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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.40 pm]:  I move - 

That the house do now adjourn. 

Child Protection, Kimberley - Adjournment Debate 
HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [10.40 pm]:  Today at the coronial inquest into the number of 
Aboriginal deaths in the Kimberley, the Acting Executive Director of the Department of Child Protection, 
Mr John Hancock, told the coroner that his department lacked the capacity to meet the protective needs of 
children in the Kimberley area, particularly those in Fitzroy Crossing, because of difficulties with recruiting and 
retaining suitable staff.  It was not that long ago that the department went on a recruitment drive to employ 300 
child protection workers.  I was led to believe that most of those 300 positions had been filled.  I asked a 
question not too long ago about how many workers there are in Fitzroy Crossing, and I was told that there are 
only two child protection workers in Fitzroy Crossing.  One of the advertised positions for that area has not been 
filled.  That means that the two caseworkers in that area are under the pump.  It has been claimed that staff are so 
overwhelmed that they themselves need counselling.  The high turnover of staff in the Kimberley tells me that 
staff are young or inexperienced or both.  I have said for a long time that the department needs to employ 
experienced fly in, fly out workers in Fitzroy Crossing, because children in that area are not being protected.  
The government is failing in its duty of care.  If the government employed fly in, fly out workers, experienced 
child protection workers could be flown to Fitzroy Crossing for a month at a time, perhaps longer.  They could 
gain experience in remote areas and then fly out again, with a fresh lot of workers being flown in the following 
month.  That could work.  Those workers could be chosen from the pool of child protection workers from around 
the state of which, I am sure, there are many.  Twenty such workers have just completed a diploma of child 
protection at university.  The average age of those 20 workers is 45 years plus.  Many of them have had years of 
experience.  Why cannot the government fly those experienced child protection workers to the Kimberley?   
Forty-one per cent of Indigenous people in remote areas report that assault is a neighbourhood or community 
problem, compared with 12 per cent of those living in non-remote areas.  I am referring to an Australian Institute 
of Health and Welfare study, to which Hon Adele Farina has also referred.  Of the Indigenous people living in 
remote areas, 17 per cent consider sexual assault and 41 per cent consider family violence to be community 
problems.  The comparable figures for non-remote areas is five per cent and 14 per cent.  Mr Hancock also told 
the court that he had deep concerns about the overwhelming prevalence in the Kimberley of alcohol and drug-
affected parents leaving their children with family members who may be unsuited to the task.  He was being very 
polite.  There is no “may be” about it; they are definitely unsuited to the task.   

The headline of an ABC news article on the Internet reads “Public servant: We lack capacity to protect children”.  
That is a terrible indictment on the Department for Child Protection.  The problems in child protection became 
really shocking 15 months ago.  It is interesting that I advocated that the Department for Community 
Development be split into two long before Prudence Ford’s review.  I had great hopes that the department 
restructure would result in a change in its culture.  However, when a man who holds such a senior position as 
does John Hancock says that the department cannot protect these children, I know that the department has not 
changed.  Why should I, the shadow Minister for Child Protection and Communities, stand here to tell the 
government what should be bleeding obvious?  It needs experienced fly in, fly out child protection workers on a 
rolling basis to back up its staff.  Child protection staff are saying that they need counselling.  It is wrong of this 
government to place inexperienced workers in those types of remote communities.   

Some 15 months ago, The West Australian published an article with the headline “Carpenter faces critical test of 
leadership on child protection”.  The article reads -  

Alan Carpenter faces a stark, potentially career-defining choice, though he shows little sign of realising 
this.  The Premier can either continue to make a priority of defending the bureaucratic fortress that is 
the Department for Community Development or he can make the hard decisions needed to offer 
children in peril better chances of safety.  

. . .  

Mr Carpenter has not even neutralised the political problems, his evident intention, far from getting 
anywhere near to dealing with the substantial issue that is crying out for urgent attention - the protection 
of children identified as being exposed to potential harm.  Political bluster will not resolve this, nor will 
bureaucrats reviewing one another.   

