 

Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.40 pm]:  In my concluding remarks on the Nuclear Activities 
(Prohibition) Bill I mentioned that I wanted to raise some other issues that I did not have time to raise during that 
debate and to express a degree of frustration about the ability of the Greens (WA) to debate Bills that we have 
placed on the Notice Paper.  I appreciate that, with the changes to the sessional orders, a dedicated time is now 
allocated in which we can deal with private members’ Bills or motions of our choice.  Although this is an 
improvement, it transpires that the time allocated is very little time if one is dealing with a substantive Bill. 
Hon Peter Foss:  The Greens did talk for rather a long time on it. 
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Hon GIZ WATSON:  No, I did not. 
Hon Peter Foss:  You didn’t. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am sorry. 
Hon Ken Travers:  This week Hon Christine Sharp took an hour and a half to respond to a five-and-a-half-hour 
debate. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Debating time on Bills varies.  Two and a quarter hours is not much time to deal with a 
substantive matter that has been of sufficient interest to raise 20 000 names on a petition to this House.  It is a 
matter that has generated a high level of community interest; it is a significant Bill.  We have been left in a 
situation in which basically the Government has frustrated debate on this Bill by refusing to discuss it in any 
meaningful way - in the same way that the previous Government frustrated debate on this Bill when I had it on 
the Notice Paper. 
Hon Norman Moore:  With respect, we did allow a number of private members’ Bills to be dealt with in 
government time, and this Government has not done so, and it has far more time - 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, I hear what Hon Norman Moore is saying.  To my recollection, that is probably right.  
The previous Government probably did make available more time than has this Government.  I would even go as 
far as to say that at least in negotiations with the previous Government, if it said it would do something, it 
usually did it, and in a timely way.  We might not have agreed with it, but at least it did it.  My concern is that 
the process of trying to have this Bill debated has been profoundly frustrating. 
I will recap on that briefly.  I first introduced this Bill to the Legislative Council in 2000, and it was not debated 
in that Parliament.  After the election of the Labor Government in 2001, and understanding that the Bill was 
consistent with the Labor Party election platform, I commenced negotiations with the Government to support the 
Bill.  On 16 July 2001, I wrote to all members of Parliament seeking their support for the Bill.  I offered a 
briefing and provided them with a copy of the Bill, the second reading speech, the explanatory clause notes and 
additional information on nuclear issues.  On the same day I also wrote to three ministers in particular - namely, 
the Minister for State Development, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and the Minister for Health - 
asking for their support for the Bill as the Bill affected their portfolio areas.  I received replies from those 
ministers raising certain issues.   
In August 2001, the Minister for State Development responded with some reservations.  I replied and addressed 
his concerns.  I then waited a further six months for a response.  On 7 February 2002, I again wrote to the 
Minister for State Development and asked him whether the Government intended supporting the Bill, and, if it 
did not wish to support the Bill in total, whether it would outline any amendments that might be required.  
Further, I asked that the Bill be debated in March 2002.  In February the minister said that he was carefully 
considering the views of the mining industry and that once the necessary detailed analysis was completed, he 
would contact me again.  I responded in March 2002, asking when the necessary detailed analysis would be 
completed.  The minister agreed to a meeting in June.  No amendments were proposed at that meeting, and no 
commitment was given to debate the Bill.  Meanwhile, as I said previously, the Leader of the House in the 
Council, Hon Kim Chance, had given a signed agreement on 11 April 2002 that the Government would facilitate 
debate on the Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill 2001 in the spring session of 2002.  That agreement was 
broken.  We are left with a situation in which we must utilise this window of opportunity in non-government 
members’ time, which, as I said, is better than nothing.  However, it has been a frustratingly short period in 
which to do justice to this Bill. 

