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SUPPLY BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [5.35 pm]:  I was indicating that the current Treasurer and the 
Minister assisting the Treasurer were briefed on the State’s financial position on 15 January 2001.  I said earlier 
that notwithstanding that briefing, which showed the State’s finances to be in a sound financial position, the 
Treasurer and, no doubt, the Minister Assisting the Treasurer were confident enough to rely on that data and 
promise an additional $756 million worth of Labor promises.  The problem since the election is that all we seem 
to hear or see - perhaps “see” is the operative word - are crocodile tears, which is an attempt to mask the real 
truth about the State’s finances.  At that briefing, I presume the Treasurer would have been advised that every 1c 
fall in the Australian dollar as against the US dollar would produce an additional $11 million in revenue, and that 
every 1c US increase in the price of oil would produce another $17 million in revenue. 

Hon Kim Chance:  And vice versa when they fall, of course.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am stating that to be a fact, because it is a fact.  I now refer to the pre-election financial 
projection statement.  Table 7 on page 23, Major Economic Aggregates, indicates that even on 15 January, the 
Australian dollar was worth 56c US.  It was projected forward at 56c for the next three years.  This morning I 
understand the Australian US dollar rate was 51.5c.  The Australian dollar has dropped and it has produced 
significant revenue for the Government.  The Leader of the House is correct that a rise in the United States-
Australian dollar rate will have an adverse effect on this State’s economic position.  

At budget estimates time, which would have been about June last year, the price of oil was $US22 a barrel.  By 
the time the pre-election financial projection statement was made, oil was $US27 a barrel.  I understand from 
some of the financial news items broadcast this morning that it is about that price today.  The figure projected for 
2001-02 is $US23; for 2002-03, $US20; and for 2003-04, $US19 a barrel.  Those figures may not be accurate, 
but they show that it is assumed that the price of oil will fall over the next few years.  Economic forecasters have 
been wrong in the past, so it will be interesting to see what the price will ultimately be.  

Hon Kim Chance:  My interjection related to oil prices rather than to the Australian dollar. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I see. When the US-Australian dollar rate falls and oil prices rise, as indicated at page 4 
of today’s The West Australian under the headline, “Rescue to cost $100m” and under the by-line of Ben Ruse, 
the State Government will spend more than $100 million before the end of the financial year to cover budget 
overruns in government departments.  It further states - 

But the money will come from the WA Budget surplus generated by higher than expected oil royalties 
and will not cause an overall Budget deficit.  

Obviously funds from those sources are flowing in all the time; therefore, some of the revenue will be derived 
from them to meet that $100 million commitment announced by the Government in this morning’s newspaper.  
The article goes on to state in part - 

However, many of the extra expenses in departments other than health were not necessarily blow-outs 
because some were genuine emergencies or for unforeseeable expenses. 

That will occur in the financing of government departments and agencies throughout the year.   

The article refers to AgWest as an example of a department that has sought an additional $15.6 million to cover 
costs associated with adverse seasonal conditions and the grain freight subsidy program, which will be dear to 
the heart of the Minister for Agriculture.  

Hon Kim Chance:  The grain freight subsidy program was not a favourite of mine, but I could not do much about 
it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I was suggesting that it is in Hon Kim Chance’s area of responsibility.  Whether he likes 
it or not, it is “debited” against him. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Indeed. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Changes in government revenue occur from time to time.  The US-Australian dollar rate 
and the price of oil are significant factors that can affect the State’s net position.  Towards the end of the article 
in The West Australian, it states - 

The State Budget was now almost certain to be brought down in September rather than on August 23, as 
had been widely speculated. 
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Hon N.F. Moore:  Is that this year or next year? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not know.  I hope that at some stage a minister will be able to tell us when the state 
budget will be brought down.  The Leader of the Opposition made a very worthwhile point.  The coalition 
Government used to have its budgets passed by 30 June.  However, I acknowledge that, following a state 
election, unless the new Government were to adopt the former Government’s budget, it would be difficult to 
achieve that 30 June deadline.  As is its right, the new Government has decided to reprioritise its spending.  It is 
the Government’s right to drop opposition programs.  However, clearly the Opposition retains its right to 
challenge why programs are discontinued or cancelled.  The new Labor Government - I will drop the “new” and 
call it the current Labor Government - owns the state budget.  It owns the financial position in this State be it 
good, bad or otherwise.  Since the election I have been confused by the number of statements about the State’s 
true budget position and the changes in the Government’s position on whether it intends to meet its pre-election 
promises or to fall back on excuses to try to weasel out of them.  

I am reminded of an editorial in The West Australian of Friday, 23 March 2001, which neatly supports what I 
have said.  It is headed “Snags in cost-cutting attempt” and reads - 

The first act of major consequence by the Gallop Government was to announce that WA’s AAA credit 
rating was in jeopardy because of a late spending spree by its coalition predecessor.  This was to be 
expected. 

It has become a tradition for incoming Governments to denounce the alleged extravagances of their 
political opponents in office and to declare that the public finances are in a mess.  This can be followed 
by an undertaking to cut government spending or increase charges - or both.  

It is fair to say that to date the Government has played the scene exactly as pointed out in The West Australian.  
The traditional role of a new Government is being played out by this Government.  I will not read the entire 
editorial.  However, it is important to note that the article states that in effect, the public service is under funding 
review.  It continues - 

. . . That is not necessarily a bad move by a new Government, if it is aimed at getting value for the 
taxpayers’ dollar.   

But this - 

It means the exercise of the Gallop Government.   

has the appearance of an uncoordinated exercise with no guarantee that the value of services to the 
community provided by government agencies will be measured against the cost-cutting imperative.  
There is no sign of any direction other than to cut costs.  

Further it states that three departments are exempt from any cost cutting: the Health Department, the Police 
Department and the Education Department, which in themselves make up a huge proportion of any State 
Government.  I do not have an exact figure in front of me.  However, they probably account for about 50 per cent 
of all expenditure, and the figure may be higher.  If those three departments are quarantined from any cuts, the 
burden will be borne by the balance of the departments, some of which are very small.  A cut of $1 million in a 
departmental budget that might be only $3 million or $5 million represents a huge percentage.  However, the 
Government has said that it wants to quarantine health, education and police and impose the burden on the other 
departments.  All I can say is, I wish the Government good luck; I hope it works.  I am not knocking the 
Government’s objective of an efficient or effective public service.  I am suggesting that, from what I have seen, 
it will be very difficult to save from the balance of government departments the amount the Treasurer alleges 
must be saved. 

During question time, the Leader of the Opposition asked a question about the belltower.  Members will recall 
that last week the Leader of the Opposition asked a question about the belltower and we were told, in part, that 
the belltower was said to be losing money.  In fact, a newspaper report, obviously stimulated by the Government, 
claimed that the belltower was losing $1 000 a day.  When the Leader of the Opposition read those press reports, 
he must have been somewhat dumbfounded.  

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  A question was asked about that amount of money, and the Leader of the Opposition 
asked a number of questions in this House to determine the real state of play with the belltower; that is, how 
many people are employed there, what sort of wages or salaries they are earning and what are the general 
conditions.  I am pleased to see an article in today’s The West Australian, again written by Ben Ruse, with the 
headline “New cost cuts ease belltower losses”.  The article starts off by saying -  
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The State Government has admitted that Perth’s controversial belltower is not losing as much money as 
previously claimed.   

The point I am making is not whether the belltower is losing $1 000 a day, as was alleged, but is now losing, we 
are told, $600 a day; the point is the pattern of statement that is being released by the Government.  It is an 
attempt to show the financial position of the State in a far worse position than it is really in, one assumes, in an 
effort to soften up the public so, come budget time, the Government will have the ability to make some 
significant increases to various government charges, which will obviously affect the community.  That will be 
interesting.  Only this morning on radio the Premier was at pains to tell some of our senior citizens who were 
ringing into the program that the Government would stick by and fund its election promises and that, on the 
matter of transport, which is an area one caller was talking about, seniors would get what had been promised by 
the Government.  It was interesting that what has been promised by the Government, according to the Premier, 
seems to be at odds with what the caller believed had been promised prior to the election.  I have no doubt that 
matter will be sorted out.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  It sounds a bit like the finance brokers situation.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is another subject all on its own.  The Legislative Council committee that looked 
into that matter considered, in part, I think, the liability of the State.  Is that right?  I do not know the answer, 
because I am not sure that it was contained in the report. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Parts of it were, but not the legal advice.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As the Leader of the Opposition suggests, what the Government promised before the 
election on its inquiry into the finance brokers problem is not what it is delivering now that it has set up the royal 
commission.  Let us hope that the royal commissioner, Ian Temby, as a result of evidence given to him, forms 
the view that he should go back to the Government and ask that the terms of reference of the royal commission 
be extended so that he can look at the liability of the State.   

This morning on radio, another caller rang to talk to the Premier about the finance brokers inquiry.  That person 
was absolutely convinced that, prior to the election, the Government had promised that the State’s liability would 
be one of the areas of consideration.  More than that, the person believed that, prior to the election, the current 
Government had promised that it would fund the legal needs of people so they could explore the liability of the 
State.  This morning the Premier was at pains to say that the royal commissioner and the Government will try to 
look at those to whom blame should be apportioned.  It is not a case of the Government doing it; it is a case of 
the Government, on behalf of the taxpayers, funding the operation.  The question that was not asked is: why 
should the Government be a different target from any other businessperson, board or organisation?  If it can be 
shown that it has done some wrong or been negligent, and if some loss has been sustained as a result of the 
wrongdoing of a government organisation or, in fact, the Government as an entity, why should the taxpayers 
generally not bear the burden of compensating those who have suffered as a result of it?  As I said, that is 
another area of interest that many people in the community are following.  I am surprised at the number of 
people who have called my electorate office, who have spoken to me at various functions and who are absolutely 
in despair - they are absolutely flabbergasted - at the way in which they believe the current Government has 
betrayed them in the promises it made before the election on the finance brokers inquiry and the terms of 
reference of that inquiry as they are today.  That is one of the words that is heard all the time - “betrayal”.  
People are saying that they have been betrayed by the very political party to which they were prepared to give a 
go in the belief that it would help them.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Is it not true that it is open to the commissioner to come down with a finding that the 
Government is culpable? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am not sure whether that is open to him, because he has terms of reference.  Obviously, 
he must work through his terms of reference and one assumes that the conclusions will be related to the terms of 
reference.  Quite clearly it would be to the benefit of, first, the Government; secondly, the investors who have 
lost money; and, thirdly, the community in general.  It would be in everyone’s interest if the terms of reference 
of the royal commission were extended so that there was no question whether the commissioner could or could 
not make a finding of government culpability and that, in fact, the terms of reference were changed so he clearly 
is required to answer that question.  The questions raised by the very unfortunate losses that have been sustained 
by many people because of the actions of the finance broking industry - the industry is not just finance brokers; it 
includes valuers, bankers, solicitors and all sorts of people - will not go away.  I will bet members that within a 
matter of months, the community will be able to make an informed decision on whether the Labor Government 
has betrayed them or whether it has attempted with all good faith to assist those people to recover their losses.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Prior to the dinner suspension we were discussing the Supply Bill which will provide for 
$5 500 million to be made available to the Government pending the introduction and passing of the appropriation 
Bills later this year.  I have taken the opportunity to explain the financial position of the Government as it was 
just before the 10 February election.  I relied, in part, on the Government Financial Responsibility Act, which 
requires the Under Treasurer to produce a document known as the Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement.  That gives an outline of the Government’s finances as at 31 December in any year.  Also, because 
2001 was an election year, the Government Financial Responsibility Act requires the Under Treasurer to produce 
a document known as the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement which sets out the Government’s finances 
just before a general election.  I also made the point that the now Treasurer was given a briefing prior to the last 
election.  That briefing was also attended by the Minister Assisting the Treasurer, so both were well and truly 
aware of the Government’s financial position.   

