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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION - COMMON LAW AND WORKERS' COMPENSATION RIGHTS,
RETROSPECTIVE CHANGES

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) (2.04 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia, on behalf of injured workers
and their families wish to express our opposition to and concern at the proposed
unfair and unjust retrospective changes to common law and workers'
compensation rights, with effect from 4.00 pm on 30 June 1993 announced by the
Minister for Labour Relations at about 2.00 pm on 30 June 1993.
The planned removal of common law rights if a writ had not been issued before
4.00 pmn on 30 June 1993, unless an injured Worker can establish a 30 per cent
total body impairment, is a draconian and unwarranted change to the law. It is
estimated that 90 per cent of common law claims will be disentitled to
compensation. It has not been shown by the Minister that any extensions under
the Workers' Compensation Act will adequately compensate injured workers.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 90 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 172.]

PETITION - INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS BILLS WITHDRAWAL
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie) [2.05 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that the Government withdraw the three industrial
relations Bills:

Workplace Agreements Bill
Minimum Conditions of Employment Bill
Industrial Relations Amendment Bill

because we believe that:
(1) The current award system is fair and equitable;
(2) The minimum conditions provide inadequate protection for

workers against exploitation;
(3) There has been inadequate community consultation concerning

what are radical changes to the industrial system.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 117 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 173.]

PETITION - LEEDERVILLE PRIMARY SCHOOL, REMAIN OPEN
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) (2.06 pm]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned:
Ask that the Leederville Primary School remain open for the benefit of all
children in the Leederville area and further for the benefit of the Leedexville
Community generally.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
con sideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 4 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly. So far the Minister has refused to meet these people, which is a
disgrace.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 174.]

PETITION - SCHOOL CLEANERS
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [2.07 pm]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that in the interest of maintaining the high standard
of cleaning in schools:
(1) Support the retention of Government employed school cleaners.
(2) Call on the Government not to introduce any further contract cleaning

arrangements.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 14! signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 175.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT.- BY TH-E ATTORNEY GENERAL
Freedom of Information Act, Proclamation Date

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [2.08 pm]: While initially it had
been hoped to proclaim the Freedom of Information Act 1992 on 1 October this year as
indicated to this Parliament by me and indicated in the August edition of the EQI
Bulletin, it is now expected to be proclaimed by the end of October. Indeed, it is to be
effective from Monday, I November 1993. This slight delay has been necessitated by the
longer than anticipated deliberation process with respect to the development of
supporting regulations, which under section 112 of the Act must be approved by His
Excellency the Governor, and also the time taken to coordinate such matters as
accommodation, staffing and budget statements.
Since the appointment of the Information Commissioner in July this year, key
administrative arrangements have been put in place and activities undertaken. On the
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administrative front: Budget and program statements have been completed; long term
accommodation needs determined; a staggered schedule of staff appointments is on track;
internal procedures, manuals and forms, etc, have been prepared; and the information
technology system is presently being designed.
While dhe emphasis to date has been on getting the Office of the Information
Commissioner firmly established, a number of awareness raising activities have been
conducted, including: The production of two P01 bulletins; the creation of a register of
agency F01 coordinators; the printing of the P01 guidelines manual; the provision of
ongoing training programs; the Information Commissioner has also addressed a number
of meetings for interest groups, and a schedule of public meetings is planned for October
and November information brochures and other printed material are being finalised as
well as arrangements being made for the production of an educational video. To
summarise, at this stage it is anticipated that the Freedom of Information Act 1992 will
be proclaimed effective 1 November 1993, and preparations are well under way to meet
this target.

MINISTERIIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR LABOUR
RELATIONS

Workers' Compensation Petition, Inaccurate Stateentns
MR KIERATH (Riventon - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.10 pm]: In recent weeks
members opposite have been tabling petitions signed by citizens of this State in relation
to the Government's changes to the workers' compensation system. This Government
appreciates that people do go to the trouble of letting it know their opinions; this
Government respects that right. However, it must be pointed out that this petition which
is being tabled by the Opposition is fundamentally flawed in its wording and this matter
must be brought to the attention of the House. The petition states, "The planned removal
of common law rights if a writ had not been issued before 4.00 pm on 30 June 1993,
unless an injured worker can establish a 30% total body impairment."
Several members inteijec ted.
The SPEAKER: Order! It was the clear intention when the provision for brief
ministerial statements was agreed to that Ministers use this provision instead of question
time to make statements. It is quite clear to mae that several members in this House are
not happy with the Minister's remarks. The truth is that we cannot control what is said
by Ministers in these circumstances. It is clearly not in contravention of the relevant
standing order and I ask members to cooperate and listen to what is being said. They do
not have to agree wick it; they are quite welcome to disagree. However, we must have
appropriate order in this House to allow Ministers to say what they are entitled to say.
Mr KIERATH: The sentence of the petition to which I referred is wrong. I informed the
House last week that a person assessed under schedule 2 of the legislation as having
entitlement to 30 per cent or more of the prescribed amount would be entitled to proceed
to common law. The second area of concern is the statement in the petition that, "It is
estimated that 90% of common law claims will be disentitled to compensation." This too
is wrong because those people who do not meet the serious disability threshold will still
be entitled to statutory benefits under the schedule if they have a legitimate claim.

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: I believe the Minister is using the device of a brief ministerial statement to
debate the subject matter of a petition which was presented to the House by the member
for Mitchell. Under Standing Order No 97 there is no provision for debate on a petition.
However, it does provide for certain very constrictive motions to moved. [ do not believe
the Minister is able to use the brief ministerial statement provision to debate a petition
which has just been tabled.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is my judgment that the Minister is not debating the petition;
he is reading a brief ministerial statement. The question of debate, as I interpret it,
involves an interaction between at least two parties. There should not be the interaction
we are getting at the moment.
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Statement Resiumed
Mr KEERATh: No-one has been disentirled to compensation. Members should also note
that under the old system 96 per cent - or 75 000 - of compensation cases did not go to
common law. Under these changes they will all get increased benefits.
The final inaccurate statement in the petition is that it had not been shown by the Minister
that any extensions under the Workers' Compensation Act will adequately compensate
injured workers.
Several members intetjected.
Mr Brown: Tell the truth.
T1he SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: I announced some time ago that $46m would be put back into improved
benefits for workers and members would have seen contained in the Bill I introduced into
this House the improved benefits under schedule 2.
Mr Brown: You are an absolute disgrace.
Several members interjected.
Mr KIERATH: There were a number of other improvements in benefits, such as an extra
$25 000 being made available to dependent spouses of deceased workers, easier access to
extra beniefits above $100000 for injured workers in financial difficulty, increased
weekly payments to injured workers for the first four weeks off work and increases in the
medical and rehabilitation allowances, to name just a few.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: It is disappointing that well intentioned citizens have been encouraged to
put their names to a petition which is factually flawed.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley. The member's
initial interjections were acceptable, but the repetition combined with the interjections
from other members makes it impossible to hear not only the Minister who is trying to
speak, but also the member's interjections.
Mr KIERATH: I wish to inform the House that because of this action by the opponents
of the Government's legislation, I will be writing to every signatory to these petitions to
explain to them the true situation with the changes to the workers' compensation system
as announced by this Government.

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: Mr Speaker, I appreciate that you have made a ruling on this matter, but I
seek your clarification on the precedence regarding the discussion of a petition. There is
a comment on precedence in the standing orders; that is, that no action relating to a
petition is possible unless a member moves a motion. I ask you to give us some guidance
on how that statement in the standing orders relates to the action being taken by the
Minister.
Mr KIERATh: I was making a statement to the House about the action I intend to take
as Minister for Labour Relations in charge of workers' compensation to try to overcome
the deliberate misinformation campaign conducted by members opposite. I intend to
write to those people to set the records straight.
The SPEAKER: Orderf Having looked at the standing orders and had a brief discussion
in regard to this matter it is my understanding that Standing Order 97 relates to petitions
as they are presented and there is to be no discussion on the subject. That is the practice
of this House.
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Statement Resumed
Mr KIERATH: The cost of the action I will take should be charged to the Opposition for
running its deliberate misinformation campaign. The Opposition is peddling fear and
frightening the people who are least able to cope with it, Opposition members should be
ashamed of themselves.

SUPERANNUATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
Assent

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the Bill.
[Questions without notice taken .]

BILLS (2) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Public Sector Management Bill

2. Acts Amendment (Public Sector Management) Bill
Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Court (Premier), and read a first time.

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1) - Third Reading, and Comimittee of the

Whole Replaced by Estimnates Committees
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cortesloe - Leader of the House) [2.49 pmj: I move -

For the present session, so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is
necessary to enable any member to speak on the third reading of the
Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1) 1993 for 20 minutes and for the
Committee of the Whole procedure on the Bill to be replaced by a series of
Estimates Committees, as follows -

(1) There shall be two Estimates Committees to be known as Estimates
Committee A and B, which shall examine and report on proposed
recurrent expenditure from the consolidated fund, for the Parliament and
each department or Government agency listed in the published estimates.

(2) After the second reading of the Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill
(No 1) 1993, the proposed recurrent expenditure for the departments and
services contained in the published Estimates of Revenue and Expenditur
shall stand referred to the Estimates Committees.

(3) (a) There shall be a management committee which shall comprise the
Leader of the House, one member nominated in writing to the
Speaker by the Premier, and two members similarly nominated by
the Leader of the Opposition.

(b) Before the Estimates Committees first meet, the Leader of the
House shall present to the House the report of the management
committee, which report shall prescribe -

(i) which parts of the estimates are to be considered by each
committee, and

(ii) the maximum period of time allotted for consideration of
each part or any Division of the estimates.

(c) On die presentation of the report of the management committee,
die Speaker shall forthwith put the question, "That the report be
adopted" and debate, for a maximum period of one hour, may
ensue on that question and any proposed amendments thereto.

(4) Each Estimates Committee shall consist of the Chairman, the Minister or
Parliamentary Secretary responsible in (he Assembly for the proposed
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expenditure under consideration, or another Minister acting in that
capacity, and six other members.

(5) When an Estimates Committee is considering the vote for "Parliament",
the Speaker or the Deputy Speaker shall, for the purpose of this sessional
order, be deemed to be the Minister responsible for the proposed
expenditure.

(6) Each Estimates Committee initially shall include three members appointed
by the Leader of the House and three members appointed by the Leader of
the Opposition, and every appointment of a member of the committee
shall be forthwith notified in writing to the Speaker. A member may be
discharged from a committee by appointing another member in his place
and any such change shall not take effect until notified in writing to the
Clerk to the Estimates Committee.

(7) (a) The Chairman of an Estimates Committee shall be the Chairman of
Committees or a Deputy Chairman of Committees.

(b) Any member of the committee may cake the Chair temporarily
whenever requested so to do by the Chairman of that committee.

(8) The quorum of an Estimates Committee shall be four, excluding the
Chairman, and if at any time a quorumn is not present, the Chairman may
suspend the proceedings of the committee until a quorum is present, or
adjourn the committee.

(9) Members of the House who are not members of the committee may
participate, at the discretion of the Chairman, in the proceedings of the
committee, but shall not vote, move any motion, or be counted for the
purpose of a quorum. The Chairman shall ensure that an independent
member has in all the circumstancs a reasonable opportunity to ask
questions.

(10) Advisers who are present at an Estimates Committee to assist Ministers
may not directly answer questions or otherwise address the committee
except with the approval of and in the presence of a Minister or
Parliamentary Secretary.

(11) Minutes of proceedings of each committee shall be recorded by the clerk
to the committee, and shall be signed by the Chairman of Committees and
the clerk to the committee.

(12) In each Estimates Committee -

(a) the question shall be proposed for each Division of the estimates
referred to that committee? "That the vote for recurrent expenditure
be recommended", and if there is an equality of votes on any such
question, the committee shall include in its report to the House, its
inability to report on that division;

(b) voting in a division shall be taken by a show of hands of those
members of the committee, exclusive of the Chairman, present
when a question is put and tellers shall not be appointed;

(c) any question of procedure or point of order shall be determined by
the Chairman of the Committee, subject to the ultimate decision of
the committee; and

(d) at the conclusion of consideration by Estimates Committee A of
the estimates referred to it or at the expiry of the time allocated to
that committee, the question shall be put forthwith - "that the
clauses, schedules and title of the Bill be agreed to".

