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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [5.45 pm]:  Before question time I was telling members how I 
was about to embark on a train in Victoria Park, and I was also making reference to the $14.3 million spent to 
utilise and introduce a team of 50 transit police to patrol the metropolitan rail system.  As I got off the train it 
was rather frightening because a group of youths got off with me, but, fortunately, at the bottom of station, were 
the transit police in one of their vans.  I know of the problem in Victoria Park, as I am a great utiliser of the 
public rail system in Western Australia.  I use it regularly because when I have the odd drink in Northbridge, I 
catch a train home.  I am a law-abiding citizen so I use public transport.  Our train system is very good; however, 
I have never been on a bus and I do not remember how to get on one.  As I am the duty justice of the peace in 
Victoria Park, the railway police regularly bring people from the trains to my home on Friday and Saturday 
nights.  They are disorderly and have perhaps cut loose in the train and not paid their fares.  I hope that the 50 
transit police are not just debt or fare collectors to go on the trains.  I hope that they are used to police the system 
and keep it safe for people, like me, who use it.   

I assume that employing 50 transit police is not a cost-effective way of collecting incremental revenue, as the 
Multanovas do.  One of the problems on the roads involves Multanovas, and I hear that the number will increase 
with more sophisticated models that can do more than just result in a fine for a driver breaking the speed limit.  
Another concern is that the Government has spent $14.3 million on 50 additional police officers for the rail 
system.  Most people leaving the rail system get on a bus.  The present bus system is more expansive than the 
rail system and carries its fair share of riders from Mandurah to Joondalup, but I do not know whether any police 
officers will be utilised to patrol the bus system. 

One of the big problems on the rail system is scrattiti, which is an updated name for a type of graffiti.  Graffiti is 
done with spray paint, and scrattiti is done with a knife, a hatchet or whatever. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Otherwise known as vandalism. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I would like to know what is being done in the justice system to address the scrattiti 
problem.  It is becoming more of a problem in our transport systems, in which we see names and obscenities 
carved on the backs of seats of trains and buses and on windows.  Scrattiti is also prominent in the car parks of 
major shopping centres - my wife’s sports car had a dreadful word carved on the bonnet of it recently and I had 
to get the vehicle repainted.  This system of attacking public and private property is very concerning.  If the 
transit police can catch these offenders, I hope they can brought to justice.  If most of the crime is perpetrated by 
juveniles, how can bus or train operators defend themselves when they do not have access to police?  Also, 
because of inadequacies in the juvenile justice system, invariably these offenders are not brought to justice or 
they are acquitted time and again.  I have been in the justice system and sat in the Court of Petty Sessions, and I 
know how the system works.  Many offenders continue to be let off in the hope that they will adopt a better way 
of life. 

Let us look at the money spent on the recruitment of Aboriginal liaison officers.  I refer to page 16 of budget 
paper No 1, which reads - 

$5.2 million will be spent to recruit a minimum of ten Aboriginal Liaison Officers each year.   

When I did the sums, that worked out to $130 000 a year over four years for each Aboriginal liaison officer.  In 
comparison, 50 transit police equates to $70 000 a year over four years for each officer.  In addition, the 
Treasurer guaranteed that the Aboriginal liaison officers will be Aboriginals, as they are in tune with the 
concerns and the culture of their people.  That is fair, because they understand what is happening and the 
problems, and they probably can address them better than anyone else could.   

So that the recruitment process does not eat up most of these moneys, I remind members that if the Government 
utilises the Australian Job Network it will cost one cent to advertise for prospective employees on a touch screen.  
The Government will retain the right to be fully in control of whom it chooses from a short list of applicants.  
These applicants will be chosen by trained employment consultants, many of whom work for charitable 
organisations such as Mission Australia and the Salvation Army.   

I find it amusing when I read about the premium property tax in the budget papers, since we all know that the 
Treasurer has withdrawn that.  However, I remind my fellow members that the premium property tax was to be 
levied on 900 properties in the metropolitan area and was expected to broaden the state tax base by a whopping 
$12 million over 2001-02.  Members will find these figures on page 9 of budget paper No 1.  That entailed a 
huge disproportionate tax burden on each of the properties involved.  What was the Government’s motivation for 
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implementing a tax of this nature?  I feel that, possibly, this was a move to put the toe in the water to see how the 
public felt.  The Government thought it would try 900 people first, and if they did not squawk perhaps it could 
reduce the property value to $750 000.  If those affected still did not squawk perhaps the property value could be 
reduced to $500 000.  In that way we could have seen the tax applied to dwellings valued at $200 000, and the 
Australian dream of a house with a white picket fence would be taxed and all of us would cop it.  The 
withdrawal of the premium property tax by Hon Eric Ripper was a move forward.  The premium property tax 
was an attempt to test the water to see what the reaction would be.  Some of the 900 people could probably 
afford to pay that tax, but there were definitely a lot of people who could not afford to pay it, so it was an unfair 
tax.  What would have happened if a family was not able to pay the tax or some people were in a negative 
situation?  Would the people who inherited the property in 10, 12 or 15 years down the track, when the debt had 
accumulated, be expected to pay the deferred tax on the property or lose the property?   

As a member for the Agriculture Region I will now speak of other budget related items that are of concern 
mainly in my electorate.  Page 230 of budget paper No 2 on the agriculture division reads in part -  

The Department continued to assist local milk processors to identify market opportunities in Asia.  The 
process led to several million dollars worth of export orders during 2000-01.  The Department also 
assisted local processors in their successful efforts to enter the Japanese cheese market.   

It is heartening to know that the processors are doing well, but that is at the expense of the farmers and others 
involved in primary industry.  It is possible that the Government’s assistance to processors will be so successful 
in boosting export markets to Asia that the lack of assistance to the primary producers will see the inputs into 
processing lagging behind.  We all know what deregulation did to the dairy industry, particularly in Queensland 
and Western Australia; the casualties are still mounting.   

