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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 22 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council takes note of tabled papers 4536A–F 
(budget papers 2012–13) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 17 May 2012. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [7.32 pm]: I rise to strongly and unconditionally support the 
motion moved by my hardworking colleague and friend Hon Simon O’Brien to note the tabled papers, being the 
estimates of revenue and expenditure in the consolidated fund for the coming financial year. In doing so, I want 
to acknowledge what is fair to describe as an outstanding budget by our Treasurer, Hon Christian Porter, MLA. 
It is true to say that this budget in my view continues the Barnett government’s outstanding legacy of building 
the state and supporting our community. Unlike the last speaker on this motion, I do not propose to obtain a 
dictionary to understand the simplicity of certain words. It is clear that when the Premier referred to the delivery 
of the budget as skilfully done, everybody understood the true meaning of that word and the spirit in which it 
was delivered. Even the most partisan of observers would acknowledge that this particular Treasurer must be one 
of the most hardworking individuals who has graced the Parliament, and that it is somewhat mischievous to 
suggest other motives with regard to the delivery of this budget. 

I want to take a moment to consider the South Metropolitan Region that I represent and what this budget does for 
the region. Of course it does a number of things, but in the limited time that I have I want to highlight a few, 
including an allocation of $2.4 million to commence Cockburn Central Police Station—the district hub. In 
particular I want to acknowledge the work that was done by our Liberal candidate prior to the last election, Don 
Barrett, who advocated very strongly that this station needed to be built. I therefore acknowledge him at this 
time. 

I also want to acknowledge the hard work of the member for Riverton, Mike Nahan, who has, as a result of his 
advocacy, achieved in this budget an initial allocation of $5 million to commence stage 1 of Willetton Senior 
High School’s redevelopment. I therefore congratulate the hardworking member in that regard. 

Of course there are many other things that this budget does for the South Metropolitan Region, and I am sure 
others will speak on that. I note in particular the allocation of $6 million to commence the construction of 
Hammond Park primary school; $7 million for realigning the Fremantle main sewer; $10 million for the 
Murdoch Drive intersection upgrade; $11 million to complete construction of the Baldivis secondary school; 
$12.1 million to complete construction of the high-efficiency gas turbines; and $16 million for improvements to 
Applecross Senior High School. While I think of Applecross, I look forward to a gentleman by the name of Dean 
Nalder hopefully gracing this Parliament in a year’s time. He is of course the hardworking candidate for our 
party in the seat of Alfred Cove. 

I also note in the budget for the South Metropolitan Region that $17.6 million has been allocated for 
redevelopment of the Rockingham campus of Challenger Institute of Technology. I am sure that my colleague 
Hon Phil Edman, who unfortunately is away on urgent parliamentary business, will be particularly pleased to see 
that. There is also an allocation of $25.6 million for various water supply and waste water initiatives, including 
$10 million for the construction of a new 20-megalitre bore at the Jandakot groundwater treatment plant and, of 
course, $34 million for the state underground power program in the South Metropolitan Region, for which we 
thank the Minister for Energy. 

There are a couple of other items that are large in the number of dollars allocated to them. I do not want to of 
course in any way diminish any project just because of its value, but these are two particularly large ones: 
$110 million for upgrades and improvements to Fremantle port, and the most significant in terms of the number 
of dollars is $281.3 million for the continued construction of Fiona Stanley Hospital, the completion of which we 
look forward to in the fullness of time. 

One thing I want to especially make mention of and acknowledge in this budget is the future fund. My 
understanding is that this fund will provide for future generations of Western Australians in that they will benefit 
from a redistribution of a portion of the state’s royalty revenue derived from, of course, our finite mineral 
resources. This will be done through the creation of Western Australia’s future fund. My understanding, as I 
have been advised, is that this is conservatively estimated after 20 years to be in the realm of $4.7 billion. Of 
course at the ripe old age of 34 years, and having spent three years in this chamber to date, there is the 
possibility, should I not annoy my colleagues too much, that I might actually be around when this future fund 
comes to fruition. However, we will see about that. That is not the reason I am enthusiastic about the future 
fund—far from it. The reason I am particularly enthusiastic about the future fund is that one of the criticisms 
often made about members of Parliament and politicians is that they are too short-sighted and too interested in 
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their own short-term political convenience. This fund, of course, most certainly is the opposite; it is an initiative 
that will provide a long-term legacy that we should all be proud of. I therefore strongly acknowledge the work 
of the Treasurer and the Premier in that regard, and all the cabinet ministers who obviously approved the 
establishment of this future fund. I look forward in the fullness of time to the debate with regard to the relevant 
legislation on this point.  

I have turned my mind to the thought—because it was put to me by one of my constituents—that it might be an 
initiative that we might take if the state did not have any debt. I have to say that is not an unreasonable 
proposition. I therefore exercised my mind on this issue. However, I have to say with respect to the person who 
articulated that view that I think his view is a little short-sighted. I think we can always make excuses and we can 
always procrastinate and say that we must do something now, but we never actually consider future generations 
and our children and grandchildren. This is therefore a most unselfish thing to do and the Treasurer should be 
warmly congratulated for it.  

In the time I have remaining, I want to share a story about 14 Western Australians who, regrettably, will not be 
able to have access to this wonderful legacy of the future fund. I hope in sharing this story that members from 
both sides of the chamber will listen and consider it with a view to possibly providing some bipartisan support, 
because this is a serious issue that is, in my view, beyond politics. This is something that should exercise all of 
our minds and that we should all give urgent consideration. As I share the story, I will use what I refer to as the 
“A” word. Often when this particular word, the “A” word, is mentioned in political circumstances it creates 
some sense of hysteria in some quarters and sometimes I have also noticed that it creates paralysis in members of 
Parliament, because as soon as they hear the “A” word they start to look to the sky. They want to look at and talk 
about the weather; they actually do not want to address the issue. Therefore, I am pleading with members this 
evening to get past that, to understand the issue and to consider the story of these 14 Western Australians.  

In the research I have undertaken in preparation for this evening, I have noted that Western Australia has, thanks 
to the support of successive governments for the good work done at King Edward Memorial Hospital for 
Women, the best survival rates for prematurely born babies in Australia. Unlike some hospitals, King Edward is 
willing to provide full support for the resuscitation and treatment of premature babies born as early as 23 weeks 
gestation. Members might be interested to know that the youngest child to survive anywhere in the world seems 
to be Frieda Mangold, born in Germany in November 2010 at just 21 weeks and six days, and weighing only 
461 grams. Therefore, I commend the Minister for Health and the Barnett government for the $12 million 
announced in July last year for the new neonatal intensive care unit at King Edward Memorial Hospital.  