(13) Reports of the Estimates Committees shall state which parts of the
estimates have been considered and whether the proposed recurrent
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expenditures are recommended. The time for presentation of the reports
may be as determined by the House. Failure of an Estimates Committee to
report on any part of the estimates within the time required by the House
shall be deemed to be a report recommending the proposed recurrent
expenditures.

(14) The reports of the Estimates Committees shall be presented together to the
House by the Chairman of Committees and may be considered forthwith,
the question being proposed for each, "That the report be adopted".
Debate on that question and any amtendment thereto shall not exceed one
hour in total, but that shall not preclude an amendment being moved and
the question being put thereon, If the reports of the committees are
adopted, the third reading of the Bill may be moved forthwith.

It is intended that this year the Estimates Committees be run over three days, namely 26,
27 and 28 October and be structured into two committees, Committee A and Committee
B. This format will allow for a total of 59 hours of debate which will lead to, I think, an
acceptable level of accountability and more informed debate in the House. Last year
members will recall that we operated with one Estimates Committee operating over five
days. That had a total of 53 hours of debate; this year the hours of scheduled debate have
been increased from 53 to 59. There is also provision for a greater degree of flexibility.
For each Division the split up of time is somewhat more relaxed and allows for a greater
degree of informality. Part 9 of the sessional order makes special provision for the
member for Floreat to be given reasonable opportunity to participate fully in the
Estimates Committees. Last year four Independents took part; this year only one will be
involved. I hope the member for Floreat is satisfied with the arrangement. I thank the
Leader of the House for his cooperation.
Mr D.. Smith: People cannot be in both places at once.
Mr C.J. BARNET: I think a sensible compromise has been reached. Part 10 of the
sessional order, with the approval of the Minister and the chairman, allows for questions
to be answered directly by ministerial advisers present.
Last year theme was quite a protracted debate about whether we should have one or two
Estimates Committees. I concede I argued within OUr party room, and subsequently in
this House, that there should be only one Estimates Committee. The argument I
promoted and on which others supported me at the time was that all members should
have the opportunity to participate in all Estimates Committee debates no matter when
they occurred. I thought that was a pretty passionate and well put argument which played
some small part in winning the day! The reality, as has been pointed out to me, was that
despite the fact that the Estimates Committee debate was spread over five days, with
sessions conducted independently, attendance was quite small or very modest, and
non-existent in many cases. When a number of members spoke about the Estimates
Committee debates, the consensus of opinion was that we would be better to compromise
with two committees and conduct them within a shorter period. The year before that,
when three committees operated, was not particularly successful. Perhaps we have learnt,
through erying every option, that two Estimates Committees over three days is the best
compromise. It is not perfect but it is probably the best we can do. It also of course
allows for members, particularly country members of Parliament, to have that extra two
days of the week, the Monday and Friday, to attend to local constituency responsibilities.
The sessional order is self-explanatory. I am sure the Opposition will have some
comments to make. Under the sessional order a management Committee is to be set in
place. If the sessional order is adopted it will be the responsibility of that committee to
attend to any issues of disagreement that may relate to the timing of individual sessions
and the amount of time allocated for particular parts of the Budget.
Finally, I reiterate the point and remind members that the Opposition this year opted not
to have a cognate debate on the Budget. Had there been a cognate debate, even more
time would have been allowed for the Estimates Committees given that that would have
allowed free rein to discuss both current and capital expenditure. It is a tradition of the
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House, although it is up to the Chairman, to allow a degree of leniency in addressing
questions on capital items. It was perhaps unfortunate that the Opposition did not agree
to a cognate debate. Perhaps we can reconsider that for next year.
The comment was also made last year that it was about time the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee met and agreed on a procedure for the Estimates Committee
debates which was accepted by all members of Parliament and which could remain for
the future. I am sure that when we conclude this process people will make similar calls.
I will be the first to make that call. Once we get through this process we should not let a
year go by without assessing it while it is fresh in our minds so that we can agree on
something for next year and subsequent years.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) (2.55 pm]: The Opposition supports this sessional order which
has been the subject of sonic discussion behind the Chair. 1, along with the Leader of the
House, note that the Independent member has been accommodated in these debates. That
accommodation was arrived at after some discussion between the Independent member
and various other members of this House, including your deputy. Mr Speaker, who I
think was probably largely responsible for the solution eventually adopted. We need a
pernanent arrangement for the consideration of the Budget estimates. I support the
comments of the Leader of the House; they echo those I made when we briefly discussed
whether we should have a cognate debate an the Budget Bills. Rather than go through
this process of negotiation each year in somewhat of a rush just before the Budget
estimates must be dealt with, it would be far preferable if the Standing orders and
Procedure Committee presented a recommendation to this House and we had something
that was permanently in the standing orders.
The Leader of the House has suggested that in its deliberations the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee will need to rake account of a number of issues. One which the
Opposition seems to raise and the Government seems to resist is the need for agencies
that are not pant of the consolidated fund to be examined; for example, agencies such as
llomeswest, the Water Authority and the Main Roads Department. It is time those
agencies were subjected to the same parliamentary scrutiny as agencies funded through
the consolidated fund. I would like to see the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee
take up that proposal among other issues in reaching a permanent arrangement on this
matter. The time allocation for the Estimates Committees will need to be discussed
further between both sides of the House. The overall time allocation and the time
allowed for portfolios are not specified in the sessional order and will be finally resolved
by this House when the management committee report referred to in the sessional orders
is presented. There will need to be some further discussion between the Opposition and
the Government on the precise time arrangements. Nevertheless, the Estimates
Committee process is much better than the original process. In one year they consumed
nearly 60 hours of debating time in this place. The Opposition supports this sessional
order and in common with the Government it looks forward to arriving at some settled
solution rather than negotiating this process each year.
Question put and passed.