While I am on the subject of primary producers, I am overjoyed that the Government has finally recognised the 
plight of the farmer battling against the curse of salinity.  Page 20 of budget paper No 1 reads, in part - 

Our fight against salinity in Western Australia will see the following new initiatives: 

commencement of the new Cooperative Research Centre for plant-based management of 
dryland salinity; 

completion of the first round of Rapid Catchment Appraisals that has provided an assessment 
of salinity risk options for approximately 2.5 million hectares; 

In my short time in Parliament and my long time in agriculture, I know that salinity is a great problem in 
Western Australia.  Salinity is not a new thing.  It is not a trendy word that has come out in the past five or 10 
years.  Western Australia has always had salt lakes, but the real curse of salinity was recognised in about 1916.  
We have talked about salinity for 80-odd years, and we still do not seem to be any further ahead.  I refer to a 
1954 edition of The Countryman - I think it was 10 October - which published a young girl’s essay on salinity 
and the salt lakes around Wagin.  The lakes are still there and they are getting bigger year by year.   

There have been many ideas about how to overcome salinity.  I see in the budget papers that the Government 
will address the problem.  However, my main fear is that the Government will address it by putting in another 
series of piezometers.  Agriculture WA has driven probably 10 000 piezometers into the ground.  The ground is 
like a pincushion and if we pulled them all out at this stage the ground would probably sink.  Piezometers were 
tried by the Liberal Government, and I am not saying that what the Labor Party is doing is a new thing.  The 
Labor Government’s approach to the problem of salinity has not changed from that taken by the previous 
Government, even though it has increased funding in this year’s budget.  Hon Wilson Tuckey says that 
$750 million is available for salinity for Western Australia.  He has blamed the Labor Party in Western Australia 
and the previous Court Government for not signing an agreement with the federal Government that involved 
spending on a dollar for dollar basis.  We will hopefully overcome that in the next six to 12 months.  Salinity is 
the curse of the bush.  There is no question about that.  We need this funding to address salinity.  I know that 
salinity is being addressed with piezometers, which have been driven into the ground, and tree planting, which 
has not been as successful in some areas as in others.  However, there is no magic cure.   

We have been talking about salinity for 80-odd years and it is about time we took a punt on different methods 
that are available, such as deep drainage.  I would like to know how much of this funding will go into deep 
drainage.  That works on the lowlands, because the water level is a lot higher.  The drainage runs through to the 
creek system in two metre by two metre deep drains.  The volume of water flowing out of the lowlands is 
incredible, and the results are unbelievable.  I was in Westonia last Tuesday.  There is an area in Westonia, 
which is 200 metres on either side of the drain, where some of the paddocks have not been used since 1954.  
That area is in the third year of a drainage program, and this year they will get 10 bags to the acre.  It is 
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incredible for barren land to be brought back to production.  The budget papers show that the Government is 
allowing for plant-based management in drylands.   

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.30 pm 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I was referring to the Government’s policy which addresses our salinity problem.  In the 
budget papers the Government has stated that its fight against salinity in Western Australia will see the following 
new initiatives: the commencement of a new cooperative research centre for plant-based management of dry-
land salinity, and the completion of the first round of the rapid catchment appraisals that has provided an 
assessment of the salinity risk options for approximately 2.5 million hectares. 

The salinity problem in Australia is out of control.  In Western Australia, which is our main concern, this 
problem has been looked at and appraised.  Every time a new Government is elected or a budget comes out, the 
problem is addressed.  Committees are put together to look at the problem.  New research officers are employed 
and new carloads of piezometers are sent out to be driven into the ground.  During the dinner break I was asked 
what is a piezometer.  It is a measuring gauge that is inserted into the ground to measure salt and water levels.  
Piezometers are continually monitored.  I believe country rural Western Australia must contain 10 000 
piezometers measuring the problem.  I was at a farm in Westonia on Tuesday.  People could dig a hole in the 
ground there and look at the water levels.  They would not need a piezometer, because they could see the 
problem of the salt levels.   

One of the great responses to saving our beautiful heartland is to plant trees.  Although planting trees is good to a 
certain extent, planting them in ground with a rising salt level means that the tree roots hit the salt and the tree 
subsequently dies.  There are many fixes for the problem of salinity.  One hopes that the Government will go 
further than having forums in the countryside and having people speaking on the results.  One hopes that the 
Government will do more than have a few new field officers subsequently reporting back and telling us what we 
already know.  I suggest that we talk to farmers who have been on the land all their lives and who have watched 
the degradation of the beautiful soil of their farmland.  They are trying to resolve the problems themselves.  A 
farmer who is living off the land does not put to the back of his mind salinity problems that are costing him his 
good farming earth and his livelihood.  We should involve more farmers in finding solutions.   

I know of several good farmers.  I can think of John Hall in Narembeen and John Nicoletti in Westonia.  They 
are two people who have big contracting units.  They are digging drains.  The Government should be putting part 
of the budget into running off salt water from those areas perhaps into rivers.  Although people might say it will 
make the rivers saline, ultimately the salt levels will drop so that in five years perhaps the rivers will be running 
with fresh water.  The Government will then not have to budget great amounts of money to address the problem.   

The problem is to bring back good farming ground.  Currently some of that land in that area cannot be used.  
Prior to the dinner break I mentioned that in Westonia one farmer had gained several hectares because the 
salinity levels had dropped beside the deep drainage that he had dug through his land.  He dug a deep hole 
further across a paddock.  In a matter of two months, as a result of digging his own drains and running the water 
off, he had lowered the water level by half a metre, which is fantastic.  Although he is in the lowlands, he is 
addressing the problems.  When farmers want to run water through drainage across roadways and floodways, 
they are stopped by various councils.  This is a great problem, because the councils do not understand and, if 
they do not think of these things, they put obstacles in the way to stop farmers doing these various projects for 
which the farmers are paying.  The farmer I am talking about wanted to run culverts across a road and crown 
land.  The council expected him to bring in engineers and pay something like $10 000 or $15 000, instead of the 
Government paying for the work from its budget.  The run-off would be through natural flow into lakes.  This 
would take a lot of money.  The money that the Government has allocated will not address this.  We need to look 
at these problems in much more depth in order to help the farmers.   

