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ATTORNEY GENERAL — PRIORITIES 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling): Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the Leader of the 
Opposition in the following terms — 

Mr Speaker, 

Please be advised that today I seek to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion — 

“That this house condemns the Attorney General for his misguided priorities in focusing on personal 
vendettas and political spin rather than addressing the serious failures in the portfolio areas of health 
and law and order for which he is responsible.” 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER: I will allow the matter to proceed. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse — Leader of the Opposition) [2.56 pm]: I move —  

That this house condemns the Attorney General for his misguided priorities in focusing on personal 
vendettas and political spin rather than addressing the serious failures in the portfolio areas of health 
and law and order for which he is responsible. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Minister for Energy will cop his tomorrow. 

Western Australia is enjoying a golden period of economic growth, driven by private sector investment and 
activity, largely in and around the mining and exploration industries. There is an emerging view in the 
community that the government is not doing enough to return a dividend to the people of this state from these 
unique times of economic prosperity. There is ample evidence of this emerging view, none more telling than that 
provided by the recent surveys conducted by the Synovate group for the Western Australian government. The 
Synovate group conducted inquiries into public opinion of the performance of the state government in key result 
areas. One of those, of interest to us today, is health. What do the people of Western Australia think about this 
government’s performance, and the performance of the part-time Minister for Health in his portfolio? Sixty-eight 
per cent of Western Australians think that the performance of the part-time Minister for Health in his portfolio is 
poor or very poor. Seven out of 10 Western Australians rate the minister’s performance as poor or very poor, and 
that is an outrage. A similar number rate the government’s performance on law and order as poor or very poor. 
What people see as a dividend from the economic boom that the state is currently enjoying is a health system 
that fails when under stress, and a situation in which people are reluctant to leave their homes and participate in 
life in their communities because they do not feel safe. 

Which minister of this government has responsibility for those two key areas? It is the member for Fremantle, 
the state’s part-time Minister for Health, who as a member of this Parliament is distracted by his attending to 
matters other than those involving his portfolios. He is, after all, the minister who spent years protecting 
Dr Neale Fong when he headed up the Department of Health. The same minister provided political spin to 
responses that Dr Fong was providing to people inquiring about his relationship with Brian Burke. It is the 
minister who then spent weeks trying to distance himself from Dr Fong after he fell. It is the minister who rushed 
out and said that he had closed the offices in Subiaco and shoved the bureaucrats back into Royal Street, whilst 
at the same time out of the back door of the same office block he was moving people out to Osborne Park. It is 
the minister who stood in this house and told us that Dr Peter Flett had removed or sacked or terminated 
consultants within the department, when we now seriously doubt that that was ever the fact. It is the minister 
who has acted like a wrecking ball seeking to run a political vendetta through the Labor Party. I would hate to be 
a member of the Labor Party who is in what we usually term the right or the centre faction, because this minister 
is having his sweet day of political revenge. Interestingly enough, he is the only minister of the Crown who has 
recently had to give evidence at the Corruption and Crime Commission and was afforded the privilege of giving 
that evidence in a closed, private hearing. It is the minister who is fixated with leading the government charge in 
its ongoing attacks on The West Australian. It is the minister who refused to introduce shield laws into the 
Parliament of this state to protect journalists, because of his personal vendetta with the editor of The West. It is 
the minister who spends his time working out how to personally attack and denigrate anybody in the Western 
Australian public service who dares stand up and question him. Two examples are Dr Gary Geelhoed from 
Princess Margaret Hospital for Children and Darryl Wookey, the former Information Commissioner. They are 
two people who were mercilessly pursued by the Minister for Health because they dared to question him on 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 2 April 2008] 

 p1684c-1698a 
Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Christian 

Porter; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [2] 

where he was taking government policy in this state. It is the minister who has been relentlessly pursuing a social 
reform agenda at the expense of his responsibilities to the people of this state in the areas of health and law and 
order.  

The cost of this distraction and the cost of this performance has a human face. I had an opportunity yesterday to 
speak to Sue Middleton, who readily and openly appeared last night on the GWN news and commented about 
the situation in Nickol Bay. Sue Middleton lives in Karratha. It may surprise the minister to learn that Karratha is 
not a small regional centre. It now has a population of 18 000 or 19 000 people and it is the epicentre of the 
state’s mining boom. What has happened to Sue Middleton is symptomatic of the government’s failure. She lives 
in the middle of the state’s mining boom and yet she is being forced by the Minister for Health and his 
department to travel two and a half hours and be accommodated in a hostel away from her family for up to two 
weeks before she can have a baby. This is not because she is a first-time mother, not because — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Safety. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: It is not because of safety. It is because in September last year the minister’s own 
department said that it would provide for fly in, fly out obstetric doctors. Is that what it said, minister? Have a 
look at this! The minister cannot look, can he? It is a document from his own department that states that it will 
provide for fly in, fly out obstetric doctors to assist mums such as Sue Middleton in Karratha. Not one of them is 
there. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Is that right? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Not one. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Be careful — 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Not one. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Be careful, because you will find you’re not telling the truth for the second time today. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Well, the minister should get up! I will stand corrected as well. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: You’ve been caught out not telling the truth already this morning. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Is that right? Does the minister know what?  

Mr J.A. McGinty: You had better ring up and apologise for that and set it right. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I am enjoying the firefight and the pressure that the new Attorney General is applying to the 
minister. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: There is no new Attorney General. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Attorney General does not like it, does he? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: There is no new Attorney General; I have been in the job for seven years. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The new shadow Attorney General. The Attorney General does not like it, does he? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: I am loving every minute of it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I can see him sitting there. He does not like it! 