How long did it take Mr Carpenter to release the report written by Lieutenant General Sanderson about what is 
going on in the Aboriginal community?  He wanted to keep it hidden - and for a good reason.  We have been 
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talking about this issue in Parliament for the past four years.  I have raised this issue week after week, yet 
nothing has changed.  Staff are still under pressure.  Two and a half years ago the then Minister for Community 
Development said that the Carpenter government’s ongoing commitment is to ensure that Western Australian 
children have every opportunity to achieve their potential.  Which children was the minister talking about?  The 
children up north are certainly not getting an opportunity to achieve their potential.  She also said that the 
government would provide the single greatest allocation of additional funding in the history of the department.  
That is still not enough.  She also said that additional staff had been provided because the government had 
listened to concerns from the department about workloads.  Staff are still under enormous pressure.  There is a 
high staff turnover and caseloads are not the acceptable one to 15 ratio.  The minister also said that funding 
would enhance the capacity of department staff, thereby improving the quality of care for vulnerable children 
and their families.  She said that funding would reduce caseloads, improve case management and reduce staff 
turnover.  I would like to know whether staff turnover in the Kimberley is as high as staff turnover in the Perth 
office.   

I am extremely disappointed that nothing has changed.  We lack the capacity to protect our children.  The 
Minister for Child Protection has a duty of care to these children.  I want to know what the government is going 
to do about this issue.  Will the government do what I suggest and employ fly in, fly out workers?  All the 
government would have to do is find somewhere decent for those workers to live.  Perhaps such workers could 
take their families with them for the month that they are sent to work in the Kimberley.  Something needs to be 
done, and it needs to be done now.  We are seeing shocking scenes on television of these remote communities - it 
does not matter whether it is Kununurra, Fitzroy Crossing or Halls Creek - where these little tackers are running 
around surrounded by dogs, there are mattresses on the ground, and they are living in filthy houses.  It is not the 
government’s fault by any means that they are living in filthy houses.  However, certainly a lot more can be done 
to protect these little ones than is being done now.   

Labor Party Caucus Move to Expel Members of the Legislative Council - Adjournment Debate 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [10.50 pm]:  Before the house adjourns tonight, I want to 
respond to some of the comments that were made by Hon Norman Moore during the adjournment debate last 
night.  It is very important to note that Hon Norman Moore made the suggestion that the Premier is pre-empting 
the process and is denying members of this chamber natural justice.  I want to make sure that members of this 
chamber understand, and are reminded of, the processes that have been followed with respect to the matters that 
Hon Norman Moore spoke about last night.  Allegations were made.  Those matters were referred to a select 
committee.  That committee reported to this house.  The report of that committee contained a number of 
recommendations, some of which Hon Norman Moore referred to in his comments last night.  The committee 
made findings.  If members read the report, they will see that it made very clear findings about those members, 
to which those members were afforded natural justice and due process.  The report also contained a number of 
recommendations about how the committee proposed the house should handle those matters.  The committee 
made findings with respect to contempt regarding disclosures.  It made findings with respect to contempt 
regarding providing false answers.  It also made findings that some criminal offences may have occurred, and 
that those matters need to be referred for further investigation, and be brought back and dealt with in another 
place by the appropriate authorities.  Members should not forget, and I urge members to make sure that they 
understand this point, that in the issues regarding contempt, the processes have been followed and the findings 
have been made.  It is now up to the house to determine how it handles that and how it responds to that with 
respect to punishment.  The report also made a recommendation about how the matters relating to criminal 
charges should be dealt with in this place.   