Drains in the rural heartlands country are not a magic cure.  Many farmers, through the assistance of the 
government budget, are planting trees along the edges of the drains that they are building.  The trees are growing 
because the water and salinity levels are dropping, and subsequently tree roots are able to take a hold in the 
ground and flourish.  

We must encourage the Department of Agriculture to assist the farming community by spending its budget more 
effectively.  It must be more supportive and help these people to regain some of the earth that we need for our 
crops.  I could go on all day about salinity and how much money is needed to address the situation.  The 
Commonwealth Government has recognised that need by agreeing to match the State Government’s contribution 
dollar for dollar.  It has allocated $750 million over the next five years.  We are awaiting the Labor 
Government’s agreement to the Commonwealth Government’s plan.  Salinity is a big problem, and it has been 
with us for centuries, although we have recognised it only over the past 100 years.  If we continue to address it 
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by holding forums and having the Department of Agriculture undertake more checks and tests, we will waste 
even more money.   

This Government must also address our road infrastructure.  I have previously mentioned the road from Lancelin 
to Cervantes.  It was supposed to be completed by the end of next year.  It is 89 kilometres long and the 
Government has allocated $31 million for its construction.  However, the most recent budget indicates that that 
expenditure has been deferred, and we could be waiting until 2006 or 2007 at the earliest before it is completed.  
If the Government is serious about helping country Western Australia, that project should be put back on the 
priority list.  I note that $500 000 has been spent on the project.  That probably covered the cost of banging in a 
few pegs and putting up a few silly little flags.  The budget also contains an allocation of $1.5 million for next 
year.  I suppose that will cover the cost of checking the silly little flags.  That 89-kilometre stretch of road will 
open up the coast of Western Australia.  It will provide ready access to towns such as Moore River, Seabird, 
Ledge Point, Lancelin, Cervantes, Jurien Bay and so on.  Perhaps other less important projects could be delayed 
in favour of this project.  If the Government were to spend the required amount to construct the road, it would 
provide opportunities not only for agriculture but also for tourism.  Tourism is ready to flourish in that area.  The 
demise of Ansett Australia has not helped local tourism operators, and this further delay in the construction of 
the road is a severe blow.  Geraldton is the largest town north of Perth, and it is struggling.   

The Brand Highway also requires attention.  I have driven on that highway and fought to control my car in the 
wake of road trains.  The Government has spent money on the road - it is in good condition and some passing 
lanes have been constructed.  In my maiden speech I referred to the budget and the importance of health, 
education and community safety.  Fighting to control one’s car in the wake of road trains on Brand Highway 
travelling to and from Geraldton is a safety issue.  If the road were opened between Lancelin and Cervantes, we 
could divert all the holiday makers, commercial travellers and everyone else who wants to use our coastline and 
enjoy country Western Australia and its beautiful towns.  We would build up our tourism industry and we would 
get cars out of the way of those great thundering road trains.  We all know the death and destruction they can 
cause.  I recently had to pass three road trains on one section of road.  I drove behind them for many kilometres, 
which was frustrating.  I was tempted to break the law, but I did not - I passed them at 110 kilometres an hour.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I do not believe you! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I passed them within the law, but I used a passing lane.  Some road trains are three 
times the length of a semitrailer.  When there are three in a row - obviously they cannot pass one another - it is a 
long charge to pass them.  It is a frightening experience, particularly if one has one’s family in the car.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Of course, you have a family car with only six cylinders at your disposal.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.  This is a threefold issue.  The Government should look seriously at moving 
funding from less important areas into agriculture, which is extremely important.  We must increase 
opportunities for tourism in that area.  A trial wind farm has been established at Cervantes.  Ultimately it will 
produce electricity, which will help.  That coastline is extraordinarily beautiful and tourists are aware that 
Australia has the most beautiful beaches in the world.  If we improve those roads, we will increase tourism.  That 
area should be prioritised in the budget.   

I have not addressed the goods and services tax.  I do not have much experience with it, but I am a shop owner 
and I find it frightening.  Some people say it is a great tax system.  It is the worst tax system I have seen.  
Today’s edition of The Australian reports that poor old Stanley Howard - the Prime Minister’s brother - has had 
another business go belly up.  He has become embroiled in another controversy and even more workers are 
going without their entitlements.  We have seen HIH Insurance, Ansett Australia and many other businesses go 
belly up in recent times.  Of course, Ansett is being nursed through its problems.   

Members might ask what that has to do with the GST.  When large companies go belly up, we hear all about it.  
However, we do not hear about the poor little trader.  When big companies collapse, little companies like mine 
and Joe Brown’s shop down the street that supplies sandwiches also suffer.  People say that they should have 
opened a second account for their GST.  Smart traders do not open second accounts.  My wife is a very smart 
trader and her goods and services tax money goes into stock.  The Australian Taxation Office wants the GST 
money at the same time as small traders have cash flow problems - at the end of a three-month period when 
ironically their sales go down.  Traders cannot send stock to the tax office.  It does not accept cosmetics; it wants 
real, folding money.  Therefore, when big companies go bankrupt, down the track smaller suppliers are affected.  
I am not saying our shop supplied Ansett Australia with cosmetics.  I am referring to companies such as Stan the 
Man’s company, which is just one company that was affected by the collapse of HIH Insurance.  I know that 
Bond’s company went down years ago - 

Hon Peter Foss:  That must have been because of the GST and he must have known it would go! 
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Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I know it was not the GST.  I am talking about companies today going belly up.  We 
never hear about the little fellow who goes belly up.  We hear about HIH and we are all expected to tip in $30 
each from our pay to keep companies like that afloat and able to pay their debts.  Nobody asks for money for 
Joe’s deli.  Nobody says that Joe’s deli went belly up too because of HIH and the public must tip in $30; people 
would laugh at that.  Joe the trader disappears into the woodwork never to be seen again because he has a little 
two-man band.  It does not matter how much he squawks, he disappears into the annals of history.  However, 
when one looks at other situations, it is not only he who disappears. 

