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PREMIER’S STATEMENT 

Amendment to Question 

Resumed from earlier stage of the sitting on the amendment moved by Mr R.H. Cook (Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition). 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [10.36 am]: Before I speak to the amendment, I crave the indulgence of the 
house for a couple of minutes to comment on proceedings that are currently taking place in the Coroner’s Court. 
I do not want to pre-empt any findings of the coroner nor do I want to comment on this issue outside the house 
today. Everyone should feel deep shame about the inquest into the death of Mr Ward. It is evidence of systemic 
racism in the justice system. It is the very kind of issue that we should be debating in this place. The rate of 
Indigenous imprisonment is unacceptably high in Western Australia. I am prepared to work in a bipartisan 
manner to improve what I think is a matter of some shame for all Western Australians. The death occurred under 
my time as Minister for Corrective Services. Although I was not responsible in any direct manner, I was of the 
mind to resign at that time because the delivery of those sorts of services is fundamental.  

Today we are talking about the same sort of issue; we are talking about delivery of front-line services. I want to 
reflect on that. The Ward matter is before the coroner. From time to time we all need to pause and think about 
why we are here. If important issues cannot be raised in this place, it is an indictment on all of us. In the two and 
a half years that I was a minister I took every opportunity to raise the issue of racism in our justice system and 
the unacceptably high Indigenous imprisonment rate. Unfortunately, not many people were listening. Now that 
the minister has walked into the chamber, I should indicate that I intend to work in a bipartisan manner and I am 
happy to assist him in any way so that we can ameliorate the situation.  

Now I return to my shadow portfolio. Members present will probably not hear anything new this morning 
because I feel like I have been going on about these issues like a broken record for some months. Being a female 
in opposition, one treads a very fine line. If one is vigilant and diligent, there is a great possibility that one is 
labelled either a grumpy old woman or a nag. I cop those terms with great pride because it means that I am doing 
my job effectively.  

Law and order was certainly discussed at length during the recent election campaign. The government made the 
assertion that it could do considerably better than we had been doing. It is with some disappointment that I read 
the Premier’s Statement. As the member for Willagee said yesterday, there is no real direction or vision in the 
area of law and order. Yes, there have been some workman-like announcements about particular changes to 
legislation, but there is no overall direction or vision. I would like to see a statement from the government to the 
effect that there will be fewer victims of crime. If the government aimed for that type of objective, it would be a 
very laudable aim and the opposition would obviously support it. However, that is not the case. There is no 
vision or direction, which is very sad. 

We are seeing an auction going on in the police portfolio. It is a very unfortunate auction because it is lacking in 
sophistication and fails to acknowledge that what needs to be done is complex. It is not easy being in 
government. The Minister for Police, of all people, should know that because he has previously been a minister. 
The government is basically auctioning off programs in the police portfolio. On a daily basis we are told of some 
program or another that is facing the sword of Damocles. I have to say to the minister, and I made this very 
comment last week, that it is a case of nip and tuck. The police budget is some $850 million. Therefore it should 
be possible to institute some greater efficiencies without impacting on front-line services. It is a case of nip and 
tuck but the minister wants to amputate. Frankly, that approach will affect the front-line services. 

There is some tension in the police portfolio in particular. The Commissioner of Police needs to have some 
operational autonomy, and we all know the political reasons for that. They are too obvious for me to have to 
state them, even to the minister. However, broad policy direction and the provision of adequate resources are 
very much the minister’s responsibility and he should not wash his hands of them and say it is a matter for the 
Treasury and the commissioner to decide. He cannot be hands off. He must get his hands dirty, roll up his 
sleeves and do the hard yakka. He simply has not been doing that. An article in The West Australian on 
20 December 2008 states — 

… Mr Johnson reiterated his guarantee that frontline services would not suffer as a result of the 
efficiency dividend. 

“How the efficiency dividend is applied is a matter for Treasury and the Commissioner to determine,” 
he said. 

The minister must get in there and be involved in this process. 
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Interestingly, during the course of the election campaign, the Liberal election policy called “Securing the 
economic future of Western Australia” talked of the budget process. Members may find some of this stuff pretty 
instructive because that policy document refers to a Liberal government being transparent, holding public 
hearings and receiving public submissions. It envisages that the community will be involved and that the 
government will be held accountable for how the resources in the public sector are managed. Clearly this is not 
happening within the police portfolio. 

As I said, we have also seen the very unseemly brawls, principally between the Premier and the Commissioner 
of Police. The public brawling about what will and what will not be chopped out of the police budget is very 
unhelpful. Some broader policy issues need to be canvassed. We are facing challenging times and yet all we are 
seeing is tit-for-tat arguments about which programs will be cut and which will remain unaffected. We have even 
seen the Minister for Police being overridden by the Premier in the case of the water police who were stationed 
at Dampier. 

That brings me to the question: what is front-line policing and what is not? That is something the minister is yet 
to nail down. For example, the cut in the police budget for unsworn staff may not appear at first blush to be a cut 
in front-line staff. However, unsworn officers clearly add valuable support roles to those of the sworn officers. 
Frankly, if the unsworn staff are no longer employed, the sworn officers will be required to do tasks that will 
take them off the front line. We need greater articulation from government as to what is front-line policing and 
some better and more robust assurances are needed that front-line policing will not be affected. 

I want to go to a number of examples. The first of those is a joint announcement by the Minister for Police and 
the Attorney General concerning the release to police of funds from the proceeds of crime, confiscation of assets 
area, to help fund the organised crime section of WA Police. On face value, that is fantastic. However, there are 
very sound policy reasons why this is not done as a matter of course generally. Anyone who goes through the 
history of this legislation in this state or in other jurisdictions will find that there is a very good reason why this 
is not done as a matter of routine. The reason is that there tends to be an incentive on the part of police to go after 
criminals who have very easily obtainable assets. The criminals who own a Maserati or private plane or things 
that the police officers think are worthy of seizing get undue attention, and the criminals who are more discreet 
and careful about how they display their wealth tend to not be targets. This is always an issue. Although I am 
sure that the organised crime branch welcomes the additional funds, it would be an unsatisfactory situation were 
that to become a regular event. As I said, it is also a case of propping up diminishing resources. 

In the context of giving the Corruption and Crime Commission more powers to tackle organised crime, I will 
talk more at a later date about the resources going to the organised crime area of WA Police. However, I flag that 
matter now as being a case of robbing Peter to pay Paul. It is an unsatisfactory situation and there are sound 
policy reasons why it should not happen as matter of course. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Who are we robbing? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: A number of community groups at the grassroots level. 

The next area I want to talk about is the motorcycle police. A recent decision was made to decrease their number 
from 94 to 30. This has, I think, met with quite a vocal reaction from the community. I have a couple of 
examples of this that I want to share with members. About four or five weeks ago, 40 officers in the traffic 
operations group in Midland were asked to put in writing why they should be able to stay with the group. It was 
implied that their numbers would be reduced and that their submission would determine who stayed and who 
would be posted elsewhere. This was relayed in correspondence by Superintendent Michelle Fyfe. There is no 
guarantee where the surplus requirements would go, as all districts are currently at their full complement, or are 
in fact a little over. I am told that the morale of the officers at the traffic operations group in Midland is low and 
that they feel as though they are in limbo. About four years ago, officers who were interested in the traffic 
operations group were specifically asked to apply to be members of the specialist traffic group and only officers 
who were keen to work in that area nominated. They love doing what they do. Many general duty officers tend 
to not like traffic operations because they regard it as boring and hard work and they dislike it because they are 
subject to the elements and so on. The people who applied really like doing what they are doing and they do it 
well. They are understandably unhappy with what has recently occurred. 

I understand that on 28 March a charity bike ride will take place from Belmont or Ascot to Joondalup. Following 
that charity bike ride the traffic operations group officers will have to hand back their motorbikes for good. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That is terrible. So they are not going to be able to ride to and from work any more? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That will be a huge loss off the roads in terms of the effect that they have. 
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: I will go into that in a minute, member for Midland. The officers who remain will use the 
pool bikes rather than their own bikes. I understand that they currently ride Honda 1300s. They have traditionally 
taken these home, which can be up to 40 or 50 kilometres away. However, they write an average of 30 to 35 
infringements a month on their way to and from work. The infringements vary from $100 to $500. This would 
more than cover the fuel costs many times over. Talk that abolishing the police motorcycle group would result in 
greater efficiencies tends to ignore this fact. Of course, we all know that motorcycle police have a calming and 
slowing effect on traffic because they are very visible on the road. 

What will instead happen is that those officers who remain in the motorcycle group will be put on pool bikes. 
This fails to appreciate that the Honda 1300 needs to be adjusted for each rider. It is not like a car; it has to 
accommodate different weights. Effectively, the handlebars need to be raised and lowered and the suspension 
and the dampening rods need to be set by a qualified person, taking into account the weight of the rider and so 
on. This is a problem. There are a minority of people who might not take particularly good care of their bikes, 
but, by and large, professionally trained pursuit riders do not want to ride pool bikes for very good reasons. They 
want to know that they can totally rely on their bike. They need to be confident with the mechanics and to know 
when the bike has been properly adjusted to accommodate individual riders, otherwise it can be very dangerous. 

That is what is happening in Midland with police motorcycle patrols. It is very sad; a dedicated group of 
individuals — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The public is, I think, rightly concerned about this. 

I turn now to the case of another police motorcycle officer and a note that he wrote following the announcement. 
It states — 

When I was little kid (which was quite a long time ago) I always wanted to be a motorcycle police 
patrol officer—know why? My biggest hero in the world was one—my Dad. He was one in the UK. 

When I was old enough mentally and ready for the challenge I joined the WA Police Force. Gee, my 
Dad was so proud to see me graduate in my beautifully pressed uniform and shiny new boots, following 
a family tradition. 

I will not read the next bit because it might identify the writer. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I don’t think you should, because it would identify him. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. The note continues — 

When we were first told about the motorcycle fleet being reduced from 94 to 30 and that the to and 
from’s were going I, like my fellow officers took it rather badly and personally and was slightly 
aggrieved, and then I started to think, really think what impact this would have on each of these offices 
not just on a personal level, but also on a professional and service delivery level. 

A couple of weeks ago … there were hardly any motorists on the road and so we were practiced our 
formation riding and traveling alongside each other, which goes to keep our skill levels up. The 
camaderie I felt that night was something I will cherish forever. I actually had a little tear in my eye 
thinking that it was all coming to an end. 

Mr Deputy Speaker, may I ask for an extension? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you don’t get an extension on this. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I do not? I know that my colleague got an extension. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: All right. I will not read the rest of this note, given the generosity from the other side of the 
chamber; I had a bit more to cover. 

That is a story from a police officer who thinks that this decision has been very short-sighted. His family has a 
very long history in the police service; both he and his father were very proud motorcycle officers. The way this 
has been handled is, I think, terrible. Outlaw motorcycle gangs call themselves “One Percenters”, for the reason 
that they are the one per cent of motorcycle riders who disobey the law. I think there will now be another lot of 
motorcycle riders—the police motorcycle squad—who will have patches on their jackets that read “Three 
Percenters”; they are casualties of the government’s cuts. 