EXOTIC DISEASES OF ANIMALS BILL
Second Reading

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [2.58 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill deals with the control of exotic animal diseases in Western Australia and
combines the functions of two existing Acts. As a result, part III of the Stock Diseases
(Regulations) Act 1968 will be amended and the Exotic Stock Diseases (Eradication
Fund) Act 1969 will be repealed. This Bill provides for the control procedures that ame to
be used to eradicate exotic animal diseases where animals will be slaughtered to prevent
the spread of the disease. It provides a means of compensating producers who are
affected by the disease. Exotic animal diseases are those which do not currently exist in
Australia and which would cause significant economic harmn to the State if they were to
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gain perimanient entry into the State's livestock populations. The Bill deals with a limited
number of highly infectious diseases, such as foot and mouth disease, Newcastle disease
and rabies. Under the proposed legislation 12 such diseases have been specifically
nominated.
In addition to those diseases that would cause irreparable economic damage to the State,
the Bill also provides a mechanism for the rapid control of those diseases which present a
risk to human health, such as rabies. All the diseases that are covered by this Bill have
significant economic and/or public health implications. The Department of Agriculture
has plans in place to deal with an outbreak of an exotic animal disease, should such an
event occur in Western Australia. Finance and compensation arrangements have been
agreed to by all the States and Territories; this is to be coordinated at a national level.
These plans provide for operating funds to be made available to eradicate a disease, and
compensation to farmers whose properties are affected by such diseases.
The adequacy of the existing animal exotic disease legislation was questioned by the
Australian Agricultural Council in 1987. As a result of the concerns raised, the
Commonwealth appointed a consultant to examine and consider the adequacy and
consistency of Australian, State and Territory legislation. The consultant was concerned
by the various ways in which each State and Territory had made laws dealing with the
control of exotic animal diseases- It was strongly recommended that each jurisdiction
should introduce similar legislation aimed at overcoming the deficiencies that existed in
legislation at that time. For instance, the Western Australian Stock Diseases
(Regulations) Act provides only a mechanism for regulations to be made for the control
of exotic animal diseases. The Act itself does not directly provide a means of controlling
an outbreak of disease. Such a deficiency was seen as particularly important, in view of
the fact that an exotic animal disease does not only have a local effect on animal health
and production, but also has national and international impact through its effect on export
trade. For example, were Western Australia to have an outbreak of foot and mouth
disease, the export of sheep, cattle, pigs, wool and meat products to all countries that
were free from this disease would cease immediately. Trade would resume only at least
12-18 months later once our trading partners were satisfied that Australia was free from
this disease. Under the existing arrangements the costs of an eradication campaign will
be shared equally by the Commonwealth, which will pay 50 per cent of the total cost, and
by the States collectively paying the other 50 per cent. Western Australia will contribute
to the cost of a program based on a formnula which is dependent on the number of
livestock of the affected species present in the State. For all diseases covered by this cost
sharing agreement, Western Australia is expected to contribute five to 10 per cent to the
total cost of an eradication program.
The following principles have been addressed in drafting this legislation to ensure that
the State's plans have appropriate legislative backing. Briefly, the principles involve the
following: The control of exotic animal diseases calls for separate legislative treatment;
that is, legislation which does not deal with any other matters. The intent is to identify
the legislation as emergency in nature, and to recognise that it deals with a unique
problem. The rights, duties, and obligations of all persons involved in this emergency
should be clearly and extensively defined under a single statutory authority enacted in
each State. This should be done in such a way that there is no misunderstanding about