I shall refer to companies in Western Australia going belly up, or bankrupt.  You will be most interested in these 
figures, Mr Deputy President.  In 1996-97, 2 250 businesses went belly up - or bankrupt if you would prefer me 
to use that word, Mr Deputy President, whichever is the most appropriate.  In 1997-98, 2 251 businesses went 
bankrupt; 2 485 in 1998-99, an increase on the previous year when the GST had not even started; 2 205 in 1999-
2000; and 2 372 in 2000-01, our current time ironically.  There is a consistency there and the numbers appear to 
have levelled out.  However, the secret is that the Government does not know how many people shut their doors 
and walked away from their businesses; they did not go belly up but liquidated voluntarily.  Members should go 
to the Carousel Shopping Centre, or Southlands where my beloved wife’s shop is, and see the empty shops there 
since the introduction of the GST.  One can get stupid deals at Carousel like members would not believe, such as 
free rent for three or six months.  Prior to the GST businesses had to pay rent six months in advance at Carousel; 
now they can get six months rent free.  Members should not tell me that the GST is helping us, for crying out 
loud. 

These are the phantom-like things that happen of which members are totally unaware.  I know, from being 
around the retail trade, that it is impossible to sell a business today; there are “for sale” signs in every shopping 
centre.  It is frightening to think of what the GST has done in Geraldton.  Members may not believe it, but shops 
in the shopping arcades there are paying people to take their business, helping with the first month’s rent, paying 
for stock and walking away.  These are liquidations that members would not hear about when people just shut up 
shop.  If someone offered me enough money to walk away from our shop in Southlands, I would do so.  My wife 
would be better off at home or could probably get a job elsewhere and earn more money.  One of the major 
problems with GST is that one gets paid the money - there is no question about that.  However, those members 
who are mathematicians would know that sales tax prior to the GST was 22 per cent but the GST lowered it to 
10 per cent so that the difference was 12 per cent.  However, when one equated the 12 per cent and wrote it back, 
it did not mean that goods cost 12 per cent less.  It equated back to goods being about three to five per cent less.  
Can any member name one product in the marketplace that is cheaper as a result of GST? 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  Electrical gear and white goods. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Computers. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The multinationals are making huge profits from GST.  Nothing has changed except 
that we get the same things that we used to get and pay more for them.  As I said earlier, traders do not save the 
10 per cent GST in a separate bank account for a rainy day at the end of three, six or 12 months, whenever they 
pay their tax; they put it into stock.  Smart traders do that and then pay the tax, which is always required to be 
paid at a time when they do not have the money. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  That is not smart, is it? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Smart traders put it into stock because that is where they make money.  As you would 
probably be aware, Mr Deputy President, I do not believe that GST is the answer - there are many other answers.  
The GST has not helped the economy; it is a burden.  On page 3 of the budget speech, the Government stated - 

We have cut spending by $852 million - a record never before achieved . . .  

I would be suspicious if that cut is ever achieved.  Members should keep their eyes on the budget to see if the 
$852 million cut in spending is ever achieved.  I suspect it will not be.  I hope it is achieved, for the 
Government’s sake, but it is a big ask and I believe it is in dreamland to suggest that it could achieve that cut.  I 
will not be a pariah by saying that it will not achieve it, but I believe it is not achievable.  The history books will 
show, unfortunately for the Western Australian people and the Government, that it will not be achieved. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [7.57 pm]:  I do not intend to speak for long tonight because I am 
aware that the Government has a fairly extensive legislative program that it is seeking to finish before the end of 
this session.  I admit that it is hard to be aware of that program, because most of it has not arrived in the other 
House, let alone in this House.  Obviously the Opposition wishes to be cooperative to the extent that it is sensible 
to do so in the time constraints.  That does not mean that we will be silly.  However, I will do my bit to assist the 
Government to meet its legislative program by keeping my remarks today reasonably short. 
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First, I believe this Government has been very disappointing to date.  To some extent it was expected to get off 
to a bad start because we all knew that it was not prepared to win the election.  One would have expected it then 
to make the sorts of mistakes that people without experience make.  The problem with this Government is that it 
already looks like a Government that has been in government too long.  It has started to engage in the sort of 
sophistry of the fine cutting of words that one would expect from a Government that has made so many decisions 
that do not fit in with one another and it must continually explain on behalf of other ministers how stupid it has 
been in a way that does not sound like it has been stupid.  The Leader of the House is a classic example of this.  
At the time that he became Minister for Forestry, he appeared to have a much better understanding of forestry 
than he now has, even though at that time he confessed that he knew very little about it.  He understood that two 
plus two equals four.  The answers that he gave in the House in the early stage show that he understood the 
meaning of the Ferguson report.  I should explain the Ferguson report.  It was associated with a piece of 
governance by the coalition that I believe was very bad.  It was a foolish move on our part and a betrayal of the 
people of the south west.  However, at least the Ferguson report worked out that if old-growth logging was 
ceased in 2004 with the new forest management plan, and the amount of old growth that was needed to be cut in 
the meantime was worked out, the present contracts would continue to be honoured, and after 2004 it would be a 
valid forest industry.  It was a matter of working out the combination of old growth and regrowth, and 
ascertaining what would be left in 2004 to keep a viable forest industry.  Painful, it was, but at least it meant that 
the forest industry would be viable. 

Every bit of old growth that was not cut prior to 2004 meant that a bit of regrowth would have to be cut prior to 
2004, but it could not be cut after 2004.  A further impact was that if it were cut now, rather than after 2004, we 
would miss out on the further growth that that regrowth would have had between now and 2004.  When Hon 
Kim Chance became Leader of the House and Minister for Forestry, he understood that.  From answers he gave 
to questions I asked him, it is clear that he understood that.  He also understood that if, prior to 2004, there were 
access to the one per cent of the forest - the old growth - that was reserved, that meant that there would be more 
regrowth after 2004.  He understood that perfectly.  He also understood that if that old growth was not touched, 
and it was used to satisfy current contracts, we would be borrowing against the future of the forestry industry. 