I refer now to certain Treasury Department documents.  Members will be aware that each month a report is 
published by the fiscal analysis and budget division within Treasury on general government finances.  I will give 
an indication of some of the issues that are reported on.  Firstly, in the March 2001 “Monthly Report of General 
Government Finances”, Treasury notes that stamp duty on financial and capital transactions is up $27.6 million 
on the February amount due mainly to stamp duty on conveyancing; the goods and services income is up 
$28.6 million with small monthly rises across a broad range of agencies; and mining royalties are up $40 million 
for the month, largely from the iron ore area.  For the nine months ending 31 March 2001, the net operating 
balance stood at $361.8 million.  Relative to annual projections, revenue for the year as at 31 March stood at 
77.5 per cent, and expenses were running at 77.4 per cent.  That shows an increase in revenue as compared with 
expenditure.  Some other interesting statistics are available.  For instance, the comment of the economic and 
revenue policy division of Treasury in respect of the March quarter 2001 was that Australia’s gross domestic 
product grew by 1.1 per cent in seasonally adjusted terms following a fall of 0.6 per cent in the December 
quarter.  This was considerably higher than market expectations, and is a clear indication that the national 
economy was not in recession.  Over the year to March 2001, the Australian economy grew by 3.3 per cent.  
That is much higher than the Commonwealth Government’s estimate of two per cent presented in the 2001-02 
budget on 23 May 2001.  The reports on exports coming out of the Treasury Department are positive.  The 
“Economic Note” on Western Australian international trade data for April 2001 states - 

The value of Western Australia’s exports in the three months to April 2001 was 9.2%, or $649 million, 
higher than a year earlier.  This reflects both increases in the price of Western Australia’s exports and 
increases in production capacity.  

Contributing to this rise were large increases in the value of exports of iron ore, LNG, ETMs, 
confidential items (mainly alumina) and ships and boats.   

It is important to recognise which way the economic indicators are pointing, because that will have some effect 
on the State’s economy in the months ahead.  In respect of consumption for April 2001, retail turnover in 
Western Australia increased by 2.2 per cent in April.  It was the sixth consecutive positive monthly result.  All 
States recorded an increase in retail trade over the month, and retail turnover is expected to strengthen in coming 
months aided by recent cuts in the cash rate by the Reserve Bank which will hopefully lift consumer confidence.  
In annual terms, turnover grew at the solid rate of 3.4 per cent during the year to April.   

Again, they are positive economic indicators that support a strong and growing economy.  In a publication dated 
June 2001 of state final demand data, the state accounts for the March quarter of 2001 indicate that the Western 
Australian domestic economy rebounded strongly in the March quarter 2001 with a growth of 4.8 per cent.  This 
follows falls in the September and December quarters of 2.8 per cent and 0.5 per cent respectively.  The trade 
data for March 2001 published in May 2001 indicated that Western Australia’s exports rose by 13.3 per cent in 
nominal terms in the March quarter of 2001 compared with the same period last year.   

All those indicators to date are positive, and point in the right direction for the current Government’s financial 
projections.  There is one area, however, in which the indicators are pointing the other way - down, in a negative 
way; that is, the labour force as of May 2001.  This data was published in June 2001 and states - 

Conditions in the Western Australian labour market appear to have deteriorated in May, with the 
number of employed persons falling by 1.1% or 10,300 to 933,900.  This decline in employment, which 
was partly offset by a 0.6 percentage point fall in the participation rate, resulted in the unemployment 
rate in Western Australia increasing by 0.3 percentage points to 7.3%.   

I mention those particular economic indicators because consumption, state accounts and trade are all pointing the 
right way.  Regrettably, since the Government has assumed office, one of the most important economic 
indicators - the labour force - is now heading the other way.  That obviously says something about how industry 
is reacting to the Labor Government.  One matter that has concerned me for some time is the manner in which 
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the Government presents its financial picture, which depends on the operating statement it chooses.  I shall refer 
to the coalition’s financial record from 1993-94 to now and then move forward to the next three years, and to the 
general government sector operating statements which show the net cash flow from operating activities; that is, 
the cash money available to the Treasury.  They do not include depreciation, which is an accounting term used in 
constructing the accounts and which does not cost money.  The coalition’s net cash flow from operating 
activities in 1993-94 was $238.2 million; in 1994-95, $729.9 million; 1995-96, $905.3 million; 1996-97, 
$455.7 million; 1997-98, $348.7 million; 1998-99, $587.4 million; 1999-2000, $377 million; and 2000-01, 
$532 million, giving a cumulative total of $4 174.2 million.  Treasury’s estimates of the projections for the out 
years are 2001-02, $422.7 million; 2002-03, $345.6 million; 2003-04, $387.2 million; and 2004-05, 
$387.2 million, giving an aggregate cumulative total of $1 542.7 million.  From those figures alone the Labor 
Government could fund its election promises out of the net cash flow from the operating activities.  Any member 
who says that there is not enough money available is not looking at the right line in our state accounts. 

I have made the point; the Labor Party now owns the budget.  It can say what it likes about how it reads it; the 
fact is a strong and growing economy was left by the coalition Government before the last election.  That strong 
and growing economy continues, with the exception of the labour force data that I indicated to the House is now 
slipping, which is a direct result of this Government’s projected changes that it intends to apply in that area.  
However, the point I make is that the Treasurer can forever carry on talking about black holes and all the rest of 
it; the bottom line is that he is now the Treasurer.  He has his hands on the wheel and is now able to prioritise the 
spending of the Government to ensure that, first, the commitments made by Labor prior to the election are 
carried out and that the areas of health and education in particular are not the subject of budget cuts.  Any budget 
cuts that the Government believes are necessary should be applied to other areas. 

I noted with interest the release last week of the Premier’s public sector reform program, which indicated a 
reduction in a number of senior executive jobs and the consolidation of departments from a large number of 
single departments to a lesser number of larger departments.  When I was involved in the financial side of the 
former Government, reform of the public sector was discussed.  It is acknowledged that we did not carry through 
on that reform; that is something I regret.  However, it will be interesting to see whether the current Government 
is able to massage into reality the package it has now presented.  I understand that the public sector reform will 
commence on 1 July.  I anticipate that significant hiccups will occur in the changeover, but it is an interesting 
step and to that degree I am prepared to acknowledge that the Government is trying to consolidate a considerable 
number of government agencies.  I hope it will be able to do that.  The bottom line, however, is that when the 
departments are consolidated, the community at large will still want the services that exist today.  Having regard 
to Labor’s pre-election promises, the community is entitled to expect bigger and better services. 

With those comments, Mr President, I indicate the Opposition’s support for the Bill. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [7.45 pm]:  I feel able to speak on this Bill because when I was 
in Geraldton yesterday I saw only two of 10 or 12 shops open in some shopping centres there; the rest were 
empty.  With the lack of funds getting through to that area, I ask the Labor Party to start putting money into rural 
and regional areas.  I am referring to only small amounts of money.   

I read in yesterday’s newspaper that the Minister for Police has announced that new guns would be provided to 
the Police Force over the next four years at a cost of half a million dollars a year.  I do not know what would 
happen if there were a gunfight at the OK Corral!  The police would probably have to go back in a couple of 
years when they have the guns.  I was talking to a couple of tactical response group officers the other night about 
funding for the Police Force.  They said that the Police Force was very underfunded.  When they are on duty 
they have three bullets each.  I asked what happens when gangsters start a fight and they said that they fire their 
three bullets and run.  These two areas require only small amounts of funding.  Money should also be put into the 
District Court, which is in disrepair. 

These matters get back to the issue of law and order.  When I think about law and order, I believe our youth of 
today are not like the youth of yesteryear.  Yesteryear’s youth had respect for their elders; if they were brought 
up correctly, they did the right thing.  Today our businesses are being robbed.  An issue of great concern is that 
pharmacies and supermarkets need armed guards to protect them.  The youth of today show no respect for the 
system. 

The lack of respect for today’s society is frightening.  My notes of a constituent’s correspondence reads - 

What you sow you shall reap, sow disregard for tradition and honour and you shall reap chaos and 
disrespect in the form of degeneration of standards of behaviour in our youth. 

I thought about that quote when Hon Dee Margetts suggested members drop the word “honourable” from their 
title.  If she made a remark like that out of rank in a trade union, she would be regarded as a scab.  It worried me 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 June 2001] 

 p1333a-1354a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Barry House; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Kim 

Chance 

 [6] 

deeply and I have been thinking about it for a couple of days.  If we followed Hon Dee Margetts’ lead and 
dropped the title “honourable”, what would happen next?  I guess we would remove our ties and coats and come 
into the Chamber with Hawaiian shirts.  Perhaps board shorts and thongs would be next; I do not know. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is a concern and we can all laugh.  However, I laughed when someone said man 
would land on the moon; and 10 years later he did.  I laughed when people said the Berlin wall would be 
knocked down; and it was.  I laughed when someone said communism would dissipate; and it did.  When Hon 
Dee Margetts said that the other day, I thought, “Here we go; there is always the odd one out.”  The honour 
bestowed upon us as members of Parliament is to lead and guide based upon that voice.  There is something to 
be proud of, as is living according to morals and principles and showing respect to our community.  If we reach 
that point, we will all be honourable and truly Australian.  The Catholic Church and the Church of England do 
not discard their principles.  I cannot understand why Hon Dee Margetts has made that suggestion.  In 10 years 
we could have Hon Derrick Tomlinson saying to Hon Kim Chance, “What do you reckon, Chancy?”  Hon Kim 
Chance might reply, “I don’t know, Tommo.”  

Hon Kim Chance:  In our board shorts?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.  Hon Dee Margetts should tell us that she was only fooling and that the suggestion 
was made in jest.  It has been worrying me.  The traditions of this Parliament are longstanding, and I would hate 
to see any of them disappear.  School children sitting in the gallery expect to see traditions honoured and 
parliamentarians acting in a way that encourages them to look up to us.  

When visiting Asia I discovered that the Singapore police force has 1 400 volunteer police officers, similar to 
our Neighbourhood Watch volunteers.  We started with traffic wardens and we now have Neighbourhood Watch.  
Why not have 1 000 voluntary police officers to assist regular police officers in the work they should be doing 
rather than desk duties?  We could help the youngsters involved become much better people.  As a young fellow 
I was proud to put on my uniform when I was in the Citizen Military Forces.  Going to CMF camps was a great 
experience.   