However, there is a sad contrast at King Edward Memorial Hospital between the excellent efforts made in 
relation to most premature babies and the response in relation to babies born alive following an abortion 
procedure. On 24 May last year, this house was informed that out of 14 babies born alive after an abortion 
procedure carried out between July 1999 and June 2010, not a single one was reported to have been given any 
treatment, and not a single one was resuscitated. As I commenced my remarks this evening, I implored members 
to consider a bipartisan approach to this issue, so in the spirit of that I want to commend Hon Ed Dermer for his 
persistence in asking a series of questions that have resulted in bringing this information to light. Of course the 
honourable member was present in this house in 1998 during the debate on the Acts Amendment (Abortion) Bill 
1998, which legalised abortion in this state, including, subject to certain conditions and procedures, abortions 
performed at 20 weeks gestation or later. I am sure the honourable member will recall that during the 1998 
debate, assurances were given to him and to the house by the then Attorney General, Hon Peter Foss, MLC, that 
in the event that a child was born alive following an attempted abortion, the full criminal law on homicide would 
apply, and it would apply from the point at which the child was delivered alive. The then Attorney General made 
reference, as I understand it, to the provisions of the Criminal Code dealing with homicide by those with the duty 
of providing the necessities of life, and whether they were failing to do so. I will quote from an extract of that 
particular debate, which is Hansard of 1 April 1998 at page 1205. Hon Ed Dermer asked the following 
question —  

I would be grateful for the advice of the Attorney General. What is the legal status of a child who is 
delivered alive from an abortion procedure? We know that children born prematurely after 21 weeks 
can survive. That period of viability for a prematurely born child will get less and less as time goes on 
and technology advances. If the abortion procedure is not sufficiently violent there is every prospect of 
the child being delivered alive. I would like the Attorney General’s advice as to the status of that child. 
Is it a child because it is delivered alive in an insufficiently violent abortion procedure or is it because it 
was meant to be aborted by the abortionist that the child has no status even though it is delivered alive?  

I did not have the privilege of being in the house in 1998, but what a most outstanding and excellent question to 
ask. The response by Hon Peter Foss was as follows — 

… section 269 of the Criminal Code, … reads — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 May 2012] 

 p3032a-3044a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [3] 

A child becomes a person capable of being killed when it has completely proceeded in a living 
state from the body of its mother, whether it has breathed or not, and whether it has an 
independent circulation or not, and whether the navel-string is severed or not. 

… 

If as part of a process of termination of pregnancy the child is born, so that under section 269 it 
becomes a person, then it has all the consequences of being alive. If the member looks through the Act 
he will find that there are already provisions in it relating to how people can be held culpable for 
homicide where there is an omission. Not everyone is culpable, but some sections provide that some 
people are liable for not taking positive measures to prevent death, as opposed to being liable for 
negative measures taken to cause death.  

… 

Once the process of termination actually leads to birth, it does not matter when it occurs—it is a live 
person, and is treated as such by the law. 

I would really ask for people to bear in mind the question asked by Hon Ed Dermer in 1998 and the answer 
provided at that time. I have to say that when I read the response in Hansard last year that these 14 babies had 
been born alive post an abortion procedure, that no medical treatment had been provided to them and that no 
attempt had been made to resuscitate them, I will be honest, I was horrified. My initial thought went back to the 
days of the Roman Empire when people who were dissatisfied with the so-called quality of their child or for 
whatever reason really did not want their child to be there, there was a wall, and people could leave the child 
there to be dealt with by the elements. It just struck me that surely to goodness it cannot be the case that in the 
twenty-first century in Perth, Western Australia, we could have the equivalent of that happening in our state; 
surely that could not be the case. Being, as I said, horrified at the time by the answer, I took the opportunity to 
meet with my good friend and colleague the Minister for Health and asked some preliminary questions in 
relation to that. The outcome of that conversation was that he encouraged me, if I was concerned, to continue to 
ask more questions. It probably comes as no surprise to members of this place that that is exactly what I did. In 
fact, I wrote to the minister on 30 June 2011 regarding what I noticed was a discrepancy in answers to a question 
on notice. While I was waiting for a response to that particular letter, I also wrote on 1 August 2011 asking for a 
joint select committee to be established. I want to take a moment to quote from that letter. As I have a bit of time 
I will just read the whole letter, it is not too long. It reads — 

I commend your publically stated intentions to conduct an investigation into the recent incident in 
which a miscarried foetus was erroneously disposed of in clinical waste at Swan District Hospital. 

I am sure you will agree that this matter is both distressing for those involved and an unacceptable way 
of dealing with what is undoubtedly a heart-breaking time for parents. I have full confidence that 
thorough inquiries are being made and that the appropriate measures are in place to ensure the hospitals 
involved are held accountable.  

Since that time, another mother has come forward regarding repeated substandard treatment of a 
miscarriage at the same hospital. Given this, and as it has also recently been found that 14 live births 
followed failed pregnancy termination attempts between July 1999 and June 2010 — as uncovered by 
answers to questions on notice from Hon Ed Dermer MLC (Question On Notice 3806); would you 
consider supporting the establishment of a Joint Select Committee to investigate all the abovementioned 
matters with a view to ensuring that best practice standards are in place and being adhered to? 

The establishment of a Joint Select Committee would be an opportunity to thoroughly examine this 
issue and ensure that the mothers, fathers and staff involved are receiving the emotional support 
necessary. In speaking with some women who have experienced a miscarriage, particularly in later term 
pregnancies, they would welcome the opportunity to have a funeral or private burial for their miscarried 
baby. This might also be evaluated by the Committee. I would welcome dialogue in reference to this 
matter at your earliest opportunity and an insight into your preferred terms of reference.  

That was my letter of 1 August, which, as I said, I sent as I awaited a response to my letter of 30 June. I received 
a response on 2 August, so I sent a further letter on 9 August regarding the statistics of post 20-week gestation 
abortions. Subsequent to that I received two letters dated 22 August in response to my two letters, the one of 
1 August and the other of 9 August. Both responses were dated 22 August. To cut a very long story short, the 
outcome was that there would be no select committee. I want to ever so briefly quote from the second of the two 
letters dated 22 August — 
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Thank you for your letter of 1 August 2011 regarding Swan Kalamunda Health Service and your 
suggestion to establish a Joint Select Committee to investigate the management of miscarriage and 
termination of pregnancy in Western Australian hospitals.  
With regard to the recent event at Swan District Hospital, a rigorous investigation has occurred. 
Following this, a series of policy updates has been put in place and appropriate staff education has been 
provided across all disciplines of staff.  