The situation is now different.  Yesterday, the Government announced a decision that it would not use that one 
per cent of forest; it would not allow access to that old-growth forest.  Why?  It is interesting.  The Labor Party 
has read its policy carefully.  One would almost think that a spiv lawyer had read it.  The fine sophistry and the 
close attention to the little print detail of the policy are admirable.  The Government has said that if one reads 
that policy carefully, one will see that that one per cent of the forest was able to be touched only if current 
contracts could not be satisfied using the regrowth policy.  If one had looked at the Ferguson report, one would 
have known that prior to the election.  It was always clear that current contracts could be satisfied completely out 
of regrowth.  The question was whether that could be done in such a way as to leave a viable forest industry after 
2003. 

The answer to that is no.  In fact, the Leader of the House understood that when I asked him about it.  I asked 
him whether he thought both large and small mills could continue to exist at the indicative volumes that the 
Government had given out, and the answer was no.  The Leader of the House understood that; he still 
understands that.  I know that he is optimistic about being able to go beyond the 140 000 cubic metres, and I 
would like to hear how much more.  However, he has lost the argument among his cabinet colleagues.  I am sure 
that he argued that it was never intended that that policy should be read as if it were a fine legal document to be 
relied upon by somebody who was good at getting out of his moral obligations.  I am sure that the Leader of the 
House argued that it obviously meant that there would be access to the one per cent if current contracts could not 
be satisfied, without mining the future - without taking away the future of the forest industry and of the people in 
the south west.  I am sure he argued that, and I am sure that any person with an ounce of humankind in them 
would have gone for that argument. 

The fact is that he lost that argument, and with that he lost his credibility, because he stood in this House and told 
us that the fine legal print says that there would be access to that one per cent only if current contracts could not 
be satisfied.  We knew that all along.  It has been obvious from day one.  One had only to look at the Ferguson 
report.  What has the Government been doing for nine months?  How has it taken it nine months to find out what 
was obvious from day one?  It has been arguing about whether one would read that policy as though one were a 
pernickety lawyer, or whether it would be read as though the Government had some heart and had a capacity to 
read it as meaning what it meant from the beginning; that is, that that was included to make sure that we were not 
borrowing against the future of that forest, and were not cutting it unsustainably.  The Leader of the House 
knows that.  He has been arguing that for nine months, and he has lost the argument.  With that, Hon Kim 
Chance has lost his credibility, because he is now saying things that I thought I would never hear him say. 

For some time in this House, he had a reputation for cogent and reasonable argument, for being able to put to the 
House the human side of how things could be done, and for saying to the House that justice, morality and fair 
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dealing require certain things to be done.  He had a reputation for being able to put that sort of argument very 
well.  However, now he sounds like a member of a Government that has been around for about 15 years.  He is 
making the sorts of arguments which one can justify to oneself and which one may be able to sleep on at night, 
but they do not fool anybody.  I can hear it in his voice when he says, “If you read it carefully, you will see that 
we were not going to use this particular piece of the forest unless we could not satisfy current contracts out of 
regrowth.”  Nine months to work that out?  It has taken nine months to have the guts to tell people that the 
Government will not allow the industry to have a viable future, that it will not show some heart, and that it will 
not interpret its policies with a certain amount of liberality and concern for people. 

It is, I suppose, not a complete surprise with this Government, because what was one of the first things it did 
when it got into government?  We had the argument about the finance brokers and the amount of legal aid that 
would be given to people.  It is true that if one looks carefully at Labor’s policy, nowhere does it say that it 
would give legal aid to people who wanted to sue the Government.  That is absolutely true - read the fine print.  
However, it certainly managed to give that impression.  I have the funny feeling that the person who wrote that 
policy wrote it in such a way as to get the maximum impact and benefit from it, but the minimum commitment.  
It appears to me as though it were done by a slick, smart lawyer.  Sharp lawyers and sharp practice seem to be 
driving this Government.  Sure, one can haul out one’s Latin maxims - expressio unius est exclusio alterius.  
There we are!  Obviously, it was never intended to include the Government, because all these other words were 
expressed, and the Government was not included.  Tell that to the people who lost their money to the finance 
brokers.  Tell them that the false impression that they got was their own fault.  I suppose it is like dealing with 
the finance brokers.  One could say that too.  The problem is that we think people were taken when dealing with 
finance brokers and were not taken when dealing with the Opposition.  Maybe they hoped they would never have 
to honour the problems. 

I want to go back to what could have happened.  This Government could have interpreted that policy generously.  
The Government could have said to people, “We cannot honour the present contracts without borrowing against 
the future, without using the regrowth unsustainably so as to leave a forest industry that really is not 
sustainable”, but it has not.  We have to ask why it has not done that, why it has chosen to make this decision 
rather than a generous decision?  If it had gone down to the south west it could not have made that decision.  The 
effect of the whole policy, which has been derived from the city, has been devastating.  It is not a policy that can 
be justified on any logical or scientific grounds.  We are au fait with that.  I admit, we were the first ones to 
depart from the logical and scientific grounds, but this has been devastating.  If we go down to the south west we 
find people who have been crying out for one positive decision, one decision in their favour, one balancing of the 
odds their way - people who have complained that they have worked hard, they have been self-reliant all their 
lives, and have contributed to this country and to this State.  Could the Government not have made one little 
decision in their favour?  If people from the government side went down there, they could not possibly resist the 
appeal made by those people.  It has been nine months and those people get this decision! 

We have always thought the reason the Premier has not gone down to explain the Government’s decision to the 
people in the south west is that he is gutless.  He is known as “gutless Gallop” down in the south west.  They 
think he is a coward, that he is not prepared to go down there and explain to the people of the south west why the 
Government has not done any decision making, other than decision making that goes against those people.  Why 
is it that the Government can make decisions to lock up whole areas of forest in national parks - regrowth forests 
included - and not make a decision that will help these people?  How can the Government make decisions to lock 
up this one per cent without actually going down and explaining it to the people?  Before it made this decision, 
did the Government actually work out the impact it would have on the forest industry?  I would like to ask the 
Minister for Forestry whether he conducted a survey to find out what the result would be, and whether he 
believes it will put people out of work, put families out of the south west, and cause some economic detriment to 
Western Australia.  Let us see the figures.  I very much doubt that the Government actually did the figures.   