Therefore, for Hon Norman Moore to come into this place last night and suggest that natural justice has been 
denied is plainly wrong.  Hon Norman Moore made a litany of comments about how these two members should 
be presumed innocent.  I have no disagreement that in respect of criminal charges, members should be given the 
presumption of innocence.  However, in respect of contempt of Parliament, a select committee of this Parliament 
was charged with the job of finding out whether there had been a contempt of Parliament, and it has come back 
to this place and given us a very clear finding.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  An argument can be made that the comments last night did, in part, 
anticipate debate in this house.  One of the reasons that I am giving Hon Ken Travers some latitude is that, in 
part, he is responding to those comments.  Hon Ken Travers knows the rules.  Hon Ken Travers can talk about 
the question of contempt and the question of parliamentary privilege, but let us not anticipate the particular 
debate. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, Mr Deputy President.  I am fully cognisant of that point.  When the debate was 
occurring last night, I took great interest in that point.  The point that the Deputy President has made is 
absolutely right.  This matter has been in the public domain.  While responding to the comments of the Leader of 
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the Opposition, I am trying to avoid pre-empting the debate that this house will need to have.  I do appreciate 
your indulgence, Mr Deputy President, because it is very important, as we go into the debate next week, that 
members are informed about what we will be dealing with in our response to the report.  The suggestion by the 
Leader of the Opposition last night that we were trying to hang the two members of this house, and then try them 
afterwards, is just blatantly false.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  This is where Hon Simon O’Brien is just not understanding.  I do not know how we can 
make him understand.  I urge the member to look at these matters and look at the fact that the privilege 
committee has made findings that clearly say that these false answers are also a contempt of Parliament.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I know all that.  What is your point? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Well, the point that I make is that regardless of what happens with the criminal charges, 
this house must deal with, and always must deal with, issues regarding contempt of Parliament.  The Premier has 
made it very clear that, in his view, with respect to the contempts of Parliament by those members, for which we 
have had due process, for which natural justice has been applied, and about which findings have been made, the 
appropriate punishment is expulsion.  Members in this place, when we get to the debate next week, will be given 
a choice about whether they agree or disagree that that is an appropriate punishment.  That is an issue that 
members -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Can I ask you one thing, so that you can help me in my education?  This is with your 
indulgence.  I see that you are ready to receive an interjection. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Well, if the member gets on with it, I am.  I have limited time.  Can we stop the clock 
for this one? 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  What if a member, even a former minister, commits a contempt by releasing an entire 
draft report to an interested party and allowing that party to redraft it, and then brings it back and takes it to the 
chairman of the committee, of which he is also a member, and rewrites that report to reflect what that interested 
party wants?  Is that an expellable matter? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I get the member’s point, and my time is running out, but I am happy to respond to it.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Your time certainly is running out! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  There are two contempts that we could look at.  There is the contempt that the member 
is talking about -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What about the hypocrisy of your bloody Premier? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Let me make my point.  The member has made his interjection - or his speech.  He 
should give me time to respond.  The hypothetical contempt that the member is relaying to the house-  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I was referring to Bowler, and you know it!. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The hypothetical contempt, because we do not want to pre-empt debate - 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The contempt in relation to the releasing and the disclosing of information from the 
committee is one contempt.  The member will find in the report that we will be dealing with that there are issues 
regarding the contempt of the unauthorised disclosure of information.  There is then a second contempt of 
members denying that they had passed on that information.  Had the member that Hon Simon O’Brien is talking 
about gone to the privilege committee and denied and lied about what he had done, he would have committed a 
second contempt.  That contempt is a far more serious contempt.  If the member wants some examples to look at 
in his homework for the weekend, I urge him to look at the Profumo case.  I know that occurred a long time ago, 
but the reality of the issue of contempt and parliamentary privilege is that it occurs very seldom, and, when it 
does occur, it is often hard to prove.  Therefore, there are limited examples, but some very clear cases can be 
found if we go back in time.  In the Profumo case, after the allegations had been made, he went into the house 
and clearly lied and denied those allegations to the house, and the house found him in grave contempt.  It is clear 
that if he had not resigned from the house at the time, he would have been expelled from the house.   

The question that members need to consider is that the issue is not the first contempt of divulging the 
deliberations of a committee.  The issue is the second and more serious contempt of members having those 
allegations put to them and then continuing to lie.  That is the more serious contempt.  Members need to think 
very hard about how they will deal with that matter of contempt - not the first contempt, for which a lesser 
penalty would be appropriate, but the second contempt.  I suspect that were the government to come in next 
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week and put forward a position in this Parliament of expulsion without having pre-warned members of this 
house, the argument put by members would be, “But you did not warn us.  You should have told us in advance 
what your position was going to be.”  That is what the Premier has done.   
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I have read the report, and the issue is that the house will have to make a decision next 
week.  However, I do not want to pre-empt the debate.  We will have that debate next week.  I am trying to 
respond to the comments of the Leader of the Opposition.  Views have been put forward.  Are members on the 
other side honestly going to tell me that they will not discuss how they will respond to this matter in their party 
room next week?  Are they honestly going to say that they will not consider these matters and that they will not 
have a position to bring to this house next week?  The Premier has put his position out there for them to consider.  
If they do not want to accept it, that is fine.  However, we are making our position very clear, because people 
need to think long and hard about the precedent we will set in the future about members being able to come into 
this place and, having had allegations made against them, lie about those allegations. 
However, I will go back to the claim that due process was not followed.  I want to make it very clear that 
allegations were made, and an inquiry was set up and held.  Due process was followed in that inquiry, and there 
was natural justice in that inquiry.  That inquiry brought down findings, and those findings were reported to the 
house.  Now it is appropriate that the house consider those recommendations and determine the appropriate 
penalties. 