I will comment on what I believe is a lost opportunity.  There is no doubt that at some time in the future there 
will be a change back to a conservative Government in this State.  Such a Government is likely to be pro-
uranium mining, as we have heard from the comments on this topic in this House.  We have now turned down 
the only real window of opportunity that has presented itself in decades, since we have learnt of the dangers of 
nuclear materials, to bury the prospect of a nuclear industry in WA.  Western Australia has extensive uranium 
deposits, which, under current laws, could be mined even with this Government’s stated opposition.  I 
understand that Yeelirrie is probably the strongest example. 

The majority of Western Australians oppose the State’s involvement in a nuclear industry.  They oppose the 
production and use of nuclear weapons, and they know that there are no watertight guarantees that nuclear 
material, once possessed, will not end up in weapons production.  Many people oppose the generation of 
electricity from nuclear reactors because of the unacceptable risks to human health and the environment that will 
result at all stages of the mining, milling, refining, fuel production, power generation and decommissioning 
processes.  Also, the production of waste that remains radioactive for thousands of years poses an unacceptable 
ongoing risk to the health of humans and other living organisms. 
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Of particular significance about the timing of this debate is that this Bill seeks to enact a law that specifically 
prohibits the establishment of a national nuclear waste repository.  If we had used the opportunity today to pass 
the Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill through this place, it would have sent the clearest message to the federal 
Government that Western Australians, and the Western Australian Legislative Council, oppose the imposition of 
such a dump in Western Australia.  I find it interesting that the Labor Party did not support this proposition, 
because if we revisit the debate on the Pangea Resources Australia proposal, we see that the now Premier, Geoff 
Gallop, drafted a Bill that passed through both Houses of this Parliament, and it went a fair way towards 
prohibiting the importation of international nuclear waste.  He made it clear that the reason he did so was that 
legislation sent the clearest message and was the only option that would be acceptable to the Western Australian 
community.  He made a point of saying that the then Liberal Government’s approach of simply saying that it 
would oppose it, and that its policy was to oppose it, was not enough; legislation was needed. 

My point is that if we had taken the opportunity to pass this Bill - assuming we were able to gain Labor Party 
support in the other place - and establish this law in Western Australia, and if the federal Government wanted to 
establish a national intermediate nuclear waste dump in Western Australia, the federal Government would have 
to enact its own legislation, and that would create a conflict between the commonwealth and state legislation that 
would be required to be taken to the High Court for resolution.  Currently, that is not necessary.  The Bill would 
have provided a significant impediment and a very public debate if the federal Government chose to establish a 
national waste dump in this State.  It is a great disappointment to me and to those people who have fought long 
and hard to make Western Australia nuclear free that this opportunity has been dashed by the Labor Party.  We 
will be very interested in the legislation that the Government will introduce to address the significant issue of 
uranium mining, but not the issues of a waste dump or the transportation of nuclear material.  Nevertheless, we 
will await that legislation with some degree of urgency, because it has been promised for a very long time.  As 
has happened with other indications from the Labor Party, that promise is yet to transpire as a Bill.   

Legislative Council, Sitting Hours and Other Arrangements 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [5.50 pm]:  I will speak about a more domestic matter; that is, the 
Council’s new sitting hours and other arrangements.  A few members have started to form some views on the 
issue and it is about time we had a bit of discussion in this House about how those arrangements are working.  
The biggest problem I have found is that because members have two jobs and ministers have three, it is very 
difficult for them to deal with their electorate work when they are in this Chamber.  Most members have various 
meetings on Mondays - either committee or shadow cabinet meetings - so the capacity to deal with electorate 
work on either Mondays or Fridays is almost non-existent.  For the period that we are in this Chamber, that 
electorate work tends to build up.  I find it very difficult to arrange that by telephone.  I am sure that members 
from more distant electorates also have that problem.  I know country members are feeling the pinch a lot 
because they do not get an opportunity to get back to their electorates on Fridays.   