Some young people were less fortunate than us, because in 1962 they were dragged into the Vietnam War.  
Young men who turned 20 had to register for the draft, and if they were selected they had two options: go to war 
or go to jail.  When they went to war, they had another two options: die or live.  Australia’s decision to send 
troops caused bitter dissension and the war was constantly debated.  No-one knew what it was about and no-one 
wanted to be involved.  It was a new form of war involving guerilla tactics.  In fact, guerilla warfare was 
synonymous with the Vietnam War.  A veteran said to me, “People often say that in Vietnam you learned to 
sleep with one eye open.  That’s bullshit.  You slept with both eyes open, and a loaded weapon in your hands.”  
Soldiers in Vietnam were in a constant state of alert - awake and afraid.  Guerilla warfare meant that the enemy 
was often unseen, unknown and, at times, invisible.  There were no frontlines and no safety in the rear.  Thick 
jungle terrain harboured enemy snipers and that meant attacks were sudden, unsolicited and often unrelenting.  
Guerilla warfare meant that there was no gained or lost territory.  The grotesque measure of success was the total 
body count at the end.  One soldier stated, “We didn’t take any land, we didn’t give any land back.  We just 
mutilated bodies.  After a while I began to think, what the . . .  are we doing here.”   

A young country fellow, Greg Brockway, was called up for military service 29 years ago.  His call-up letter 
states - 

Dear Sir,  

I am writing to tell you that you have been found to meet the standards required and therefore fit for 
service and that, in the normal course of events, you will be required to commence your national service 
with the Army during the week beginning 15th July, 1968. 

Further advice will be sent to you at your registered address giving full details of the date, time and 
place at which you are to report for service.  

If you are in employment you should inform your employer now that you have received this advance 
notice but you should not make arrangements to leave work until you are advised of the time when you 
are required to report for service.  If you leave your employment before you are required to report you 
may forfeit rights you may have to reinstatement in your employment upon return from service. 

If you wish to claim that the rendering of service would impose exceptional hardship upon yourself, or 
your parents, or your dependants, you must make application in accordance with the prescribed form 
which can be obtained at this office or at any District Employment Office of the Commonwealth 
Employment Service.  Such an application will then be heard and determined by a Magistrate in 
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accordance with the provisions of the National Service Act.  An application must be posted or delivered 
so as to reach me at this office within fourteen days after you receive this letter.  A late application can 
be accepted only if it contains a statement showing that it could not reasonably have been posted or 
delivered within the prescribed time or that the grounds for the application arose after that time. 

At the Magistrate’s hearing you may be represented by counsel, solicitor or duly authorised agent.  
Court fees will not be charged but you will be responsible for any costs you incur in regard to your 
representation.  The decision of the Magistrate is final and conclusive. 

If, between now and the date when you are required to report for service, you should sustain an injury 
or contract an illness which may affect your fitness for service, please forward immediately to me at the 
above address, the necessary details supported by a medical certificate. 

Those young men had no options.  They did not know what it was about, but they had to go to war.  When they 
went, they did not know what to expect.  They thought they were backup troops for the Americans.  The war had 
been raging since about 1950 and originally involved the French.  Much to their surprise, these young men were 
thrown into battle and, of the 46 500 young Australian men who went to Vietnam between 1962 and 1973 at a 
cost of between $250 million and $500 million, 495 were killed and a further 3 100 were listed as casualties.   

The soldiers in Vietnam faced atrocities that were characteristic of any war - separation from family and 
community and danger of physical harm and death - in addition to the inherent features of the Vietnam combat 
zone.  The troops who served in Vietnam were betrayed and alienated from the Australian public as a direct 
result of government policy.  Upon returning, many received no recognition.  They went through an impersonal 
discharge process and had no support during a traumatic transition from war to civilian life.  How will we 
encourage our youth to join the armed forces when they know that Vietnam veterans received no recognition?  
Preparation for wars does not take into account the soldiers arriving home and their reintegration into civil 
society.  The combat soldier is trained to be hard, tough, unfeeling, unrelenting and devoid of any emotion.  The 
Australian soldiers fighting in Vietnam were well trained, but little thought was given to their being ex-soldiers.  
It is sad that they went away to fight a war only to come back to Australia and be shunned.  Members should 
read some of the documentation that I have about the mental and physical conditions those people suffered, 
which has led to post traumatic stress disorder and suicide, yet we are supposed to encourage our youth to join 
the Army Reserve and to join the Defence Forces of Australia.  Like many young people at that time, Hon 
George Cash was given a disc when his name was drawn, which he was told to keep for 12 months.  If the 
number on his disc was not called for 12 months he was exempt from going to Vietnam.  He was one of the 
lucky ones.  He said that on the 366th day he could not get rid of the disc quickly enough.  We must look back 
on those experiences.   

Those young men went through a lot for our country.  It was sad that their option at that time was either jail or 
war; and on arrival at the war zone it was live or die.  They did not know what they were fighting for.  They were 
shunned by the Returned and Services League of Australia because they were not involved in a “world” or 
“honourable” war.  No-one knew what they were fighting for or about.  However, this country had no right to 
shun these honourable people.  Our treatment of our returned soldiers from Vietnam was a disgrace.  I received a 
facsimile today from a Vietnam veteran, which states - 

Dear Frank  

I was pleased to read the article in yesterday’s West regarding your recommendation to seek an apology 
for Vietnam Vets.   

It would also be the right thing to do, and more important to me, -  

He was wounded - 

- if they apologised to the mothers and fathers of the sons who were sent and died there, some were 
friends of mine.  

I would like to move a motion that the Legislative Council apologise for the treatment given to these people 
when they returned to this country from a war they fought on our behalf, in which they did not want to be 
involved.  They were Australians.  They put their necks on the line, as did the men in every other war who 
fought on behalf of the people of this country.  Australians were, typically, the first to volunteer for the First and 
Second World Wars in their gung-ho way of approaching things.  If they survived, they returned eagerly 
expecting to see their wives and mums and dads.  However, Vietnam soldiers were abused by nitwits, who threw 
tins of red paint at them and called them obscene names, such as “killer”.  In all my 56 years, I have not 
experienced anything like that towards fellow countrymen.  It is a disgrace and it concerns and hurts me.  I 
would like the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly of Western Australia to endorse a motion that 
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sends an apology to the Vietnam vets and their families for the treatment they received from this country on their 
return from the Vietnam war. 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [8.05 pm]:  Members can refer to a 
number of issues during debate on this Bill so I will discuss a few matters which are of concern to me and which 
relate to a few questions I have asked the Government over the past couple of weeks.  Although we have had an 
urgency debate about the public service, I want to reiterate a few issues that are of serious concern to me.  It was 
my view, which was clarified when I became a minister and worked closely with the public service, that the 
public service in Western Australia does a very good job.  The vast majority of public servants are exceptionally 
hard working, dedicated individuals.  I did not think that before I was a minister because the opportunities do not 
arise at an administrative level to have close contact and understanding of their role unless one is a minister.  My 
views changed when I was fortunate enough to be in that position.  However, I am concerned at the significant 
degree of fear and trepidation in the public service due to this Government’s decision to set up the machinery of 
government review and to put into the market place the opportunity for people to take voluntary redundancies.  
That of course has led to concerns by many public servants because they are not sure whether they are wanted.  
A number of them have been told that they are not really welcome and that it would not be a bad thing if they 
sought voluntary redundancy.  

All this has been brought about by a populist Premier.  I use the word “populist” because Julian Grill used it 
during the election campaign to describe the Government’s leader and the policies he was promoting before the 
election.  Those populist policies are anti public servants and about reducing the number of ministers and 
departments in the guise of saving lots of money for the taxpayer.  However, they will probably not deliver what 
people expect.  This is a serious concern for people such as me and people in the public service.  They are being 
put in a position in which they cannot defend themselves.  The idea is being promoted that the Government will 
save millions of dollars by public service reform, while denying that anyone will get sacked.  In the Public 
Service of Western Australia, the vast amount of money is spent on public servants’ salaries.  We cannot save 
the dollars the Government is talking about unless the number of employees is significantly reduced.  
Irrespective of whether that will occur through voluntary redundancies or sackings, people are very concerned 
about their future.  

I remember well, Mr President, as you may, the days of Bob Pearce as Minister for Education.  I thought he was 
a bit of a vandal when it came to the way he treated that department, and I said so many times.  He oversaw the 
departure of Bob Vickery, the then Director General of Education, who was highly regarded around Western 
Australia as an educator of international repute.  Bob Vickery left the Education Department in circumstances 
that left many questions unanswered.  The Education Department then went through a period of being 
politicised.  Political appointments were made all over the place and the education system went through a 
significant period of disruption and unhappiness.   

Since the appointment of Hon Alan Carpenter, the new Minister for Education, history seems to be repeating 
itself.  The minister should have got on bended knee and begged Peter Browne, the Director General, to stay.  
That organisation has been through many changes and I acknowledge that, as a previous Minister for Education, 
I was responsible for many of them.  However, that was necessary at the time I occupied that position.  It is fair 
to say that the Education Department has experienced a number of pleasant years, without turmoil; it has done 
much settling down.  The processes and structures seem to have been working well.  However, the new minister 
is seeking to make significant changes and has not been able to encourage the director general to stay on, even 
though he should have asked him to stay on to maintain the harmony that is now within the education system. 

The new Minister for Education is hell-bent on causing trouble and imposing his will on the education system.  
The fact that he virtually said to the department when he first became the minister, “You have about three weeks 
to sort out the literacy problem; come and let me know when you have done it”, is an example of a man whose 
arrogance is significantly in excess of his capacity to understand how the system works.  We are now being told 
that not only is the Director General leaving but also a number of senior executives in the Education Department 
have been told that their positions may not survive the review being undertaken by the task force looking at 
resources and so on in the Education Department.  The way we are headed, the whole top section of the 
administration of the Education Department will be lopped off.  Not all of those officers are brilliant operators, 
but a huge amount of experience, understanding and knowledge will be lost.  If a half, a third or two-thirds of 
those people are shoved out the door, it will cause a serious problem for the education system. 

Ed Harkin, a former President of the State School Teachers Union of Western Australia, is part of this task force.  
I am told he is running riot in the Education Department, virtually seeking to run the place and putting fear and 
trepidation into the minds of many people who are concerned about their futures by the sorts of things that he is 
saying.  The line being taken is that, under the restructure, the organisation or branch of the department that these 
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officers currently head up will be abolished and therefore they ought to contemplate voluntary redundancy 
because there may not be a job for them.  That is one of my very serious concerns. 

I am also concerned that a former Teachers Union president is seemingly making the decisions, bearing in mind 
that one of the problems the education system had under a previous Labor Government was the partnership that 
existed between the Teachers Union and the Government.  It was almost as though the Teachers Union was a 50-
50 partner in owning and operating the Education Department in those days.  As a result, lots of very cosy 
decisions were taken: we saw teachers not getting pay rises but getting significant improvements in their 
conditions, which meant that at the end of the day this created a serious backlog in pay rises for teachers, but 
they had working conditions which in my humble view were far too generous.  This demonstrated the cosy 
relationship between the union and the Education Department in those days. 