I have already talked about the debacle involving the water police and the protection of critical infrastructure in 
Dampier. I will speak at another time about the casualties associated with the road safety policy. The way 
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policing has been managed in this state over the past six months is a sorry state of affairs. There has been no 
vision, there have been knee-jerk reactions to issues, legislative programs are moving at a glacial speed, the 
public has been short-changed on policing services and there has been unseemly and public brawling between 
the Premier and the police commissioner. All this has taken place while our courageous men and women on the 
front line are protecting the community and getting on with their jobs. I was thinking about what the 
government’s approach reminds me of, and I think it is a little like the Keystone Cops. I looked up the term 
“Keystone Cops” on Wikipedia last night. Wikipedia—that great source of all information—describes the term 
“Keystone Cops” in the following way — 

The term has since come to be used to criticize any group for its mistakes, particularly if the mistakes 
happened after a great deal of energy and activity, or if there was a lack of coordination among the 
members of the group. 

I repeat the term: Keystone Cops. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [10.55 am]: I also support this amendment, because I am also very 
concerned about the three per cent cuts and their effects on front-line services. The fact is that the education 
budget is also due for a three per cent cut. However, there has been no explanation from the government or the 
Minister for Education about where the fat will be trimmed from the Department of Education and Training. I 
understand that some $46 million will be cut from the education budget. I do not think that people were aware, 
when they voted for the Liberal Party or National Party, that it would mean a $46 million cut to education 
services. I think that most people, when casting their vote in the last state election, would have wanted to know 
that core front-line state government areas would be supported. They would expect some undertaking of 
improvements to services and more funds for the areas we have talked about during this debate. The member for 
Kwinana talked about the way in which health services are being cut. We have now heard from the member for 
Girrawheen, who talked about cuts to the police budget. Education is an area that most people in the community 
regard very highly; after all, young people are the future of this state, and the young people of today will be the 
leaders of tomorrow. They will need to take up jobs in industry to keep the state’s economy ticking over, yet this 
government’s first move in the area of education is to cut $46 million from the education budget. I asked the 
Minister for Education on Tuesday whether the three per cent budget cuts would mean cuts to the literacy 
strategy, the behaviour management strategy, or aide time for students with disabilities. I got an unequivocal 
“no” from the minister, that those programs would not be cut. I have to ask: where will those cuts be made? 

I have been given no assurance from the minister that the cuts will all be made to administrative areas in head 
office or in district offices; no undertaking has been given. These cuts will have a real impact on schools and on 
children’s ability to learn and participate in the school environment. The fact is that there may well be 
administrative areas to which cuts could be made, but I cannot see how $46 million could be cut from 
administrative areas alone. To look at one of the administrative areas of the Department of Education and 
Training, I know that the area of staffing is already struggling to deal adequately with existing teachers and 
applicants for teaching positions. I am not sure whether extra money is necessarily the answer, but I am pretty 
sure that a cut to funding would not be of any assistance. I have spoken with a number of tertiary education 
students who graduated last year and anticipated taking up jobs in government schools this year but who have 
been unsuccessful in obtaining jobs in government schools. The principal problem for them—apart from not 
being given a job when they anticipated that there would be plenty of jobs available—is the failure of the 
department to communicate with them correctly and offer them advice.  

It is interesting that in early January this year there was no talk about there being a surplus of graduate teachers. 
The talk was about whether there would be sufficient graduate applicants to fill the positions. It is clear that the 
government knew towards the end of last year that there would not be a shortage of teachers this year but, to the 
contrary, there would be a surplus of graduates to whom it would be unable to offer jobs. For whatever reason, 
that was not communicated to the graduates. If it had been, it would have allowed many of those graduates to 
make other choices. It is interesting that some of the graduates I have spoken to recently said that they 
understood that teaching jobs are available in Victoria and other areas and they were looking at making a change. 
That is very concerning.  

Members know that despite the previous government introducing 30 separate initiatives to attract more people 
into teaching to meet the number of vacant positions, the biggest single factor in the surplus of teachers this year 
has been the global economic downturn. It has had an impact on the community, particularly on people’s 
superannuation. It is known throughout the public service and elsewhere that a lot of people have deferred 
retirement. People who might have retired at the end of last year or have been looking at retirement this year 
have not done so and will not do so. The member for Girrawheen indicated to the house that the attrition rate for 
police is at an all-time low. People are choosing to stay in stable employment and not take up other jobs or leave 
their jobs and are deferring their retirement.  
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We know that after a recession there is always an upturn. When that upturn occurs there will be a rush of 
retirements in the public sector and elsewhere. People who deferred their retirement last year or will defer their 
retirement this year will, once the economic situation improves and they consider their superannuation position, 
take the opportunity to retire. Likewise, some people will be attracted to try other business ventures or go into 
other professions.  

The managing of graduates has been unfortunate. One of my concerns is that some of the best graduates who 
graduated from tertiary institutions last year were not offered jobs. Anecdotal evidence from a number of 
applicants is that they have been told by staff at the Department of Education and Training that their superior 
qualifications and experience were not taken into account when determining whether to offer them positions. I 
have spoken to many women who have not been offered jobs. Some of them had graduated in early childhood 
education, some had experience in child care, some were graduates of reputable institutions, some had topped 
their class in certain subjects and some had undertaken additional practical work. One girl I spoke to topped the 
prac marks at the institution she studied at. There is no explanation for why they were not offered jobs. At the 
start of this year they anticipated there would be plenty of jobs, but that has not been the case. They know that 
some other people who were at university with them have got jobs; people who had inferior marks, people who 
had performed less well in their prac and people who had had little other life experience. They ask: what is the 
rhyme or reason for that? I questioned them about whether it was a matter of where they were prepared to go—
whether they were prepared to teach anywhere or whether they had been overly restrictive in the places that they 
said they would be prepared to go in this state. In some circumstances the response was that they were prepared 
to go anywhere in the state. In one circumstance I understand that although the person was initially restrictive, 
the person had since attempted to lift those restrictions and had advised the Department of Education and 
Training.  

The feedback from the Department of Education and Training to these graduates is next to nothing. They are 
doing casual work—working in bars and the like—unable to take up a job other than a casual job, because in all 
good conscience they cannot go to an employee and say that it is worth sticking with them because they would 
be there for six months or 12 months or two years, because they do not know. Next week the department could 
offer them a job; therefore, they would need to be in a position to leave their employ at short notice. If only the 
staffing director at the Department of Education and Training would contact people and say, “You’re next on the 
list; you’re in the top 10 on the waiting list and we anticipate that before June this year we will be able to offer 
you a job”, it would allow people to plan for their future. However, the department is not doing that. As a 
consequence, it is losing potentially excellent teachers who would stay with the education system for the long 
term. Young women between the ages of 22 and 28 years who were looking forward to a career in teaching do 
not know whether they will be offered a job next week, next month or perhaps not at all this year. These people 
are being lost to other careers, to private sector schools and employment in other states. It would make sense to 
communicate with perhaps the next 10, 20 or 30 on the employment list and say, “Based on past experience and 
what has occurred this year, in all likelihood we will be engaging another X number of teachers before 30 June 
to fill vacancies. We anticipate that someone with your qualifications will be able to be offered a job.” That 
communication does not happen.  

Administrative areas within the department are not properly fulfilling their role; they could be doing a much 
better job. However, the government’s response to that is that its funding will be cut.  

Coming back to the overall cuts, it is a little cute of the minister to suggest that the government is not cutting 
particular programs. I understand it is cutting school budgets. Individual primary and high schools are having 
their budgets cut. It is an example of the minister handballing the cuts and decisions down to school principals. 
The government is saying to principals that they will have three per cent less in their school budget, but they will 
make the decision about what school expenditure will be cut. I understand that there is not a lot of fat in a school 
budget. The school has to fund out of its budget things like teacher aide time and specialist programs. Inevitably, 
if three per cent is cut out of those budgets, it will be a cut in aide time. I have spoken to teachers, teacher aides 
and parents who tell me that aide time at their school has been cut, that the aide time provided at their school is 
inadequate and that there has been a reduction in aide time since last year. In every circumstance there may be 
extenuating factors or reasons for it. It is too consistent for it to be anything other than the impact of the three per 
cent cut.  

Some children with disabilities are allocated to mainstream classes. I spoke to a teacher only last week who told 
me that with a significantly disabled child in her class she got two hours aide time a week. She asked, “What use 
is that to me? I cannot in that time do the right thing for the child with disabilities. At the same time, the more I 
attempt to do the right thing by that child and ensure that the child is learning, I am necessarily neglecting other 
children in the class.” It puts the teacher in the invidious position of determining whether to spend more of her 
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time with a child with a disability or with the general class. How on earth anyone can come up with a formula 
that says that a child with a disability needs two hours aide time a week, I do not know. I would have thought 
either the child needed an aide to assist him or her with learning or the child did not. The difficulty here, of 
course, is that if individual teachers want to take up this issue, their only option is to approach their principal, 
who is their employer. We will hear a lot more about this. It is like a lot of other things that the Minister for 
Education is not disclosing, such as cuts to essential programs and to programs that the community supports. We 
will find cuts to primary schools and high schools that will make a very negative difference to children’s 
education. Children will receive less support and will be offered fewer opportunities, children with disabilities 
will be offered less aide time and fewer specialist programs, and the quality of education in government schools 
will slide. It is the inevitable conclusion when a blunt instrument like the three per cent cut is given to 
headmasters to cut their budgets by cutting the services they are providing to schools in local communities.  

Before I sit down I want to comment on Governor Stirling Senior High School, which is in my electorate. This 
school has needed renewal for some years now. It is a cause I have taken up for the best part of 10 years. Just 
over 10 years ago when I became member for Midland, some of the worst schools in the state in terms of their 
physical state were located in my electorate. When I first became member for Midland, the Midvale Primary 
School was on the list of schools to be replaced. That school was totally dilapidated. Year after year the Liberal 
government moved that school down the priority list and rebuilt schools in marginal electorates at the expense of 
Midvale Primary School.  

In 2001 when the Labor Party came into government, I approached the then Minister for Education and sought 
his assistance to do something about the deplorable state of schools in my electorate. He visited the West 
Midland Primary School—now known as Woodbridge Primary School—Midvale Primary School and other 
schools in my electorate. Immediately he restored those schools to the top of the list, and within the next couple 
of years new schools were built: Woodbridge Primary School, in the area known formerly as West Midland; 
Midvale Primary School; and Clayton View Primary School, which replaced the dilapidated Koongamia and 
Bellevue Primary Schools.  

