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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11. 42 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Esmeralda Exploration Tailings Dam Spill - Adjournment Debate 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.42 pm]:  I intend to be brief.  Approximately two years 
ago I had cause to become involved in what was known as the Esmeralda Exploration tailings dam spill.  I had 
cause to revisit it today as I received a deputation from the president of the fishermen’s cooperative, Tisza, from 
Hungary and Romania.  On 11 February 2000, 12 days after the initial spill, Esmeralda Exploration was still 
being quoted in The West Australian that there was little likelihood of any responsibility for any environmental 
concerns in Hungary.  The company claimed it had no evidence to suggest the spill had killed tonnes of fish.  
The company said that the problem with the spill in Romania and the discovery of environmental problems 
downstream had been caused by the international furore.  Some months later, when the United Nations 
Environment Programme had completed its findings into the Baia Mare spill, it concluded that 2 000 kilometres 
of the Danube catchment was affected by the spill.  It estimated that between 50 and 100 tonnes of cyanide was 
released into the river environment.  As reported in The West Australian of 11 February 2000, the chairman of 
Esmeralda Exploration, Mr Brett Montgomery, denied there was any possibility of any fish being killed.  The 
United Nations report states, in part - 

The Hungarian Authorities completed an echo sounder survey along the Tisza river to detect the 
remaining quantity of consumable fish and to estimate the quantity of dead fish.  The result gives an 
estimated amount of dead consumable fish of 1240 tons. 

According to the Yugoslavian Authorities a large amount of dead fish appeared in the Yugoslavian part 
of the Tisza river. 

I am reading that quote because there is currently a court case in Romania concerning the culpability of the joint 
venturers, Aural SA, which is 50 per cent owned by Esmeralda and 50 per cent owned by the Romanian 
Government.  That action is being taken by the Yugoslavian Government and members of the fishermen’s 
cooperative.  It is being argued in the international arena that because a problem no longer exists in the Tisza or 
Danube Rivers, the fishermen have no problem.  The object of Mr Balazs Meszaros’s meeting with me today 
was to inform me of a meeting he had planned for later today with representatives of Esmeralda to try to 
convince Esmeralda that it is culpable.  I understand an amicable meeting took place, but no resolution occurred.  
It irks me that at the time of the action, at both the federal and State levels we were clearly calling for companies 
that operated out of Western Australia in the international arena to be held liable in the State from which they 
came.  In this case it is Western Australia.  

In the international courts, the directors of Esmeralda are trying to say that neither Esmeralda nor the Romanian 
Government is responsible for the disaster.  

As Mr Meszaros said today, the fishermen along the Tisza and Danube Rivers operated under a very limited 
structure.  Most of their boats were owned by their parents and had been handed down to them.  They do not 
operate under a big corporate structure.  Once the fishing had diminished, their industry collapsed, and it has 
little chance of being revived.  Mr Meszaros has had to sell his boats and his house.  He is no longer in the 
fishing business.  That has happened to many people over there; yet Esmeralda and the Romanian Government 
are saying that the quality of the river is fine now so a problem does not exist.  If I were to break the arm of a 
member on the other side of the House, I believe that I would be culpable. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You would be. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  If the member were to say a year later that his arm was better now and therefore there 
was no problem, that would not be the way to deal with the issue.   

I urge this Government to convince the Western Australian company Esmeralda to accept responsibility for the 
damage caused to the river, which had sustained subsistence fishermen who live along that river, and the many 
other people who were socially impacted on by its operations.  They had to import water.  More than 2 000 
kilometres of the Somes, Tisza and Danube Rivers were contaminated.  Although the contamination has gone, 
and the quality of the river has improved, the pain and suffering has not gone. 

Tertiary Education - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.48 pm]:  When people took Jim Cairns seriously he was 
touted as a future Prime Minister and was even considered as a replacement for Gough Whitlam.  It was said that 
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he had a special rapport with young people, although it is difficult to say how much of this was self-promotion in 
the mindless brain of the political Press of the day. 

However, the publicity was enough to worry Whitlam.  The story goes that he asked his kitchen Cabinet what to 
do to win the hearts and minds of young people.  Someone suggested that he should promise free university 
education.  Whitlam was apparently taken with the idea and that was about as much thought that went into the 
decision.   