Mr J.A. McGinty: I do it every day. Put him up; bring him on. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: For the first time in a long time, there is a bit of heat on the Attorney General’s political 
backside. He cannot skive off down to Fremantle and try to get Peter Bell to take the seat now. The Attorney 
General must sit in here and do the work, because when he gets on radio and he tries to spin and conjure stories 
and outcomes — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: At least I was telling the truth, which is more than you did! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Let us have a look at it. Is this what the Attorney General said on the radio this morning? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Are you going to quote what you said as well and admit that you are wrong? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Attorney General said — 

. . . from the end of this month onwards, anyone who comes up for a sentencing for assaulting a police 
officer, will have their sentence automatically increased by a third, before you start . . .  
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Is that what the Attorney General said? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Is that the case? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: The one-third provision is going on all of those assaults; yes. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Is that the case? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: That is not the case. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes it is. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Therefore, anybody who is sentenced — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Will have the one-third discount removed from their sentence. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Is that right? 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes, that is right. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: That is good. That is not what the Attorney General said at all. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes it is. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Attorney General said he would have them increased by a third. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: The one-third discount off all sentences — 

Mr T. BUSWELL: No way! This is the Attorney General—spin, mirrors—the Bishan Bedi of Labor politics. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Read the transcript; keep going. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I read the transcript; I listened to the Attorney General, and he was caught out. He does not 
like it, does he? That is the first time since he has sat in here — 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Attorney General runs the government as the de facto Premier. The Premier barks and 
heels for the Attorney General. The Attorney General was caught out this morning; he was caught out. We will 
see when people come in for sentencing — 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: We will see what happens with the comments the Attorney General made this morning, 
because he has been caught out and he does not like it. For the first time in a long time, he will be properly 
scrutinised in this place. That is what we are doing in this chamber today, and we will do it every single time we 
have an opportunity because this is what the Attorney General has done. This is what he has done! 

We have a period of record economic growth in this state and what do the people want? Does the Minister for 
Health know what all the Sue Middletons of the world want? Does he know what all the people in this state want 
from the part-time health minister? It is a health system that works. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Better than a full-time party boy! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: That is really getting to the Minister for Health, is it not? He really does not like it, does he? 
There is a bit of heat in the kitchen. There is a bit of a singe on the political hairs. The Minister for Health is 
worried, and we like it. We will keep the pressure on and focus on him. That is what we want from the Minister 
for Health—a health system that works and a community where people feel safe when they open their doors to 
go out and enjoy living in those communities as they should. The minister is failing to deliver that—failing with 
a capital “f”. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): Members, I will tolerate only a certain number of 
interjections. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.07 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker, 
thank you.  

Mr J.A. McGinty: From a man who doesn’t tell the truth. 
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Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Point of order, Madam Acting Speaker. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! The member for Cottesloe has the floor. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: To accuse someone of not telling the truth is clearly unparliamentary and the minister 
should apologise and withdraw the comment. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I remind members that a point of order is not a time for interjections to be 
made across the chamber, and I will determine whether that is a point of order. Members, there is no point of 
order. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This matter is all about the spin that the Minister for Health and Attorney General puts on 
just about every single thing that he does. We have already had a great experience with the spin that he puts on 
waiting lists, and although he claims that waiting lists are coming down — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: They have halved. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: — which they are—and claims credit for it, the reality is that there is no — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: The waiting times have been halved, as well. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We know how the Minister for Health does that too; that is also spin and mirrors. The way 
the minister gets the waiting times down is by focusing all his attention on those people waiting greater than 
365 days, whereas the category 2 patients, who are only supposed to wait 90 days—there are more than 2 000 of 
them—are waiting longer. Therefore, the reality is that it is spin and mirrors, and that is what the minister is all 
about.  

I will point specifically to the minister’s action in relation to the Fong affair. We dragged the minister kicking 
and screaming through the issues that led to the resignation of Dr Neale Fong. What did the Minister for Health 
say after Neale Fong left? Firstly he said, “He’s gone. We’ve got rid of him. He’s out of it. We’re now going to 
be concerned with what is happening to the patients. We’ll now put the patients first. We will address the 
concern of the patients in this state”. The minister then said that he had axed the two consultants who were 
working for Neale Fong in the Alvan Street offices. The minister claimed to have got rid of the Neale Fong era. 
Was that true? No, it was not true. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Tell me why. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Minister for Health told this house on 11 March that two consultants had been 
terminated relating to the provision of health service efficiencies and legal services. We asked the minister 
whether that had imposed a cost to the taxpayer. The minister said no, which is the briefest answer I have ever 
heard him give in this house. How could the Minister for Health axe two consultants who had been working for 
Neale Fong in the Department of Health at no cost when a contract was in place? We have found out how the 
minister did it. He did not axe the two consultants. We tried to get the Minister for Health to state the names of 
those consultants. We have a recording from 13 March 2007 when Jim McGinty said on the ABC, “Ovens will 
finish up”. That is one consultant. Mr Ovens, who allegedly had his contract terminated — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: That’s right. There is nothing alleged about it; that is what happened. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The second consultant was legal consultant Jenny Pickworth, who left last month. Each was 
paid about $250 000 a year. That is what the Minister for Health told the ABC. We have chatted with Mrs Jenny 
Pickworth about her alleged sacking. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: No-one said “sacking”. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Her alleged termination. She is extremely upset with the Minister for Health. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: What about? Her contract was terminated. That is exactly what I said. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is exactly what the minister said, and it was an untruth. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Was it terminated or not? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, her contract was not terminated. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes it was. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: No, it was not. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Back in February. Is the contract still on foot? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will repeat the very words that Jenny Pickworth told me not an hour ago about her contract. 
Let me tell the minister what she said. Members must keep in mind that she is a lawyer. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: I will tell you what happened. Immediately after Neale Fong finished up, it was announced 
that we were going to review all of the contracts and she said, “I’m finished,” and her contract was terminated. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Minister for Health said that he had “terminated consultancies relating to the provision 
of health”. That is a quote by the minister in Hansard. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I believe that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is quoting from the daily transcript of 
Hansard, which is uncorrected. It is unparliamentary to quote from that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Firstly, I was not quoting from it; I was just saying that the Minister for Health said it in 
Hansard. Secondly, although it happens to be the uncorrected version of Hansard that I was not quoting from, it 
is an old version and there is a current updated version. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Quote from the updated one. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I did not quote from it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is quite clear that members cannot quote from the uncorrected Hansard. However, the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was paraphrasing the minister’s comments, which he is entitled to do from that 
record. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Two contracts have been terminated, that is the important issue. 