The next challenge, having completely rebuilt those three primary schools in my electorate, was to get on with 
fixing Governor Stirling Senior High School. After a lot of consideration and many reports and studies and a 
number of options being assessed over the years, last year in the state budget $63 million was allocated for the 
rebuilding of Governor Stirling Senior High School on the existing site. It was fully funded and fully budgeted 
for and was included on the forward estimates in last year’s budget. However, planning and programming has 
slowed to a snail’s pace on that, and I understand that people within the education department have been told not 
to talk about the money and not to mention the figure of $63 million. That money was in last year’s budget 
papers; it was there and that expenditure is absolutely necessary. The whole school community—not just people 
in my electorate but people in the electorates of Swan Hills, Darling Range, Kalamunda and Bassendean—are 
watching very closely what the government does there. They know full well that the money had been allocated 
and that the renewal of Governor Stirling Senior High School urgently needs addressing. The former government 
spent about $2 million last year lifting the standard of the school so that it was not totally appalling because the 
government knew that a rebuild would take time. This government has no excuse for delaying the rebuilding of 
Governor Stirling Senior High School; it is a necessity. Schools in the east metropolitan area are generally not in 
good condition. Governor Stirling used to be an iconic school. It has some great teachers and some great 
programs, but the state of the buildings is a disgrace. Any member in this house who wants to compare and 
contrast the standard of these schools with other schools is certainly welcome to visit Governor Stirling Senior 
High School. If they do, they will realise why it is the number one school in need of rebuilding.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [11.15 am]: It is incumbent on me to respond to the 
comments by the member for Girrawheen on this amendment, and I am happy to take them one by one. I will 
first of all address the criticism that the member for Girrawheen directed at the proposal to reduce the number of 
police motorcyclists on our streets and highways. Somehow the member is trying to blame me for that. At the 
end of the day, her criticism was directed at the Commissioner of Police.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You have cut his budget.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have been assured by the commissioner that this is not part of a budget cut but a 
reallocation of resources. The commissioner feels that those officers would be more useful in patrol cars, which 
can take part in high-speed pursuits, rather than on motorcycles. As the member for Girrawheen knows, and as 
the former police minister knows, motorcycle officers are not allowed to take part in high-speed pursuits because 
of their vulnerability to injury. The member for Midland knows that. They have to travel in pairs, and the 
commissioner tells me that he feels —  

Ms M.M. Quirk: So this is the commissioner’s fault and you take no responsibility for it?  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen said that I took no responsibility for moving police officers 
from motor cycles to motor vehicles. They will still be on the roads, they will still be in pairs, but they will be in 
cars, where they are not so vulnerable to injury.  

What the member for Girrawheen said is very interesting: She thinks I should play a role in deciding where in 
the police service officers are located and what vehicles they should be in charge of. Does the member think I 
should direct the commissioner on how many mounted police officers to employ or how many horses they 
should be riding? Does the member think that is my job? Does she think I should roll up my sleeves and tell the 
commissioner he should have another dozen horses and more police officers riding those horses? I am a past 
horseman; horse riding was one of my favourite pastimes in the UK. I took part in gymkhanas and all sorts of 
events. However, if the member thinks I should tell the commissioner how to allocate his officers, she does not 
know what she is talking about. As I said on Stateline last week, the trouble with the member for Girrawheen is 
that she goes to bed at night, has a dream, wakes up in the morning thinking it is reality and then makes 
outrageous comments.  

To some extent, the Leader of the Opposition is like that. The Leader of the Opposition made an outrageous 
comment recently, and I will quote him. If we are facing problems at the moment, they were created by the 
previous government. We have been in government for only six months, my friends. Members opposite were in 
government for nearly eight years and they are the ones who should be held responsible for those problems.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: We remember when you were in government before. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is ridiculous.  

The member for Girrawheen also mentioned the proceeds of crime legislation and the memorandum of 
understanding between the Attorney General and me, for which I am very grateful because some of the proceeds 
will go to fighting crime. The funds that the police will get have to be identified. Those funds will enable the 
expansion of police capabilities to investigate, with the help of forensic accountants, trails of money; they will 
target unexplained wealth. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is routine policing. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: They are targeting the top end of the crime gangs and it is fine if the member does not 
want to see that happen. We know where she stands. The member for Girrawheen is soft on crime, and soft on 
drugs. We know what she has been like for the past eight years. Every single time—bleep, bleep, bleep. The 
member for Girrawheen must have had another dream last night because she has also said that we are going 
to — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I had one. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I know what sort of dream that would be! The member for Girrawheen said that this 
government will move officers off the front line of policing and return them to duties otherwise done by civilian 
staff. That is totally incorrect. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Excellent; pleased to hear it! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen has been around long enough now to know that we have 
expanded the police service since we came to government. We have actually taken officers from duties other 
than front-line work and put them back on the streets. I do not think the member attended, but last week 30-odd 
custody officers — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes, I did actually. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: So the member was there. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: And who started that initiative? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have seen the member so many times recently that I cannot remember which functions 
she was at. The member for Girrawheen knows that we now have custody officers taking the place of fully 
trained sworn police officers so that those officers can come out of the watch-house and go back to front-line 
duties. That is a great move and we will see more of that happening. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Who made that happen? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am glad the Leader of the Opposition is here. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have a question for you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Then ask me the question. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: If you think we are wrong about the impact of the three per cent cuts, why don’t you table a list 
of the three per cent measures that have been adopted by the police force? Put the matter to rest; table the list. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: As far as I am aware, none of the measures has been adopted at this stage. Work is still 
being done to try to identify those three per cent savings. The former Treasurer is the guilty party because when 
in government, he dictated that there would be a three per cent efficiency dividend across every portfolio. They 
were the former Treasurer’s words; I have the quotes here if he wants them. My friend is hoist by his own petard.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you cannot make decisions! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We can make decisions. If the opposition expects me, as the member for Girrawheen said, 
to roll up my sleeves, go to the police department and sort out who will do what job — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I expect you to do your job! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am not allowed to dictate where people will work in the police department. The member 
for Girrawheen knows that and I know that! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I did not say that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: But that is what the member is talking about.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: No; I am talking about you rolling up your sleeves and arguing with Treasury about why you 
need the resources. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes it is, my friend. The Attorney General is in fact doing an audit on the proceeds of 
crime. He will, I believe, make some very interesting announcements next week that might embarrass members 
opposite; however, we will have to wait until next week. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I asked whether you would table the list and you said that it is not yet finalised. When it is 
finalised, will you table it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition will be able to see all the details in the normal budgetary 
process. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why not table the list for this financial year once it has been done? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We will act appropriately in government, as opposed to how Labor acted when it was in 
government. I am glad the Leader of the Opposition is in the chamber because I want to mention a comment he 
made. The Leader of the Opposition is supposed to be the guru of everything and, as the former Treasurer, he 
should know where money was spent in every area when Labor was in government.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What; for a $20 billion budget? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen mentioned the north west water police — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I mentioned protecting our critical infrastructure. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, and there was quite a bit of media coverage about that. However, the Leader of the 
Opposition told us that the $8 million, 22-metre Delphinus was based in Dampier, staffed by specially trained 
and heavily armed tactical response group officers and equipped with high-tech avionics and radar detection 
systems to protect critical infrastructure in the north west. That is what the Leader of the Opposition said. Does 
he stand by his comments? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is from the police website. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Does the Leader of the Opposition stand by his comments? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Give your speech; tell me what you think. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is already backing away from his comments! As soon as I read that, I thought, 
“Jeepers, I was not aware of all that.” What did I do? I asked for the facts of the matter. Where do I start? First of 
all, the Delphinus did not cost $8 million—it cost $350 000. It was a second-hand vessel. It is not manned by 
heavily armed TRG officers; it is manned by five water police. The vessel has maritime radar detection and 
navigation systems but no high-tech avionics. The Leader of the Opposition has done this before; he has 
confused Tasers and Phasers. He thinks Tasers are for “beam me up, Scottie”. He called them Phasers!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I know one thing; you signed off the cancellation of that project and you were overruled by the 
Premier. I know that! I know that you were wrong according to the Premier.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Once again, the member must have dreamt about this overnight, but avionics are based in 
aircraft, satellites and spacecraft and are more at home in the police helicopter—which I imagine does not float 
very well! These are the comments that we get from the Leader of the Opposition, who knew or who should have 
known where the money was spent while he was Treasurer. He said that the Delphinus cost $8 million when it 
cost only $350 000. He talks about avionics, which is aircraft technology.  

Mr M. McGowan: You have said it several times now. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sorry. Is the member for Rockingham embarrassed? Is my little friend embarrassed? 

Mr M. McGowan: No; it just gets boring. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, I am sure it does when the member is shown up to be a little unaware of what is 
going on.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: One thing is clear; you cancelled that protection. You cancelled it and the Premier overruled 
you. That is clear. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The point I was trying to make, more than any other, was to get the federal Labor 
government to do its job. Federal waters should be policed by the Federal Police, Customs and the Australian 
Navy—they are the organisations that should protect federal waters up there. What are they doing? Not a lot. 
Once again, the job is left to the state. Labor was in government for nearly eight years in this state and Labor is 
now in government federally, and making a ham-fisted job of it over in Canberra, let me tell members. Federal 
Labor is not doing the job. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: What is wrong now? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We are left to pick up the pieces here in Western Australia, particularly when it comes to 
law and order.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Which area? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will come to that in another debate.  

We have the member for Girrawheen who really is not quite sure what she thinks sometimes. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: In my experience, she is very clear about what she thinks. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, she is not. She now blames me, as the Minister for Police in this government, for the 
fact that some police officers have to undertake traffic warden duties at schools.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: No; I am saying that the whole system is in disarray and that it needs to be sorted out.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is your job. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. What did the member for Girrawheen do while in government? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What are you doing in government? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will tell members what Labor did while in government; it set up another commission, 
another inquiry, and did absolutely nothing. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Labor conducted two reviews into what should happen about school crosswalks—one in 
2005 and one last year. Just last year it conducted a review into what should happen on the school crossings. 
What did it do? It did zip. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You’re the minister. What are you doing? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What did I do? I will tell members what I have done. I have attempted to resolve that 
problem and I will continue to make such attempts because children’s safety is a priority for me, the Minister for 
Police and the Minister for Road Safety, and for this government. The Labor Party did zilch. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What are you doing? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What am I doing? I have spoken to the Western Australian Local Government Association 
but, unfortunately, it will not take over the role of managing school crosswalks. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, the drivel I am getting from the back is very disconcerting and it 
makes it very difficult to continue. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It is from your own side. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Cannington is interrupting more than anyone. He sits up the back and 
drivels. If he would please for one moment, and for the sake of our children, remember that this is a very serious 
issue.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Absolutely! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If the member would be quiet, he might hear something useful.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Perhaps if you did something! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Just be quiet; I am doing something. If the member were to be quiet for five or seven 
minutes — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Cannington! Please give the minister a chance to speak.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The question posed to me is: what am I doing? I have had meetings with the Western 
Australian Local Government Association to see whether local government would be prepared to take over the 
management of school-crossing wardens. I have offered the association the funding and, if it needs additional 
funding, I will certainly try to obtain it. I felt that the management of school crossings would be more 
appropriate with local authorities. They are responsible for the front-end distribution of services in their local 
areas. The parents and children are within those local authority areas. I put to WALGA that if there was an 
occasion when a school-crossing warden could not turn up to see children cross the road safely, local 
government authorities have other alternatives such as rangers, and some councils have their own security 
patrols. They could send one of those people down to fill in for the one hour in the morning and afternoon. I felt 
that was an appropriate responsibility for local government to have. Local government rejected that proposal, so 
I have to now look at other alternatives. I was very disappointed in WALGA’s rejection of that proposal. I 
thought the proposal was a great example of local government community work that would have been very 
useful. The trouble with using police officers on school crossings is that we must send two because, under their 
occupational health and safety rules, police officers must do their duties in pairs. That is not the most effective 
use of front-line police services.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Will you take an interjection?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will in a second.  