Education, Behaviour Management and Pastoral Care - Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [11.01 pm]:  Behaviour management and pastoral care are 
vital issues in any school environment.  If we were to ask any teacher or any parent where those issues rest in 
their priorities in choosing a school, they would say right at the top on almost every occasion.  I think I am on 
fairly safe grounds when I say that the drift to private education in recent years has been largely due to the fact 
that, rightly or wrongly, parents perceive the private sector as having more effective strategies to deal with 
behaviour management.  As I said, rightly or wrongly, there is certainly a perception out there. 
Hon Kate Doust:  I don’t think that is always why they make that choice. 
Hon PETER COLLIER:  That is what I said.  I said rightly or wrongly.  Certainly, I do not necessarily agree.  
There are a plethora of issues as to why people choose a private education for their children, but it is certainly 
one of the most significant of those issues. 
On 16 June this year, the Minister for Education and Training issued a media release headed “Crackdown on 
student behaviour”.  I will read part of that media release, because it was about the three behaviour management 
centres that he had announced would be established.  It states - 

The Minister said three trial behaviour centres for secondary students, expected to be operational by 
October this year, would be set up in Fremantle, Canning and Kalgoorlie. 

. . . McGowan said the centres were part of a broader behaviour management strategy that he had asked 
the Department of Education and Training to develop soon after becoming Minister. 

Other elements included: 

•  trialling Saturday morning counselling as an alternative to suspending students; 

•  using senior level, specially trained psychologists to provide strategic support and advice 
directly to schools on the most challenging cases; and 

•  refocussing the roles of hundreds of school psychologists to include more direct support to 
schools. 

The Minister said improving student discipline and behaviour was a key priority for the Carpenter 
Government. 

The minister identified a number of areas involving changes and improvements to behaviour management and, 
dare I say it, pastoral care within our schools.  That was on 16 June. 

In the budget estimates session on 21 June this year, I decided to pursue that area.  Through the minister 
representing the Minister for Education and Training, I asked the Director General of the Department of 
Education and Training a couple of questions in this regard.  I said - 

What is the anticipated cost of those trial centres; - 
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That is, the behaviour management trial centres - 

is there a projected number of students who will be involved in those centres; and how will their 
success or otherwise be determined? 

Ms O’Neill’s response was -  

The recent announcement about the three behaviour centres really is in response to a very small number 
of students, so we are not talking about just naughty kids, but those students who probably are having 
multiple problems, sometimes including mental health issues.  Therefore, it really is targeted at the very 
pointy end, I guess, as we describe it, of students in secondary schools. 

Therefore, we need to identify that a minuscule number of students will be involved.  It is not dealing with 
across-the-board behaviour management strategies in our schools, which are desperately needed.   

I then asked another question with regard to pastoral care - 

I have a question associated with that.  Pastoral care is a vital component of any school community, of 
course.  In Department of Education and Training schools, what is the formula for the allocation of 
school psychologists?   

Ms O’Neill responded - 

The rule-of-thumb ratio is one school psychologist to 2 000 students. 

That is obviously hopelessly inadequate.  I then asked - 

Do any other counselling services exist in our schools for students and staff? 

She replied - 

Certainly, in schools there are chaplains. 

The chaplains are largely funded through the federal government.  She continued - 

We make use from time to time of primepsych and departmental funded services when that specific 
capacity is needed to support our schools.  The range is generally through the school psychologists, but 
there are other means. 

That is the extent of the explanation as to what the Department of Education and Training does and provides in 
terms of pastoral care.   

We then had the winter recess.  On 22 October, several weeks after our return, in an interview on radio 6PR with 
Simon Beaumont the Minister for Education and Training responded in the following way concerning the 
behaviour management centres.  We should remember that he announced they would be opening in October in 
his media release of 16 June.  Part of the exchange was - 

Minister - “The three behaviour management centres are for ‘violent and disruptive students’” 

Qn - “Where will they be situated?” 