Dr K.D. Hames: This is a point of order, Madam Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): It is a point of order and I duly note that the member for 
Dawesville was paraphrasing. However, it is inappropriate and unparliamentary for members to quote from the 
uncorrected Hansard. It should be noted also that the member for Dawesville has the floor. The Minister for 
Health’s interjections have been highly unhelpful to date. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES: One could even say that the minister’s interjections have been incessant, which is very unlike 
the part-time Minister for Health. He has been at it for the whole of this debate, which I think shows his 
sensitivity to what is being said. I go back to the “non-termination” of the contract of Jenny Pickworth that he 
claims to have been involved with. I can tell members what she said about her time when she worked under 
Neale Fong and about what happened towards the end. Initially she had a contract, which expired in August 
2007 and was not renewed. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: What was she doing working there and being paid for it then? There was a contract. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There was not a contract. I will tell members what happened after that. She did not want a 
contract. She was dealing with personal issues and did not want a contract. She had an informal arrangement 
whereby on a month-by-month basis she was paid for providing legal advice. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: That, my friend, is a contract. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is not a contract. There was no signed written contract. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: It does not matter. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Further to that, minister—I have not finished yet — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: You have no idea. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: She is a lawyer. One assumes that she knows what she is talking about. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: She was paid under a contract. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: When she tells me that she did not have a contract, I believe her. 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The minister is digging a hole for himself because I have not finished. In February this 
year—before the Minister for Health’s announcement in March that he had terminated her contract—she told the 
Acting Director of the Department of Health that there were huge pressures within the department and that 
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everyone was extremely unhappy with the atmosphere in the Alvan Street premises. She told the acting director 
that she no longer wanted to continue to work there and she resigned from her job. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: That is still a termination, my friend. 

Mr T. Buswell: You told us that Peter Flett had terminated it. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Can I just say this: I said that two contracts had been terminated, and I stand by that. That is 
correct. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: You did not terminate her contract. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: I said that two contracts had been terminated. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: You said Peter Flett had terminated the two contracts. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Peter Flett had advised me that two contracts had been terminated. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! The member for Dawesville has the floor. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The point I am making is the point of the motion before the house. The Minister for Health is 
all about creating smoke and mirrors. He wanted to create the impression that as a result of the sacking of the 
disgraced Neale Fong, the minister was taking over, cleaning out the office and sacking the expensive 
consultants, many of whom were being paid $500 000 a year. Some part-time consultants were paid $250 000 a 
year. The minister wanted to give the impression that he was acting decisively and would sort it out. The 
headline of an article in The West Australian at the time reads “Health axe falls on two Hong Kong—Fong fat 
cats”; that is hard to say straight after lunch! I correct myself: “Health axe falls on two Fong fat cats”. That is the 
spin the minister was after and that was the spin he got. The reality is that Mr Ovens’ contract was due to finish 
anyway; it was almost over. His two-year contract was almost finished. He does not believe that his contract was 
terminated. 
Mr J.A. McGinty: Doesn’t he? Have you spoken to him? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have not spoken to him. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: I am sure that you haven’t because you wouldn’t say something like that if you had. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Alright. Is he upset too? 
Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: How long did his contract have left to run? 
Mr J.A. McGinty: I am not sure. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It was almost finished. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: It was terminated by Dr Peter Flett. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Jenny Pickworth’s contract was not terminated. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Jenny Pickworth terminated her own contract. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is not what the Minister for Health said. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Yes, I did. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: It certainly was not the impression that the Minister for Health wanted to create either in this 
house or in the public by the words he used. The minister said, “The Fong era is over. We have terminated two 
contracts”. The big Minister for Health is all about smoke and mirrors and distorting the truth before this house 
and before the public of Western Australia. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Murdoch) [3.18 pm]: I have been a member of Parliament for only a short time and I have 
asked only a few questions during question time, which to date have all been directed to the Attorney General. 
Perhaps this is the appropriate time to speak about my belief that the answers to those questions have been 
somewhat inadequate. For my taste, the answers given to the questions that I have asked in the time allocated to 
the opposition to ask questions has lacked something. Obviously it has not lacked a bit of personal criticism, 
which is fine. It has not lacked a bit of heat. I would say that the answers have been sufficiently terse and 
perhaps even a bit pernicious at times, but perhaps that is for others to judge. The answers have been full of 
personal criticism. I have been labelled right wing by the Attorney General. The day before that I was labelled as 
mature and intelligent by the Premier, but I guess we get that in politics. I have been labelled by Tom Percy, QC, 
through his third-party disendorsement, as him “having to wonder about that guy because he has experience as a 
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prosecutor”. Since I became a member of this place I have, therefore, been criticised for having experience as a 
prosecutor. In today’s question time I was criticised for being young. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Do you want a cuddle rug to hold onto? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No, we will get to that. 
What is it about the answers that I have received in question time that is dissatisfying? If I had to put my finger 
on it, there is some indefinite quality about — 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): Order, members! I am very interested in hearing what the 
member for Murdoch has to say. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
There is some quality about the question-and-answer process that we have been through in question time that has 
me intrigued. Now that I come to think of it, it is because there have been no answers whatsoever to the 
questions asked. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: You never get an answer! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Not a one. In each instance of a question that I have asked the Attorney General, the answer 
or what was meant to be the answer indicated either a preparedness to be inaccurate to serve a political end or 
that the Attorney General just did not understand the subject matter of the question. It can be only one of those 
two things.  
I want to refer to a couple of questions that I asked and the responses that were given. One of my first questions 
dealt with the issue of Dante Arthurs, an obviously tragic event. In the quotation that I placed before the 
Attorney General, his words were — 

The consolidation of murder and wilful murder will avoid the problems encountered in prosecuting 
Dante Arthurs . . .  