The letter goes on to say — 

I would like to assure you that Western Australian hospitals have a well-established perinatal loss 
service available to support women and their families in their time of loss and grieving, regardless of 
the circumstances. This service provides information and ongoing support for women and their families 
following the loss of their baby. The team compromises of obstetricians, midwives, paediatricians, 
pastoral care, social workers, perinatal pathologists and psychologists. When women have a later term 
miscarriage, a private funeral can be arranged. Hence I do not support the establishment of a Joint 
Select Committee as appropriate support is already available to women and their families in their time 
of loss.  

Those following will understand that, regrettably, the response provided deals only with the issue relating to 
Swan Kalamunda Health Service; it does not deal with the issue of the 14 live births, which in my view is the 
more urgent and serious matter that needs to be dealt with by way of an inquiry. 
In the midst of all this, following the revelation that 14 babies had been born alive following abortion 
procedures, there was naturally a great deal of public concern about the fate of these babies. This was expressed 
through 5 144 signatures on petitions tabled by Hon Kate Doust MLC and me. I acknowledge that the first 
petition tabled by Hon Kate Doust on 16 August 2011 contained 4 945 signatures. Of course, I had no idea that 
that was happening at the same time as I was asking the very same questions and engaging in the correspondence 
about the same issue. Nevertheless, these petitions with 5 144 signatures commended to the attention of this 
house the fact that since 1998, 14 babies have been born alive following abortions, but apparently left to die. The 
petition called on the house to — 

inquire into post-20 week abortions performed in Western Australia since 1998 with a view to 
changing the law to prohibit all abortions after 20 weeks gestation … 

Following the usual procedure, this petition was referred to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. On 24 August 2011, I wrote to that committee and I provided it with all the correspondence that I have 
just referred to. As I said, it came to me as somewhat of a surprise that Hon Kate Doust tabled a petition with 
nearly 5 000 signatures on the very issue that I had been investigating after the initial discovery by Hon Ed 
Dermer. Even though I was the not principal petitioner or tabling member, I wanted to make sure that the 
committee had all the information that I had. Subsequently, I also received a smaller petition in the same terms 
and tabled that at a later stage.  
I suggested to the committee that the failure to provide the necessities of life to babies born alive after an 
abortion procedure would be a concern to most Western Australians regardless of their personal views on 
abortion. As I said in my submission, this failure could in effect be “an issue of systemic medical negligence”.  
I want members to understand that although I have used the “A” word several times tonight and that always 
creates a sense of stress and paralysis, we are talking about Western Australians who were born alive. Yes, the 
procedure may have been attempted prior and was unsuccessful, but the point is that these Western Australians 
were alive. They were here. Surely to goodness they deserve the same kind of medical treatment as you or I if we 
turn up to the hospital.  
It was no doubt a great disappointment to the thousands of the petitioners that the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs, after having written to the Minister for Health and receiving his reply, decided 
not to inquire further into the matters raised in the petition including 14 babies being born alive following an 
abortion procedure. I take the opportunity to quote from page 4 of the minister’s response to the standing 
committee dated 21 September 2011. It is a very lengthy letter and certainly now is not the time to unpack all of 
it, but this is the critical paragraph — 

The concerns raised in relation to 14 infants born after termination of pregnancy allegedly being 
reported as born alive are being further assessed to enable the circumstances to be reviewed and further 
comment made. Our initial enquiries indicate that a reporting error has occurred and there were eight 
babies ‘born alive’ at greater than 20 weeks gestation. The remaining six babies were less than 20 
weeks gestation.  

When I found out that the standing committee had decided not to inquire further into this matter, I was somewhat 
infuriated. With all respect to the members of that committee, to this day I still do not understand how it could be 
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the case that a minister writes back to a committee and says that the circumstances are still being reviewed so 
that further comment can be made and then we shut down the inquiry. I would have thought we would leave it 
open to make sure that we get the further comment and the review. Anyway, that was not the case. As I said, I 
was somewhat infuriated. It caused me to write to the standing committee on 20 December 2011. Probably at 
that time of year most people send Christmas cards; regrettably, I was not in the mood so I sent my letter 
complaining of the circumstances of this matter. Again, because of the absence of time I probably do not have 
time to read out that letter, but suffice to say I was imploring the committee to reconsider this matter and to look 
at the response that had been provided and consider having an inquiry into this matter. 

Meanwhile, since there seemed to be nothing happening with this matter, which as I said would have been of 
great disappointment to the 5 000-plus petitioners, I thought, “Well, someone has to do some of the heavy lifting 
here”, so I wrote to the minister on 20 December 2011. It is a detailed letter. Again, now is not the time to 
unpack all those things. It covered 10 different topics. Perhaps I will limit my quoting to one of the sections, 
which is particularly relevant to the issue this evening. It is on page 2 and 3 of that letter and has the heading 
“Babies born alive after abortion”. It states — 

Please provide accurate statistics for each year from 1998 on the number of babies born alive after 
abortion with the gestational age in each case. 

I regret that I find myself in the unenviable position of having to say that I am very troubled that 
inaccurate answers have been given to parliamentary questions on this important matter, 

Have there been any cases where a baby has been born alive following an abortion at 23 weeks or later 
for non-lethal abnormalities or for maternal indications? If so please provide further details. 

As I said, that letter was dated 20 December. Understandably, I did not expect a speedy response at that time of 
the year. To the credit of this hardworking minister, I received a response dated 20 January, which I was quite 
pleased to receive in such a timely fashion. This particular letter covers all the 10 topics that I raised. I want to 
quote from page 2 of that letter on this particular issue about these 14 Western Australians. The response at page 
2, under the heading “Babies born alive after abortion”, reads — 

This issue has been discussed previously. Due to small case numbers and the rarity of this occurrence 
no additional information can be given in order to protect the privacy and confidentiality of the affected 
families. 

Naturally, like all the members here, I respect the need to protect the privacy and confidentiality of affected 
families, but I cannot accept that this means that we ought to ignore the fate of these babies born alive and 
possibly left to die after an abortion procedure. In fact, the analogy that I have given previously to people 
interested in this matter is that the questions asked by Hon Ed Dermer that brought this matter to our attention 
were a bit like a jigsaw puzzle. At that particular time we had all the pieces on the border of the puzzle. If 
members are interested in doing puzzles, that is what they start doing—they start with the border. But the rest 
has not been filled out yet. At the moment, we are prevented from even finding the pieces to put into the puzzle 
so that we can understand what has happened. I do not know what has happened to these 14 Western Australians. 
Apparently, after we asked more questions, we found that only eight were in this category of “after 20 weeks”. 
All we want to know is that the proper medical treatment has been provided to them, just as if you or I went to a 
hospital with an injury and were being looked after by medical specialists. 