I suspect that the reason gutless Gallop has not gone down to the south west is that he has a soft and 
compassionate heart.  He is afraid of seeing grown men and women and their children make their heartfelt and 
impassioned pleas by saying, “Can we have something from your Government; can you look after us?”, because 
I do not think anybody could go down to the south west and listen to these people and take the attitude that this 
Government has taken.  Why is he afraid to go down and allow his soft heart and compassion to take him over 
and make him give a decision that might be of some benefit to them?  It is because it might damage his chances 
with the vast electoral weight of people in the city.  After all, these people who are crying out for some sort of 
consideration are just a small electoral group, a handful of country people. 

I am reminded of that line in the Summertime Blues when the United States congressman said, “I would like to 
help you, son, but you’re too young to vote.”  In this particular case, it is, “I would like to help you, mate, but 
you’re too small for your vote to count.” 

Hon Louise Pratt interjected. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  That is the reason the decision has been made that way. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  That is about the age at which you can vote. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is good! 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is good!  The member did not hear the paraphrase.  I will repeat the paraphrase again: 
“I would like to help you, mate, but you’re too small for your vote to count.” 

Hon Louise Pratt:  No.  You’re too young to vote. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes!  Very good.  That is the same cynical attitude that I am getting at, and the fact that the 
member cannot even understand that tells me something about the compassion of this Government.  It has 
members who cannot even tell that the hypocrisy of not looking after young people because they cannot vote is 
exactly the same hypocrisy that we have with this Government, which will not look after people, even though it 
owes them a duty to do so, because their votes do not count.  There are not enough votes down there for this 
Government to worry about. 

Hon E.R.J. Dermer interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  You’re so thick that you cannot even understand that people are people; they are just 
numbers to you.  That is all you are worried about. 

Hon E.R.J. Dermer:  Try speaking in plain English. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, Hon Ed Dermer!  The member with the call said he did 
not intend to speak for long, yet you seem to be wanting him to speak for longer.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I should have qualified my remarks by indicating to members that the length of my speech 
may be extended by excessive interjections.  I thank the Opposition Whip for his contribution, and no doubt I 
will be able to earn 10 points when he stands and makes his own speech. 

The point I was trying to make, and I think it is fairly self-evident, is that this Government yesterday made a 
decision that has a major impact on people in the south west.  It apparently made that decision without any 
regard for the reality of the social impact on the people of the south west.  It did not have to make that decision; 
it did not have to get out the fine words and look at the fine print to avoid helping the people of the south west.  
The Government decided to do that for its own electoral advantage.  

What I find absolutely disgraceful is that the Premier keeps sending his ministers, who appear to have no 
decision making power in this matter, to deliver messages to the people of the south west and these ministers are 
able to shrug their shoulders, hold up their hands and say, “I would love to help you; I would love to do all these 
things for you, but we just cannot manage it.”  Nobody with plenary power ever goes down there, especially the 
person who is able to make the decision and, I suspect, in whose office the decision is being made.  In nine 
months he has not been able to find the time to go down there and face these people and tell them why the only 
decisions the Government has been able to make to date have been adverse decisions for the people of the south 
west.  I suppose he does not have to worry about those people.  They do not count very much now, and it is 
likely they will count even less in the future.  They are the sorts of decisions that are made when all that 
government members are worrying about is governing to stay in government.  I give them credit: they are very 
good, for example, at sampling opinion polls, at governing by opinion polls, at adding up how many votes count, 
and at making sure the media is kept on side, but the reality is that the decision that was made regarding the one 
per cent was not necessary.  It resulted from a fine, legalistic, shysterish, lawyerish interpretation of the policy 
without any generosity in it whatsoever.  It was not necessary, and the impact is that much less old-growth forest 
is available to be cut before 2004.  That means that regrowth forest will have to be cut in lieu, which would make 
for a viable forest industry from 2004 onwards.  Why did the Government do it?  Did it really have to do it?  Is it 
so bound by its legal contracts that it cannot give the slightest bit of leeway to people to give them at least some 
hope and some help?   

Hon Kim Chance:  There is ample leeway there; I explained that to you.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, we heard that.  That would be an addition.  This is the mean-spirited thing that the 
Government does.  The Minister for Forestry said “ample leeway”.  It would be nice one of these days to know 
how much leeway.  In nine months we have not got this report that the minister was reading two months ago.  
For how long does the minister need to read the report?  What has he been doing with that report?  How many 
times has the minister had to send it back to be rewritten, and who did he send it to?  Why is it that the minister 
cannot finish the report and start giving some people some real answers?  It has been nine months and the 
minister still cannot give people an answer. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is not nine months.  You have already said it was two months, so make up your mind.  Is it 
nine or two months?   
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Hon PETER FOSS:  How long has the minister been in government?  The minister has had the report for two 
months, and he has been in government for nine months. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You were in government eight years and you never sorted this out.  You are the wrong person 
to be pointing the finger.  You made a complete mess of this industry - a complete hash of it.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is interesting. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You flipped and you backflipped.  You never addressed the question and when someone is 
trying to address the question all you can do is knock.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!:  The minister will have his chance, as will everyone 
else.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  This is mind boggling.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You wasted eight years.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It was not wasted at all.  The only question that needs to be addressed is how the minister 
will handle the stupid policy that he has.  There is nothing wrong with the forest that could not be fixed by not 
having the policy! 