The question I asked was — 

(1) Is the Attorney General aware that the result under the old and under the newly proposed laws 
would be exactly the same in the Dante Arthurs case; namely, a finding of guilt for murder 
when no intent to kill can be proved beyond reasonable doubt? 

That is a fact. Consolidating the two offences means that that individual, on the status of the evidence, would 
have been found guilty of precisely the same offence before and after the proposed changes. Of course, I was 
ridiculed for asking that question. However, let us see what Mr Tom Percy said about that statement of the 
Attorney General. Mr Percy referred to the Attorney General’s statement that “The consolidation of murder and 
wilful murder will avoid the problems encountered in prosecuting Dante Arthurs.” Mr Percy clearly thinks — 

Mr J.A. McGinty: A card-carrying member of the Liberal Party supporting what your side of politics has to 
say! 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Clearly, the Attorney General considers Mr Percy a man of some wisdom. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: Only in his criticism of you, but not others! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Is that right? This is what Mr Percy said about the Attorney General. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! 
Mr C.C. PORTER: On 20 March 2008, according to my notes, Tom Percy said — 

Yeah, I heard that. 
That refers to the small quote I just gave from the Attorney General. Mr Percy continues — 

That was just a complete lie. Dante Arthurs was charged with the most serious offence. He was charged 
with wilful murder. For the Attorney general to say that the existing laws didn’t allow him to be 
charged with that is just completely wrong in fact and is completely wrong in law. The existing laws did 
allow him to be charged with Wilful Murder. What happened was the police didn’t interview him 
properly. His video was tossed out as being inadmissible and the prosecution made a tactical decision to 
lower the charge to Murder so that they would be assured of getting a plea of guilty, so they didn’t have 
to go through with it. They would have charged him with Wilful Murder—they did. They could have 
tried him for Wilful murder and in all probability he would have been convicted. 
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But for the Attorney general to come out and say, “I’m changing the laws, I’m such a good guy, I want 
to catch all the Dante Arthurs who could never be caught before and never charged with the highest 
crime there was—that’s just a lie. 

Let us look at the issue today with respect to the — 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I think the Speaker ruled against me in respect of a certain word that was used during 
question time. I request that you, Madam Acting Speaker, rule equivalently against the member for Murdoch in 
respect of the use of the word “lie”. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I was just taking some advice on that and will shortly provide the house with some 
information. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: On that point of order, the word “lie” or “liar” was clearly used because the member for 
Murdoch was quoting directly from the words of Tom Percy. He was quoting words of a third person, which he 
is perfectly entitled to do. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: As I understand it, it is out of order for a member to refer to a quotation by 
somebody outside this chamber in which the member is referred to as a liar. I therefore ask the member for 
Murdoch to withdraw the remark. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I withdraw that word from that part of the quotation that I have read. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It was substantially untruthful. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Fibber; a porky-pie teller. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Not quite there.  

Let us look at today’s question without notice that I asked and the answer. The statement from the Attorney 
General on the radio this morning was simply unequivocal. He said that from the end of this month onwards 
anyone who comes up for sentencing for assaulting a police officer will have the sentence automatically 
increased by a third before the sentence starts. That is just wrong. It is an inaccurate statement calculated to 
mislead people who are desirous of higher penalties into believing that there will be an automatic one-third 
increase for simple assaults on police officers. The Attorney General must know that that is incorrect. It is 
misleading to use that sort of language deliberately. 

Finally, I will raise very quickly the matter of the Corruption and Crime Commission. I asked another question 
without notice of the Attorney General, which was — 

(1) Why is it that under the Carpenter government . . . the CCC’s organised crime function has 
remained dormant for two years? 