I am looking at another option that I hope will work out in the future. When I have secured that option I will be 
the first to inform members opposite. They should not say that I am not rolling up my sleeves and not doing my 
job. I am doing the very best I can and I am working very hard to resolve lots of issues that members opposite as 
a government left me with as the new Minister for Police. I do not mind a challenge, so I will do it. My good 
friend the member for Albany wants to interject, and as he usually lets me interject on him, I will take his 
interjection.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Would they have to have those working with children checks and all those sorts of things that 
we inundate people with now when they want to be volunteers? They have to have the proper safety checks if 
they get in a ranger or someone like that — 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I take the member’s point. The school traffic wardens are trained by the police and have 
those clearances already. I do not propose to take those people off those duties. My purpose was for local 
authorities to manage them so that in the event of a traffic warden not being able to turn up for work because he 
or she was sick, on holiday or whatever, the local authority could fill in with someone it has in reserve such as a 
local ranger — 

Mr P.B. Watson: Who would be properly trained.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes. They would need only one person. They do not need two fully trained police officers 
to see children across the road.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I am happy with that. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Our traffic wardens do a great job. On the information I have been given, they have not 
been involved in any accidents for something like 20 years. They enjoy doing it and they are part of the 
community. Unfortunately, local government has rejected that idea, which I find incredibly strange and 
bewildering because I thought it would be a great example of their doing what is necessary.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I think it’s a good idea.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you very much. Perhaps the member for Albany can talk to WALGA and some 
local authorities. 

Mr P.B. Watson: I will talk to my local government. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If they change their minds that would be good. In view of the fact they have said that they 
will not do it, I have to think of an alternative. I assure members that I am working on that, and as soon as I am 
able to I will announce that alternative.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I support you on the local government proposal.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I thank the member for Albany very much; I appreciate his support. At the end of the day, 
it is all very well the member for Girrawheen using an opportunity during debate on an amendment to the 
Premier’s Statement to have a go at me and the government, but her remarks had the impact of a feather duster 
because she has no justification for criticising either me or this government. I am sure my colleague the Attorney 
General will provide some great examples of some tremendous shortcomings in her former area of justice on 
which we have been left to pick up the pieces. As for the comments the Leader of the Opposition makes — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It was all so easy when you were sitting on this side, wasn’t it? Now you know how tough it 
is. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No; I do not mind a challenge. I am very happy doing the job I am doing.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am always on duty. If there is a problem, I am happy to front up. I will not go to the 
nearest bunker as the member for Girrawheen used to. We used to refer to the member for Girrawheen as the 
Scarlet Pimpernel because whenever there was a problem, we sought her here; we sought her there; the media 
sought her everywhere. Was she in heaven; was she in hell? That damned elusive minister of the day could not 
be found!  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Oh, yes she could.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not when there was a problem. If it was good news, she would be there. If there was bad 
news, the media would ask: where on earth is she? I was always there when I was in opposition. I am also 
always there now that I am in government. If something has gone wrong, I will face the media and take 
responsibility for anything in my portfolio. 

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee) [11.35 am]: I thoroughly endorse the amendment and the remarks just 
made by the two members on this side in support of the amendment. I want to raise a couple of issues about the 
process of identifying the three per cent efficiency dividend and the impact of that process.  

Firstly, I ask the rhetorical question: why is it so hard? The Premier himself has said in the past couple of days, 
“We are talking about only three cents in the dollar”. That can be very difficult to find in big agencies that rely 
heavily on human resources—health, education and police. Three per cent in those agencies can be extremely 
difficult to find, but, as the Premier said, it is only three cents in the dollar. More importantly, I want to focus on 
what the Treasurer has had to say over the past year or more. He has been constantly pounding away on the 
theme that state government spending was out of control; that there was gross waste and mismanagement in state 
government activities; and that savings should be found and were easy to find. Why are they not only hard but 
seemingly impossible for him to find-impossible? He sneered at the suggestion that we made from time to time 
that we were talking about additional police, additional teachers and additional teachers’ assistants, educational 
aides, nurses and doctors in the public system. That was not something he would accept. Now that he is in 
government and has the opportunity to do some work, he cannot do it. He cannot identify where these savings 
can be made. It is one of the worst performances certainly in Western Australia, probably in Australian 
parliamentary history, of any new Treasurer. We are in the midst of a global financial crisis. This government is 
seeking to find three per cent efficiency dividends in our state expenditure and the Treasurer goes on holidays. 
He went on holidays within a couple of weeks of coming to government. Perhaps that is a first in the world. No 
Treasurer has ever gone on holidays a couple of weeks after taking office. He then took another four weeks off a 
few months later when the hard work was there to be done: find the savings—where are the savings? Instead, we 
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have seen the responsibility pushed over to other people because he does not have the wherewithal, despite the 
false impression painted of him as some sort of economic maestro. He does not have the wherewithal, from his 
experience of driving pensioners on bus tours around Busselton, to find the savings necessary.  

I think a couple of very serious and lightly commented upon issues have arisen as a result of that lack of 
ability—that shameful lack of devotion to duty—of the new Treasurer. It is commendable that he should take his 
two sons on a week’s camping holiday, but not two weeks after being sworn in as Treasurer in a new state 
government. It is commendable to take four weeks holiday over Christmas, but not after being sworn in as 
Treasurer of a new state government, especially not in the midst of a global financial crisis which, in his own 
words, threatens the viability of the state’s finances in a way that they have never been threatened before. It 
showed shameful laziness and slothfulness. What has the Treasurer done? He has set up some committees. We 
have heard a lot about committees; that there are 1 000 or so committees, but the government cannot identify 
how many. Why not? The government has just reorganised the public sector and appointed a new head of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. If he cannot identify how many committees there are, sack him and get 
someone who can! Get rid of him if he cannot do the work. Give him a week to come back with the number of 
committees and if he cannot do it, march him out the door and get someone in who can. Hopeless inability. So, 
he set up some committees. Alongside the argument that one of the things we must do to make these savings is 
to rationalise the number of committees, the Treasurer set up a series of committees; very significantly, the 
Economic Audit Committee. Although the name “committee” became a dirty word and the government started 
using words such as “task force” and “group”, it still used the word “committee” at that point and appointed a 
range of people to act on that committee.  

I raise as an issue one appointment to the Economic Audit Committee—John Langoulant. John Langoulant has 
very long and creditable experience in the public service, in Treasury. He was the Under Treasurer under our 
government—the previous government—as well as Richard Court’s government, and I think he did a very good 
job. I was a strong supporter of his work and I still am. However, he should not have been appointed to this 
committee. Why not? First of all, critically, he is no longer in the public sector and he is not a paid gun for hire 
as a consultant. John Langoulant is now the chief executive officer of Australian Capital Equity—Kerry Stokes’ 
group. Australian Capital Equity owns the seven network, has a controlling interest in The West Australian and 
owns WesTrac, which has a Caterpillar importation business. It is a major media and industrial conglomerate. 
John Langoulant is the chief executive officer of a company that is intimately involved in doing business with 
the state of Western Australia; he is not an independent gun for hire. He should not be on the Economic Audit 
Committee. It is a compliment to John Langoulant that misguided people thought he should be on the committee, 
but he should not be. I think it is a reflection on his devotion to public service that he felt obliged to take up the 
position when it was offered. 

Can members imagine Peter Costello or even Paul Keating—if they cannot stomach Peter Costello as an object 
of contemplation — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Paul Keating’s much better! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Or Peter Costello, if members cannot stand Paul Keating. Can members imagine either 
of those two gentlemen agreeing to the appointment of, for example, the chief executive officer of Fairfax Media 
or even News Ltd to identify savings in the federal government spend; to basically tell the Treasurer, Under 
Treasurer and Treasury officials of the day how to do their jobs? Can members imagine the outcry? Can 
members imagine the mocking that would take place? In Western Australia it seems to have passed unremarked 
that we have the CEO of a major media and industrial conglomerate provided with all the state’s books and told 
to help do the job that the Treasurer cannot do. What does that say about this government’s and the Premier’s 
relationship to the Treasurer, number one, and about the Treasurer’s relationship to Treasury officials? What an 
insult to the Treasury officials! What massive undermining of the Western Australian government Treasury 
officials there is in this appointment. It is unbelievable that it has occurred and stands almost uncommented on. 
The only way it might be resolved is if John Langoulant reassesses the position and recognises that there is a 
massive conflict of interest, let alone a shocking undermining of the current Treasury officials, and departs from 
the committee. That was one committee.  

Treasury is going through the police budget to try to identify savings because the government did not like the 
savings identified by the police commissioner. That is another action in a series of actions that undermine the 
police commissioner, Karl O’Callaghan, who I think is an outstanding police commissioner. He is outstanding, 
but he is being undermined on an almost daily basis by the state’s political leaders. They have sent Treasury 
officials to the police department to do what Karl O’Callaghan is doing. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: He said in the paper that he asked for it. 

Mr P.B. Watson: No he didn’t. 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER: He is constantly undermined in the media by the government of the day. 

Private sector accountants are reportedly going into the police department as well. I think that was reported 
through The West Australian, so be careful about deciding whether it actually happened and the veracity of it, 
but let us assume it is. They have sent some private sector accountants into the police department to do some 
work on that budget.  

The capital works review is going on. I think when the Treasurer was questioned yesterday or the day before 
about this process being undertaken and where the savings will be found, he effectively gave up and asked the 
former Treasurer, the now Leader of the Opposition, to do the work for him. The constant refrain that we now 
get from government is: it was our idea. Well, to pick up on the theme the Premier introduced yesterday, quite 
correctly: we are no longer in government. Members opposite are. It is their idea. It is their policy challenge, and 
if they cannot meet it they should give up on it. It is the government’s challenge; it embraced this three per cent. 
The approach so far has been shambolic. It has presented a massive conflict of interest in Western Australian 
political, economic and business relationships and it has served to seriously undermine the credibility and the 
standing of the state’s Treasury officials in a way that I honestly do not think I have seen before. Some of us on 
this side of the chamber have been through the process of identifying savings. When we came to government in 
2001, there were two separate measures: an efficiency dividend and a priority dividend. I hated them because I 
was in one of the big spending portfolios that find it very difficult to make savings—namely, education. I hated it 
because we had our own agenda and things that we wanted to put in place to address the neglect that had befallen 
education and training in Western Australia. Big things needed to be done, but we had to go through the process 
and identify those savings. The overview statement from the 2001-02 Economic and Fiscal Outlook budget 
paper identifies the savings made. It states — 

This turnaround in the financial outlook is the result of a rigorous budget process that has reprioritised 
operating and capital investment spending for public sector agencies. That task, promised by the 
Government in its election campaign, involved an unprecedented $852 million reprioritisation of 
expenses. 