As I say, exactly what is going on in this matter is still a mystery. Members can understand that, after the amount 
of work that has been done in this matter, I am not about to stop now. We have to get to the bottom of this 
particular matter. 

From the information that has been extracted so far, it is not clear whether, in any of these 14 incidents of a baby 
being born alive after an abortion procedure, a homicide may have been committed by denying the newly born 
child the kind of assistance that would be given to a child who was born at a similar gestational age and in a 
similar condition but who was not the object of an abortion procedure. That is the remarkable thing here. It 
seems to be that the initial issue determines the extent to which someone gets medical treatment. That is what 
appears to be the case. If it is not, let us inquire and let us find out what the real answer is. I should indicate that I 
have put another question on notice detailing a range of issues on this matter. Hopefully, that will help to fill in a 
few more pieces of this mysterious jigsaw puzzle. 

It was, of course, the response to the standing committee that eight babies were of greater than 20 weeks’ 
gestation. Assuming that that is correct, given that originally it was 14 and now it is eight, perhaps we are talking 
about eight Western Australians. I accept the fact that at fewer than 20 weeks, the prospects of survival are 
remote. Nevertheless, I still would have thought that one would try. 
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Hon Ed Dermer: I might be able to usefully interject, Hon Nick Goiran. As best I recollect, when I asked the 
questions I didn’t specify a gestation period. That is subject to checking, but that might explain why the answer 
is 14 there and when the question applied to post–20 weeks’ gestation, the answer was eight. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the member for the clarification and his work on that issue. That most probably is 
the case. It may be the case that in one sense we are talking about eight Western Australians, not 14. I do not 
know. I do not really want to split hairs on whether it is eight or 14. The point is that we need to find out what is 
going on in this hospital with this situation, which seems to arrive on average once a year.  

Of course, the death of a child at or around birth is a tragedy. Naturally, as a society we seek to minimise such 
deaths and, for that reason, work to identify the causes of these perinatal deaths so we can take measures to avoid 
unnecessary deaths of children. 

For those members who are familiar with it, the Health Act 1911 contains provisions to ensure that all such 
deaths are reported and investigated thoroughly. Section 336A deals with that particular issue. I will not quote it 
in detail now, but any member who is interested can look up section 336A of the Health Act 1911. 

The thirteenth, and most recent, report of the Perinatal and Infant Mortality Committee covered the deaths that 
occurred between 2005 and 2007 and noted — 

… directed the Committee to investigate stillbirths and infant deaths resulting from pregnancies of at 
least 26 weeks gestational age, with the exception of known pregnancy terminations. 

In the government response to the standing committee to which I earlier referred, an attempt was made to justify 
this exclusion of infant deaths following known pregnancy terminations from investigation by the Perinatal and 
Infant Mortality Committee. In fact, I quote from that letter — 

The process undertaken by the Panel — 

This is the secret panel that is appointed and approves the abortions at 20 weeks’ gestation or later — 

involves extensive medical review and investigation of the foetal condition prior to a decision to 
terminate the pregnancy occurring. As the cause of the death of the infant can be established through 
the assessment process of the Panel and post-delivery examination, further review to determine cause of 
death by the Committee is considered unnecessary. 

I think this attempt at justification ignores certain realities. While the response claims that there is a post-delivery 
examination of children aborted at 20 weeks’ gestation or more, there is no publication of the results of these 
examinations. We have no means of knowing whether any of the medical conditions alleged by the panel to 
justify the abortion were, for example, misdiagnosed. The panel’s role is limited to approving an abortion under 
section 334(7) of the Health Act 1911. It has no power to approve the homicide of a child born alive after an 
abortion procedure by denying it medical treatment. 

I think it is fair to say that there are legitimate public interests in ensuring that no death of a child born alive after 
an abortion procedure occurs unnecessarily. We have no way of knowing whether this has happened unless 
someone specifically investigates this death. 

In my letter of 20 December 2011, I also addressed the role of the Perinatal and Infant Mortality Committee. I 
will quote briefly from that letter —  

The explanation given for excluding scrutiny of post 20 week abortions followed by live birth and the 
subsequent death of an infant by the Perinatal and Infant Mortality Committee is not, with respect, 
persuasive. The approval by the panel may indicate the foetal or maternal condition for which the 
abortion has been approved. The termination itself is the reason for the early delivery of the infant. 
However, in the case of a live born infant who subsequently dies, it is the decisions by the medical team 
to resuscitate and treat or not which may or may not contribute to the death of the infant. Unless I can 
be persuaded otherwise, I can see no logical or public interest reason not to subject these decisions to 
the same level of public scrutiny as happens in all other cases of perinatal and infant mortality. 

Additionally, I am advised that there is a small but definite rate of false positives with the prenatal 
diagnosis of birth defects. It seems reasonable that the PIMS should have a role in checking whether 
there have been any post 20 week abortions based on false positives and recommending measures to 
prevent an outcome which all parties would agree would be a tragedy. 

In the reply of 20 January 2012, there was a failure to respond to the case for having the PIMC investigate these 
deaths. 

Most of what I have told members occurred last year. When we got to the new year, I thought that as it was a 
new year, it was time for a new approach. I would like to commend Dwight Randall, President of the Coalition 
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for the Defence of Human Life, Dr Lachlan Dunjey, a doctor with qualifications in obstetrics, and Dr Ted Watt, 
an academic with an interest in human rights, for their efforts to get the Ombudsman to investigate the deaths of 
the eight children confirmed as having been born alive following an abortion procedure, which was carried out at 
greater than 20 weeks’ gestation, between 1999 and June 2010. These complainants asked the Ombudsman to 
investigate the following matters in relation to these eight deaths — 

(a) Were any of these abortions approved for reasons other than a severe medical condition in the 
unborn child that was incompatible with life (for example were any of the abortions performed 
for trisomy 21, spina bifida, cleft palate and/or lip, dwarfism or similar non-lethal conditions)? 

(b) Were any of the abortions performed at 23 weeks or later, that is at a stage in pregnancy when 
some premature babies survive if given appropriate treatment? 

(c) How long after delivery did each of these children survive? 