That strikes me as rather a good question. We are now suggesting that there be a self-reference system for the 
CCC through a committee to investigate organised crime, yet the Western Australia Police has handed on 
precisely zero briefs to the CCC. At the same time as that was occurring, the explanation from the Attorney 
General was to the effect that perhaps the police do not believe the CCC is the best organisation to investigate 
these types of matters. If it is not—I make no comment about whether or not it is—should we not inquire why 
that perception exists between the police and the CCC? At the same time the Archer report has come out and this 
Attorney General, as I understand his position, absolutely agrees with one of the recommendations of that report; 
that is, that the CCC now has the ability to make reports on private citizens. This organisation has some way to 
go in proving itself, yet we are about to rush into giving it the power to subject private citizens to adverse 
reports. That can be for no other reason than that the Australian Labor Party has vendettas against certain private 
citizens. It would be incredibly imprudent to race into that situation with that body without at first thinking it 
through in much greater detail. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Deputy Leader of the National Party) [3.27 pm]: The National Party 
strongly supports this motion. I think you, Madam Acting Speaker (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas), have heard my 
arguments this week about country health services. This motion is very much in line with those arguments. The 
Minister for Health has misguided priorities on country health services. He is not addressing the serious failures 
in the health system, particularly the failures in the country health system. Law and order issues also have been 
raised. Although policing comes under the portfolio of a different minister, not the Attorney General and 
Minister for Health, the closing of country police stations and the lack of police are putting a heap of pressure on 
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the police there and I fear that there may be more of this pressure as police in country stations are placed in those 
positions. 
The minister must focus on the serious issue of public health in country Western Australia. I have said that 
probably three times in the Parliament this week. The issue is not just about facilities. I acknowledge that there 
are new facilities, and they are great, but the issue is really about services and the qualified people who can 
deliver them, particularly in inland major regional towns. These qualified people are covering not huge numbers 
of people but huge areas, and people in those regions need health services. I am not saying that the services 
should be the same as those that people get in Perth, but they should get reasonable health services. I believe my 
question without notice to the Minister for Health today exposed some of those real areas of concern and, as a 
minister, the Minister for Health must take responsibility for that. When talking about facilities and services, I 
must say that councils in country areas are spending millions of dollars on housing and surgeries etc to attract 
and retain doctors. This is really not the responsibility of local governments. They do it because they want to 
provide their constituents with those services, but it is really the state government that should be providing those 
services. There has been a big reaction out there to Christine O’Farrell’s comments that country health is 
becoming “blatantly bloody unsafe”. People are scared and worried about that, and so am I as a country member 
of Parliament, as all country members of Parliament should be. 

I mention travel now in relation to the public in inland areas. People live with this problem every day. We talk 
about costs all the time, yet we force people to travel further and further at greater and greater costs. I will take 
that issue up later. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.31 pm]: This motion is looking at failures in the minister’s portfolio 
areas of health and law and order. I have said several times in this house previously that the minister should wear 
one hat. The opposition states that there are serious failures in both portfolio areas. There are failures in both 
areas because the Attorney General is wearing two hats, and, traditionally, the ministers with those 
responsibilities have focused on failures in one system only.  

I am pleased that the minister’s responses to this house in the past month or so have shown that he is now 
becoming more involved in health issues. I have been quite pleased to hear some of his responses because I think 
that he is now starting to take health a bit more seriously. It is a shame that it has taken so long. He is now 
starting to take it a bit more seriously because health is in crisis; we do have problems. It is all very well for the 
government to talk about the funding it is putting into mental health; however, a review was done of the cannabis 
legislation last year that recommended that the government urgently change that legislation after the review 
highlighted the failures in that legislation. One recommendation was that there should be mandatory education 
for children regarding cannabis. The review gave statistics about how many children are developing mental 
illnesses because they are smoking cannabis. That review was carried out in November, yet five months later no 
changes to that legislation have been put on the table. 

The minister knows that more and more children and adults are suffering from mental illness because of the 
failures in the drug education program. Something needs to be done. It needs to be mandatory that children 
attend those educational programs, and more funding needs to go into that area. There are many 
recommendations in the report.  

One of the good things that I think the minister has done in relation to law and order has been the introduction of 
the State Administrative Tribunal, with the big role that body plays. A report is to be tabled next week on the 
inquiry into the Director of Public Prosecutions and sexual abuse cases. I would like to know from the minister 
how many people are out on bail, having been charged with different offences. What are the waiting lists like? 
How much funding has been going into the system to deal with those people? I would rather see money spent 
there than directed into the terrible prostitution legislation that has just gone through this house. There is not time 
to discuss that legislation now. We have failures in the health system, and there are also failures in law and order. 
Other members in this house could take on the law and order portfolio. It is time the Attorney General handed 
over that mantle and focused solely on health, so that the problems we are currently experiencing in the hospital 
system and the community health system can be dealt with sooner rather than later. There have been misguided 
priorities; therefore, we do not have an optimal law and order system or an optimal health system. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle — Attorney General) [3.35 pm]: I will deal with some of the issues raised by 
members opposite. If I could start with the issue of health consultancies raised by the member for Dawesville. 
Members will recall that late last year in November-December there was public comment about the issuing of 
tenders for at least two consultancies—there may have been more than two—to Dr Neale Fong; one was for 
legal services and the other one was for health sector efficiencies. When I discovered that those tenders had been 
called for—they are not the sorts of things that routinely come to the minister—I directed Dr Neale Fong to 
terminate, or put on hold, the work associated with those two consultancies. They were the consultancies that 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 2 April 2008] 

 p1684c-1698a 
Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Christian 

Porter; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [10] 

involved Jenny Pickworth and Jeff Ovens. That is the starting point. These consultancies had been in effect for a 
number of years, and I directed that the reissuing of the tenders be put on hold. The Corruption and Crime 
Commission then handed down its findings in respect of Dr Neale Fong in January, if my memory serves me 
correctly. It made adverse findings against Neale Fong, as a result of which Neale Fong tendered his resignation. 

In the interview that was shown on ABC television, perhaps a week later, Dr Peter Flett indicated that he would 
be reviewing the consultancies. Among other things, he said that he would expect only the director general’s 
salary—nothing inflated—and that he, as director general, would be moving his office back to the Department of 
Health’s head office in Royal Street. They were essentially the three things that he foreshadowed. 

He then advised me that action had been taken on two of the consultancies. Firstly, Jenny Pickworth had advised 
him that that contract would be terminated, and that was at her initiation. Secondly, he had terminated the 
contract of Jeff Ovens. Therefore, two contracts were terminated, and that is what I reported to Parliament at the 
time. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I will find a copy of Hansard so I can quote this, but you said that two consultancies were 
terminated. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Had been terminated. 

Dr K.D. Hames: You stated that Peter Flett terminated two consultancies; that is what you said. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Without splitting hairs too much, Dr Peter Flett dealt with Jenny Pickworth—I had advised 
him not to re-tender her contract. Dr Neale Fong had terminated, and it was almost a progression that she then 
indicated that she did not wish to be continued, and therefore that contract was terminated. That is what I said. 