Minister - “We are going to come up with three trial centres which are due to open in the next month or 
so.  One will be in the Fremantle district - I haven’t got the exact location to hand.  One in the Canning 
District and one in Kalgoorlie.” 

Qn - “Will they be on existing school grounds?” 
Minister - “One will be, I think.  The other two will be off school grounds.” 

In the very month that the trial centres were meant to be opening the minister did not know where they were 
going to be.  I thought I would seek clarification.  We should remember that the interview was on 22 October.  
On 23 October I put the following questions to the minister - 

I refer the minister to his announcement of 16 June 2007 to establish three trial behaviour centres.  
(1) What is the precise location of each of the centres, which are due to open in several weeks?  
(2) How many staff will be located at each of the three centres?  
(3) How many students will each centre cater for once established?  
(4) What criteria will exist for disruptive students?  
(5) Who will make the determination for the students to be placed at each of the three centres?  
(6) What is the anticipated cost of operation for each of the three centres?  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 21 November 2007] 

 p7487b-7495a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Peter Collier; Hon 

Norman Moore 

 [6] 

One would assume that the centres should have been opened by that stage and that the minister should have had 
some idea.  It was a no-brainer.  He should have been able to provide a response.  However, in what is becoming 
almost a cliché with responses to ministerial questions, I got the following response from the minister - 

Information in the time required is not available. Therefore, I ask the honourable member to place the 
question on notice.   

The minister could not tell me about the three behaviour management centres which, purportedly, should have 
been open.  I got a colleague of mine, John Castrilli, member for Bunbury, to ask exactly the same questions of 
the minister in the other place the very next day.  He got a response, albeit quite flawed.  The response to exactly 
the same questions was as follows - 

The member for Bunbury is correct: we will open three behaviour centres, and we expect they will be 
opened very shortly.  Indeed, one is already open.  Three centres will be trialled.  They will be located 
in the Canning district, Fremantle and Kalgoorlie.  I cannot tell the member their exact locations, but 
one will be located on a school’s grounds and the other two will be located off school grounds.  The 
exact number of students that will be accommodated at each centre is a matter for each centre and will 
be determined by their design.  We are getting a range of designs so that we can investigate different 
types of models.  My understanding, from memory, is that the centre in Belmont -  

He actually knew that it was in Belmont - 
currently has 26 students.  Each centre will be staffed appropriately.   

To date the three behaviour management centres are still not open.  I then addressed the other areas that the 
minister talked about in his media release concerning school psychologists.  I asked the following questions - 

(1) How many schools have trialled Saturday morning counselling as an alternative to suspending 
students, as per the minister’s directive?  

(2) How many senior level specially trained psychologists have provided strategic support and 
advice directly to schools on the most challenging cases since the minister’s directive?  

(3) How have the roles of hundreds of school psychologists been refocused to include more direct 
support to schools?   

The response was given by the Minister for Fisheries as the Minister for Local Government was unavailable that 
day.  The response was - 

I thank Hon Peter Collier for some notice of the question.  However, I believe the answer supplied by 
the Minister for Education and Training is deficient, so I will take the question on notice.   

I then got a call from someone from the question office two days later.  That person said that the minister had 
responded and he was happy with the response.  On the next day of sitting I put the question again and I got the 
following response - 

These initiatives will be implemented in 2008 as part of the broader behaviour management strategy.   
No wonder the Minister for Fisheries thought it was a deficient response.  So much for the grand plan with 
regard to behaviour management and pastoral care! 
I looked at the section on pastoral care in the Department of Education and Training’s annual report.  It states - 

The Department articulated its commitment to pastoral care in the core values expressed in the Plan for 
Government Schools 2004-2007.  To ensure that proposed initiatives were supported by evidence, three 
pieces of research were commissioned and were completed by February 2006. 

On 15 November I asked - 

(1) Will the minister table the three pieces of research into pastoral care commissioned by DET? 

(2) If not, why not? 

The response was - 

“Caring for our Children” has been published on the department’s website.  “Pastoral Care and 
Education”, prepared by Edith Cowan University, was recently completed and is being used by the 
department in pastoral care planning for the system.  It will be made available on the department’s 
website.  The third document was a consultative process for schools rather than a report and is being 
incorporated into pastoral care planning. 