It was really hard work to do it. It cannot be done by sitting back and hoping that other people will do it, whether 
it be departmental officials, school principals or someone that the government has roped in from the private 
sector, and certainly in this case a person who should not have been asked to undertake the task because of the 
position he holds. It is not done that way. It is done by getting busy and taking the responsibility seriously, and 
being prepared to accept that responsibility and to be accountable. So many of the ministers in this new 
government are not prepared to do the work—they probably do not know how to do the work. They are not 
capable of doing the work and it shows every single day. I said yesterday that there are ministers who simply do 
not want the job, and that is true. The Minister for Police, despite his humorous protestations, clearly does not 
want the job because he has to be taken seriously. The Minister for Education does not want the job because she 
does not want to have to do the work and be accountable. She does not enjoy it and it is obvious that she hates 
every minute of this. I said yesterday that that is unfortunate because she is a good person and it will get worse. 
In education it does not get any better; it gets harder. Another example is the Minister for Local Government. I 
watch what happens at question time and I see his sense of apprehension about the prospect of getting a question.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Don’t talk to me, don’t talk to me! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: He trembles on the seat. They cringe on the front bench; they prepare for humour on 
the back bench because when ministers fail, backbenchers see it as an opportunity. Everybody on that back 
bench sees the member for Bunbury as an opportunity for them. The member for Carine gives it away!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: His inability to do the task makes life difficult for him. Yesterday there was a very 
interesting exchange in the Parliament involving the Premier and some of the newer members on this side of the 
chamber. I will not go into it. It elicited from the Premier an admission—that might be an unfair application of 
the word—that the government is committed to spending an additional $3.7 billion in the first three months of 
government. On the one hand, we have this shambolic attempt by an inept Treasurer who cannot take life or his 
work seriously enough to identify the savings that the government of the day committed to as a fundamental 
component of the delivery of its election promises. It is the government’s issue. The Treasurer cannot do it. On 
the other hand, this amazing unaccountable spending is going on. The money is being poured out the door 
because the Liberal Party signed up for the deal with the National Party. Other money has been applied in the 
city.  

In the first six months of this government we have seen reckless abandonment of financial and fiscal 
responsibility. The rhetoric about committees is an attempt to try to mask that shambolic effort. Yesterday I 
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heard about a new one that could have come straight from the script of Yes, Minister or Yes, Prime Minister—the 
creation of the red tape reduction committee.  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: We are trying to work through 63 500 pages of regulation—your mess. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I wish the member the best of luck. The red tape reduction committee involves two 
backbench members of the government. Embedded in the commentary from the Treasurer, who talks at the 
speed of light hoping that no-one will be able to pick up any of the detail or information that he is pouring forth 
because it might come back to bite him, was the red tape regulatory gatekeeping unit. It is not called a 
committee; it is called a unit. That exists in Treasury. I do not have a problem with that. The next thing we will 
see is another committee to reduce the number of red tape reduction committees. We are about to see the newly 
elected member for Scarborough—I wish her well—and a member from the upper house whose name eludes me 
embarking upon some unspecified travel itinerary around the state of Western Australia in an effort to reduce red 
tape.  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: It’s called listening to businesses. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I wished the member the best of luck. It is like a page from the script of Yes, Minister. 
If the scriptwriters had not thought of it, I bet they wished they had. When we mention the name of the red tape 
reduction committee, all those members on the other side of Parliament laugh. “You are joking, aren’t you?” It is 
a substitute for the government’s ministers doing the job that should be done by the ministers. They are not able 
to do these jobs. That is why they set up these farcical committees to roam around the state with unspecified 
terms of reference “listening to small business”. What does that term of reference mean?  

The government of Western Australia embraced the policy position of a three per cent efficiency dividend. It 
cannot deliver it for a range of reasons. It has made a complete and utter mess of the process to date in a way that 
has gone under the radar. It is one of the most ridiculous conflicts of interest that I have ever seen propagated out 
of the Parliament of Western Australia. It then set up a committee called the red tape reduction committee to try 
to cover up for the fact that it cannot do the job. The state of Western Australia is in a position that it has not 
been in for a very long time. When we came to government, the state was in contraction mode and the state’s 
economy was shrinking. Members of the government refused to believe it when they were in opposition. They 
should look up the statistics, now their own Treasury information. It will show that the state’s economy was 
declining; it was in negative mode in 2000-01. Against that background, we set about and succeeded in 
delivering our commitment to an efficiency dividend, with hard work. We improved services and increased the 
number of people working in the public sector on specific tasks to deliver better services. We did the job, we had 
a vision for the state that rolled forward. We are in the midst of a global financial crisis. We have a state 
government with no identifiable, coherent agenda, with ministers populating their positions like vagabonds who 
have drifted in looking for a warm place to stay, wondering why they are there and hoping that no-one will 
notice them whilst they are there. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [11.56 am]: I understood that we were debating an 
amendment to the motion asking that this house condemn the Liberal-National government for its cuts to front-
line services. The member for Girrawheen spoke at length about cuts but also had some grievances that she 
wished to raise with respect to my portfolio of corrective services involving prisons, offender programs and 
Indigenous prisoners. She used the word “racism” at one stage, which I would like to develop a bit further.  

At the outset, having listened to a variety of speeches, both in response to the Premier’s speech and on this 
amendment, over the past three days, that word “vision” has been used an awful amount. It seems that the stock 
standard criticism for anyone whom one might disagree with at any time is that he or she has no vision but the 
speaker of those words has a great vision. This place single-handedly devalues the currency of vision with 
almost every speech that is made. A very interesting book is the most recent publication on the history of 
Western Australia by Geoffrey Bolton. Not unsurprisingly, in retrospect, it is entitled Land of vision and mirage: 
Western Australia since 1826. His thesis, if I can put it loosely, for the history is that so many Western 
Australians in government and public life cross that very fine line between having a vision and losing sight of 
doing practical things that better people’s lives and create constant continuing improvement. Ameliorism is one 
of those basic features about liberal democracy that we all adhere to. Any individual who does not come out with 
some grand statement about what they are going to do is accused of not having vision. In at least a tangential 
way, the member for Girrawheen accused — 

Mr M. McGowan: Has the Premier read this book?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think most people on this side of the house would have read this book; it is a very good 
book. The criticism that one does not have vision is often just a mask for someone who has not actually dug 
down and done the basic things properly.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 12 March 2009] 

 p1749c-1772a 
Ms Margaret Quirk; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Christian Porter; Dr Kim 

Hames; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Martin Whitely 

 [15] 

During the break from Parliament I spent some time trying to get to grips with a very difficult portfolio in 
corrective services. My starting position was to look at some of the areas that had been seen by outside 
observers, including the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services and the Auditor General, to be conspicuous 
areas of practical failure. The areas that were identified were program delivery, the supervision of people in the 
community by corrective services and juvenile justice teams. The first two were probably the two most glaring 
examples of practical failures. What is the vision for these things? Ultimately—it might be a modest vision and I 
might get criticised for not having a vision—the vision is just to do better. I do not think there is any 
disagreement that these things are worth doing but it is a matter of how we go about doing them. It pains me 
when I hear the member for Girrawheen say that we need a vision about how to cure racism in our prison 
system. The presumption behind that statement is that someone from the opposite side of the house has a greater 
level of compassion for the fact that we have Indigenous prisoners than members on this side of the house. We 
would all like to reduce the number of Indigenous prisoners in our system. 

Mr M. McGowan: That wasn’t what you said when you became the minister. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I said that I had a very broad law enforcement agenda and that that priority was not number 
one, and it is not. The reason it is not is the same reason the former chair of the Prisoners Review Board also said 
in The Australian that she understood why I had a broad law and order agenda. That was from the former chair 
of the Prisoners Review Board, Her Honour Judge Valerie French. She said that rates of Indigenous 
imprisonment are not amenable to a quick fix by a single Attorney General, and clearly they are not. I will refer 
to some measures that would improve the situation. The two obvious ones are the delivery of offender programs 
that address the nature of Indigenous offending and employment programs. I will refer to one of those areas at 
the moment, because it is salient to the concept of the constant decrying of individuals for not having a vision, as 
if that is some supplantation or excuse for not doing any work. 

I read the report of the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, which said that the programs were being 
inefficiently delivered. It is fair to say that the OICS report was in large part anecdotal, although it highlighted a 
problem. It was anecdotal in that it assessed the number of prisoners who had been scheduled for a program but 
who had not received a program. It did that for a variety of prisoners and a variety of programs and found that 
there was a large gulf—a lot of prisoners were not receiving programs that they had been scheduled to receive. I 
therefore sat down with the relevant officers of my department and tried to unpack the data on what was going 
on with this thing called “offender programs”. There are many offender programs. I have had conversations with 
people inside and outside the industry. One view was put that most offender programs are so long in their title 
that most Indigenous offenders—indeed any offender—would not be able to comprehend the title, let alone the 
program. We therefore have a problem with the length of program names. I went through the data and tried to 
unpack what actually happened during the time that members opposite were in government. They are the same 
members now who seek a vision or a cure and criticise an alleged cutback in front-line services from 
departments, such as police or the Department of Corrective Services, and what sits behind that criticism is an 
almost unassailable assumption that somehow front-line services were being delivered perfectly or being 
delivered on an improved basis. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I never said that in relation to Corrective Services; I can tell you. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I can see now, having spent three months studying the data, why the member for 
Girrawheen would not say that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The fact is that the budget for programs in real terms was going up, not being cut by 
three per cent. The budget for programs in 2000-01—if I read it correctly, as it is stated in the thousands—was 
$7.885 million, and in the last financial year it was $11.051 million. The budget for programs, therefore, is going 
up. We know that programs have at least some limited ability to affect the recidivism rate, but we should not 
overstate that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Okay. So I sat down with officers from my department and asked them to unpack all the 
data to see exactly what was going on. I wanted to see the data for Indigenous offenders; I wanted to see it for 
other offenders; I wanted to see it for violence offending programs; I wanted to see it for addiction programs; 
and I wanted to see it for sex programs. I will give members one example today which I believe puts paid to the 
idea that somehow vision is a substitute for actually ensuring efficiency in a department, or that even in a time of 
plenty front-line services were somehow being delivered miraculously better than they were. The data was very 
interesting. The data was available in the sense that it was put together in a tabulated and combined form and we 
could work out trends and patterns, which had not been done before. I can tell members that it was an absolutely 
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excruciating process, even for a geek! It was terrible! My holiday over Christmas was sitting down unpacking 
this data. 