(d) Were post-mortem examinations conducted to determine whether the diagnosis of a severe 
medical condition which was determined by the ministerial panel to justify the abortion was in 
fact a correct diagnosis? 

(e) If so, were there any cases where this diagnosis was found to be incorrect? 

(f) In each case was the child after live birth given the same treatment and care that would have 
been given to a child born in the same condition and at the same gestational age other than as a 
result of an abortion authorised by the ministerial panel? 

Notwithstanding that section 17(2) of the act under which the Ombudsman operates empowers the Ombudsman 
to investigate a complaint when the person has died if the complaint is made by an “individual suitable to 
represent him”, and that these complainants appear to be very suitable persons to represent the eight babies 
whose deaths are in question, the Ombudsman has declined to investigate this complaint.  

A lot of avenues have been explored. My question is: who is going to speak for those who were never able to 
speak for themselves? It is a serious concern that babies who possibly could survive if given help are being 
denied that help because they have been born alive following an abortion at 20 weeks gestation, or later, 
approved by the secret panel. 

In his letter to the standing committee, to which I have referred several times, the Minister for Health notes that, 
“where termination of pregnancy has been undertaken because the infant will die in any event, active 
resuscitation would be distressing to the parents and inappropriate for the infant”. My difficulty, and that of 
thousands of concerned members of the public, is that we do not know that each of the eight children confirmed 
by the minister to have been born alive after an abortion at greater than 20 weeks gestation, or later, had a lethal 
congenital abnormality. We do not know. Some of them may have been aborted because they were diagnosed as 
having a disability quite compatible with life, such as Down syndrome or spina bifida. With respect, it is simply 
intolerable that these deaths of live-born babies—Western Australians—are occurring and no-one is 
investigating and reporting on the circumstances in which they occur, and on whether the deaths were 
preventable. In my view, we owe it to these little Western Australians, and to others who may face the same fate, 
to thoroughly investigate their deaths. This could be appropriately done by the Perinatal and Infant Mortality 
Committee if the prohibition on it doing so was lifted by the Executive Director of Public Health. That is all it 
would take.  

I note that in an article by Anthony DeCeglie published in The Sunday Times of 1 April this year and headed 
“Could 14 babies be alive today?”, Hon Ed Dermer and Hon Kate Doust are reported as calling for an inquiry 
into the deaths of these babies born alive after abortion procedures, and into the hospital guidelines, which 
appear to have resulted in them dying following a failure to provide resuscitation or any other treatment. I 
support this call. 

A select committee of this house should be established to pursue this matter and other aspects of the practice of 
abortion at 20 weeks gestation, or later. I note that it is not just in Western Australia that there is concern about 
this issue. In fact, I understand that in July 2011, Hon Peter Kavanagh moved in the Victorian Legislative 
Council for a parliamentary inquiry to be held into this type of matter. Sadly, his motion was defeated, with 
Labor members being whipped to vote against the motion. 

I am confident, given the strong stand taken over many years by honourable members opposite in relation to 
these types of matters, that we would have a different result here. I am consulting with members to look at ways 
we might be able to do that, and I intend to pursue further avenues to ensure that the deaths of these babies are 
not hidden away in a dark corner but are exposed to the light. I will not allow the “A” word to paralyse me and I 
urge all members to give this matter their most serious and urgent attention. 
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HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [8.16 pm]: I rise to support this motion. The 2012–13 
budget is a very interesting budget.  

Hon Liz Behjat: It is a very good budget. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We will see about that. It is in fact the fourth and final budget before the state 
election in March 2013. It is a budget that I think has attracted a considerable amount of attention. It is a very 
interesting budget, because it is not the sort of budget that one would expect the government would deliver, 
particularly at a time when people are doing it pretty tough. I do not know whether this government knows what 
the rest of the world seems to know—that is, that there is a global financial crisis out there—because the 
government certainly does not indicate in this budget that it has any sense of the hardships that are being faced 
by Western Australian families.  

Although the Treasurer thinks that he has done a good job in respect of this budget, and although the Premier 
thinks that it is a good budget, the real test is whether the people of this state believe this to be a good budget. I 
do not think that the people of this state will be fooled for one moment by this budget. 

I want to spend some time exploring the budget. But, before I do that, I want to pick up on a point that was made 
in the second reading speech in relation to population growth in Western Australia — 

About 1,000 people are coming to live in Perth every week and this figure excludes the large number 
coming in and out of the State for shift periods of employment. These citizens all demand services and 
social infrastructure and the projects they come to work on themselves create huge demands for 
economic infrastructure.  

The pressure on infrastructure is becoming more and more noticeable by the day. I was on the road this morning 
at about 7.30 am—7.30 am!—and I was in a traffic jam. I was actually heading out to my electorate office in 
Morley, and I was caught in traffic. The government has paid very little attention to the pressure on 
infrastructure across the state as a result of people coming into the state, be it for work or for other purposes. I do 
not think the government has any understanding of what that means. Certainly, my colleague Hon Ken Travers 
has done an amazing job to highlight the pressure on the public transport system: be it on the train system, the 
roads, or the buses—there is no doubt that there is incredible pressure. We see this pressure also in the health 
system and in the education system. We see it with the pressure on police resources. I see it very much in the 
mental health system. For example, I was speaking to a gentleman only yesterday who advised me that the 
situation is so dire the only way somebody with a mental health illness—a serious, acute episode—can get 
treatment is for somebody else to be discharged, whether they are ready or not. That is a common occurrence. I 
do not believe that the government has paid any attention to the pressure on resources as a result of population 
growth, or it has certainly not paid enough attention to it, and people are sick and tired of not getting the quality 
of service they deserve. I think people are sick and tired of having to wait in very, very long queues on the 
freeway and on suburban roads. I think people are really, really tired of not having access to the services that 
they so desperately need. There is no doubt that come the next election people will certainly give due 
consideration to what that means for them.  

In terms of the cost of living, this is a high-taxing government that gives very little back. In 2008–09, the average 
household spent $3 686 on household fees and charges. In 2012–13, the average household will spend $4 748; a 
cost increase of $1 050. The increase in the annual cost of living from 2011–12 to 2012–13 will be $163, or 
3.6 per cent. People are feeling it, particularly when it comes to utility bills. Electricity prices have risen by 
3.5 per cent or $49 this year; that is an increase of 62 per cent since 2008. Under a re-elected Barnett 
government, there will be a further 25 per cent increase in electricity prices between 2013 and 2016. Mr Deputy 
President, can you imagine wanting to re-elect a government that has already increased electricity charges by 
62 per cent and is going back to the polls wanting the people of the state to re-elect it on a platform of a further 
25 per cent increase in electricity prices to be paid between 2013 and 2016? I do not know many people who will 
want to re-elect a government that increases utility charges by, in total, 87 per cent. There are probably a few 
more hidden increases in there to get it pretty close to true cost reflectivity.  