It is a worry for people who take an interest in the education system to see what is happening now.  On Thursday 
or Friday the Director General of Education will be leaving, following a distinguished couple of years in that 
role.  He had the capacity to bring people together, to form them into a team, to make them belong to an 
organisation, to make them feel they were wanted, that their views were important and that their contributions 
were welcomed.  I have heard rumours about who is to take over - and I will not make any suggestions about 
what I have heard - but if the rumours are true, I have a great deal of concern for the future of the Education 
Department under the new minister, who has appeared hell-bent on imposing his will on the system in the short 
period he has been in office. 

The Tourism Commission seems to have got lost under the current Government.  Nobody seemed to know who 
the minister was until the Government worked out it did not have one, and then it decided to appoint a Minister 
for Tourism, which I thought was a good move.  The current Minister for Tourism had a good understanding of 
the tourism industry when he was shadow minister.  Regrettably, he was replaced by the member for 
Rockingham as the shadow Minister for Tourism in the last couple of years of our Government.  The tourism 
industry breathed a collective sigh of relief when the member for Rockingham was not made the Minister for 
Tourism in this Government.  On the other hand, Hon Clive Brown has a reasonably good understanding of the 
industry and I am pleased to say that he is carrying on the policies that were put in place by the previous 
Government.  I understand that today, for example, he announced that the tourism network is becoming 
operational in Western Australia, which is part of the Partnership 21 strategy put in place by the previous 
Government, which strategy, incidentally, was roundly criticised by the then shadow Minister for Tourism.  As I 
say, the industry is delighted that Mr McGowan is not the Minister for Tourism, but it is a little saddened that the 
minister they have, Hon Clive Brown, has so many other things to do that he has little time to worry about a 
small department in the context of the Department of State Development, which includes resources development, 
mines and small business - all of those large areas of government activity.  It is a pity that tourism has been 
attached to Hon Clive Brown’s portfolio areas, because given less workload he could handle the tourism 
portfolio quite well. 

It is the first time in respect of the Department of Mines portfolio - ever since we formed responsible government 
in 1890 - that we do not have a Minister for Mines.  I asked some questions about that previously.  It is an 
indictment on this Government’s attitude towards the most important industry in Western Australia, one which 
produces some $20 billion worth of revenue for this State every year, that the Government does not see fit to 
have a minister responsible for that industry.  We now have the mining industry amalgamated with the 
Department of Resources Development, and the rumours around the traps are that the Director General of Mines 
will be second-in-charge to the head of the Department of Resources Development.  In my view, that is a 
retrograde step.  We will have the amalgamation of two organisations that play quite different roles and I suspect 
this will in due course create serious problems, bearing in mind that the Department of Mines and Energy is a 
regulatory body and the Department of Resources Development has always been an entrepreneurial-type 
organisation that goes out looking for business for Western Australia.  I am not sure that the two departments 
will go together.  I am concerned that if they do not get it right, our major industries will be in some difficulty as 
a result of this Government’s policy. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  It will be better than having you and Colin fighting all the time. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  With all due respect to the minister for flying around Western Australia, I always got on 
very well with Hon Colin Barnett in our respective roles, but I recognised that the Minister for Mines had a 
particular role to play and he also recognised that the Minister for Resources Development had a different role to 
play.  I suspect that the regulator and the promoter - these two different agencies - trying to work together will 
not succeed.  I suggest to Hon Tom Stephens that he ought to think about what the Department of Minerals and 
Energy actually does, because mining is a big industry in his electorate, which is also mine, and interestingly the 
region is called the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
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I asked some questions the other day about the future of the Mines Occupational Safety and Health Advisory 
Board, the Department of Minerals and Energy’s safety branch, which is set up under legislation passed by this 
Parliament to look after the interests of safety in the mining industry.  The questions I have been asking relate to 
the future of MOSHAB in Western Australia and whether or not it will be amalgamated with WorkSafe.  I will 
provide a piece of history on this matter.  In the last weeks of the Lawrence Government, money was made 
available to the Trades and Labor Council of Western Australia to facilitate the amalgamation of the two 
organisations.  That never did happen, but the money, some $65 000, was not returned to the Government even 
though it was provided approximately three days before the election in 1993.  The amalgamation did not take 
place, and we took the view that we should introduce legislation to set up MOSHAB, and that was duly done.  
WorkSafe operates as a separate entity.  I have been asking questions about whether it is intended to join the two 
together again, and I indicate to the House why I am concerned that I am being led down the garden path by the 
sorts of answers I am receiving.  I asked the Minister for Labour Relations whether he supported the views of 
Hon Kate Doust, who told us in her maiden speech that there was a need for these two organisations to be 
brought together.  I asked whether he agreed with her views on that.  The answer was that publicly the minister 
had indicated that bringing the mining industry under the auspices of WorkSafe Western Australia is not on the 
Government’s current agenda.  Then he referred to a review and said that the Government’s policy would be 
assessed and considered further in the light of the recommendations made by the review.  In reply to an earlier 
question, the minister responsible for mines said that no decisions had been made in the machinery of 
government review.  Because I am told that there is no current position, and because it is not part of the 
machinery of government position, I have reached the conclusion, as most would, that a decision will be made 
down the track a little and we will see the amalgamation of WorkSafe WA and the Mines Occupational Safety 
and Health Advisory Board.  In my view that will be a retrograde decision.  I believe that MOSHAB, as part of 
the Department of Minerals and Energy, has an excellent understanding of what safety and welfare in the mining 
industry are all about.  Contrary to the views of some people, its record over the years is very significant in a 
positive way.  The reduction in lost-time injury rates has been quite dramatic and, although the rate of fatalities 
has plateaued, the overall trend in mining industry fatalities has been a dramatic decrease over time.   

If members think back to the days when WorkSafe was first set up - DOHSWA as it was called in those days - 
and the tripartite nature of the organisation, they will recall that the unions’ intention to use it as a vehicle for 
raising health and welfare issues and for promoting industrial relations matters was well known.  The mining 
industry is unencumbered by union control and domination.  It has been a very productive industry as a result of 
that.  The only reason anybody would want to combine WorkSafe and MOSHAB would be to give the unions far 
greater control and influence in the mining industry.  Interestingly, the people in the mining industry work force 
do not want union control.  They have consistently and repeatedly resisted becoming members of unions.  The 
classic example is Hamersley Iron, which is in my electorate.  As Hon Tom Stephens will know, everybody in 
Tom Price, Karratha and Dampier who works for Hamersley Iron belonged to the union prior to the introduction 
of workplace agreements.  Now only three members of the union remain.  People who are given a choice will opt 
out of union control, and they have done that when they have been given the choice.  I will continue to ask 
questions about the amalgamation proposals for MOSHAB and WorkSafe, and I will continue to argue the point 
that it is not in the best interests of the mining industry for that to happen.  Industry has had enough ups and 
downs in recent times and enough pressures on its capacity to remain profitable not to have to worry about this 
as another issue.   

I have also been given responsibility for the lands portfolio, and I am told that the minister has not yet started 
working on that portfolio.  She signs herself as “Minister for Lands” when a Department of Land Administration 
document must be put in the newspaper.  However, her title, which is contained in the list of ministerial 
portfolios, does not include that of “Minister for Lands”.  No-one quite knows who is the “Minister for Lands”.  
There are two reasons that people do not know who is the “Minister for Lands”: first, the minister does not use 
that title, and, secondly, nothing is actually happening in the Department of Land Administration.  People cannot 
get answers to questions, and letters and documents are not being signed.  The minister obviously has too much 
on her plate.  I am not blaming these ministers individually.  I have the view, which I have expressed previously, 
that the populist line of having fewer ministers will not work.  When ministers have too much to do, they cannot 
do anything properly.   

Some responsibilities have been taken from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and given to the 
Minister Assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  That is an extraordinary state of affairs.  In this 
House, for example, one minister represents the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and another minister 
represents the Minister Assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  How stupid can it be when that 
sort of nonsense is going on in government?  I do not think Hon Alannah MacTiernan can cope with what she 
has.   
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Hon Tom Stephens:  She is a very capable woman. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I have no doubt about that; but I do not think she is capable of doing the job she has, and 
she is proving it daily.  I heard about her speech at the opening of the extension of the Kwinana Freeway.   

Hon Barry House interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The member would not have been invited, and nor was anybody else.   

Hon Barry House:  It is not important to the south west.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  One would think that the current Government built it; just as one would think it built the 
Narrows Bridge duplication.  I cannot believe that no-one was invited to any of those occasions. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  The taxpayers built it. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is exactly right.  The decisions were made by the previous Government.  Kim Beazley 
and the Labor Party are now saying what a wonderful freeway it is; yet when I sat on the other side of the House, 
I listened to members of the Labor Party go on about what a terrible waste of money it was.  Now it has been 
opened by the current Premier, claiming obliquely that somehow or other the current Government had something 
to do with it when, in fact, it did not.  The minister did not seem to know where the freeway started or finished, 
so I am told.  I hope that she will learn a bit about that matter before she continues down the path she is going 
down.   

There is a view in the community that government ministers are nine-to-five operators and that it is a nine-to-
five Government.  The ministers with responsibility for portfolios that require too much work are simply 
overwhelmed and cannot cope.  That is the view of large numbers of people who are trying to contact them to 
make representations, to get answers to letters, to have deputations and to discuss matters.  People are saying that 
it is a very difficult Government to get to know, it is difficult to get appointments, it is disorganised, ministerial 
offices are a shambles and that the Government is off to a very poor start indeed.  Members opposite brought it 
upon themselves, because they took the populist route; that is, there will be fewer ministers, fewer government 
departments and fewer public servants, and, somehow or other, that will make it easier to operate.  Government 
in Western Australia is a complicated business.  There are many things that State Governments do - far more 
complicated in many ways than federal government matters- and the support of a lot of people is required to 
make it work properly.  A malaise is setting in.  Morale in the public service is plummeting.  I hope that once the 
Government puts in place its new machinery of government recommendations, it can do something about 
addressing morale.  It is in the best interests of all Western Australians for the public service to operate well.   