The second thing is that Jeff Ovens’ contract was terminated non-consentingly by Dr Flett. If the member for 
Dawesville wants to start splitting hairs, he could always say that Dr Flett was involved in the termination of 
Jenny Pickworth’s contract by accepting her advice that she did not wish to continue. The member can split 
those sorts of hairs. The important thing is that two of the controversial — 

Mr T. Buswell: That is not the impression you tried to create in public. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I will come back to the Leader of the Opposition  about not telling the truth. 

The member for Murdoch spoke a little about the way in which people should accurately answer questions. Let 
me ask the member for Murdoch whether this statement is correct about the sentencing laws that passed the 
Parliament in respect of assaults on public sector officers. Let me read these words — 

If a person does get a sentence for 14 years, which rarely happens, and it is a major problem, that 
sentence will still be reduced by a third; in fact to about nine and a half years. 

That is not correct, is it? 

Mr C.C. Porter: That depends on when the offence was committed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: This is under the new legislation. Let me put it to the member for Murdoch simply. For an 
offence that occurs the day after the new legislation is proclaimed, which will be 27 April 2008, that statement is 
not correct, is it?  

Mr C.C. Porter: What was being spoken about? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Assault causing grievous bodily harm. The member for Murdoch sanctimoniously 
criticises people. I asked the member directly whether this was right or wrong and he squirmed all over the place. 
He knows as well as I do — 

Mr T. Buswell interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Madam Deputy Speaker, I am engaging with the member for Murdoch, not the booming 
boofhead boy from Vasse!  
The member for Murdoch knows that the one-third discount will no longer be applicable as a result of the new 
legislation. That is the truth of the matter. Could he tell his leader? The Leader of the Opposition got it wrong 
this morning and he should go back on radio to correct himself. He rang 6PR this morning and misled listeners, 
and he is not showing any remorse or contrition. His credibility has taken a bit of a battering today. He should 
tell the truth. When he is more experienced, he will learn a bit about that. 
Mr C.C. Porter: What’s the difference between putting a contract on hold and terminating a contract? You used 
both terms. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes, because they were two quite separate processes. 
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Mr C.C. Porter: What’s the difference? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Putting a contract on hold is not the same as going out to re-tender the contract. Tenders 
were called and I asked Dr Fong to not proceed with the issue of those tenders. That was back in November or 
December. 
Mr C.C. Porter: There is no contract to put on hold, then, is there? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes, the existing contracts are there. I asked Dr Fong to not proceed with the renewal of 
those contracts. 
Mr C.C. Porter: I see what you mean; okay. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: That is what I did in December. In February, after the Fong matter had been dealt with by 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, as part of the succession of events surrounding my instruction to not re-
tender, Jenny Pickworth—who was contracted to Dr Fong, if I can put it that way—then advised Dr Peter Flett 
that she would not continue with the contract that was then in place. It was an oral contract because the previous 
contract had terminated, but it was nonetheless a contract. The case of Jeff Ovens was quite different from that; it 
was a termination with three months’ notice. That is what occurred with those two people. The other 
consultancies within the Department of Health have all been reviewed and are now in the process of being 
determined one way or another; they will either continue or not continue. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Do you not see that someone might be upset at being described as having had his contract 
terminated, when in his view he had resigned? A termination of a contract is quite different from a resignation 
from a contract. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Technically it is not. A contract is terminated at the instigation of either party to the 
contract. Technically I think the answer was right. 

Mr T. Buswell: You said Peter Flett had terminated. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes, he was party to the termination. The member is splitting hairs. I am not overly 
interested in that. 

Mr T. Buswell: You’ve been caught out. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: It is better than being caught out not telling the truth.  

Let us go back to the case of Dante Arthurs, because I think it is important to note that Dante Arthurs could not 
have been successfully charged with the most serious offence in the Criminal Code.  

Mr C.C. Porter: He was charged with the most serious — 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes, but it could not be sustained. 

Mr C.C. Porter: But he was charged with it. You said that he could not have been charged with it. He was 
charged with it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Oh, please. The substance of the debate is this: I could charge the member for Murdoch 
with an act of paedophilia, but it could not be sustained because the evidence to support the charge is not there. 
That is the point I was making. I obviously use that as a flippant example and I do not intend anything personal. 
One cannot be charged with an offence that cannot be sustained on the evidence. The problem with the Dante 
Arthurs case was that the evidence could not sustain the more serious charge. That was the view of the Director 
of Public Prosecutions. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Correct. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: For that reason I said that he could not be charged, by which I meant he could not be 
successfully charged with that most serious offence. By the future merging of the offences, someone in a similar 
situation could be charged with the most serious offence, which is murder. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Would a judge have found an intent to kill in a consolidated offence? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: It would not matter; that is my point. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Who would it not matter to? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Why would it matter to the establishment of the elements of the offence? It is no longer an 
element of the offence. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Who would it not matter to? 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY: Let me answer the member’s question. The critical question is whether someone could be 
successfully charged with the most serious offence in the Criminal Code. The answer is that he could not, 
because the court accepted a plea to the lesser offence of murder, and that causes offence. If the most serious 
offence were murder and the person could be charged and convicted of murder, I think the victim’s family and 
supporters would feel that justice had been done because it was an offence at the absolute top level of 
seriousness, and to my mind it deserved a conviction appropriate to the most serious offence in the Criminal 
Code. That is the point I was making. 

Mr C.C. Porter: If there is no finding by the judge of an intent to kill in your collapsed defence, will it be 
possible for the accused to receive the most serious penalty? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes. 