any individual's responsibilities in the circumstances. The powers are to be clearly
defined in an Act and should not exist through regulations or other delegated legislative
powers. Clear and adequate powers should be available to detect infections, control
infected premises, and trace the movement of people, animals, animal products and
vehicles that may have been involved in the outbreak of the disease. There should be
adequate power to slaughter and dispose of infected animals, and to disinfect the
properties. Adequate provision should also be made to deal with wildlife and feral
animals, if there were a risk of their being infected. Penalties should reflect the true
gravity of offences under this Act, and the impact that a breach would have on the
wellbeing of primary producers, and State and national economies. For example, the Bill
calls for a penalty of up to $10 000 and/or imprisonment for two years for anyone found
guilty of threatening to administer an exotic disease agent to animals. This was done to
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discourage blackmail or extortion, because in ahe past extortion attempts have been made
in other States. Legislation should provide adequate compensation, which would be
equitably assessed, for producers who have been affected by the disease.
The consultant prepared a model Bill which embodied the principles that I have just
outlined. The Australian Agricultural Council subsequently endorsed this model Bill and
urged all the States to enact this type of legislation as soon as possible. Permission to
draft this legislation was given by Cabinet in 1991. However, due to circumstances
beyond my control, this matter did not progress until Cabinet reaffirmed the previous
decision in July this year. New South Wales and South Australia have already enacted
new legislation, and the other States and Territories are in the process of preparing
similar legislation.
The Exotic Animal Disease Control Bill follows rhe format outlined in the model Bill and
aims to satisfy the recommendations that were endorsed by the Australian Agricultural
Council. Those recommendations were recently reaffirmed by the Agriculture and
Resources Council of Australia and New Zealand. This Bill clearly defines the
responsibilities of stock owners, managers and professional consultants working with or
managing stock who suspect the presence of an exotic animal disease. The
responsibilities and duties of the Minister for Primary Industry, the Director General of
Agriculture, and the chief veterinary officer are also clearly outlined. Provisions are
included to quarantine affected properties and to restrict the movement of livestock,
animal products, people and vehicles that could contribute to the spread of the disease.
The Bill contains clearly defined powers to slaughter and to direct the burial or disposal
of suspect stock on affected properties.
The last part of the Bill provides for fair compensation to be paid at market value to
producers whose stock were infected, or suspected of being infected, with an exotic
disease. A mechanism is also in place to provide compensation for any contaminated
animal products that are required to be disposed of as a result of the eradication
procedure. Should any farm buildings or structures be damaged during the course of
disinfection, provisions exist to make good, or to compensate the owners for any damage
that is caused by the disinfection process. However, the Bill clearly excludes the
possibility of payments for compensation for any loss of profits, breach of contracts, or
other forms of consequential loss.
The principles outlined and contained in this Bill for the control of exotic diseases have
the full support of the State's livestock industries, and the National Farmers Federation at
a Federal level. The issue of providing fair compensation for all those involved has been
a subject of extensive industry consultation. This Bill provides a mechanism for the
payment of compensation which is in line with agreed Government and industry
positions on the issue. The Bill also provides for repeal of those parts of part Ill of the
Stock Diseases (Regulations) Act which currently deal with the control and eradication of
exotic animal diseases, and for the repeal of the Exotic Stock Diseases (Eradication
Fund) Act. Additionally, the Bill provides an unambiguous mechanism for the control of
exotic animal diseases and a clearly defined mechanism for financial support for the
control of all exotic animal diseases. It is worthy of the full support of all members of
this Assembly.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper.