It will be a hard sell for the members sitting over there. I see Hon Nigel Hallett is already concerned. He has 
sweat coming off his brow because he will have to go out to try to sell this message and to convince — 

Hon Ken Travers: Nigel doesn’t go out. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Nigel Hallett is not going out! Members opposite will have to convince 
their constituents that this is a government that looks after their interests; and that if they vote for Colin Barnett 
and the Barnett team they will be very lucky because they will have to pay not only the 62 per cent increase, but 
a bit extra this time around with another 25 per cent on top! Can members believe it? The people of Western 
Australia must be rubbing their hands waiting for this to happen! That is how hideous this whole thing is.  
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In terms of the increase in fees and charges or the cost-of-living increases, we know, for example, that the cost of 
water, sewerage and drainage has also increased by six per cent. This year the emergency services levy has 
increased. We know that net debt has increased under this government from $3.6 billion as at 30 June 2008 to 
$18.6 billion in 2012–13. That is an increase of $15 billion, or 416 per cent since 2007–08. The lucky people on 
the government benches once again have to sell this to the constituency and try to convince people to vote for 
this government. Most of the people I speak to do not think this is a good-news story. Most of the people I speak 
to are finding it pretty tough as they try to survive day to day. They are also finding it tough because, more so 
than in previous times, they do not really know what the future holds for them. They do not really know whether 
they will have a job in a few weeks’ time. They do not really know whether they will be able to pay off their 
mortgage. They do not really know, when the next big bill comes in—let us say, the family health insurance 
cover—whether they will be able to afford it this time around. This is an incredibly poor budget given the 
current economic circumstances that the average family finds itself in. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the call. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. They are very, very unruly. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: When we look at this budget, the one thing that is apparent is that — 

Hon Jim Chown: Aren’t you taking interjections? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No; I am not taking any interjections tonight. This is a speech from me to you; 
and if Hon Jim Chown wants to listen, he can, and if he does not want to listen, he will just have to leave. 

There is an incredible amount of savings in this budget due to the government’s efficiency dividend 
arrangements. The efficiency dividend is about the harvesting of savings from government agencies and 
government trading enterprises. I must admit that I was staggered at how much is going to be saved in this 
budget. I was particularly staggered because it tells me that the government is giving with one hand, claiming to 
have increased expenditure in government departments for the purpose of service delivery, and taking with the 
other hand, because the bottom line is that we see time and again that the government expects to harvest an 
efficiency dividend.  

I want to go quickly through some savings that will be delivered through the efficiency dividend in this budget. I 
will start with education. At the end of the day the interesting thing will be where these cuts fall. What do they in 
fact mean? For example, in the area of education, a total of $316.7 million will be harvested for the efficiency 
dividend over the forward estimates. Keep in mind the fact that we have already indicated that we have 
significant population growth. Given that, one would expect that that could be accommodated. Instead, we find 
that savings will be harvested. The real question is: where will those savings be found? In the 2012–13 budget, 
total savings of $30.4 million will have to be found; $62 million will have to be found in 2013–14; $95 million 
in 2014–15; and $129 million in 2015–16. It is fair enough to ask the Minister for Education: What do these 
savings represent? Where will these cuts fall? Which schools will be affected by them? What will it mean to 
schools and school communities? From my point of view they are the sorts of questions that I will be asking. On 
behalf of the constituents of the East Metropolitan Region, I think they have a right to know. Certainly they have 
a right to know what the impact of those savings will be.  

Everybody would agree that the police force is under considerable pressure, once again because of the increase 
in population, but also generally it would appear to most people that crime is not under control. Every time we 
open the newspaper there is another example of senseless crime. The police force is being required once again to 
harvest savings. Over the forward estimates, $160.7 million has to be found by police to meet the efficiency 
dividend. Clearly, that is a sizeable sum. It will once again impact on their operations. Keep in mind that there 
has already been a three per cent efficiency dividend—this comes on top of that. We find that pressure on 
resources continues to grow. Whether it is police, teachers or nurses in the health service, there is no doubt that 
these systems are being asked to do more with less.  

At the same time of course some ministers are just throwing money around as though it is confetti. They are 
throwing money around without any sense of how tight and difficult things are. Probably the best example of 
that is the solar panel scheme. The Minister for Energy, through his lack of action, presided over a situation 
whereby, in a matter of months, the scheme was oversubscribed. Consequently, the Western Australian public is 
now left to clean up a $450 million bill over the next 10 years. The minister is shaking his head as though I have 
got something wrong! A figure of $450 million sticks in my mind. It has been all over the media; it has been 
publicly recorded. The minister does not seem to have any concern about the fact this is a burden that he put 
back onto the Western Australian public. This is something the minister should be quite ashamed about because 
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people are already stretched to the limit. Just because he could not be bothered to know what was going on in 
that portfolio, he has caused great hardship and added to the burden on Western Australian families. 
Subsequently, that program has been cancelled.  