Mr C.C. Porter: You think that he would get a non-parole period and an indefinite sentence in the absence of a 
finding of intent to kill? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes.  

Mr C.C. Porter: That is ridiculous. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: No, it is not, and I will tell the member why. 

Mr T. Buswell interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I advise the Leader of the Opposition to listen; he may learn something. 

There are a range of factors that contribute to the seriousness of an offence. I can quite readily see that a murder 
that was not proved beyond reasonable doubt to have been intended could be far more serious than a murder that 
was intended. If someone points a gun and clinically executes someone else, that is wilful murder; the murderer 
intended to do it. If someone rapes, tortures and degrades a victim—there are many cases of this nature—who 
lapses in and out of consciousness, and all of the surrounding circumstances are much more horrific—for 
example, the victim is a young, mentally retarded child—all of these things contribute to making that sort of 
murder more serious than a wilful murder. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Do you think that Dante Arthurs, under your new offence, would have been indefinitely 
imprisoned, without a finding of intention to kill? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I do not know what the sentence would be, but I do know that Justice McKechnie handed 
down the maximum sentence that the law then allowed him, which was a non-parole period of 13 years. The 
maximum was 14 years. He needed to give a discount for the plea of guilty, so he gave the maximum penalty the 
law allowed him to give. I think that was appropriate, but I think a non-parole period of 13 years is pathetically 
low for such a serious offence. I do not think I will get an argument from the member for Murdoch about that. 

Mr C.C. Porter: You have no disagreement. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I do not know what the presiding judge would have done. I do not know whether it would 
have been the never-to-be-released option, which was not available in the Dante Arthurs case, but will be in 
future. I do not know whether it would be a non-parole period of beyond 14 years. I have no doubt that a judge 
would now give a longer non-parole period than 13 years. We have lifted the ceiling of the maximum non-parole 
period of 30 years, so that it could be 50, 60, 70, 80 or 100 years. All of those things mean beyond any doubt that 
the sentence would have been different, and the family would have been satisfied knowing that the most serious 
offence was charged. That is the point I am making; nothing more than that. 

Mr C.C. Porter: That’s only because you got rid of the other most serious offence. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: That is because Western Australia is the only jurisdiction in Australia that has that and it 
has produced unjust results, such as the result of the Dante Arthurs case. By collapsing the two together into one 
offence, greater justice will be done and greater sentencing outcomes will be achieved. That is the point I am 
making. 

Mr C.C. Porter: He will be found guilty of the most serious offence because you got rid of the other most 
serious offence. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: No, it is still there. It is part of the merger of the two into one to reflect — 

Mr C.C. Porter: But he wouldn’t have been found guilty of that because there would have been no finding of 
intent. That’s correct, isn’t it? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Sorry? 

Mr C.C. Porter: He would not have been found guilty of the more serious — 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY: Of murder? 

Mr C.C. Porter: You said you didn’t get rid of the more serious offence because within the consolidated 
offence you can still have a finding of intent, but that would not have been the case in the Arthurs matter, would 
it? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: It would not have mattered; that is my point. The fact is that he would have been charged 
and found guilty of the most serious offence and would have been sentenced to a far more severe sentence than 
would have been the case, and I think the member agrees with that. 

Mr C.C. Porter: It’s critical. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I think I have dealt with the truth-in-sentencing issue.  
There was some debate during question time about health. When it comes to health policy, the disappointing 
thing about the Liberal Party is that it reflects the way in which health policy has been unfortunately 
mismanaged for decades by both sides of politics until very recent times. Never before in the history of this state 
has there been a specific, coherent plan for the delivery of health services across the board. We now have one; it 
is called the Reid plan. That report was tabled in 2004 and we are setting about providing $5 billion to rebuild, 
strictly in accordance with that plan, the health structure of this state. The key elements of that plan were to 
reduce our reliance on tertiary beds, because they are the most expensive beds. Most people who go to tertiary 
hospitals do not need tertiary care. This government is implementing a reduction in the number of tertiary 
hospital beds. This government is also increasing the number of general hospital beds by a very significant 
expansion at Rockingham hospital, which is currently under construction, and a new hospital at Midland. In 
addition, there will be a very dramatic expansion of the facilities at the Joondalup Health Campus. The net effect 
will be a dramatic increase in the number of beds, which will be a very important shift from tertiary to secondary 
hospital beds and, most significantly, will reflect the contemporary demographic; that is, where people live. We 
will be building hospital facilities, not in locations that will reflect the colonial patterns of settlement around the 
Swan River, but where the population live today; that is, running north-south along the Swan coastal plain. For 
the first time in the history of this state it has a coherent healthcare plan—it is not only about bricks and mortar, 
but it goes into every aspect of health care.  

Earlier this year the government released the maternity services plan that will guide the development of 
maternity facilities throughout the length and breadth of the state. Last year the government announced the 
cancer plan that will lead to two comprehensive cancer centres—one at Fiona Stanley Hospital and the other at 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. All of this has been thought through, is rigorous and enjoys massive clinical 
support. However, what does the Liberal Party do? It cannot resist opportunism, thinking  that it will win a quick 
vote if it says, “We don’t support this element of the plan.” 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Is that what you did in opposition?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: If I go back to when we were in opposition, there was not a coherent plan in place. The 
opposition says that it supports the health reform plan and the Reid report, but it does not. 

Dr K.D. Hames: We support more of it than you do.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Rubbish! We support every element of it. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Get out! Are you going to shut down the maternity services at Osborne Park Hospital?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I will make this point: we must accommodate the changing patterns as they emerge. Since 
the Reid report, one of the big things that have affected this state is the resources boom. Our population is now 
growing at such a rate —  

Dr K.D. Hames: Is that a yes or no answer. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I am answering the member’s question by explaining the situation. Our population is 
growing at such a rate with the influx of people coming here to work, particularly in the resources sector, but not 
exclusively, that we now need to rethink some elements of that plan.  