So much for the annual report, which, I repeat, states - 
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. . . three pieces of research were commissioned and were completed by February 2006.   

The response does not reflect the annual report.  I think the annual report is inaccurate.  There are some very real 
concerns about behaviour management and pastoral care delivery in our public schools.  Is there any real plan for 
pastoral care?  Are there any effective management systems in our schools?  Is there any vision on behalf of the 
government on pastoral care in our schools?  I think not.   

Labor Party Caucus Move to Expel Members of the Legislative Council - Adjournment Debate 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.12 pm]:  I want to take a 
quick moment to respond to comments made by Hon Ken Travers tonight.  The issue that was before the other 
house today related to the expulsion of members.  It does not have anything to do with the report of the Select 
Committee of Privilege on a Matter Arising in the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations.  
The report does not recommend that anybody be expelled at all.  Today the Premier moved to have two members 
of Parliament expelled before the Legislative Council has considered the recommendations of the select 
committee of privilege.  That is why I said that members of the Labor Party want to hang these people before 
they are tried.  The trial has not yet been undertaken.  In fact, the preliminary work - the work done by the 
committee - is but the forerunner to a process that is ultimately determined by this house.  The recommendations 
of the committee are but recommendations until such time as the house considers those recommendations and 
makes a judgement about them.  However, if Hon Ken Travers wants this house to adopt all those 
recommendations without debate, he should just say so. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Any discussion on the specific report, which is now an order 
of the day, can be dealt with in due course.  Let us not argue about the proposed report. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers said tonight that this house should accept, without question, the 
findings and, presumably, the recommendations of the select committee of privilege.  If that is his position, that 
is all very well; he is entitled to have it.  He should also accept the other recommendation, that expulsion is not 
appropriate in this case.  We cannot have one without the other.  Hon Ken Travers and his Premier are prepared 
to say that they accept everything that is said in that report and they agree with all the findings of guilt but they 
ignore the bit about the expulsion because that does not suit their purpose.  Their purpose has nothing to do with 
this report, nothing to do with parliamentary privilege and nothing to do with telling lies.  It is all to do with 
getting rid of one of their members who is not going to vote for them.  Hon Shelley Archer has already said that 
she will not vote for the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007 and for their attempt to give the President a vote.  
She has already said that she is looking forward to making her own judgements about issues instead of being 
bound by a caucus that constrains people from arguing the case that I am arguing today and have been the last 
couple of days.   
There are people in Hon Ken Travers’ party who do not for one minute agree with what his Premier has done 
today.  They are absolutely horrified.  The motion was changed in the Assembly because Labor members could 
not get their own party to agree with it.  The original proposal, announced by the Premier on the steps of 
Parliament House, was to move a motion in the Assembly to expel two members of the upper house.  It was an 
absolutely outrageous proposition and that is what he told the media.  He then went into Parliament and found he 
could not get his own members to agree, so what did he do?  He moved a different motion from the one he told 
the media he was going to move.  It was an outrageous abuse - 
Hon Ken Travers:  You would do anything not to offend Noel Crichton-Browne. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I beg your pardon, log?  Is Hon Ken Travers accusing me of something? 
THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members.  When these sorts of things degenerate, 
all sorts of things are said, some of which I hear and some of which I do not hear, because of the level of 
interjections.  The Leader of the Opposition has the call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I did not hear the interjection, I heard a name.  If Hon Ken Travers is associating me 
with that person, he should say so outside; I am happy to discuss the matter with him there, along with the 
processes that that would normally entail. 

Today we have seen an outrageous abuse of the processes of the Legislative Assembly by the Premier and his 
government, much to the shame and embarrassment of half of his colleagues.  The government is doing 
something at the moment that has no precedent in this Parliament since it started.  Not one person has been 
expelled from this Parliament in its history, yet the government is prepared to say of this report, without any 
debate in this chamber, that two members should be expelled from Parliament because of the Labor Party’s 
political problem; namely, that an ex-member will no longer vote for the things the party wants her to vote for.  
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The Labor Party wants to replace her with another sycophant who will do as she is told, which is what the Labor 
Party does.   