BUSINESS FRANCHISE (TOBACCO) AMENDMENT BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Court (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.
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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No 1)
Second Reading - Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 28 September.
MR BOARD (Jandakot) [3. 10 pm]: This is the first Budget of this Government and in
speaking to it I would like to dwell on a number of its aspects. I want to look in an
overall sense at the framework of the Budget and then dwell for some time on its effect
on my electorate and the sorts of things I would like to see provided in my electorate in
forthcoming Budgets. Being a new member of this Parliament and having sat through
the second reading debate, the first thing that has struck me is the confusion in the
Opposition's point of view. I have been listening -

Mr Riebeling: You have not been listening at all.
Mr BOARD: I have been listening to everything that was said, including the
Opposition's opinions on the McCarrey report and what he was charged with doing and
what his report said. I have listened to the Opposition members slain McCarrey and all
of the people associated with him. They have also slammed the arguments for economic
rationalism included in that report and then said that the Budget paid no regard to the
report and that the Government had not cut hard or deep enough but that it had produced
a Budget that is reasonably well balanced in what we need to do for the State and, at the
same time, maintained the services for the community. I am confused by those remarks.
It is difficult for members of the Opposition to have it both ways. It is difficult for me to
accept, on the one hand, that members opposite can slam the Government for doing what
needed to be done - that is, taking into account the community's needs and reducing the
deficit to a large extent - but then criticise it for increasing expenditure in many areas,
particularly in relation to education, health and police which are of major concern to
members opposite and then abuse the Government for not having cut hard enough into
Government services to meet that which was recommended in the McCarrey report. That
is confusing. In fact, it was amusing to listen to speech after speech about how we should
have gone further and cut into services to the community.
Mrs ilallahan: You did not hear that in every speech.
Mr BOARD: I did.
Mrs Hallahan: You did not hear it in my speech and you did not hear it in the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's speech.
Mr BOARD: I heard it in most members' speeches. Last night I was extremely amused
by the member for Peel who entertained us with the story of the pea and the thimble. He
moved the thimble around and could not find the pea. On my way home last night at
2.00 am I asked myself where was the pea. It suddenly occurred to me where the pea
was and it was not under the thimble-
Mr Graham: Let me pose this question to you. Not all of the Opposition speeches were
as you describe. In my speech I quoted reports and referred to the Federal and State
Budgets. I also referred to four independent reports, some Government departmental
reports and the Treasury papers for the State Budget. All of these documents indicated
that Western Australia was handed over to you in good shape. Where is that reflected in
the McCarrey report firstly and where is that reflected in the rhetoric of this
Government's support for the Budget?
Mr BOARD: I read the McCarrey report and that was not what it said at all. The
member can read it. I will give him a copy now. Does he disagree that the average
monthly surplus by his Government in 1986 was in the order of $55m?
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Jandakor should address the Chair. Obviously,
it is a good speech and we are all interested. It should not be made to one member.
Mr BOARD: The framework of the Budget revolved around the Government being
charged with dealing with the deficit and trying to balance the Budget over a number of
years and, at the same time, increasing Government services to areas that have been run
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down, particularly education, the police and health. We have managed to do that and I
congratulate the Government for its constraint.
I wish to move now to areas in my electorate which this Budget was unable to deal with,
unfortunately. I understand that. However, I would like the record to reflect what should
be considered in the future. The first of my concerns is the lack of a police presence in
my electorate. The State seat of Jandakot occupies 58 square kilometres. It is a large
metropolitan seat geographically with 45 000 residents. There is no police presence in