Hon Kim Chance:  You did not have a policy.  You backflipped on your policy; you made a complete hash of it.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I agree with the minister.  If the minister had been here he would have heard me say that 
was one of the most disgraceful things that we did.  However, the Government should not have gone one step 
further with it.  That was bad enough without the Government going further with it.  We have a problem there 
now because the Australian Labor Party had a policy, and it has not been able to work out in nine months how it 
will implement it.  People are still waiting nine months after the election to find out whether they have a future.  
The Government made a decision.  It cannot make a decision with Sotico Pty Ltd.  It cannot even negotiate with 
Sotico.  Sotico is wondering when the Government will talk to it.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  What about the money for the workers that Wilson Tuckey is sitting on?  What about the 
compensation money that Wilson Tuckey has? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am glad that Hon Dee Margetts raised that.  She might not have been following the 
advertisements in the newspaper in which Hon Wilson Tuckey called for people to make application to do 
positive things for the industry.  It was not money he would get out of the forest industry; it was money to keep 
the forest industry going.  That money is available.  The federal Government has given up on this Government’s 
doing anything.  It has gone straight to the people and said that the State Government cannot make up its mind.  
Months have gone by and the State Government still cannot make up its mind, so the federal Government has 
gone straight to the people of Western Australia and asked them to make application.  I am glad that Hon Dee 
Margetts reminded me of that, because it is a classic example of how delay and obfuscation and failing to make 
decisions by this Government has made it impossible for anyone to make any decisions in the south west.  
People in the south west still will not be able to make decisions, because the Government has not said what they 
will have.  It is putting off the decision until tomorrow.  Does the minister have any idea what effect the 
uncertainty has on the people down there?     

Hon Kim Chance:  In eight years you could not make a decision; just remember that.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is nonsense.  The Leader of the Opposition has lost all credibility because he is now 
saying things which he knows to be complete nonsense.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  He is the Leader of the Government.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  He should be Leader of the Opposition!  The Leader of the Government is talking absolute 
nonsense.  The fact is, whereas he used to make some sense in opposition, all he does now is make the sort of 
stupid remarks that one expects from a Government that has been in office for 15 years. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I cannot see what your endless knocking is doing to help anyone.  All you are doing is adding 
to the uncertainty.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  The Leader of the Government and Hon Peter Foss 
want to conduct an argument.  When this speech is finished, they should please go outside and do whatever they 
want to do.  The Leader of the Government should not interrupt people who are trying to speak, otherwise 
members might as well go outside and leave you two to argue inside.  If Hon Peter Foss would address his 
comments to the Chair, I will not interject.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Mr Deputy President, I will continue to do that.   
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Perhaps the Leader of the House would not have made these remarks if he had been listening carefully at the 
earlier part of my speech, because he would have learnt the reason I am addressing these points.  The fact is that 
it has taken this Government nine months to make a decision which is adverse for the people of the south west.  
The Government cannot make one decision which gives them any hope or help.  This has been the situation for 
nine months.  This report for the supposed extra timber that will be available has been sitting around - 
supposedly on the minister’s desk - for two months.  We would all love to know what it said, because there must 
surely come a time when the minister has to make the decision and give people some certainty.  Even if it is to 
shoot them; they would be better off than being left hanging, as they are at the moment.  That is the problem we 
have had all along.  The decision that was made recently by Sotico to halve the shift at Pemberton could have 
been part of an orderly agreement for step down in the industry.  As a part of that agreement there could have 
been some certainty as to the future.  The Government could have offered people alternative jobs.  It could have 
said to Sotico to pick out the people who are closest to retirement and it could have offered everybody else a job 
somewhere else.  How can Sotico offer a person a job somewhere else when it does not know whether there will 
be another job.  What happened?  Just like that, 94 people lost their jobs.  Interestingly enough, quite a few of 
those jobs were in the city, which gives an indication of how dependent the city is on the timber industry.   

Why has the Government been so driven to penalise the people of the south west?  The reason is that this 
Government got into power by appealing to the emotions of the people in the city, and there is no way it will 
upset those emotions, not even for one per cent of old-growth forest; not even when it knows and has been 
arguing for nine months about whether it should use it; and not even to give a little hope and help to the people 
of the south west.  Consequently we hear statements from the Minister for Forestry - who started out sounding 
quite sensible and intelligent - which I can only describe as being the sort of nonsense we get when people know 
they have done wrong and have lost the argument, because some stupid decision has come over the top and they 
will have to justify it.  Unfortunately, the person who has to justify it is the Minister for Forestry.  He has to tell 
the people in the south west about the stupid decision the Government has made.  Dr Gallop gets on television 
and tells the emotional people in the city how wonderful everything is and how the Government has saved a little 
more of the old-growth forest.  It is a wonderful two-man act.  The Premier gets all the kudos in the city and Hon 
Kim Chance has to go down to the country and sound like a blithering idiot.  I am sure he does not enjoy that 
experience, because he used to enjoy a reasonable amount of respect because of his ability to speak in a logical 
and intelligent manner.  We cannot expect that in the future.  

I sincerely hope that those members opposite who represent the south west in this House will take the views that 
I have expressed and tell the Premier to go down to the south west and to stop copping out in the city and explain 
his decision to the people.  Is the Minister for Forestry prepared to go down to the south west and talk like a 
blithering idiot or will he find himself talking some sense and perhaps giving some hope and help?  I advise 
members that if they have any concern for their electorate at all, the best way to get that concern to work is to get 
the Premier down there.  The people of the south west have been very keen for some time to see him down there 
to explain it to them.  They find the issue a bit perplexing and the Minister for Forestry increasingly difficult to 
understand and increasingly desperate.  They all say that he is a lovely bloke and that he understands their 
problem and speaks sympathetically.  I have been there when he has spoken and have attended the Tourism 
Council Australia meetings at which he speaks with a lot feeling, a lot of heart and a lot of understanding.  
However, as time goes by he becomes a little more incomprehensible and harder to understand because he is 
trotting out the lines that the Government has come out with.  He does not make sense at all and the people of the 
south west, despite the hope they had that they were dealing with an intelligent and sympathetic man, now 
realise that they are not dealing with the man who is making the decisions.  It appears that the Premier, or 
somebody in the Premier’s department, is doing that.  That is why this Government is now sounding like a group 
of blathering idiots.  It has got itself to the stage that is normally only managed when one’s arteries are 
thickening as a Government.  This Government is sounding nonsensical because it is defending nonsensical 
decisions. 