The Council recently sat for three weeks in a row, and by the time members got back to their offices and started 
seeing people again, they had started to get a bit aggravated.  It is difficult finding enough legislative matters to 
deal with for half a day on Fridays, let alone for a full day.   

Although I appreciate knowing that the Chamber will adjourn early most evenings, except Tuesdays, which 
enables me to schedule appointments that I might not otherwise have been able to schedule, it appears that I am 
not seeing much more of my family.  Everyone else knows I can schedule other appointments, and I spend most 
of my time at meetings, functions and goodness knows what else.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I thought that was obvious.  It happens on non-sitting weeks.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I said that it would be the case.  The hours might be thought to be more family friendly, but 
I do not think my family finds them more friendly.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I never accepted that argument.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, neither did I.  It is one thing to predict it; it is another to find that that is what happens.  
The one useful point about it is that if members want to arrange a regular activity on Wednesday nights, they can 
do so.  However, it is very useful having fixed times for both the commencement and adjournment of business.  
It is very pleasing to see the amount of legislation that we have dealt with.  I have always taken the view -  

Hon Ken Travers:  You must admit that it has been the roughage, as you call it.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It has been the roughage.  The strange thing is that we did not even get around to dealing 
with the roughage.  When there is a fixed time in which to deal with matters, it makes members get on with it.  
The point I have tried to make all along is that, properly organised, we can deal with it.  We just seem to have 
this attitude whereby we put it off until the last moment and then cram it.  I am sure a lot of students work on the 
same basis and do not complete their assignments until the night before they are due and then rush through them.  
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That is virtually how the Parliament has dealt with legislation.  All it requires is a little organisation, and it can 
be done.   

I commend the arrangements for this temporary Chamber.  I like the natural light.  There was a bit of natural 
light in the other Chamber.  I could just see a little patch of blue through the top window.  Of course, that will 
now disappear because there will be a building in the way.  It is very pleasant to be able to see a bit of natural 
light.  I function quite well in natural light.  This is the first time in my 14 years in Parliament when I have not 
had to have a wooden board in my seat to prevent my back from seizing up.  We actually have comfortable seats.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Short people have!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is true.  The entire upper House Chamber must have been designed for people shaped 
like Hon Ken Travers.   

It was a very good move not to put a table in front of frontbench members in the first sitting week in this 
Chamber.  Admittedly, we did not have anywhere to put our documents and if we were to return to that situation, 
we would need some capacity for a working surface.  The fact that we sat here without a table in front of us and 
moved to the Table to speak led to a much more personal and friendly atmosphere in this Chamber.  That has 
persisted to a degree, even though the tables have been put back in place.  It lasted for a little while.  I would like 
these tables to be removed.  When we return to the other Chamber, I hope we have some better furniture and that 
everybody has this type of furniture, so that members can move in and out without having to crawl over 
somebody and can sit back in a more civilised manner and discuss issues.  The capacity of the nature of the 
Chamber to change the way in which we debate matters is very strong.  I like this room.  I favour the 
arrangement.  I think we can do even better.  Obviously, if we were to stay here, we would need some 
microphones and computer plugs.  The way in which we have functioned since we have been in this Chamber 
has been very encouraging.  There are some real lessons to be learnt and we should learn them, because it has 
been very good.   

Nuclear Industry, Cost 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.56 pm]:  I rise to speak about some of the issues relating to the cost 
of the nuclear industry.  My comments relate to some statements that were made today by Hon Norman Moore; 
that is, if uranium mining cannot take place, somehow or other there is harm to the economy.  There is quite 
significant information in the public arena about the cost of decommissioning.  In many cases, that has been 
borne not by the proponents of nuclear power but by the general community; that is, by the Government and 
therefore the taxpayers in the country in which nuclear power operates.   