One matter seriously concerns me, and I hope it is not something that the Government is planning and has been 
working on.  I hope also that it will not follow the path down which the Burke Government went with the public 
service.  The Burke Government basically politicised the public service.  As the vacancies were created, they 
were filled with people who had the right political affiliations and attitudes.  Burke said on one occasion - I have 
probably mentioned it many times in this House - that he had so politicised the public service that it would take 
10 years for the following Government to clean out the public servants.  We were in government for only eight 
years, so I guess some of them are still there.  I would not know, but you, Mr President, may be able to help me 
on that.  The faces that are now reappearing on the scene are the faces that were around for the 10 years of the 
last Labor Government.  I have no doubt that once we have purged the public service of the upper echelons, the 
Government will say that it cannot manage with so few people and it will have to start recruiting more people.  
Those people will be from the various unions, the Labor Party and some of the tertiary institutions in which 
some friends of the Labor Party are still operating.  The problem last time around was that the political 
operatives simply did not have the capacity to do the job; they did not understand the public service and its 
culture, or how Governments operate.  That led to WA Inc, which was all about incompetent, politically 
motivated people getting their hands on the Government’s chequebook and essentially blowing the State’s 
money.  That is what it came down to: totally corrupt, incompetent people who could not care less about the 
effect they had on the State.  We saw the debacle of WA Inc.  All that came out of the Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters was the absolutely disgraceful behaviour on the part of 
ministers and political operatives within government.  I know that some ministers and members of the current 
Government are just as offended by that as I am, and they will be making certain that their Government does not 
go down that path.  However, we will wait and see exactly what happens as time goes on.  I asked a couple of 
questions about royalties in the north west.  The local authorities in the Kimberley and Pilbara are of the view 
that because large portions of the State’s royalties are produced in those regions they should get some of those 
royalties back.  I know that the Minister for the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne has been pushing that point of 
view.  He has indicated to the local authorities in the north that he supports that course of action.  I can 
understand the minister doing that as a local member, and so he should.  I am now asking whether that will 
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happen in reality.  I have asked questions of the minister and the Premier.  The last question I asked related to the 
regional investment fund.  It is interesting that the question I asked referred to the regional investment fund, 
which was mentioned in a press release, yet the answer referred to a regional development fund.  I presume they 
are the same thing.  It is a matter of Governments not being fastidious about these sorts of things.  I asked the 
question, because the answer I got about royalties going back to the region was that the Government would not 
talk about that because it had set up a regional investment fund, and that was how the money would go back to 
the regions.  I then asked whether it would go back to the regions in the proportion that the royalties came from 
each region.  In other words, because the Pilbara produces most of the royalties, will it get the lion’s share of the 
regional investment fund to make up for the fact that it produces so much of the wealth.  I still cannot get an 
answer, because I was told that I had already been given the answer.  Can the minister help me?  Is the correct 
term the “regional investment fund”?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Not to confuse you, but I call it the regional infrastructure fund.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is the third name.  I will work on the basis of the name that was contained in the media 
statement by the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, which said that the State Government was moving closer to 
establishing a $75 million regional investment fund.  As the title is in lower case, that might mean it will not be 
called that.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  You will have the opportunity of determining what it is called, because a statutory base for 
that will be authorised by the Parliament.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is terrific.  I sure hope that when the Government brings in the legislation it knows 
what it will be called.  I am looking forward to that legislation.  The Minister for the Kimberley, Pilbara and 
Gascoyne will one day have to tell his constituents that he failed to get the money back into those regions.  The 
Government will spend the money on the basis of need in the regions.  If it does not do that it will fall foul of its 
own policies. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  The bigger challenge is to take on the Federal Government over fiscal equalisation policies 
that are robbing this State blind.  We have that task. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The minister should not raise that issue with me.  Fancy the Labor Party being offended by 
that!  We can go back to the days of Gough Whitlam and Rex Connor.  I can take Hon Tom Stephens back all 
those years.  He and I were here when it all happened.  The only reason we do reasonably well out of the North 
West Shelf royalties is because Sir Charles Court as Premier managed to persuade Malcolm Fraser, the Prime 
Minister at the time, to give us a decent deal.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  You are getting 10 per cent! 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Otherwise we would have got nothing.  Hon Tom Stephens knows as well as I do that this 
all goes back to Gough, Rex and all the boys who wanted to take it at the wellhead and cart it across to the 
eastern States.  It was an unbelievable situation. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  John Howard is the Prime Minister.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I know.  He is like all Prime Ministers.  Hawke, Keating and Howard have all carried on 
with the scenario created in those good old days.  Hon Tom Stephens and I know that that is where it all started.  
If the minister now shares the view of members on this side of the House in Western Australia - not necessarily 
in Canberra - that we should get a far better deal out of royalties, I am delighted that he has at last worked it out.  
We are getting dudded by the Commonwealth on royalties.  I would not be at all surprised if it started dudding us 
on commonwealth payments, because we do not have poker machines.  It is a wonder the Commonwealth does 
not penalise us for that.   

Hon Kim Chance I thought it already did.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I do not think it does.  

Hon Kim Chance:  We carry a $70 million burden in the financial assistance grants.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I do not believe it is for gambling.  It ought to be the other way around.  The 
Commonwealth should give us $70 million extra for not having poker machines.  If the Leader of the House 
wants to argue that, he will get my total support.  We were penalised with the gold royalty, and I will be 
interested to know whether the Government will get rid of the gold royalty.  Is that part of the current 
Government’s policy, or is it going to keep it? 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You have to wait and watch.  
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Hon N.F. MOORE:  Here we go again.  We heard day after day, week after week and month after month about 
the gold royalty.  We brought in the gold royalty - reluctantly, on my part.  One of the reasons was that, because 
we did not have a gold royalty, we were being disadvantaged in commonwealth grants.  We brought it in, and we 
took the flak.  The current Government spent its time telling everyone what a terrible thing it was.  Now, we will 
wait to see whether it gets rid of it in the budget.  If the Government does not it will have a problem in those 
areas in which it gave the impression it wanted to get rid of it.  I will come back to the question of royalties.   

Sometime down the track, when this legislation to set up the regional investment fund comes in, Hon Tom 
Stephens will have to tell the people of the north west that he failed to return royalties to local authorities.  When 
he does that, I will be interested to hear their reaction.  Hon Tom Stephens made a speech in Broome recently, 
which I have asked a few questions about.  It is a fascinating scenario.  The Premier provided the minister with a 
speech.  The Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet provided the Minister for the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne 
with a speech to deliver at a function of local authorities in Broome.  When the minister looked at the speech he 
said that he would not read it out; he said that it must have been written by the previous Government.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Of course it was; it was singing the praises of your Government.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The minister then made his own speech saying that he was on the side of the local 
authorities, and he would tell the Government that it should send the royalties back to where they came from.  
They all said, “Terrific, Tom, fantastic.”  What did the speech say?  Tom said that it was not his speech and that 
he disowned it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition should refer to the 
Minister for Housing or the Minister for the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne or whatever the capacity in which 
he is speaking. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I was using the language that people up there were using.  The fascinating thing is that I 
kept asking questions that got no answers.  Who wrote the speech - bearing in mind that we were not the 
Government at that time?  Who ticked it off on behalf of the Premier in order to give it to the minister?  I know 
that when I was a minister and I represented the Premier, if a speech came to me to deliver on behalf of the 
Premier, the Premier had signed off to say he agreed with what should be said.  If the Premier has not done that 
in this case, I am concerned.  If he did, it is extraordinary that the minister should say that the Premier’s speech 
was unacceptable. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You have been using the speeches that I left behind in your drawer.  Someone left behind 
your Government’s speech in our drawer, and I was not going to deliver it.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  We are dealing with the Supply Bill and we have one speaker, and that is 
the Leader of the Opposition.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I have never ever argued that royalties should go back to where they came.  I have always 
taken the view, and I have told the local authorities in my own electorate, that royalties are tax, and they should 
go into the Government’s big tax bucket and they should be distributed on the basis of need.  The Government of 
the day will decide what the need is.  If the Government gets it wrong, it is thrown out; if it gets it right, it is re-
elected.  That has always been my view.  I am saying to Hon Tom Stephens that that has not always been his 
view.  It is not his view when he goes north.  Some time down the track, because I got a vague impression from 
the Leader of the House that funds will be distributed on the basis of need, Hon Tom Stephens will have to tell 
his constituents they will not get the money that he thinks they might like to have.  

The House should be aware of another important question of Internet gambling.  The Minister for Racing and 
Gaming came into this place with answers to dorothy dixers about how the Government of Western Australia is 
hell-bent on defeating the Howard Government’s outrageous attempt to stop Internet gambling, and how he is 
standing up for the racing industry of Western Australia by seeking to exclude wagering from the ban on Internet 
gambling.  I agree with the Minister for Racing and Gaming on that latter issue and argued strongly against it 
with the federal Government when I was Minister for Racing and Gaming.  Wagering is now excluded from the 
federal legislation to ban Internet gambling.  I asked the minister, now that he had what he argued for, whether 
he still supported a ban on casino-type games on the Internet.  He said that he supported the Beazley 
Opposition’s position on that matter.  That is a serious issue because, as members may know, people can plug in 
their computers to a virtual casino on the Internet and play casino games on their screens.  They can enter a 
credit card number and play at home until they run out of money.  As Peter Costello’s brother, Tim Costello, 
said, it is the only form of gambling where people can lose their home while sitting at home.  Hon Nick Griffiths 
told me that was not right and that there was another way of losing one’s home - by buying and selling shares 
through the Internet.  In his view that is a form of gambling.  However, people can play casino games, such as 
blackjack, on their computer screens at home, and lose money on their credit cards.  That is a serious issue, not 
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only because people may lose their homes or their kids may find out the password and credit card numbers, plug 
in their computers and start playing with their parents’ money, but also because of the effect that sort of 
gambling would have on the “legitimate” gambling available now. 

I am perplexed by the federal Labor Opposition’s position on the issue.  John Howard’s Government is seeking 
to deal with a serious problem.  Now that wagering can continue to be done on the Internet - for example, people 
can place bets on the TAB through the Internet, with which I do not have a problem - I asked Hon Nick Griffiths 
how he would prevent gambling on the Internet on casino-style games.  He did not know. 

Hon Kim Chance:  To be fair, nobody knows the answer to that question. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  They probably do. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is technically an extraordinarily difficult task. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The member is correct. 

Hon Kim Chance:  A former Minister for Finance, Hon Max Evans, pointed that out in this House two years ago. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Everybody knows it is difficult. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Almost to the point of impossibility. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  When a moratorium on the granting of licences was announced at a ministerial conference 
last year, the federal Government engaged the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation to 
conduct a significant study into how it could be done. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For Australian sites. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  No, for any site.  I was advised as minister at that time that there was a way to prevent a lot 
of it happening but that it would not be 1 000 per cent effective. 

Instead of the Labor Party in this House trying to score political points because the Howard Government has 
taken a course of action, it should work with all members to ban casino-style games on the Internet, if at all 
possible.  Australia would not be the only country in which casinos put games on the Internet.  The Bahamas, the 
Cook Islands and everywhere else in the world would want to do it.  Money would go offshore and Australia 
would have no way of controlling where it went.  Instead of the Minister for Racing and Gaming in this House 
trying to score political points against the Howard Government, he should work his little butt off to find a way to 
prevent gambling on casino-style games on the Internet in Australia.  It is a problem about which I am very 
concerned. 

Australia has a significant level of problem gamblers.  Interestingly, Western Australia has the least number, due 
to this State’s decision to not have poker machines.  I hope the current Government will continue along the path 
the former coalition Government went along and not allow poker machines in Western Australia.  I am aware 
that the casino in Western Australia would like to exchange its video gaming machines for poker machines - or 
reel machines.  That matter should be considered carefully because that casino is disadvantaged vis-a-vis other 
casinos in Australia.  The minister should consider that matter carefully and not jump to any conclusions; I know 
he will not do that.  However, we must continue to resist the extension of access to poker machines.  The figures 
are available for everybody to see.  The worst place for gambling in Australia is New South Wales, which has 
had poker machines for yonks.  On the other hand, poker machines have provided significant revenue for the 
clubs that have them.  We must resist the pressure to allow poker machines and must, if necessary, consider 
other ways and means of helping clubs.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  They cause endless amounts of human misery. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I absolutely agree; although, to be fair, the percentage of the population who are problem 
gamblers is lower than the percentage of people involved with alcohol or drugs.  The member is correct: problem 
gambling has caused significant misery for many families in Australia. 