Dr K.D. Hames: So that means no. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: We need to make some adjustments to ensure that we have adequate maternity services.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Exactly, so that is a no.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I make the point that until a few years ago we had 25 000 births a year in Western 
Australia. That number will exceed 30 000 this year. We have had a massive jump in the past couple of years—a 
real spike—in the number of births. Of course we must make adjustments as new circumstances emerge.  
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Dr K.D. Hames: That was exactly our plan—support the Reid report with adjustments.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: There is no need for the member to yell at me.  

The circumstances have changed. The opposition does not support the maternity services plan.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes we do.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: In that case, why did the Deputy Leader of the Opposition jump up and down about 
something he had been told about; that is, the plan to retain maternity services at Kaleeya because of changed 
circumstances and tried to make a big splash about it in the media and misled his leader in the process?  

Dr K.D. Hames: I made a mistake and I admitted that I made a mistake in the knowledge that you had taken the 
maternity services out of stage 1 of Fiona Stanley Hospital. I had forgotten you said that. That does not change 
the fact that we support the maternity plan; that is, Woodside closing. That is what the Reid report said.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: That is right. Let us get back to the Royal Perth Hospital issue, which is at the heart of the 
whole of the Reid hospital rebuilding program. The opposition’s policy is to retain Royal Perth Hospital.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It certainly is.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: If that occurred, the number of tertiary hospital beds would not be reduced, which is the 
core element of the Reid plan. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes it would, because Royal Perth Hospital will go to 400 beds.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: How can that be done, because Royal Perth will be retained and Fiona Stanley Hospital 
will be built up to 1 000 beds.  
Dr K.D. Hames: There would be 400 beds. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: Where?  
Dr K.D. Hames: At Royal Perth—only 400. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: In toto? 
Dr K.D. Hames: In toto. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: Therefore, another 200 beds will be made available there.  
Dr K.D. Hames: Fewer than that, because there are 200-odd in the north block. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: There are 190 beds in the north block. 
Dr K.D. Hames: I got the figures the other day and it is over 200. It comes out to about 180. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: Therefore, the opposition would build only another 180 beds. 
Dr K.D. Hames: It will have 400 beds, which is the same as the Alfred Hospital. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: Will they all be retained as tertiary beds? 
Dr K.D. Hames: We will not provide for the extra 400 beds that you still have on your clinical services plan for 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and we will be doing the plan for Fiona Stanley Hospital.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Would the opposition’s plan provide for fewer tertiary hospital beds? I do not think it 
would.  
Dr K.D. Hames: It will be fewer than the number planned by this government. Currently, there are 1 800-odd 
beds and our plan is for 1 600-odd beds. It would be about 50 more than is planned by this government. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Did Reid recommend shutting either Royal Perth Hospital or Sir Charles Gairdner 
Hospital? The answer is yes. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, and we would follow the Reid plan more closely than will this government. Did Reid 
recommend 1 000 beds at Fiona Stanley Hospital?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: His methodology, when applied to population growth, would indicate yes.  

Dr K.D. Hames: No, he did not include same-day beds, but the total number of multiday beds at Fiona Stanley 
Hospital is higher. That is correct and we support that.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: The Liberal Party cannot resist adhockery, thinking they will get political benefit from 
building a hospital here and there, devoid of any demonstrated need by the public.  
Dr K.D. Hames: There is no way that you can close Royal Perth. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY: I will throw this at the Deputy Leader of the Opposition: down in his neck of the woods, 
what was his promise to the people of Pinjarra at the last election? Was it a 50-bed hospital?  
Dr K.D. Hames: It was a $40 million package for Peel Health Campus and Pinjarra hospital. The member for 
Murray might be able to tell you.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: I ask the member for Murray what was the opposition’s policy at the last election relating 
to the number of beds at Pinjarra hospital. Was it 40 or 50?  
Mr M.J. Cowper: I recall it being $22 million.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: The Liberal Party, when in power, effectively shut the Pinjarra hospital to build up the Peel 
Health Campus. That was rational and sensible, but there was a marginal seat called Murray. For that reason the 
opposition promised to build a new hospital there because it was a marginal seat. We have the plan and we are 
sticking to it. Every element of it is integrated. The opposition cannot resist the political opportunism devoid of 
any rational health planning. That is the problem with the opposition’s position. That is the reason it will not be 
elected to government.  
Dr K.D. Hames: I am closer to Reid’s recommendations than you.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is not. Even his leader, after he was elected to that 
position, said that the opposition would not build stage 2 of the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
Mr T. Buswell: I did not say that.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY: Yes he did. It was in this chamber that he was pinned down by the member for Alfred 
Cove, who pointed out that it would be a political disaster. No wonder the opposition does not have any seats 
south of the river.  

Mr T. Buswell: Have you been to South Perth or Murdoch?  
Mr J.A. McGINTY: Murdoch and South Perth. 
Dr K.D. Hames: With your plan to close Royal Perth you will not have any seats east of the river. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY: In other words we will head out to the bush before we see the next one. That is half of the 
metropolitan area. How many seats does the opposition have? Why? Because it has opposed the railway and 
Fiona Stanley Hospital. The doctors at Fremantle Hospital campaigned against the opposition at the last election 
because they saw it as the enemy. That was the first time in the history of the world! 
Dr K.D. Hames: You misled them. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY: They knew exactly what it was about. If the opposition wants to be taken seriously, it will 
need to have a coherent policy on health, which currently it does not have.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr C.C. Porter Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 

 

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Ms D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

 

            

Pair 

 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Question thus negatived. 
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