This minister, as the Minister for Training and Workforce Development, has cancelled other programs. The 
First Click program is another example. The minister, in saving $1.77 million—which does not seem to be a 
huge sum—got his department to send an email to 40-odd organisations to basically say that they will not get 
any funding this year. This has caused considerable concern amongst those people delivering the First Click 
program. Some of these people have been delivering the program for many years. It is a very good program. It 
teaches people who have no computer literacy, or very limited computer literacy, how to improve their computer 
literacy. It is a very important program, particularly in light of the fact that people are very much disadvantaged 
if they are not computer literate. It is becoming increasingly difficult to participate in a modern society if one 
does not have technological skills. For example, if a person presents at the counter of some banks, they are 
charged a counter fee by the bank to do that. Obviously, if a person is able to do online banking on a computer, 
no fee is charged. This program should never have been cut because it did so much good for so many people. 
Quite frankly, I am amazed that the minister made the decision to cut this program. I have been contacted by a 
range of organisations that feel aggrieved by the fact this program has been cut. I received an email from 
Ms Marjorie Caw. She is the operator of the YellowBird Project, which operates out at Midland. It is about 
therapy through technology. She has a range of clientele, including people with mental illness and disabilities. 
I understand the Minister for Mental Health opened that program some time ago. This program brings together 
people from non–English speaking backgrounds as well as people with disabilities and mental illness and 
unemployed people—some of the most disadvantaged people in our community. The YellowBird Project 
provides an enormous amount of comfort and opportunity for them. Unfortunately, this program has been cut. 
Not only has the program been cut and people are no longer able to undertake the program, but also in this case, 
because the funding from the Department of Training and Workforce Development was their main funding 
source, they used it to leverage funding from the Swan shire to deliver the program. Of course, now that state 
government funding has been pulled by the Minister for Training and Workforce Development, it means that the 
YellowBird Project is unlikely to be able to leverage funds from the City of Swan. What does that mean? Put 
simply, it means that it will no longer be able to operate. When I spoke to Ms Caw, I said, “Surely, if you’ve got 
people with mental ill health coming into your centre wanting to learn how to use a computer, you must be able 
to get some money from the Minister for Mental Health.” Do members know what the response was? The 
response was that the project had been told that it could not get any funding from the Minister for Mental Health 
because the Mental Health Commission requires that all participants in the project must be people with mental ill 
health, and the YellowBird Project includes people who do not necessarily suffer from a mental illness; they may 
have disabilities or be from a disadvantaged background. I thought that was a strange thing. Here we are, trying 
to encourage people with mental ill health to have fulfilling lives and to be a part of the community. We hear 
from the Minister for Mental Health all the time about how it is important for people with mental illness to fit 
into the community and society, doing productive things and so on and so forth—it is all about them overcoming 
their mental illness. When it comes to the crunch, this is a project that caters for people with mental ill health, 
along with a range of other people, yet funding cannot be sourced from anywhere in government. 

Meanwhile, the Minister for Energy can just throw $450 million out the window over the next 10 years, and 
because he is just wasting money, throwing it away and not caring, the Minister for Mental Health cannot 
provide the sorts of services she would like to, and does not have the funding to assist people suffering from 
mental ill health. I notice that both ministers are very, very quiet because they know that this is wrong; they 
know that what the government is doing here is very, very wrong. 

I said that I would put on the public record some information from Ms Caw and her organisation. I want to put 
on the public record the range of people who use this service. It is not just this particular service, either; similar 
services are run from many community centres and organisations throughout the metropolitan area, but this will 
give members a bit of a taste of how important this service is for these people. I will not refer to them by name 
because I do not have permission to do so — 

Hon Peter Collier: That’d be a first. You often use people’s names. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: When I have their permission, yes, the minister is correct; when I do not have 
their permission, I do not. Client 1 has visited many times before, lives in a hostel in Midland and is mainly 
interested in religious things on YouTube and so on, but needs help in finding the internet. She watched for an 
hour, then watched BBC documentaries. Client 2 has visited many times, lives in a hostel in Koongamia, is 
mainly interested in news documentaries, music et cetera. Client 5 owns a notepad, is a recent but regular visitor, 
and needs help with sorting out his Netbook. His wife also needs assistance and he said that he would bring her 
in. Their daughter died recently and they have a lot to sort out. Another client does not have much knowledge of 
using the computer and relies on her daughter, but is very keen to track down ancestors through a genealogy 
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program. The person concerned has a subscription to ancestry.com.au, which he uses to help anyone who wants 
to set it up, so that he can help them with their family tree. Another client with experience of mental illness is a 
reasonably regular visitor, and wants help with writing a book. Of course, these people will not be able to access 
this service anymore because the government took it away. These are ordinary people and all they want is a 
place where they can improve their skills, and this service provides that very important function. In fact, I am 
advised that the YellowBird Project saw 18 people last Thursday alone, so it is hardly a mickey mouse 
organisation. Each of these organisations provide a very, very important service. 
Another matter I want to touch on is the issue of training. Time and again I have stood in this place to speak 
about the shocking lack of effort by the Minister for Training and Workforce Development in his training 
portfolio. I do not think the minister could have done a worse job than he has in the area of training, apart from 
what he has done as Minister for Energy; he has probably done even worse there. But in respect of his 
achievements, I think the figures show just how shocking he has been. The other day the minister made a 
statement in this house about training. We know that his apprenticeship training figures are absolutely hopeless, 
but he came in here the other day to cover up some other trouble he had got himself into. He made a statement 
about how great his figures for Aboriginal training were. I have to tell the minister: they are not great, and he 
knows they are not. 

Hon Peter Collier: I do, they’re very good figures. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are very good figures. How about the minister provide us with his very 
good figures, because — 

Hon Peter Collier: I did. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The figures I have for the minister’s achievements in Indigenous training do not 
paint a very good picture at all. I think I have already put these figures on the public record, but as at December 
2011, there were only 594 Aboriginal apprenticeships. That is not 594 apprenticeships in one suburb, or even in 
the entire metropolitan area; I am talking about 594 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander apprenticeships across 
the whole state. That seems to me to be a very, very low figure. Likewise, the number of Aboriginal traineeships 
is 1 268. Again, that is not confined to just one suburb; it is across the whole state. The minister does not have a 
good record in training at all; he is only 1 900 in advance of the 2008 figure for the total number of apprentices 
and trainees in training. When we look at the minister’s so-called success story in Indigenous training, the record 
speaks for itself; his efforts leave a lot to be desired.  

I want to also quickly touch on the area of mental health. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Here’s your daily dose coming up. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am sorry? 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: I just said that here is Hon Helen Morton’s daily dose coming up. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, it is not a daily dose. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s becoming half-daily now. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is a half-daily dose. The minister needs to accept that it is going to be hard for 
her to explain to the sector why she is taking out $76.8 million over the forward estimates from a sector that goes 
from crisis to crisis. I do not know. I have heard the minister go out and tell people in the sector about the 
minuscule increases in this budget, but I have not heard her mention at all where the cuts are going to be made. 

Hon Helen Morton: A 39 per cent increase over three years of government. It’s brilliant; a 39.3 per cent 
increase over the three years of this government. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It will be very interesting when the sector finds out that this minister is taking 
out $76.8 million. It does not matter if the minister does not write to the people in the mental health sector, 
because I will probably write to them and advise them that this is actually what has happened. 

Hon Helen Morton: Talk about the net increase. Don’t forget to tell them what the net increase is. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay; I am talking about what the minister is harvesting, not what she has put 
in. I am just talking about what she is harvesting and I am telling her — 

Hon Helen Morton: Harvesting and reinvesting. 

Hon Jon Ford: Just ignore her! 