We are fortunate in this State to have had the correct policies in the past.  I give the previous Labor Government 
credit for not allowing poker machines of the type available in the eastern States when it set up the WA casino.  
There is a simple difference between poker machines and video gaming machines.  With video gaming machines 
gamblers must make two decisions: they must first decide to play the game by pulling the handle once, which 
gives two hands such as in blackjack; and they must make a second decision before the game is finished.  With a 
poker machine they pull the handle or push a button once to get an instant result.  No thinking is required with 
poker machines; they are automatic.  The Minister for Racing and Gaming must get behind the Howard 
Government to deal with this issue.  I was concerned as to whether the Howard Government was grandstanding 
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on this question, because of some things it did.  However, I believe it is genuine in its desire to maintain the level 
of gambling that exists in Australia rather than have that level explode, which could happen with the Internet. 

I shall refer to another couple of issues.  Again, with respect to the Minister for Racing and Gaming, I noted 
from the Machinery of Government Taskforce report that the Lotteries Commission will be put into the 
government enterprises portfolio, which will be administered by Treasury.  It is extraordinary that the Lotteries 
Commission should be put into that portfolio when the TAB will be left in the racing and gaming portfolio.   

Hon Barry House:  That is the end of community funding. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is right.  Treasury has always had its greedy eye on the Lotteries Commission and 
would love to control it.  I am fortified by the view that Lotteries Commission legislation exists to control the 
way in which lotteries money is spent.  However, I am also aware of the avaricious nature of Treasury.  It 
worries me to think that the Lotteries Commission will now be part of the government enterprises portfolio, 
which is to be administered - or supported, or whatever the word is - by Treasury when it should have been left 
in the racing and gaming portfolio together with the TAB.  There is not much difference between the Lotteries 
Commission and the TAB - they are both government enterprises - unless the Government intends to privatise 
the TAB, which may be the reason that it will be left out of the enterprises portfolio.  I am a little nervous about 
what is happening to the Lotteries Commission.  It is a good organisation and must be independent of Treasury - 
not independent of the Government - because Treasury has a constant eye out for hollow logs and places where 
money might reside on which it can get its hands. 

In the Machinery of Government Taskforce report the big winner is Treasury.  I pay tribute to the former Under 
Treasurer, who was a member of the review committee that increased Treasury’s power. 

Hon Barry House:  That’s a surprise. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  It is a surprise.  The former Under Treasurer, Mr Langoulant, and Mr Wauchope of the 
Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet were both members of that review committee, and their departments work 
hand in glove.  The Minister for Housing should get involved in one of those portfolios if he wants to be part of 
the action.  Increasingly, the decisions will be made by Treasury, and in a dominant manner.  The minister will 
be told what to do.  He will become just like his parliamentary secretaries - he will be told what to do on a daily 
basis. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Don’t undermine the role of the parliamentary secretaries.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  There should be more of them.  I am delighted that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is one of them 
because her appointment has brought peace to this place.  She now has to take responsibility rather than make 
speeches that are totally irresponsible and often wrong.  The member must now stick to the truth, because 
Governments always tell the truth. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich will come to order.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am speaking to the member. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am terribly sorry.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  So am I.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  One of the good things about a change of Government - if there is such a thing - is that 
members must now take responsibility.  That is excellent.  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s contributions are now far 
more measured and responsible.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is only because I got under your skin.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The member did not get under my skin.   

Hon Barry House:  She is saying it through clenched teeth.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is correct.   

I am interested in the outcome of the review because I closely observe government administration.  I am looking 
forward to seeing how it will work.  It was an exercise worth doing and I congratulate the Government for 
undertaking it.  Whether it will work is yet to be seen.  Experience in other places indicates that bigger ministries 
do not always work.  The people involved in amalgamations often do not want to be amalgamated and the Public 
Service can operate to ensure that amalgamations do not work.  Many of the tensions remain and ministers can 
suffer great pain.  I look forward to the implementation of the report.   
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Hon Tom Stephens:  So far I have discovered only wild enthusiasm on the part of agencies.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I will tell the minister one simple truth: heads of agencies do not tell ministers that they do 
not like what the ministers are doing.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  I am not talking about only the heads of agencies.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Public servants always tell ministers what the ministers want to hear and they tell the 
Opposition what they really think.  That happened when the coalition was in government and the minister knows 
that as well as I do.  When they say they like something, it means they do not.  Does the minister not study Sir 
Humphrey Appleby?   

Hon Tom Stephens:  I am far less cynical than the leader.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I had eight years to find out how it works, and the minister will soon find out for himself.   

The Government promised $100 million to build a road from Tom Price to Karratha.  The Speaker - the member 
for Burrup - said he would resign if it was not built during this Government’s first term in office.  Given the 
answer to a question I asked on that topic, the Speaker will be resigning at the end of this term.  Reference is 
made in the 2001-02 budget to $100 million for work on a 22.5 kilometre section of road between Tom Price and 
the intersection of the Nanutarra-Munjina Road and a 90 kilometre section from Karratha to Curlewis.  They are 
the first stages to be completed and discussions are ongoing with a mining company about a rail access road.  
Interestingly, the answer concluded by stating that the final cost for the remainder of the project had not been 
determined.  When the local member promised that he would resign if the road was not built during the Labor 
Government’s first term and a commitment was made to spend $100 million, Liberal members asked Main 
Roads WA what was the cost of building a road from Tom Price to Karratha.  The reply was about $240 million.  
I have come to the conclusion that we will get a half-bitumen, half-dirt road, a single-lane bitumen road, or a 
road with no bridges - which will make it impassable for six months each year.  A proper bitumen, two-lane road 
with bridges from Karratha to Tom Price will cost much more than $100 million.   

Hon Barry House:  They are going to abolish the seat anyway.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is probably the reason the local member talked about resigning or not standing again.   

This is a big deal in Tom Price.  People have been led down the garden path by their local member.  He said that 
he would ensure the allocation of $100 million for a road on which they would be able to travel to and from 
Karratha to go shopping, fishing and so on.  In reality, they will get less than half of what was promised and they 
will lose their local member, which is probably not a bad thing.   

Hon Tom Stephens told everyone that the tidal power project at Derby was the way to go.  I asked a question 
about the current status of the project and was told that the Government had received legal advice, but that it 
would be inappropriate to make it available prior to Cabinet’s considering the matter, which would happen in the 
near future.  That question was answered on 29 May.  Has Cabinet considered that advice?  If it has, it is time the 
Government told us what it intends to do.  Is it going to honour the contract that was signed, or does it intend to 
try to get out of it?  This is another issue, like returning royalties to the bush, that must now be addressed by the 
Government.  The time has come for members opposite to stop mucking around with being in office and tell the 
people what they intend to do.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Not before it goes to Cabinet.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The Government received the advice on 29 May.  It is now close to 29 June -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You never gave information to the House before it went to Cabinet.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I am not suggesting that.  The advice was received before 29 May and it was to be presented 
to Cabinet soon after.  That is a month ago.  I do not know what was meant by “the near future”, but one month 
seems fair and reasonable.  People want to know what is going on and it is time the minister told them.  
Members opposite must accept that they are required to make decisions.  Sometimes they are not what people 
want to hear and, if that is the case, they have to wear it.  The sooner that happens, the better.  We all want to 
know what the Government intends to do.   

Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), your speech about the budget was pertinent in the context of the 
Supply Bill.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Naturally.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Mr Deputy President, you clearly pointed out that we are going through the stage referred to 
in The West Australian editorial - for once I agree with it - of six months of black holes, overruns, blowouts and 
so on.  We even had the $1 000 a day belltower blowout.  
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Hon Tom Stephens:  A halt to further changes of Government will fix that.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Perhaps it will.  The only problem is that very soon there will be no money left.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  We made no secret of the fact that we spent all the money there was to spend.  Unlike Jeff 
Kennett, who saved $1 billion to spend during his third term to ensure a fourth term in office, we spent the 
available money on good projects.  From where do members opposite think the freeway, the bridge and the 
railway line came?  The coalition Government spent the money and did not leave this Government heaps to 
blow, as it has the capacity to do.  However, we also left it with legislation stipulating what a Government must 
do about the State’s finances before an election.  Hon Nick Griffiths was briefed about that and he knows as well 
as I do the state of the budget at the time of the election.   

We have had all this nonsense about the belltower losing $1 000 a day.  In response to one question from me, the 
minister has revised that figure down to $600 a day.  After I ask a few more, the loss will be down to zero.  It 
amazes me that six people are employed to cater for 200 visitors a day.  That is unbelievable.  We have a person 
in charge, a supervisor, a cashier and three attendants all working casual hours. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Did you check when they were appointed?   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Yes, I have checked that.  I am going through the details carefully to establish how the 
operation is being run.  I want to know why the foundation that wants to run it has not been given that 
opportunity.  A government agency is contracting it out for a heap of money.  Why has the Government not 
given its management to that foundation? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I want to know why your Government built it on the basis of 200 people a day visiting it.  
Why did you bother building it?  What was your projection? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I remind Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that it is not question time. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should read the Ernst and Young report on the financing of the 
belltower, commissioned by the Western Australian Tourism Commission, which indicates that it will make a 
significant profit. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If only 200 people a day were projected, it was gross mismanagement on your part and 
you know it. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The coalition engaged Ernst and Young to undertake a survey of the belltower’s potential 
earnings.  The Ernst and Young report said unequivocally that the belltower would make a significant profit, and 
a decision was made, based on that report, on how the profit would be spent.  The coalition Government then 
decided that the taxpayers of Western Australia, who were paying for it, would have an opportunity to see it free 
of charge over four months.  That was partly because the Labor Party whinged and carried on when the coalition 
Government indicated it would charge people $5 to see the tower.  That meant that projections would be askew 
for a while.  However, the earnings will turn around because the belltower is a very popular attraction.  Members 
should read the Ernst and Young report to get the facts.  I hope that the Government’s view that six people are 
required to work on the belltower to control the numbers that visit it is not the same attitude it has adopted for 
running this State.  If so, it has it all wrong.  I will ask more questions about the cost of the belltower because the 
figure quoted by the minister responsible has reduced from $1 000 to $600; by the end of the week it will 
probably be down to nothing. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is right; perhaps the Government will start doing something useful.  