I will deal with another nonsensical bit of tripe regarding issues that have been trotted out by this Government.  I 
am pleased to see that Hon Tom Stephens is here because he has been a good one for dealing with the issue of 
the black hole, which was a very good book written by Fred Hoyle.  This black hole suddenly turned out to be a 
quarter of a billion dollars surplus.  I wish we had been there for a black hole like that.  We were left with a 
massive debt that was unnecessarily incurred.  At least Victorians got some nice public buildings for their debt.  
We got nothing for the debt that the previous Labor Government gave us.  All we had to do was to spend billions 
of dollars paying it off. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson interjected.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  We got a lovely piece of valuable land down at Kwinana, depending on how one looks at it.  
It was worth either $700 million or $100 million depending on whether one was Dallas Dempster or - 
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Hon Paddy Embry:  It was about a stamp collection, was not it? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is the subject for another speech.   

We got nothing for that land except a huge debt.  We were spending more on public debt than on the Police 
Department; it is incredible.  We paid back that debt.  One of the reasons we paid lots of money was that we had 
lost our AAA credit rating, another legacy from the previous Labor Government.  Legacies can be caused by 
massive public debt or by commitments that cannot be gotten out of, but what is this new legacy?  It is a legacy 
of future emerging deficits; not current deficits, past deficits or debt, but future emerging deficits.  How can we 
have a legacy of future emerging deficits?  The Government has told us that we got our priorities wrong.  I 
noticed that whatever our priorities were, they were still in this Government’s budget.  It was a very good budget 
in some ways; it implemented many of the good moves made by the Court Government.  However, this 
Government has not changed the priorities one bit.  This Government controls future spending.  If we got the 
priorities so wrong, it should change them.  We can have a future emerging deficit, but not as a legacy.  The 
coalition Government did not leave anything that had to be spent.  This Government decides what it spends.  The 
only legacy it has is its stupid policies.  It is this Government’s promises that either cost us in money spent or in 
revenues received, and it is trying to kid the public that it is our fault.  If we had gone ahead and had those 
deficits, that would have been our fault.  However, if this Government goes ahead and has deficits, that is its 
fault.  It cannot blame any debt incurred on the coalition Government, because we reduced the debt and gave the 
State a AAA credit rating thank you very much.  To blame us for a future emerging deficit is the same sort of 
nonsense that Brian Burke used to indulge in - the thing that brought me into this Parliament.  I would sit there as 
a commercial lawyer and hear what Brian Burke was saying and think to myself, “Two plus two does not equal 
six!  Come off it!  What sort of dummies does he think we are?  Does he think we know so little about finance 
that we are going to believe that!”  If someone has the Press on his side, he probably will be believed, and it did 
believe him for a while.  However, people cannot get away with mantras like that.  The black hole and the future 
emerging deficit are rubbish!  The Government controls the spending.  It makes the decisions and has no legacy 
other than a reduced debt, a AAA credit rating and a lot of infrastructure. 

The previous Government built roads.  I can remember when I first came to Parliament as an opposition member 
and spent most of my time arguing about roads.  Roads were unbelievably bad at that time.  We were wrongly 
criticised for our priority of spending money on roads, but it has made life a lot easier as a member.  Most of the 
roads that people complained about were fixed up or built by us. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  Just look at the Graham Farmer Freeway. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That was going to divide the city.  I cannot see how a tunnel under the city can divide it, but 
I can see how a railway across the front of the foreshore could.  I am being interjected on by my own members, 
which will take me away from my vowed intention of making a short speech. 

Within nine months of this Government taking office, it is showing all the signs of a Burke Government; all the 
signs of the gobbledegook and saying it often enough to get the unquestioning Press to report it, so that people 
will believe that there is a black hole.  Hon Tom Stephens told us that this quarter of a billion dollar surplus came 
about because of things that happened after the election.  During the estimates hearings he even cited that one of 
those things was the sale of AlintaGas.  That is fascinating.  This was something that occurred after Treasury 
gave all the estimates.  Rubbish!  This Government knows that if it follows the Burke method and says it with a 
smile on its face and a confident air, and gets its press secretary to sell it beautifully to the Press, it will get away 
with it until the place goes broke and it is obvious to every blind Freddy that the things it is doing are stupid.  To 
be able to get to this stage within nine months of taking office is a record.  We should congratulate this 
Government.  It may not have done anything else or shown any will to govern, make decisions or do anything 
useful, but it has aged quickly and managed to get to a stage of defeatedness that must surely be without equal.  
This must be the fastest ageing Government I have ever come across.  It sounds ludicrous that it is using the old 
Burke methods and blaming everybody else for its current situation.  In some ways this is reassuring, because it 
is said that Oppositions never win elections; Governments lose them.  The signs of ageing that are being shown 
by this Government already bode well for the Opposition at the next election because, as they say, this 
Government is doing very well what it should do to go about losing the next election.  What worries me is that, 
in the same way as last time, we will come back into Government and spend most of our time trying to mend the 
horror that was caused by the mismanagement of the previous Government.   

One of the things that I used to say when I was in Opposition was that the biggest cost of WA Inc was not the 
money, but the fact that for some time the moral fibre of this State was low, the example given by Government 
was disgraceful, and millions of dollars that should have been spent on policing, on family and children’s 
services and on health were spent on Laurie Connell, Dallas Dempster and Robert Holmes a Court, with the 
result that the people who normally vote for Labor enjoyed a social condition that they should never have had to 
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put up with.  The crime today quite plainly is a product of the past.  I believe a lot of that occurred due to the 
mismanagement of the Burke Government.  That is the biggest legacy it left us. 

I am worried that already this Government, in the south west at least, is creating a tremendous burden for this 
country.  We cannot put people out of jobs in a wholesale fashion, we cannot destroy an industry, we cannot 
leave people with the stress and strain of doubt for as long as this Government has, without its having a social 
impact.  The Government can have its policy - we accept that it has a policy - but with that policy comes a deep 
burden of responsibility.  This Government has failed miserably in that.  It has let down the people of the south 
west.  It gives me no pleasure at all to hear the Minister for Forestry defending the stupid decisions of his 
Government, and sounding like a shyster lawyer.  I am afraid that all government members are shyster lawyers. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon B.K. Donaldson. 
 


