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HEALTH PRACTITIONER REGULATION NATIONAL LAW (WA) BILL 2010 

Third Reading 

Order of the day for the third reading read. 

Referral to Education and Health Standing Committee — Motion 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [11.59 am] — without notice: I move — 

That the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 be referred to the Education and 
Health Standing Committee. 

I have been very uncomfortable in this house for the past couple of days with this chamber adopting legislation 
that we have not had sufficient time to review. Basically we are adopting mirror national legislation. I note that 
Hon Norman Moore is present in the chamber. If he could speak in this chamber, I believe he would say more 
than I can about not adopting this legislation as it is now. When I sat on the other side of the house with the 
Liberals and Nationals, legislation like this that was brought into the house was bitterly opposed. 

It has been said that we as a Parliament must maintain our autonomy and that we must not hand over powers to 
the federal government. One piece of legislation that was debated when those things were said was the 
Consumer Credit (Western Australia) Amendment Bill 2002. I have printed out this legislation and had a quick 
look at it. I will refer to some of the statements from members during debate on that bill. The then Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition and member for Mitchell, who opposed the bill, said that he was opposing it because 
the government was — 

… in effect abrogating its responsibility to the people of Western Australia by saying that it will attend 
a ministerial council about legislative changes to consumer credit. 

Under this bill a ministerial council will give policy directions to the national agency and the national board, will 
approve health profession standards and will make special arrangements relating to accreditation. Yes, there will 
be a national health practitioner board, but the functions of that board will be to recommend approval of health 
profession standards which it may delegate to state boards. May delegate? This is a handover! We as members of 
Parliament are meant to be accountable to the community. Signing off on mirror legislation from other states is 
not accountability. Parliament was told that it had to pass the consumer credit legislation very quickly. The 
former member for Mitchell said — 

Essentially, the Government is saying that one of the first benefits we will get from passing this 
legislation and from enabling template legislation to take effect is that there will be in place from the 
beginning of July, if I remember rightly, a comparison rate for advertising interest rates. 

Therefore the same arguments in debate on that legislation are now being used for this legislation; that is, we 
have a limited period to get on board with this national legislation. 

I summarised to the house the other day the letter I received from the Nurses Board of WA, which was very 
similar to the letter that had gone out to medical practitioners saying that if this bill was not passed by June or 
July this year, nurses need not be concerned about it because the current legislation would cover them. It is 
therefore wrong for a 360-page document to be put on the table of this house and for members to be given one 
week to consider it. During the second reading debate the minister basically refused any amendment that might 
benefit WA on the ground that we were adopting a national approach. Again I come back to the fact that under 
this legislation a ministerial council—which may have an advisory council—will give policy directions to the 
national board. 

The former member for Mitchell gave an anecdote in his speech that was relayed to him by Hon Peter Foss about 
when Hon Peter Foss had attended a ministerial council meeting in May 1993. The former member for Mitchell 
said that during those discussions — 

… there was much discussion amongst his ministerial colleagues from the other States about the need 
for template legislation and so on. He had some concerns about this approach and decided to play 
around with it. Following the debate, which went along the lines that I have been discussing … he — 

That is, Hon Peter Foss — 

wrote on a piece of paper the words, “Warning! This figure is inherently unreliable and may even be 
misleading”. … this piece of paper … said — 

“We should allow them to have a comparison rate provided they put this warning on it.” 
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I will not read the former member for Mitchell’s speech word for word, but the piece of paper went around the 
dining table, and when the ministers went back to the meeting they said that there was agreement on something 
that Hon Peter Foss had suggested tongue-in-cheek at a luncheon! 

This legislation will hand over power to govern all these professions to a national ministerial council. I am 
pleased to see that the Minister for Planning has come into the chamber. When I read the debate on the previous 
bill, I noted that he opposed this approach in opposition but he is now supporting it while he sits on the other 
side in government. 

The former member for Mitchell also said — 

…it is the sort of gobbledygook that we are heading down the path of with this legislation. 

… 

The Liberal Party supports the need for uniform legislation, but we will not trade off the crucially 
important principles that we should be dealing with our own State’s legislation for some slapdash, ad 
hoc approach … 

The member talked about the gobbledygook in Yes Minister. I wonder how many members in this chamber 
remember the episode in which funding was allocated to a hospital somewhere in the south of England, and 
when the Prime Minister visited that hospital, it had administrators but no patients! The reason I refer to that 
episode is that yesterday we debated a clause of the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill that 
defines Chinese medicine and refers to a Chinese medical board. That board does not exist! It is that 
Yes Minister episode all over again.  