Hon Helen Morton: She can’t ignore it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am telling the minister. It is clearly a point that she is not happy with because 
she is reacting and she only reacts when she is on a loser. 
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Hon Helen Morton: No. 

Hon Jon Ford: She’s reacting all the time. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: She is reacting all the time. Anyway, that is not a good-news story. Nearly 
$80 million worth of — 
Hon Helen Morton: That’s not a good-news story. You can’t even get half a story out of that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Nearly $80 million is being harvested out of the mental health budget. 
I have spoken in this place time and again about the deficiencies in the mental health system. It does not matter 
where we look, we can see these deficiencies. Whether it is a lack of access to beds, whether it is about what is 
or is not happening in community health or whether it is the reorganisation of the community emergency 
response teams for mental health, at the end of the day the one thing that we do know is that the mental health 
system is not in a good way. It is not helped also by the fact that the Minister for Mental Health is largely 
responsible only for purchasing the services and not for clinical care, which brings with it a range of problems. 
Among those problems is the fact that this minister makes commitment after commitment and then fails to 
deliver. For example, in August last year the minister said that the declared place was near finalisation. When we 
look at the budget papers, what do we find? We find that it will take two years. That is, therefore, another two-
year wait for a declared place to be put in place on top of the length of time we have already waited for it. I can 
say that people in the sector are getting sick and tired — 

Hon Helen Morton: Which sector? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: People in the mental health sector. 

Hon Helen Morton: It doesn’t have anything to do with mental health. I don’t have any control of it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is in the justice system, but the Minister for Mental Health made the 
commitment. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, it’s to do with disabilities. It’s got nothing to do with mental health but you don’t even 
know that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister made a commitment, which states — 

WA’s first “declared place” for the detention of mentally-impaired accused offenders who are unable to 
stand trial or found not guilty because of unsoundness of mind will be set up by the State Government. 

Mental Health and Disability Services Minister Helen Morton has revealed that work on establishing a 
declared place under the Mentally Impaired Defendants Act, was “near finalisation”. 

That was in August 2011. 

Hon Helen Morton: What was near finalisation? I think it was the concept, wasn’t it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It does not say “the concept”. So, the minister, as usual — 

Hon Helen Morton: No, it did say it. You don’t want to say that. The concept was near finalisation but you 
don’t want to say that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Minister for Mental Health will have to go out and explain that to the 
sector; that is her business. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, I don’t. They are as happy as Larry. They are absolutely thrilled. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am just making the point — 

Hon Helen Morton: And so is the real opposition spokesperson on mental health; she is really thrilled too. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There are certainly a range of issues in the mental health and training portfolios. 
Members might be aware also that I have been asking questions for quite a few months now about the 
community emergency response team. I am very interested in the work that is done by that team because it plays 
a critical role in mental health services, particularly with people in need of emergency care. I have asked 
questions about the restructure of the facility in the south metropolitan area. I have done so also partly because 
there has been a spate of suicides there, which number seven in a period of about 10 months. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, that’s not so. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is, and I can go through — 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s not so and you know that’s not so. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Ten months or 12 months. 
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Hon Helen Morton: By the way, do you actually — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Anyway, I am not going to engage with Hon Helen Morton. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, you don’t want to. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is why I have asked those questions. The other day in the Fremantle 
Herald a senior nurse came out publicly — 

Hon Helen Morton: An ex-senior nurse. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: An ex-senior nurse. This is what he said about what was going on at Alma 
Street clinic. It is a story that was written by Carmelo Amalfi dated 19 May 2012. It is headed “Senior nurse 
blasts ‘toxic’ health service” and states — 

A FORMER director of nursing at Fremantle Mental Health Services has called for an independent 
commission of inquiry into WA’s crisis-ridden mental health service. 

Michael Finn, a former executive member of the South Metropolitan Area Mental Health Service, says 
people are at risk because of the “toxic environment” within the service. 

After reading “Deep cuts for crisis team” … Mr Finn contacted the Herald to say “empire building” is 
putting lives at risk: There have been seven suicide deaths of Alma Street patients in the past two years. 

“On Wednesday, two nurses in their late 60s were the only emergency response people for the 
Armadale region,” says Mr Finn, who’d worked at the clinic from 2000 to 2010. 

“They were called in because the rest of the staff, about a dozen, were on a team-building exercise for 
the day. They were the skeleton crew.” 

Mr Finn says issues around the troubled service can be traced back, “not to the clinicians who deliver 
services but to the administrators who preside over these services”. 

“Emergency mental health service delivery has a very poor record which in the main is due to 
haphazard planning, inter-service and inter-disciplinary rivalry, flawed policies and a lack of training 
and supervision. 

“There is a need for an independent commission of enquiry into emergency mental health services at 
which there should be public submissions and analysis of the issues.” 

… 

He told the Herald any other form of inquiry serves only to protect vested interests. 

Mr Finn, who now works in Bunbury, says he was pushed out of his Fremantle job after he and other 
senior staff raised concerns and made recommendations to improve mental health services in Fremantle, 
Armadale, Rockingham and Mandurah. 

“As a service manager, I’d been quite critical of the failure to coordinate services and service delivery 
and was eventually moved sideways,” … 

“When I ‘retired’ in April 2010 it was after two years of turbulence during which time I’d taken the 
services to the state administration tribunal and to the IRC over their actions in ‘redeploying’ me.” 

The Herald revealed last week that nine of 13 senior nurse positions at the Alma Street-based CERT 
unit (renamed CATT) will be “redeployed” under changes to mental health services in Fremantle. 

The emergency response team will be left with four senior nurses and three allied health clinicians. 
Junior nurses will fill remaining positions. 

The minister did not say that in her answer to the Parliament today. She did not talk about the junior nurses. The 
article continues — 

“This is like sending an occupational therapist out with a paramedic, two people are in the crew but 
only one does the work,” Mr Finn says. 

Allied health clinicians will work with junior nurses and take on responsibilities as senior staff, a move 
Mr Finn says will place people at risk. 

And of course they are — 

The South Metropolitan Area Health Service could not provide a comment responding to Mr Finn’s 
claims before publication. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 May 2012] 

 p3032a-3044a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [14] 

The only point I am making is that there is a problem down there and the minister has done nothing about it. 
Many people, in fact seven, are no longer with us. Clearly the minister must have known that some of this was 
going on.  

This is a shocker of a budget. It is the worst budget I have ever seen, and I have been in this place for a while. I 
am glad it is the Liberal–National government having to sell it to the electorate, because quite frankly, I would 
not want to have to do it; I would be too embarrassed to go out there and do it. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston. 
 