Members opposite talk about visions and improving the situation for Indigenous prisoners, but let me take them 
to the data on violence offending program trends for Indigenous prisoners. I will refer to funding increases in the 
budget for programs for Indigenous prisoners, although I have the figures for everyone. In the financial year of 
2000-01, which was during the time of the government before last, the government delivered Indigenous 
violence offending programs to 228 Indigenous prisoners. Do members want to know how many violence 
offending programs the government delivered to Indigenous prisoners last financial year? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: A few, I imagine. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Five. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is disgusting and disgraceful. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Girrawheen says that, but it was, with respect, on her watch; was it not? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes, and I tried; I am the first to admit failure. I have not criticised anything in relation to your 
efforts in Corrective Services. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I thank the member for Girrawheen for that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You came in halfway through my speech. I said I was happy to work with you in a bipartisan 
manner because, as Western Australians, everyone in this room collectively needs to work to improve things. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I thank the member for Girrawheen. On that point I ask her this question and I invite her 
interjection: would she agree with my assessment that the first thing that needs to change to deliver more 
programs to more people is to decrease the complexity of the programs and the hours? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Would I have the member for Girrawheen’s support for that? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You certainly would. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I believe that is critical. It is interesting, of course, that the literature shows that the longer 
the program the more the rate for Indigenous prisoners improves. However, there is no point having Rolls-Royce 
programs that we do not deliver to anyone. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Excellent; I agree. 

Mr P. Papalia: Would you accept an interjection? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, of course. 

Mr P. Papalia: Thanks very much for doing that work. You may not know it but I have asked a substantial 
number of questions on notice along those lines, because it is very clear that the capacity of the department to 
analyse what is actually going on with program provision is dramatically lacking. Are you looking to create a 
process to monitor outcomes? Specifically, if you are going to reduce the numbers or the focus of programs, are 
you looking to have a comprehensive process so that we can monitor the outcomes once people pass through a 
program and go out beyond the system? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The honest answer to the member for Warnbro’s question is that I have not decided 
whether we can do that at all, as it may well be cost prohibitive.  

Mr P. Papalia: Right. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I just give the member this example. I asked the department for the best literature it could 
give me on offender programs and how effective they were. Another problem with the debate—perhaps we all 
fall into it at times but it certainly happens in the media—is that program delivery failure is equated with failure 
to cure someone; “program” has become synonymous with “failure”. I can tell the member that at best the 
international literature says that the better programs probably reduce recidivism rates by about 10 to 12 per cent. 
So if we delivered a decent program to 10 Indigenous prisoners, or 10 non-Indigenous prisoners, we might stop 
one of them from reoffending. That is far from a perfect success rate, but it probably indicates that it is worth 
doing. Given that we know that by providing a program with the right people delivering a certain quality of 
hours and structure there is some chance of decreasing recidivism rates for the pool of people who reoffend, 
tracking each and every one of those people who physically completed a program could well mean fewer 
programs. I therefore have to find some balance there. However, I will say that the deficiency is not about 
three per cent or five per cent. I am finding in my department that it is about data collection and setting goals. 
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Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is why I am very glad to hear that I have the member for Girrawheen’s support for 
decreasing the hours and configuration of the programs, because after the Court government lost office, there 
were many small programs and that balance probably was not quite right. However, I would say that it was much 
better than the process that we let ourselves get into of a continuing number of extremely long and complicated 
programs that we could not deliver. If there is limited space in a prison for programs, perhaps only one room, 
and the program to be delivered lasts for six months, it can be delivered only once a year effectively. It really has 
got to the point of being a little ridiculous. 

I would say to the member for Girrawheen that vision is not improvement and often vision is an excuse for not 
improving, and in this area I identified over the Christmas break some areas in which we could initiate 
improvement. However, that will not happen without some kind of agreement. I am very glad to hear that I have, 
at least in general terms, some kind of agreement that there needs to be some radical changes in this area. 

However, Mr Speaker, three per cent or nay, three per cent can be found in these agencies in collaboration with 
the bureaucrats. I did find it interesting during the course of this debate that the proposition has in effect been put 
that the heads of department and their senior bureaucrats are precisely the wrong people to investigate at a prima 
facie level where cuts can come from. I understand why members opposite might put that proposition, but it 
cannot be a complete or blanket proposition in terms of its probity and how correct it is. I have found that the 
people in my two departments are very well placed to understand which parts of their business—in large part 
departments such as Corrective Services are a business—can be trimmed down. In the definition of what is or 
what is not a front-line service in the statistics I have just given, there could be a growing budget and front-line 
services diminish. That is the situation that we have to avoid and, if I might respectfully say, it is one in which 
we can achieve improvement.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [12.09 pm]: It is great to have an opportunity to 
respond to the comments about health made by the brand-new, wet-behind-the-ears Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member sat over there and labelled the government inexperienced and immature. I really 
think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition needs to sit down and talk to the former Minister for Health, for 
whom I have a great deal of respect.  

I want to tell the house about some of the things we found when we came into government and the difficulties 
we had in addressing the issues of the budget. The first thing I did was to sit down and have a debriefing with the 
former Minister for Health. He said that he was happy for me to repeat a couple of the things he told me during 
that meeting about issues I might have with the budget. There was a $100 million deficiency for Joondalup 
Health Campus that had not been budgeted for. There was also a $100 million deficiency for the Midland 
Hospital, because the estimates had blown out to $300 million. The third thing was that there would be a sizeable 
deficit in health at the end of the year; he did not know how much it would be, but he knew it would be big. I can 
tell members that that is a serious issue that the government has to face.  

Why is there a deficit? There is a deficit because health was underfunded by the previous Treasurer. For 
example, a community asthma program that was put in place was underfunded to the tune of $20-odd million. 
There were severe escalations in the cost of running the Pilbara health service, for rentals and costs relating to 
getting doctors and agency nurses to those areas. There is a huge deficit. A budget deficit from the previous year 
had been rolled over but had not been subsequently funded for the following year. All these programs had been 
put in place as a result of increased demand in hospitals. There had to be a huge increase in the provision of 
services in hospitals, but there was no money there to fund it. There were increases in the number of personnel 
employed in public health, but who were they? Were they front-line staff—nursing staff, doctors, or other people 
who provide critical front-line services? No, they were not. They were backroom bureaucrats, who significantly 
increased in number beyond the capacity of the Department of Health to pay for them, and well beyond the 
needs brought about by the growth in front-line services. Front-line service requirements had grown significantly 
but were not covered by the budget, and funds were being siphoned off to pay for all these backroom 
bureaucrats. 

What have we heard in speeches by opposition members? We have heard whingeing about the three per cent 
cuts. It all reflects back. I have heard people say, “You rotten government. You’ve made a three per cent cut and 
you won’t be able to fund the upgrading of a school in my electorate that desperately needs upgrading.” Hello! 
The opposition was in government for eight years; the demand for the upgrade of that school did not develop 
overnight. It would have become increasingly important during the eight years that the Labor Party was in 
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government, so new members should not come to Parliament and suddenly discover issues in their electorates 
that have not been funded during the first six months of this government and try to blame it on us and the 
three per cent cuts. They should turn to the former ministers sitting next to them and ask them why they did not 
fund the schools or roads that needed upgrading over the past eight years. I fully supported and totally agreed 
with some of the initiatives implemented by the former Minister for Health, such as the screening of newborn 
children for hearing deficiencies. However, we now have to find the money for that, and it is not in the budget. 
He committed to it prior to the election, and I supported that commitment, but there were no funds available. 

We are the new government and we will manage the three per cent cuts, but I remind members that the three per 
cent cuts were first announced by the current Leader of the Opposition and were included in every budget and 
notational item. Every department was to have its budget reduced by three per cent. The departments and the 
new government are obliged to begin working towards that. Yes, we supported the cuts in opposition; why 
would we not? It provided us with $1.8 million for election commitments.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am quite happy to apply a three per cent cut to health, and I will get back to the member’s 
comments in a while. 

The opposition has to be joking if it expects every department to be running at 100 per cent efficiency after eight 
years of a bloated Labor government. Of course they are not running at 100 per cent efficiency, particularly 
health, after such a massive increase in backroom bureaucrats—far beyond the requirements of the health 
department—during the eight years of Labor government. Of course the government will have to find a way to 
make three per cent cuts, and of course it will have to be in administrative areas. I am pleased to say that the 
previous Labor government gave me the opportunity to do so by bloating those areas in the first place. The 
reality is that because the previous Treasurer was not efficient in the first place, the present government is 
responsible for making three per cent reductions. The previous government should have made sure that those 
departments were efficient. It is nonsense to say that ministers were not involved in over-funding the 
bureaucracies. That is a childish thing to say. How does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition think these things 
work? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will at the end. 

If, for example, the member were the Minister for Health, with no experience in running a health department, his 
first step in making a three per cent cut would be to go to the director general and ask him to look through all his 
programs and all his employees and come back with areas in which he thought his department could reduce costs 
by three per cent. This is commonsense stuff. Nobody in his right mind would expect the member to even know 
what programs existed in the health department, let alone know which ones needed to be cut. He would rely on 
his department to bring him that information, just as the former Premier would have done in the portfolio of 
education. He would have gone to the Director General of the Department of Education and Training and said, 
“Let’s sit down together and look at all the potential areas from which we might reduce costs by three per cent 
and work them out.” That is exactly what the government did. We sat down at length with our department heads 
and went through the areas where we might make the three per cent cuts, but always insisted that they must not 
affect front-line services. We have very enthusiastic people in the Department of Health who have come up with 
things that they think might help to achieve a three per cent cut. In some areas one is between a rock and a hard 
place. The majority of reductions clearly have to come from backroom areas. We are saying that it must not 
affect the services provided to patients. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will come back to the member. 

People come to the government with ideas about the ways in which better efficiencies could provide the same 
services to patients, and that really should have been done earlier. They are saying that they can do things in a 
better way that will not affect front-line services but will change the way the services operate. I cannot tell them 
not to be more efficient; all I can tell them is that if they are going to be more efficient, they cannot let it affect 
the provision of front-line services. That is what we are saying and doing. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Why were they told to rewrite their memos? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I can tell the member. The initial memo was a discussion document. They sat down in groups 
and made it clear that front-line services would not be affected, but the document did not clearly reflect that. 
That is why they had to produce the documents again. Those people were told that the cuts must not affect front-
line services. It is just a matter of greater efficiencies in those areas. I am happy for my people to be more 
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efficient, because we need them to be; we have a huge increase in demand. I am happy to wear that 
responsibility.  

I said publicly that I am writing to all nurses telling them that the government is supporting them as nurses and 
that it will reduce its reliability on agency nurses, but is looking, instead, at employing them and casual nurses 
full-time. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s statement about this government reducing the number of 
casual nurses is wrong. The government will increase the number of nurses. Western Australia has increased the 
number of nurses by 700 full-time equivalents over the past 12 months—half of that increase occurred when the 
previous government was in office and the other half has been in the time of this government.  