Prior to the advent of this policy, the way forward for a working-class youth was to work hard at school and get a 
commonwealth scholarship or, better still, a state bursary.  Both were better options than Austudy.  Indeed, many 
students married and started families on state bursaries.  The reality is that it is not the cost of education that 
deters the low-income group, so much as the cost of living.  There has not been any dramatic increase in the 
percentage of low-income people going to university.  However, there has been a proportional reduction in the 
number of working class kids doing the hard science courses in favour of the easier social science and 
miscellaneous basket weaving courses.  This was borne out by the Anderson report in the late eighties and was 
ignored by the femi-Nazis and third-rate academics who provide a large part of the Labor Party support base.  
There was a time before Whitlam and Dawkins when entrance exams to our universities would have assured 
students an entry to any university in the world.  It is a national disgrace that this is no longer the case and, with 
a few rare exceptions in the area of science and physics, it is doubtful if a first year university pass would qualify 
for entrance to prominent overseas institutions.  We have allowed our tertiary institutions to become stagnant 
ponds of political correctness where the hard edge of academic excellence is of little consequence.  We have 
incorporated into our university system courses that are in reality technical school subjects.  The danger is that 
we will find ourselves with university graduates inadequately trained for the real world, and geared towards the 
public sector.  On the other hand, the many technical and trade skills that we desperately need will not be 
available either.   

Clearly, we need to do something about our tertiary education system.  The more of the same being proposed at 
the moment by the Labor Party and the silly Democrats is not the way to go.  Universities are by necessity elitist.  
They are, or should be, centres of excellence.  I have no objection to people without the appropriate pass marks 
attending university if they or their parents pay the full costs.  What we must ensure is that any person who has 
the proven ability can go to university if he or she wants to.   

We must understand that if we make this commitment it will entail much more than Austudy provides.  I do not 
think there can be any valid argument against student loans to cover tuition fees.  After all, unlike secondary 
education, where the State is a main beneficiary, with tertiary education it is the individual, as well as the State, 
who is the beneficiary.  I do not think that we have to offer this assistance at the lowest possible interest rates, 
but there should be a cap to protect against rampant inflation.  The answer is not simply to throw more money at 
the system.   

What we need is an independent and comprehensive review of all university courses.  Those found to be without 
content or rigour should have their funding cut immediately.  As an aside, I suggest that any course styling itself 
as “studies” would be very suspect.  I am not so naive as to expect that this will actually happen.  Politicians 
know full well that middle-class welfare and political correctness are dear to the hearts of our media, and any 
attempt to approach this problem rationally would be savaged by the chattering class.   

An excellent article in The Australian newspaper of 19 June this year by Janet Albrechtsen reads -  

Free speech in the West was kidnapped the day cultural studies replaced John Stuart Mill on the 
university campus.  Ever since, odious restrictions on free speech have seeped out into the real world - 
into our laws, into our courts 

We are regularly regaled with reports about how successful we are at exporting our university courses.  This is 
largely illusory.  In many cases it may pay the university to do so, but it comes at a direct cost to the State and 
consequently the taxpayer.  It is a matter of record that Asian organised crime got into our country substantially 
through people availing themselves of student and tourist visas.  There will be a large social cost if we continue 
to exclude our own people from universities in favour of foreign, fee-paying students, especially now that the 
Government has decided to make permanent residence for them much easier.   

There will inevitably be dire social consequences if we continue with a system that imports skills and neglects 
the rigorous training of our own people.  This policy will have the inevitable consequence of making our people 
second-class citizens in their own land. 

The PRESIDENT:  I interrupt this debate to give the call to the Leader of the House on a procedural matter. 

Sitting Times 

On motion without notice by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), resolved -  
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That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 25 June at 2.00 pm; that the House meet for the 
dispatch of business on Wednesday, 26 June at 11.00 am and on Thursday, 27 June at 10.00 am; and 
that the House continue to sit until 11.00 pm on each day. 

The PRESIDENT:  The motion that was before us, which is now again before us, is that the House do now 
adjourn. 

Inaccurate Media Statement - Adjournment Debate 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.56 pm]:  Mr President, I will not abuse the 
patience of honourable members.  I just want to refer to some questions raised yesterday and today about the 
accuracy of statements made by members outside this House.  Although I am usually the last person to complain 
about inaccurate statements made about me, I want to refer to a media statement that was brought to my attention 
today and attributed to Hon Colin Barnett.  In that media statement I appear to have been singled out.  Hon Colin 
Barnett has carried out a review of the number of summits, task forces, reviews and committees of that nature 
that have been established by the Government since its election.  Of course, that is an entirely proper thing to do.  
Governments should be held accountable for the number of times they review matters, even in their first year 
when it is appropriate to carry out such reviews.  I feel somewhat harmed by the Leader of the Opposition’s 
singling me out because the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries was identified as the biggest spender 
in that regard.  Hon Colin Barnett gained the information from a series of questions he asked of the Premier.  I 
had provided the Premier with a list of such committees that had been organised under the auspices of my 
portfolios to assist him in preparing his answer.  The problem is that Hon Colin Barnett did not add them up 
correctly.  By attributing six inquiries at a cost of $3 million to my portfolios, he made me the big hitter of the 
Cabinet.  I added them up and could get to only $445 000.  There is a big gap between $3 million and $445 000.  
However, I wanted to place on the record that if the numbers are added up properly, the answer is $445 000 and 
not $3 million. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 11.58 pm 

__________ 
 