This State’s finances were left in very good shape on 10 February.  I acknowledge that this Government has 
different priorities.  That is fine; it can implement them to its heart’s content.  However, the Government must 
remember that if it wants to do something new, it must take the funding to do that from something old.  New 
things cannot be created unless the funding is taken from people’s pockets.  The time has come for the 
Government to declare the goals it will not achieve, but which the coalition Government achieved, in order to 
meet its budget.  In other words, where will the Government make cuts?  What priorities will be diminished to 
allow for its priorities to be implemented?  I look forward to seeing the budget, which we have been told will be 
brought down in September.  I noticed a quizzical look from the Leader of the House when somebody said that 
the budget would be brought down in September rather than August.  I gather it was announced in today’s The 
West Australian.  I hope it is brought down in September this year because it is important we get the 2001-02 
budget passed this year. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  We will see what we can do. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The time has come to stop the juvenile behaviour that occurs in politics during the first six 
months of a new Government’s term of blaming previous Governments for leaving a big black financial hole.  
The Opposition and the Government both know the situation; it is a typical scenario played out by new 
Governments when they take office.  The Opposition supports the Supply Bill, although it has not always done 
that in the past.  A few times in my political career we have been tempted to vote against it in order to force an 
election.  However, that did not occur, which, in retrospect, was probably a good idea.  These days we need not 
consider that prospect because we do not have the numbers to knock back a Bill.  As I said, on this occasion the 
Opposition supports the legislation and looks forward very much to seeing the budget when it comes down some 
time this year. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [9.04 pm]:  In this general debate I will briefly reflect on a bouquet and a 
brickbat.  In doing so I will clearly demonstrate the difference between the achievements of the former Court 
Government and those of the present Government.  The bouquet is related to transport infrastructure.  Last night 
when I drove from my electorate in the South West Region to the Perth metropolitan area, for the first time I was 
able to drive on the new Kwinana Freeway extensions.  It was a pleasure to drive on about 12 kilometres of 
magnificent new road from Thomas Road to Safety Bay Road.  It was the last opening of a major transport 
infrastructure project constructed over the past eight years.  Some of the well-known projects completed by the 
Court Government are the Graham Farmer Freeway, the Narrows Bridge duplication and the freeway extensions.  
However, other projects in the south west relevant to people such as me who move between the south west and 
the metropolitan area frequently are the Dawesville deviation, which was opened a month or so ago; the dual 
carriageway and many passing lanes on the Old Coast Road between Mandurah and Bunbury, which have been 
completed over the years; the dual carriageway on the Australind bypass around Bunbury; the dual carriageway 
between Bunbury and Capel; the Ludlow deviation leading into Busselton; and the Busselton bypass, which was 
opened just before Christmas.  It is now possible to drive from Joondalup to Mandurah without encountering a 
set of traffic lights.  That on its own is a major achievement.  

The Kwinana Freeway has been upgraded to cater for the Mandurah railway.  Most of that infrastructure was 
constructed in the eight years of the Court Government.  The bouquet is for the Court Government for being a 
Government of achievement that put these things on the ground and made an enormous difference to people’s 
lives.  The freeway extension was a major exercise involving the elimination of traffic lights, and the 
construction of flyovers, bridges and road widening.  Prior to the coalition taking office, the southern extension 
of the freeway dribbled out towards South Street.  The first major problem with it was that it did not allow for a 
railway down its centre.  To cater for a railway to Mandurah the whole southern transport infrastructure had to 
be rebuilt from scratch.  I learnt today - I hope it is true - that the Narrows Bridge duplication has catered for a 
train route across the Swan River.  A couple of other members said in discussion that that was the case and that 
they had not been previously aware of it.  If that is the case, it is another example of the Court Government’s 
foresight when developing transport infrastructure.  It was not only built to cater for today’s needs but also to 
take us into the next 50 to 100 years. 

The Court Government not only extended the freeway but also corrected the previous Labor Administration’s 
mistakes along the way by building the freeway from the Narrows Bridge south, past Thomas Road to Safety 
Bay Road.  As I demonstrated last night, I can travel from Margaret River to Perth in two and three-quarter hours 
in on-road time while obeying the speed limit.  However, I heed the safe driving messages and stop for a cup of 
coffee.  The cruise control facility in modern cars is very useful.  It has saved me a lot of money over the years, 
following a few initial disasters.  That highway has probably taken an hour off the trip from Margaret River to 
Perth.  It may not sound much, but to people in the country who rely on vehicle transport for their every-day 
needs, commuting here, there and everywhere, it means a great deal to travel in safety to the metropolitan area 
for their produce and for a whole host of other reasons.  It is also more efficient and fuel effective.  As a resident 
of the south west I am grateful for those improvements, as are all the residents of that area, and all the people 
who use the south west as their tourism playground. 

The Government should not think that its job is done just because the Court Government did most of the work.  
A lot of work still has to be done.  A commitment has been made to the Mandurah railway and the infrastructure 
has been put in place along the freeway extension.  Let us see whether the Labor Government can deliver the 
remainder of the equation, and get the train into Mandurah by 2005. 

The other part of that jigsaw that I do not want the Government to forget is the Serpentine deviation, which will 
take the freeway through to Mandurah Road from the end of Safety Bay Road and - this should come first - the 
Peel deviation around the back of the Harvey and Peel Inlets.  This will take the road from Mandurah Road to 
the Old Coast Road and it will come out somewhere near Lake Clifton.  These projects were commitments of the 
previous Government during the pre-election atmosphere; it said the Peel deviation would be up and running by 
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2005 and the Serpentine deviation by 2011.  It is a huge challenge for this Government to achieve those 
outcomes, because those roads will be required as Mandurah becomes an even bigger urban centre.  It is 
becoming a traffic bottleneck already, and those extra road linkages are needed through to the south west.   

Other work needs to be done further south.  The Government needs to finalise and construct the Vasse to 
Dunsborough linkage - a fair bit of controversy surrounds that - and make a move towards commencing 
construction.  It needs passing lanes, and dual carriageways in some cases, between Vasse and Margaret River.  
Another project that needs to be added is the Margaret River bypass itself.  The main street in Margaret River is 
becoming very busy.  My office is in the main street and it seems as though the main street is almost a permanent 
construction site.  Something is always happening, and the need for a bypass road in that town is increasing.  It 
should be done sooner rather than later.  At the moment there is not the controversy that surrounds most 
proposed bypasses.  I would dearly like that bypass road to be factored into the Main Roads forward estimates 
for 10 years at the very least, although I estimate we should be looking at a five-year rather than a 10-year time 
frame. 

The South Western Highway to Manjimup is still treacherous in parts and a lot of work needs to be done with 
passing lanes.  The Albany Highway is in the same condition.  The Government should not think there is nothing 
more to do.  East-west linkages that are important include the Muirs Highway, between Manjimup and Rocky 
Gully.  That highway seems to have been continually promoted up to the barrier and has missed out at the final 
stage.  That highway has deteriorated over the years and it requires major works.  The Mowen Road should not 
be forgotten, and on the current timetable it will be sealed by 2007.  My personal opinion is that it should be 
brought forward as well, because it will become a major east-west linkage in the road network in the south west. 

The point of mentioning those projects is to hand out a bouquet for the work done on the road infrastructure in 
the south west.  That is my electorate, it is the area I know best, and other members in this Chamber can 
probably relate similar stories about their parts of the State.  I am very pleased with the progress that has been 
made on the road linkages in that region.  I heard a while ago that an opening ceremony was to be held for the 
freeway. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I do not think anyone was invited from this side. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I did not know about it. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is a bad habit this Government picked up from you.  I am reminded of the opening of 
the Geraldton Museum, in which I played a large part. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Those sorts of things are hurtful, and I know they do happen.  Upon the change of 
government in 1993, the only major transport infrastructure I can recall the Government opening that was the 
work of the previous Government was the Dawesville Cut and the bridge over the Dawesville Cut.  The new 
Premier at the time, Richard Court, opened that major infrastructure and was very generous in his praise for the 
previous Government.  He realised the project had been brought to fruition by the previous Government, and had 
been funded and constructed by the previous Government.  It just so happened that, about three months after the 
election, he was the Premier in the chair who had the honour of opening that construction.  He at least 
acknowledged the work done by the previous Government.  I do not see too much of that happening at the 
moment, which is a bit disappointing. 

The other matter I want to mention is a brickbat and unfortunately it falls on the shoulders of this Government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is a surprise. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It indicates some of the lack of direction that other members have spoken about, and the 
confusion that surrounded the Government at the time, when the left hand clearly did not know what the right 
hand was doing.  The example I use concerns the Busselton State Emergency Service unit.  In brief, the 
Busselton SES unit, like every other SES unit in the State, does a fantastic job when natural disasters, accidents 
and a whole series of other emergencies occur.  Its members are volunteers and they do a magnificent job in their 
communities.  Members of the Busselton SES are no orphans.  They have handled floods, storms, accidents, 
natural disasters and the whole works, and they have acquitted themselves well.  The site they occupy at the 
moment is on the banks of the Vasse diversion drain, near the Busselton Senior High School, and it is an old 
Water Corporation site.  The SES inherited that site’s very old Water Corporation facilities and it has used that 
site for some time.  This whole exercise is about the lack of security on that site.  We have been in negotiation 
with the SES for a year or so.  The SES wants to either upgrade its present facilities or perhaps do something on 
a new site, but it needs some security of tenure for the future - and deservedly so - because it has the 
community’s interest at heart and it works very hard to support the community.  The current facilities are almost 
irretrievable.  It must start again with new facilities, and it is prepared to do that.  It quite likes the current site.  It 
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is central; it is located on the Vasse diversion drain, which does not have a very romantic name but at least it is a 
waterway that provides an avenue for its training.  It provides a link with the high school across the road for its 
cadets unit, and it has a whole series of other advantages.  It is quite happy on its current site.  There are other 
issues involving the 100-year flood plain and whether the facility should be there or whether it should be lifted or 
even relocated.  The Busselton branch of the State Emergency Service is on a site with very limited tenure and it 
wants to do something about either securing its tenure long term or doing something else.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I don’t know whether it is a coincidence, but it is something I have seen.  SES headquarters 
in country towns generally usually have the worst facilities of any organisation in town.  You could be talking 
about Merredin right now; it is in exactly the same situation.  Perhaps we should do a survey of SES facilities.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It would be a good idea.  In some locations there is a move to locate them in conjunction 
with fire services, and even with ambulance services.  That model has a lot going for it in many ways.  A site in 
Dunsborough, for instance, has land available with an ambulance service and a fire service, and I think land is 
available for a future SES service.  That is a good model.  It is a product of the SES growing in recent years into 
the sort of force it is today.  The point of my exercise is to highlight the confusion in government ranks about 
what is happening.  I had discussions with SES people and I had a meeting with the local authority, the 
Busselton Shire Council, earlier in the year.  I wrote a letter to four government ministers - the Premier, the 
Minister for Emergency Services, the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for the South West.  I 
thought I could get the problem covered by approaching four ministers.  It took me quite a while to get a 
response.  I wrote to those ministers on 15 May.  The first response I received was dated 13 June, which is 
reasonable, from Hon Dr Judy Edwards, the Minister for Water Resources.  Her reply thanks me for my letter, 
etc, and goes on to say - 

However, I am pleased to advise that the Corporation is willing to enter into a long-term lease 
arrangement.   

That is the critical sentence of her reply.  I duly set about conveying this to the Busselton SES and the Busselton 
Shire Council.  Yesterday, I received another response dated 18 June from Hon Michelle Roberts, the Minister 
for Local Government, Emergency Services and various other areas.  Her response states -  

The Fire and Emergency Services Authority (FESA) is aware that the Unit’s present accommodation is 
less than ideal.  Discussions with the Water Corporation last year identified that the land holds strategic 
importance for them and as such they are unwilling to commit to a long term leasing arrangement with 
the Unit.  As a result, the only viable option is to relocate the Unit.  

Hon Kim Chance:  The situation must have changed since last year. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It changed in a matter of five days.  