Hon Ken Travers:  If you actually follow the timing of this, your logic falls into a heap.  The Premier came out 
straightaway and said they should be expelled from the party, and before Hon Shelley Archer made any 
comments about how she was going to vote, he called for her expulsion from the house, so your logic is wrong, 
Mr Moore.  But I want to know: do you accept the findings or are you in denial? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Hon Ken Travers, a reasonable interjection is one thing, but that will do. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What a seriously ridiculous statement. 

The first thing the Premier did was to say that Hon Shelley Archer was to be sacked from the Labor Party 
because of this report.  It was the first thing he said, so she resigned.  That was the story for last week.  She then 
resigned from the Labor Party and her announcement to the media was that she was no longer going to vote for 
the things she did not have to vote for. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We can adjourn the house now if we are going to have three 
members speaking at the same time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Premier’s strategy last week was that Hon Shelley Archer should resign from 
the Labor Party.  He said that she should resign and that if she did not, he would sack her.  She resigned, and in 
her resignation speech she actually told the whole world how well she felt about it because she could now vote 
according to her conscience on issues such as prostitution, the President’s vote and all the other conscience 
issues that had been worrying her for some time.  What happened next?  That is when the Premier said that she 
would have to be expelled from Parliament.  The penny had dropped.  I cannot believe how stupid the Premier 
was to go ahead and expel her from the Labor Party and not for one minute contemplate the consequences of 
that.  Now the consequences have come home to roost.  What does the Premier do?  He abuses the processes of 
Parliament to try to get rid of her.  His problem is that he cannot make this house sack Hon Shelley Archer.  
Even if she is as guilty as sin, he cannot get Hon Shelley Archer sacked because it is a decision of this chamber; 
it is not his decision or the Legislative Assembly’s decision.  That is how it should be.  I am reading this report 
meticulously because I am anxious to make the right decisions about people’s livelihoods.  Should they be 
sacked and have their income taken away from them?  Members opposite are from the Labor Party and the 
unions; they are supposed to look after working people, yet they want to sack two people from their jobs for 
reasons of basic party political expediency.   

This also means that some people might ultimately go to jail.  That is a serious matter.  Even though the 
committee said they should not be expelled, that may be what the government suggests to this chamber.  That is 
a very significant matter.  I am therefore going through the committee’s report, as every government member of 
this chamber should do and not listen to their bloody Premier.  They should read the report and make their own 
decision about the future of individual people.  Are government members going to destroy their lives?  Are they 
going to see people go to jail without considering the report in the most meticulous way possible and without 
making the proper judgement about these matters?  I will make a judgement when we debate the report in this 
chamber.  If ultimately people go to jail as a result of what they have done and after we have given proper 
consideration to the issues, that is bad luck for them. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you saying you’ll never have a discussion in your party room about it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I wish Hon Ken Travers would keep his mouth shut for five seconds and let me 
finish what I am saying. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You don’t want to answer that question, do you? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I beg your pardon? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Will you discuss it in the party room? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Discuss what in the party room? 

Hon Ken Travers:  How you’ll vote in this chamber? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course we have not. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Will you? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We will consider the issues in the party room, as Hon Ken Travers has.  However, 
we do not have a rule that says we must vote according to the party’s decision and that otherwise we will be 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 21 November 2007] 

 p7487b-7495a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Peter Collier; Hon 

Norman Moore 

 [9] 

expelled.  We do not actually do it like that, Mr Travers; it is time he learnt a thing or two about politics.  Hon 
Ken Travers has spent all of his life in the caucus arrangement and when he is told what to do by the power 
brokers - he is a putative broker - he does as he is told.  We do not have that sort of situation in our party; we 
make our own judgements, and I will make my own judgments about this matter, too.  However, I give credit to 
the committee; it has done an extraordinary job.  It may well be that the house agrees with everything it says, but 
until it does, what the committee has said in its report are simply recommendations.  They are recommendations 
of a committee of privilege which this house - 

Hon Ken Travers:  And findings. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  And findings, if Hon Ken Travers likes, but the findings have no validity in the 
context of their applicability to anybody.  They are findings of a committee that have led to recommendations to 
the house, and the house will make a decision on them.  Indeed, in respect of giving false evidence, I suspect the 
courts will ultimately decide that; and that is the place for it to happen, albeit that Hon Ken Travers might want 
this house to have a say in that as well.  

Question put and passed.  

House adjourned at 11.21 pm 

__________ 
 
 