Australia was one of the first countries to be involved in uranium mining to support the nuclear weapons 
industry.  The very first mines in Australia did not even pretend to supply to the nuclear power industry because 
there was no nuclear power industry at the time.  They provided material for the first nuclear bombs.  Over time, 
the nuclear power industry has become the acceptable or social face of the nuclear industry.  However, it is also 
true that, over time, people sought to find out what the power stations did to process the materials to make the 
nuclear bombs - that is, to create nuclear power.  Some of those power stations have been around for decades.  
Some of the nuclear power stations in poor or less-developed countries or in countries with centrally controlled 
economies may not have been of the same standard that we would otherwise expect.  Over time, there have been 
some enormous problems with accidents and leaks in those power stations.  The cost of dealing with the levels of 
contamination and leaks once a nuclear power station reaches the point of no return is enormous, so some 
nuclear power stations have had to be virtually encased in concrete.  There are no guarantees about how long that 
situation will continue.   

It surprised me to learn that parts of Chernobyl power station still continue to operate, even after the major 
catastrophe.  Entire parts of the power station had to be encased in concrete.  That is a cost to the environment 
and to the future.  Some people have tried to calculate the cost of contamination, monitoring and dealing with 
that contamination on an annual basis.  It obviously lasts for hundreds of thousands of years.  Australia exports 
uranium.  The cost of decommissioning a nuclear power station and processing or dealing with the waste is the 
responsibility of the country using that material, but we have no guarantees that in the future the countries of the 
world may not sign an agreement requiring that the producers of the material end up having to deal with the 
waste and store it.  If that ever happens, under international law Australia may be required to take back as much 
nuclear material as it produced from mining.  That has not happened yet, but if it did happen, I would like to 
think that Western Australia would not be in the position of supplying nuclear material that ended up as fuel rods 
or other forms of nuclear waste and having to deal with it in perpetuity. 

Many people point out that millions of dollars have been spent over decades to deal with nuclear waste, and that 
is true, but the problem has not been solved.  Enormous amounts of money have been put in to try to solve that 
problem.  The fact that an enormous amount of resources has been expended trying to solve the problem does 
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not mean that it has been solved, and it has not.  When talking about the long-term economic welfare of Western 
Australia, we must take into consideration that the problems associated with that industry may belong not only to 
the country using the material but also to the country that produced it.  That seems to be the way other waste in 
the world is dealt with.  People are insisting that those who produced the problem should not shove it off to other 
countries, particularly bearing in mind the scandalous situation in which some countries have exported waste to 
less-developed countries on the basis that they are given some aid or paid some money and that is okay.  The 
best thing for our environment, health and economy is not to produce the material and create the problem for the 
future.   

Legislative Council, Temporary Chamber 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [6.03 pm]:  I have been meaning to touch on this subject for a couple 
of months, but Hon Peter Foss has inspired me to comment on the amenities of this temporary Chamber.  I join 
with him and propose that, given that we are the upper House, this is a very suitable location for the Legislative 
Council in the long term, not only because of the pun, but also because the ambience of this Chamber is a huge 
improvement on our more permanent location.  Sitting in a Chamber with natural light makes a significant 
difference.  The seating is much more comfortable, and that is not an insignificant matter for members, 
particularly members like me who have back problems.  A seat in Parliament means that we sit for a long time 
and it is extraordinary that we are normally required to sit on benches that are extremely uncomfortable, and 
from my perspective - I think my colleague Hon Giz Watson would agree - are particularly uncomfortable for 
women, because those benches are enormous.  They are designed for the largest possible frames and may not fit 
some of us.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It may be possible to remove the benches and take the armchairs down. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am told there are heritage issues associated with making any substantial alterations 
to the permanent Chamber. 

Hon Peter Foss:  They were not the original benches; the original benches are at the back of this Chamber. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am not sure what flexibility exists, but I propose that, provided the microphones 
and the acoustics can be improved in this location and that members have more amenable bench arrangements, 
this should be seriously considered as a permanent location for the Legislative Council.  The former Chamber 
would make an excellent library.   

House adjourned at 6.08 pm 

__________ 
 