I will go on to refer to comments made by other members in this house that are recorded in Hansard. The current 
Leader of the National Party, who was then the member for Merredin, in debate on the Consumer Credit 
(Western Australia) Amendment Bill 2002 thanked the Speaker for the opportunity to put on record the National 
Party’s view and acknowledged the member for Mitchell’s contribution to the debate, then stated — 

The Western Australian Parliament should debate all legislation that will affect Western Australians. It 
is a fairly basic premise of being elected to this Parliament. As a newer member of Parliament, I would 
be fairly concerned if changes were made to Western Australian laws that I did not have the opportunity 
to debate. 

He went on to say — 

We would be very concerned if a minister from a Western Australian Government went to a ministerial 
council meeting, put forward the strongest view possible that he did not like the decision that the 
ministerial council was about to make, but that, on the ministerial council making the decision — 

Relating to the legislation that was on the table then — 

… that decision could become part of Western Australian law.  

That is what we are doing now. This will become part of Western Australian law. That is why we should not be 
rushing through this legislation. It should go to a committee. As this legislation affects all health professionals, it 
should go to the Education and Health Standing Committee and we should have an opportunity to discuss this 
legislation with all the health professionals who are affected by this. I hope that members on this side and on the 
other side will support this motion, because it is not right that we just hand over this power.  

I move on to comments made by a former shadow Attorney General, the former member for Kingsley, who 
stated in debate — 

If we let the Executive usurp the power of this Parliament, we deserve the legislation we get. What 
about the people? They elect us to bring in laws and to make them aware of such laws. Under this 
legislation, the minister does not even need to bring the legislation into this Parliament. 

Hon Cheryl Edwardes talked about different models, including mirror legislation, and said that it was preferable 
to some other forms. She then went on to say, talking about mirror legislation being enacted in the different 
states — 

I suggest to you, Mr Speaker, that one of the fundamental principles of this House is that we cannot 
whatsoever allow this form of legislation to go forward. 

I refer again go the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill. We have all those boards through 
the various health professionals acts and we have mutual recognition legislation. I am not convinced by this 
legislation. When this legislation was first discussed and the former Premier signed off on the Council of 
Australian Governments agreement, he had not even discussed it with the Minister for Health, the former 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 20 May 2010] 

 p3114b-3116a 
Dr Janet Woollard 

 [3] 

member for Fremantle. Initially the concept was for national registration, but it has grown much stronger than 
what was first put on the table. Hon Norman Moore has left the gallery. The former member for Kingsley 
reminded members of a Legislative Council report from the 1990s that had referred to the advantages and 
disadvantages of adopting a template legislative scheme. She said of the then minister—who is in the house 
now—the member for Balcatta —  

It is not acceptable that the minister has allowed himself to be shanghaied — 

That is the word the member used —  

by the ministerial council into accepting something that is against this Parliament’s stated principles and 
positions in the past.  

I move on to another member of the National Party, who is now an upper house member. It will be interesting to 
see how he votes on this. The previous member for Avon, who at that time was the Leader of the National Party 
stated —  

I do not want to say a great deal on this legislation, except that I will not today nor on any other day 
vote away the rights of the people of Avon, which the minister is asking me to do today. That will just 
not occur. The fact is that we have debates in this place on a regular basis about the Parliament itself 
and the Executive. 

He then went on to say, basically, that we should not be handing over this power to a ministerial council, that 
members are elected to represent the interests of people in Western Australia and that we should be doing that, 
rather than signing off on mirror legislation and signing over our control to a ministerial council. They may be 
sweet-talking our Minister for Health at the moment, but there is no guarantee that that good relationship will 
last.  

I refer now to my mentor in this house, the late Hon Phillip Pendal. As I have said before, he was a great man. 
He supported many members in this Parliament and he made a great contribution, both to Parliament and to his 
local community. He talked on this subject several times, not just on the consumer credit legislation that I have 
been referring to, but on other legislation—the names of which I am sure will come to me later in the debate—
that tried to take away the states’ powers. I remember crossing the floor with him on those pieces of legislation. 
Before I refer to the late member’s comments, I will point out that the people who said no to handing over that 
power when the second reading vote was taken who are still in this house include the Minister for Planning, the 
Leader of the National Party, the Minister for Police, the Minister for Racing and Gaming and me. The Minister 
for Education did not cast a vote on that occasion.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3133.] 
 