At Fremantle Hospital, the hospital in question, there are 1 000 nurses of whom only 38 are agency numbers. In 
the past year the number of nurses at that hospital has increased by 100. I did say that I would take an 
interjection from the member for Bassendean. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: My wife is a casual nurse at Fremantle Hospital. Apart from the three years that she worked 
at Armadale hospital when we lived in Roleystone, she has been working there since the early 1990s. She is a 
permanent part of the workforce. “Casual” is, in a sense, a misnomer. She works six-hour shifts. There used to 
be flexibility. The minister understands the nature of nursing. Sometimes in a six-hour shift a nurse cannot get 
the work done or there is an admission just before the end of the shift. The nurse has to work an extra half an 
hour or an hour. There was flexibility. It suited the hospital. Frankly, from my wife’s perspective, it didn’t suit 
her. She likes to work six-hour shifts so she can get home to the kids. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This should be a short interjection; not a long one. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: The directive that has been issued about the three per cent cuts and six-hour shifts will mean 
exactly that. She will be put in a position in which she either works unpaid overtime or compromises patient 
care.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have given the member the opportunity to interject and now I will come back to that issue. I 
saw the directive that came out and it did not say that there would be a six-hour only shift. It said that any 
payment for additional time worked beyond the six hours will not be automatic; it will need to be authorised by 
the supervising sister.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: That is how it is being applied; that is the effect of the three per cent cut. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is exactly why I am writing to nurses telling them that the services provided by nurses 
must not be compromised. If nurses believe that they are they must go, firstly, to their supervisor. If they are not 
happy with the outcome, they should come to me or the director general and the issue will be investigated.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have given the member for Bassendean a fair go.  

The government does not want front-line services affected. We have to produce this three per cent efficiency 
dividend. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that health should be exempt from these cuts. I will point 
out a couple of things to him. Firstly, the Queensland Labor government is going to an election with a three per 
cent efficiency cut. Does he think that will not affect health in Queensland? Secondly, does he think that his 
current leader, as Treasurer, would have supported health being exempt? No way. Do we exempt health, which 
will produce $120 million from the cut? Do we exempt education because strong arguments have been put that it 
be exempt? Do we exempt police because strong arguments have been put that it be exempt? If we did that there 
would not be any departments left. Those three budgets consume the vast majority of the state budget; therefore, 
to achieve a three per cent efficiency dividend across all departments, all the other government departments 
would have to go. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Preserve front-line services, minister.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is not what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, and he knows it. He said that the 
Department of Health should be exempt. The member is trying to talk over me because he knows he is wrong. I 
would like him to apologise to the media for making that statement and apologise to the public for any 
suggestion he made that it was remotely possible to exempt the largest budget in the government system from 
the three per cent cut.  

The Leader of the Opposition, as Treasurer, certainly supported the three per cent cut. When I took over as 
health minister the three per cent cut had already been put in place by the previous government. The second 
reason the former Treasurer does not support exempting health is because he told me so. He told me that because 
he knows it is impractical and impossible to leave the major budget funding department out of the three per cent 
equation. Frankly, I think it can be done, and it is being done.  
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I have gone through the issues that were raised and ticked them off. For the member for Kwinana’s information, 
because obviously he does not know this, there is an upper house inquiry into the three per cent cuts. The first 
witness to appear before that committee today is the Director General of Health, and I imagine that he has 
already detailed the situation as it applies to health. Not only that, I know the opposition got hold of a leaked 
document, which was not entirely accurate. A lot of that information will be replicated in the upper house 
committee. It will clearly show that the cuts will not affect front-line services and that most cuts will be from 
areas that do not provide those services. It is ridiculous for the member for Kwinana, the new boy on the block, 
to make statements that health should be exempt from the three per cent cut. The former Minister for Health will 
set him on the right road and explain to him that it would be impossible. Irrespective of that, it is the right thing 
to do.  

Recently we saw what happened in Queensland. Its expenses blew out so much that it lost its AAA credit rating 
at a cost of about $200 million. That is far in excess of what the three per cent cut is costing health in this state. 
The government, including ministers, have a responsibility to do the right thing and rein in the bloated 
government departments that were created under the Labor government’s watch and ensure that we have a lean 
and efficient government that can still provide the front-line services that are desperately needed.  

Some members opposite have called ministers on this side of the house lazy. I will outline the health programs 
that have been put in place in the six months that we have been in government. The Royal Flying Doctor Service 
was allocated $68 million and the patient assisted travel scheme funding was increased by 60 per cent, which 
meets all the recommendations of the Senate inquiry into PATS funding. It is the envy of health ministers in 
other states, and that became evident at the ministerial conferences I have attended. They wish they had that sort 
of money for their PATS scheme. Additional funding of $30 million has been allocated to addressing the wait 
list surgery. The other states have increased their wait list surgery with the money they received from the federal 
government initiative—this state received just over $15 million, which allowed for a huge increase in wait list 
programs. The other states have been caught out, because they do not have the money to keep them going. They 
are continuing with wait list surgery, even with a huge reduction in income, while crossing their fingers hoping 
that the next federal government initiative, which is probably six months away, will provide the money to cover 
the cost of the work they are doing now. This government has $30 million in that fund to pay for increased 
surgery. This government provided $10 million to Karratha to increase its obstetric service and review the 
hospital. It has funded its general practitioner after-hours clinic. This government has also funded the program 
that increases Silver Chain’s ability to assist more people in their homes to the tune of $20 million odd a year; 
$84 million in total. The government has established the wait list advocacy committee, which gives people the 
ability to lodge complaints about their position on the wait list surgery. Funding is now going directly to nurses 
to help with childcare centres. The government has committed to the fast-tracking of Princess Margaret Hospital 
for Children. Only this week members heard about the tender process for Kalgoorlie Regional Hospital, and 
Albany Regional Hospital is being fast-tracked. The member for Albany will be pleased to hear that. A save 
Royal Perth committee has been established to develop a program on how to construct that hospital. Most 
importantly, this government has introduced the four-hour rule. People have said my credibility as a minister 
and, in fact, my career may hang on the success or failure of the four-hour rule. I am happy for that to be the 
case. The member for Kwinana made some criticisms of it and I hope he will hang his success or failure on 
criticising it. It is a major change to the way in which our hospitals manage their services and will create huge 
improvements. The public will absolutely welcome the changes that are put in place.  

MS A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [12.30 pm]: I support this motion. The tack that I want to take is the 
folly of cutting these services and spending money on projects for which there has been no demonstrated need. I 
will focus on the issue of the expenditure at the Oakajee port because, as has been said, we are being told that we 
need to cut important front-line services, but at the same time the Premier wants to commit in the order of 
$700 million of taxpayers’ money, $300 million to $350 million of which will be funded by the state to advance 
the vision of Oakajee. When the Premier before the last election said that he was taking over the leadership of 
the Liberal Party because he had some unfinished business, we did not realise just how much unfinished business 
he had, and how much he would take us back to his old dreams set some time in the 1980s and 1990s.  

Let us consider the Premier’s explanation, given time and again, for why we need to put all this public money 
into the Oakajee port. His explanation is that it is to keep state control of this asset and not to have this asset 
owned and managed by a foreign entity. This is a complete fallacy. The bid process that was set up by the former 
government deliberately ensured that the ownership and the management of the common infrastructure of the 
Oakajee port would be in the hands of the Geraldton Port Authority. The former government set that up as an 
integral part of the bid process. Both companies that bid to build and finance the Oakajee port bid on the basis of 
building the berths, the basin, the channel and the seawall.  

Mr P. Miles: When was it planned to be built?  
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It would commence as soon as the design work was completed.  

It was put out to tender in a way that would facilitate early completion, and it is my understanding it was 
designed to be completed around 2012-13, which is, if anything, an earlier time frame than the present proposal. 
I want members to understand this, because it goes right to the heart of the integrity of the Premier. The proposal 
upon which the companies had bid, and for which the preferred proponent had been granted, had entrenched and 
written into the very core of that arrangement that the common user infrastructure, which comprises the sea wall, 
the basin and the channel—all of which is now proposed to be taxpayer funded—would be handed back to the 
state.  

This is not an unprecedented proposal; this is precisely what happened at Port Hedland. Indeed, it was the history 
of Port Hedland that gave the former government the confidence to design this project as it did. It was 
commercially realistic. It would ensure that the successful proponent and the developer of the port would get the 
capital user charge that any third parties paid until such time that the infrastructure had been paid off, but it 
would not be owned and it would not be managed by any private entity or any foreign company; it would be 
owned and operated by the state via the agency of the Geraldton Port Authority. Why the big lie? Why is the 
Premier saying that this is the reason he needs to put $350 million of state money into it and why is he trying to 
get $350 million of federal money to it? Believe me, if he gets that federal money, it will be no great bonus to the 
state, because we know that many good projects have been taken off the Infrastructure Australia list by the 
Premier to boost the chances of getting this money for Oakajee. Why does he want to do this? It is because he 
has unfinished business.  

We know that in the 1990s—and I have no difficulty with the Premier taking up the position—the Premier was 
the first champion of Oakajee. He can quite rightly claim that credit. He was Oakajee’s champion, and, as he 
clearly outlined yesterday, he was the minister responsible for the land assembly. Yes, he was. He bought it, and 
he can always take credit for that. However, what was really, really interesting in his narrative yesterday is that 
he left out a whole chapter; it is the chapter on Kingstream. He said, “I did all of this: I assembled the land, I 
bought it, I got it zoned as industrial. I did all that.” He did, but what else did he do? He tied the project to 
Kingstream. He did not want to have only a port; he wanted a legacy that would rival the Court legacy.  

I read an interesting article by Jennifer Hewitt in The Australian recently, but she seems to have stumbled upon 
it. She referred to the big projects associated with Charles Court in the Pilbara. It is my view that the Premier has 
always wanted a legacy similar to the Court name, which is attached to those great achievements in the Pilbara, 
those great epic battles wherein the ban on the export of iron ore was lifted and finally the commonwealth took 
Western Australia seriously and got the Pilbara going. I have no problem with any member of Parliament 
wanting a legacy. In itself that is not a fault. However, the problem is that this legacy is most likely to be 
completely unrealistic. It was not by accident that he left out the whole Kingstream chapter, because he knows 
what an embarrassment and a debacle it was.  

I also find it ironic that he rails against us for putting this process out for bidding by the two major proponents 
that had mines in that area, one of whom had Japanese and Chinese interests, and one of whom had some 
Chinese interests. In his Kingstream proposal, the main player was a Taiwanese operation. Somehow or other, he 
has got a little nationalistic between then and the time that he became Premier.  

We have the Premier’s desire for a legacy. This is not just a port; this is about having a big port and his dream of 
downstream processing. The Premier is reported as saying that Oakajee is really important and it is about far 
more than iron ore. It will be, as there are other resources in that area—even uranium, which the Premier is keen 
to export. He also said that Western Australia lacked a site for the sophisticated processing of its vast reserves of 
mineral and gas resources. The Premier wants to make one. Of course, that is entirely wrong. We do not lack the 
sites; we have the sites. If members go to the Department of State Development website, they will see pictures of 
them. Of course, the site that is best placed for that is the Boodarie industrial estate in Port Hedland. It states — 

The Boodarie Industrial Estate is located 5km west of Port Hedland and has long been planned to 
support the growth of downstream processing in the Port Hedland area. Local resources of iron ore, 
manganese and salt are available, and a natural gas pipeline passes through the estate to deliver gas 
from Dampier ….  