Hon Kim Chance:  No.  Minister Roberts’ letter refers to the position held by the Water Corporation last year.  
Perhaps she should have taken more recent advice.  Minister Edwards indicated the current position.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Minister Roberts’ reply is dated 18 June, in which she says that the Water Corporation is 
unwilling to commit to a long-term leasing arrangement with the unit. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It was unwilling last year I think she said.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, it does not say that.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Did I hear it incorrectly? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Leader of the House is trying hard -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I thought she was referring to advice she received last year.  I am sure that is what she said. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No.  Does the Leader of the House want me to read it again?  The critical sentences from 
Hon Michelle Roberts’ letter state -  

The Fire and Emergency Services Authority (FESA) is aware that the Unit’s present accommodation is 
less than ideal.  Discussions with the Water Corporation last year identified that the land holds strategic 
importance for them and as such they are unwilling to commit to a long term leasing arrangement with 
the Unit.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That is what I was saying: its position may have changed.  Perhaps the minister should have 
checked that.  
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister should have checked it, but the Leader of the House has alerted me to a 
possible way out of the situation.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Minister Edwards’ advice must be more recent.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  If that is the case, the minister responsible for the Water Corporation said five days 
earlier in the other letter - I do not know how the coordination between ministers works, and that is the point of 
my explanation - that the Water Corporation is willing to enter into a long-term leasing arrangement.  Either 
way, I hope the Government gets its act together to sort out the situation for the Busselton SES unit.  That is the 
outcome that interests me and the people in that community.  This is simply a bit of theatre in which we stand in 
the Chamber and quote letters that expose a contradiction between ministers.  However, at the end of the day that 
will not help the situation.  What will matter is if there is some sort of coordinated effort within government to 
resolve the situation.  That is all I and the people in the area want.  If Hon Michelle Roberts did not take any 
advice from the Water Corporation for a year before she wrote her answer, that is a bit of a problem.  

Hon Kim Chance:  She had obviously discussed the matter last year and simply did not update her information.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Last year she was not the minister. 

Hon Kim Chance:  She was aware of the situation last year, otherwise she would not have said it.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Leader of the House is doing his very best to try to cover her tracks.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Not at all. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The fact is that two government ministers seem to be telling the community, through me 
as one of its local members, something completely contradictory.  That is just one example, and I am sure other 
members may be able to provide other examples in which the Government needs to get its act together.  If the 
ministers in charge of super-portfolios are remaining more and more at arm’s length from these issues and must 
take advice from whomever without having an understanding of what is involved, the Government will get itself 
into more and more strife.  It will find that there are contradictory letters floating around from different 
ministers. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Believe me, it is not new.  One day I will show you my file on stable fly.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Nothing is new. 

Hon Kim Chance:  On one issue, three ministers gave different advice.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am interested in outcomes in this place.  We can stand in here and beat ourselves 
around the head as much as we like, but what concerns me is getting the right result for the community.  The 
right result for the Busselton SES is to get some sort of agreement about its security of tenure.  Whether it is on 
the current site, which it prefers, or whether it is on a new site, it must have some certainty about its future as 
soon as possible. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I will be happy to draw the matter to the attention of the two ministers.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  All I wanted to do was raise those two issues.  One issue demonstrates clearly the value 
of the Court Government’s work for the infrastructure in this State.  It was a Government of achievement, which 
put together the major transport networks in the south west.  The other issue was the rather clumsy early days of 
the Gallop Labor Government in which contradictory answers went back to the community. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [9.30 pm]:  I will break with tradition and directly address the 
Supply Bill.  I will also take the opportunity to make a couple of other observations of a general nature, but I will 
be brief and I will address one or two remarks to the Leader of the House.  I have a couple of observations about 
the freeway, which is a matter that Hon Barry House raised.  Before I do so, I want to comment briefly on the 
scale of this Supply Bill.   

It has been a matter for consideration by various committees in the past, in particular, the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, which no longer exists and whose functions will be taken over by an 
expenditure committee of the Whole House.  One of the matters considered by the estimates and financial 
operations committee related to the lack of control that Parliaments in this day and age are able to exercise over 
appropriations of money for public expenditure.  We have seen a steady erosion over the years of the capacity of 
Parliaments to have any sort of discretionary control over moneys expended by the public sector.  In effect, there 
is probably little that a Parliament considers - this Parliament, for example - when it looks at the budget papers 
and allocations, that has not already been expended by the Government of the day.   
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Governments use the advance authorisation Bills, Supply Bills and a range of other measures, which I will not 
go into on this occasion.  Even if this House were to exercise a capacity to reject a budget, and perhaps this year 
might be the first year it decides to do that - that is just an idle thought - probably only five per cent to 10 per 
cent of budget would be affected, because the rest of the expenditure is largely guaranteed by other mechanisms.  
We see a reflection of that in the size of this Supply Bill.  In the absence, on urgent parliamentary business, of 
the minister representing the Treasurer, the Leader of the House will respond to the debate.  The budget for 
2001-2002 will be just over the $10 billion mark. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It must be getting close.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am sure that if it is close the Government will tip it over, so it can announce it is the 
first $10 billion budget.  

Hon Kim Chance:  If I can do that myself, I will.  I will not allow anyone else to do it.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  There might be a big blow-out in the agriculture budget.   

This Supply Bill accounts for $5.5 billion, yet the whole text of the Bill we are considering is only a few lines 
long.  All it says is that supply is granted for up to $5.1 billion worth of recurrent expenditure, and up to 
$400 million of capital expenditure over the period 1 July 2001 through 30 June 2002.  The Supply Bill contains 
not a skerrick of detail about where the money will be spent.  However, we know that the vast amount of that 
recurrent expenditure is for established recurrent expenditure of a virtually non-discretionary nature, such as the 
salaries bill that makes up most of the budget and a range of recurrent services that no Government will be in any 
position to dispense with.  Nonetheless, it is a continuation of an unfortunate trend, from the point of view of a 
parliamentarian, that so little effective control over the discretionary detail remains in the hands of the 
Parliament.  The Parliament still has the ultimate control of withholding its confidence in a Government.  
Nonetheless, the point is worth making that in a budget of around $10 billion, the Supply Bill accounts for 
$5.5 billion.  That is not necessarily atypical of what has happened in other years, and I am not comfortable with 
that.   

I will mention one or two items that this funding will be expended on for the sake of bringing them to members’ 
attention.  One or two of these issues have the capacity to be political.  I do not want to be politicking, and there 
is no election this Saturday, so I hope the Government does not want to either.  However, a couple of problems 
need to be addressed.  One of them relates to the situation in Wattleup, subsequent to the Hope Valley-Wattleup 
Redevelopment Bill 2000 passing through the Parliament and being implemented.  We are now a long way down 
the track.  I stood in this House during that debate and without any sense of embarrassment said that it was a 
difficult Bill.  It was a situation in which members were caught between a rock and a hard place and they earned 
their salary, because it was very difficult to deal with the issues involved in that redevelopment Bill.  One of the 
unforeseen consequences for me was the impact that has had on small business, basically shopkeepers, in the 
Wattleup shopping centre.  Very briefly, for the benefit of members who may not be aware, I advise that the 
resumption of properties at the owners’ request in Wattleup town site is available specifically to residential 
property owners and not to the commercial property holders, of which there are several in the local shopping 
centre. 

Hon Ken Travers:  And their lessees as well. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, they are part and parcel of a business being carried on in premises. 

Hon Ken Travers:  There are two groups of businesses.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank Hon Ken Travers, though not necessarily Hon Graham Giffard.  

There has been a change in the social circumstances in Wattleup.  I do not know why LandCorp wants to keep 
those town sites going.  The local councillors there are also scratching their heads about that decision.  When the 
appallingly difficult decisions were made about the future of the town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley, it 
appeared to be a funny thing to want to keep the town sites in a lingering wind-up mode by moving short-term 
rental tenants into vacated houses that had been bought by the Government.  Changes have occurred to the social 
character of those areas, particularly in Wattleup, which have impacted adversely on businesses there.  I shall not 
go into the details; however, a significant drop in business has occurred, coupled with other difficulties, such as 
antisocial elements and vandalism.  The Government has made no provision to buy back those commercial 
properties.  That unforeseen consequence clearly must be addressed. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The member for Cockburn is trying to address that problem now. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  You should have seen it coming. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have said that I do not want to politick on this issue, although I am as capable of that 
as is any other member, and I will not politick on it.  I hope the Government will recognise that it has a 
responsibility now to deal with this - 

Hon Ken Travers:  To fix the problem? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, to fix the problem that has come up during the course of dealing with the matter.  
This problem was not foreseen by members on both sides of the House who participated in the debate.  It is 
therefore a genuinely unforeseen consequence.  Members may snipe and say that we should have foreseen it -  

Hon Ken Travers:  I am not saying that. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, Hon Ken Travers is not saying that, but others may.  I am saying let us not go 
down that path. 

Hon Ken Travers:  We are saying that there is a problem created by the Bill and that the member for Cockburn is 
trying to fix it. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Let us try to do that by addressing the needs of the comparatively few small-scale 
commercial operations that are caught in the situation. 

Last night I had the pleasure, as Hon Barry House did, of travelling on the freeway.  I attended a function out in 
the sticks in the Peel area and was back home in Parkwood half an hour after I left.  It was marvellous to use that 
road to get from virtually one end of my electorate to the other end. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It depends on the speed at which you set the cruise control.  If you set it high enough, it takes 
very little time. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I did not use the cruise control.  I did not want to be restricted in any way on such a 
fine surface. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You would be a fine man for the job of transport spokesperson. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  One day!  I also attended the opening of the freeway last Saturday morning.  The 
Government’s speeches gave the impression that it had built the freeway itself in its first four months. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Did you get invited? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I did.  I was accidentally invited, as was Hon Barbara Scott.  We are trying to track 
down who were responsible for this foul-up because I know that the Labor Government would wish to tar and 
feather them, or at least counsel them thoroughly.  I suspect it was the City of Rockingham that invited Hon 
Barbara Scott and me, and I thank the City of Rockingham.  We enjoyed the opening speech of the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, who did not know where the freeway extension started or where it went to, although 
she had written notes.  She did not know, and was unable to pronounce, the names of the local mayors.  
However, basically the Labor Government covered itself in glory.  It was a great occasion, although there was a 
total lack of acknowledgment of the previous Government’s work.  The occasion reflected more poorly on those 
who refused to follow the normal courtesies than it did on the few of us who were invited to attend.  Everyone 
else there knew very well whom to thank for the project. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Taxpayers paid for it. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  However, the former Government prioritised it and had the vision to see it through. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The Labor Government argued against it.  Now it has taken the credit for building it.  That is 
the whole point. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If the Government wants to take credit for it, let it have its pleasure.  There will not be 
too many other programs in the near future such as Transform WA.  A vast amount of funding was spent in the 
South Metropolitan Region.  It is a good thing to have the benefits of that funding, and those benefits will 
continue to accrue in that area.  I thank Hon Murray Criddle and other members of the former Government who 
were involved in the infrastructure for that road system provided to the South Metropolitan Region.  I would like 
in due course to see what this Government does about providing a similar vision for this State.  No doubt 
members will be invited to attend numerous openings as they occur so that they can join in the community 
celebrations in the spirit in which such invitations will no doubt be intended. 

I thank members opposite for their attention to the Wattleup issue and I join with other members in encouraging 
the member for Cockburn to find a solution there.  I hope we can do that in a bipartisan and prompt way.  I thank 
the House for the courtesy of its attention. 
Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a second time and proceeded directly to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), and passed.  
 