Appropriate zoning and infrastructure plans are in place to allow resource processing projects to locate 
on the estate, which has ready access to roads, water, natural gas, power and port facilities in Port 
Hedland. 

Contrary to the Premier’s saying in his speech on Tuesday that we need to incorporate an industrial estate for this 
downstream processing, we already have one.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: An ideal place for a gas hub.  
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The member for Pilbara can fight that battle himself! That estate exists near a major 
town that at one stage housed 17 000 people and no doubt will increase again to that and, indeed, a higher figure. 
I think, member for Pilbara, the council projection for Port Hedland population is 25 000 to 30 000.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Easily.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: All that is at Boodarie. The first story—that we needed to do this to ensure we had 
control by the state—was demonstrated to be a complete lie, because, as I have demonstrated, we set up the 
whole arrangement so that those assets would be returned to the state and managed by the Geraldton Port 
Authority. The Premier wants to establish Oakajee for downstream processing. It is important to understand the 
significance of this because we need a very different port for loading steel than for loading bulk minerals. I think 
in response to the supplementary question the Premier finally acknowledged that. We agree with the Premier that 
Oakajee is the most appropriate site for a deep water port, but the marine conditions are very challenging. If we 
want to build a port that can handle the loading of steel, we must build a much bigger and more substantial 
seawall, because the water must be much calmer than is needed to load bulk commodities.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: He said that.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: He did say that.  

What we need the Premier to come clean about is where the business case is for a Western Australian steel 
industry, which is driving this revision of the project? Where is the business case for the $700 million of 
taxpayers’ money he wants to invest? Every time the Labor government invested in a port it was supported by an 
extensive business case.  

I was wondering why the Premier was getting the language wrong. Very early on when he announced the 
$700 million proposal, he talked about an “outer harbour”. I thought that was really odd because there can only 
be an outer harbour when there is an inner harbour. A seawall of itself is not an outer harbour, but if members 
read all the Premier’s statements, they will see that he was talking about an outer harbour. It seems to me that the 
reason we need to invest the $700 million—we sought information from the Premier on this—is that we are 
committing to a different sort of port, not just a design that will allow for new berths. The original plan allowed 
for any third party to come along, be it a general cargo or whatever, and build a third berth. I think this 
$700 million is necessary due to the Premier’s desire for Oakajee to export steel slab. The information I am 
getting from industry seems to indicate a desire to build this new facility. Obviously, the proponent who is an 
exporter of iron ore, will not be prepared to build to that level. It is a much more expensive operation. The 
Premier’s intervention, indeed, taxpayers’ funds are needed to bring back that dream of Kingstream—that dream 
of downstream processing. In the past, attempts at downstream processing have been made in areas that are 
much richer in iron ore resource. The hot briquetted iron ore plant in Port Hedland did not succeed. The HIsmelt 
program based in Kwinana has stalled.  

Mr F.M. Logan: It’s still going.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Okay, but it has not been expanded as was proposed.  

It will be very difficult, if at all possible, to get up this old 1990s idea of creating a steel plant in Oakajee. My 
concern is that, once again, the Premier’s dream of a legacy—one to rival the Court legacy—will take the mid-
west back. We are not concerned just that we are cutting front-line services and putting $350 million of state 
taxpayers’ money into this project, but that we may well have the same fiasco in the mid-west that we found 
when we came to government. That is because the Premier had tied himself so intrinsically to this Kingstream 
project, to the downstream processing—he even tacitly acknowledged it in his contribution yesterday—that he 
put his foot on the hose of the Geraldton port. He refused to allow any expansion of the Geraldton port, so as a 
result there was no iron ore industry. Not only was there not a steel industry, but also the more realistic iron ore 
industry in the mid west did not eventuate during his reign.  

The Labor Party came into government and said that Geraldton and the mid-west had been on hold for a decade 
while the Premier, then as Minister for Resources Development, had pursued his dream, which has not gone 
anywhere, and the Kingstream project fell over. It was nothing to do with the Labor government. We said, “Let’s 
go for something more realistic; let’s invest in upgrading and deepening the Geraldton port”. I think in all we 
spent about $150 million, but he still does not like it; he is still angry that we deepened the Geraldton port. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: You struck rock.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: We did it within the budget. It was fantastic. It was the right thing to do.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was done in 2003.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It was completed in 2003.  
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Dr G.G. Jacobs: You cannot put any big ships in there.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: This is it. The Premier wants ships as big as the ships that go into Sir Charles 
Court’s port. He is not happy with something that works; it is not about wanting something realistic or about 
wanting something that is actually designed to meet the needs of the community and of the industry. He wants a 
port that will take big ships because Sir Charles’ port is a big-ship port. The Labor government got that industry 
started in Geraldton and, as a result of that, it became timely and appropriate to build Oakajee.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): I am trying to hear what the member for Armadale is saying, 
and I am sure Hansard cannot hear her. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: As a result, Oakajee’s time has come and, as I have already said, the Premier can 
always take credit for being the first person to see Oakajee. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: And doesn’t that annoy you! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: No, it does not annoy me. I am happy to give him credit for that, but let us make 
this a realistic project and not put the mid-west on hold for another eight years while the Premier pursues another 
fantasy. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [12.49 pm]: The fundamental problem with the government’s approach to 
the three per cent budget cuts is its hands-off manner of administration. Typical of that approach is the 
government allowing bureaucrats to cut the low-hanging fruit—that is, to make the easy cuts. If there is fat to be 
cut out of departments, that fat is often deeply embedded, and often the most discretionary spending that is — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You probably put the fat in there in the first place. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Then the task for the minister is to find it and to cut it out. If he says there is fat, he 
should find it and cut it out; he should not delegate the job to others.  

As I was saying discretionary spending is the most variable and the easiest to cut. Yet, often that same 
discretionary spending is the most responsive to need. If ministers identify the need for cuts, it is their 
responsibility to identify where those cuts will need to be made. The member for Girrawheen gave us the good 
example of the motorcycle police.  

An example I want to speak about is the failure of this government to protect core service delivery in the area of 
health. I interjected briefly during the Minister for Health’s speech. The issue I particularly wish to raise is the 
decision to cut flexibility by cutting back on the use of casual nursing at Fremantle Hospital. I identified up-front 
to the minister that my wife is a casual nurse at Fremantle Hospital and has been for the best part of two 
decades—apart from a short time spent at Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital when I was the member for 
Roleystone. My wife works in the coronary care ward, where this matter is not such a problem because of the 
higher level of patient care, the lower staff-patient ratio and the predictable rate of patient discharge. However, 
reducing casual nursing staff on medical wards is a real problem because casual nurses who might work a six-
hour shift will on occasions, when it suits the hospital’s needs, work an extra half hour or hour of overtime. As a 
result of the Minister for Health’s directive, that discretion has been taken away. Consequently, if a patient 
presents on the ward five minutes before a casual nurse is due to finish her shift and nobody else is available to 
admit the patient to the ward, the patient’s care is compromised, because the Minister for Health’s directive 
means that the hospital is now unable to deliver appropriate services.  

My wife is a classic case in the sense that, although she is a casual nurse at Fremantle Hospital, she is a 
permanent part of the workforce. It suits her to work casual hours because we have school-age children. It gives 
her flexibility and she is not locked-in to a part-time work arrangement. Despite this, she is a core part of the 
workforce and service delivery at Fremantle Hospital. My wife works a short shift, from seven o’clock in the 
morning until one o’clock in the afternoon. Obviously I use her as an example because I am very familiar with 
her situation; however, the same applies to a whole class of nurses at Fremantle Hospital. When my wife’s shift 
finishes at one o’clock, she is happy, as she likes to go home on time. However, in the past the hospital and my 
wife agreed to a flexible arrangement whereby if she was needed to work an extra half hour or even hour to 
ensure patient care was not compromised, she would stay. However, the directive from the Minister for Health 
that all extensions in casual hours must be authorised at a higher level has removed that flexibility.  

The problem is that nursing does not have a “typical day”. In the coronary care ward, the day is probably more 
predictable than on the medical wards, where people come and go and where staff-patient ratios are sometimes 
double that for coronary care and other intensive care wards. Taking flexibility out of the system is a real issue; it 
is a real problem. This is a classic example of a minister delegating responsibility for the three per cent cuts, 
issuing a directive and failing to follow through on the implications of that directive. I suggest that this directive 
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is one that needs to be reviewed. I could understand if the directive were to move away from agency nurses and 
replace them with casual nurses because it means not paying the agency loading. Typically, casual nurses tend to 
have more of an association with a particular hospital than do agency nurses, who can be placed in any hospital. 
I cannot understand why the flexibility that delivers good patient outcomes is being cut. This is a classic example 
of cutting the easiest thing to cut—the discretionary spend. This is a classic example of the impact of the failure 
of this government to manage to the necessary extent the implications of its three per cent cuts. On occasion, 
nurses are forced to cut corners, compromise patient care or, as my wife has done on a number of occasions, 
work as unpaid volunteers. I think this is emblematic of a wider government problem—its failure to commit to 
core services.  

I am extremely disappointed with the decision of this government to not match Labor’s election commitment to 
fund a $2 million upgrade for the science facilities at Hampton Senior High School. Hampton high school was 
built, I believe, in the late 1960s—it is certainly of the generation of schools that I went to; it is about the same 
age as Como Senior High School—and it’s science facilities are badly in need of upgrading. The Labor Party 
had committed to such an upgrade. The failure of the current government to see and to meet that need is causing 
considerable angst in my electorate and will result in the kids at that school getting less than they deserve.  

Having criticised the government’s general approach, I will now highlight an exception. A good decision was 
made by the Minister for Mental Health when he protected a great Labor initiative announced by the former 
Premier, the member for Willagee, to set-up two multi-disciplinary clinics to help reduce the number of kids 
being medicated for ADHD; it was a great Labor initiative. However, for the bureaucrats facing a change in 
government, it was low-hanging fruit in that it was a Labor Party priority and, although considerable resources 
had been committed and a building had been leased, no-one had been employed. I am aware that this Labor 
initiative was coming under considerable pressure from the three per cent cuts. Because the program did not yet 
exist, it was an easy discretionary spend to cut. I congratulate the Minister for Mental Health for having the good 
sense to protect that great Labor initiative. I rang and asked him about protecting that imitative and he took my 
advice. If the minister keeps doing what I ask him to do, he will end up being a reasonably good minister in a 
very poor government.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr J.A. McGinty Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell  

 

Noes (26) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  

Amendment thus negatived. 

Consideration Resumed 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1785.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.03 to 2.00 pm 
 