that electorate. In fact, theme is no police presence from Brentwood to Cannington. That
makes things extremely difficult. A police presence is badly needed. We do not want a
large police station or expensive infrastructure. We would be happy for the police to be
accommodated in a rented house or maybe in a shop so that the police could be seen to be
working within the community. I have taken up that issue with the Minister for Police.
I have nothing but praise for the residents of my electorate because they have had great
input into community policing and, in particular, into Neighbourhood Watch. There are
many thousands of participants in that program. Because the Police Force is
undermanned, it has not been able to service adequately the community policing area or
Neighbourhood Watch. I spoke at a public meeting recently at which people said they
had witnessed robberies taking place in their neighbourhoods, had reported them to the
police, but were unable to get police to attend. Because of a shortage of numbers and
because of priorities, police were unable to attend while the robberies were in progress.
On the one hand we want people to participate in these programs but, on the other hand,
the police are unable to service the people who get involved, do the right thing and make
reports. I encourage the Minister to consider a mechanism for prioritising reports
through the community policing process, particularly Neighbourhood Watch. Perhaps
officers could be allocated to this task from the 40-odd officers involved in the
administration of community policing or the 335 new officers in the Police Force. The
Government should make some provision for the servicing of Neighbourhood Watch
reports. If it is unable to do that, people will start leaving that wonderful program and we
shall lose the benefit of the thousands of eyes and ears which are currently doing the right
thing and making reports. More importantly, by allocating those funds we shall be
signalling to those not doing the right thing in the community - those engaged in theft,
robbery and assault - that they may be reported and the police may attend the scene of the
crime. They will respect the mechanism of community policing and will be fearful of the
eyes and ears in the neighbourhood. We need to give those reports some priority. [ have
written to the Minister and indicated a mechanism through which that could take place.
If we do not have the resources to do that in the current Budget, it should be taken on
board for next year's Budget.
In a recent grievance debate in this place I spoke about the Roe Highway. I put on the
record in this Budget debate that it is an extremely high priority in my electorate. At
present the people in my electorate are experiencing great difficulties with the volume of
traffic on South Street, Farrington Road and Leach Highway, which is growing daily.
Traffic movements on South Street at the moment are more than 35 000 a day, which is
equal to those on Albany Highway. It is projected that by 1996, particularly with the
developments in Canning Vale of the residential areas of Waratah, Livingstone and
Ranford, traffic movements on that road will reach 50 000 a day. If the Roe Highway is
constructed to meet South Street on schedule in 1997, the number of movements could
possibly rise to 80 000 a day.
There is no way that South Street will be able to handle that volume of traffic, and it is
clear to me that heavy traffic in particular will try to avoid the congestion on South Street
and Farrington Road by using residential bypasses to cut through to the Kwinana
Freeway, and vice versa from the Kwinana Freeway to Midland. I urge the Minister to
somehow appropriate resources and provide some State funding to assist in the
construction of the Roe Highway to meet the Kwinana Freeway. It is a major
consideration for all the local authorities in my electorate, particularly those in the south
west zone, which are very keen to see this road constructed by 1997, if possible. If that is
not possible, it should be constructed soon after that date. It is a priority area that should
be listed for future funding.

4895



4896 [ASSEMBLY]

The Jandakot Airport is a significant issue in my electorate. The Government must
consider bow to address the ever-increasing usage of that airport which has been in
existence for same considerable time, and is rnm by the Federal Airports Corporation.
The difficulty arises from the ever-increasing pressure of residential housing abutting the
land which is controlled by the FAC, and under the control of the Federal Government.
However, the lack of amenity and the difficulties facing residents are a problem for local
authorities and the State Government. They have little say in the matter, and I have again
approached the Minister for Transport and the Minister for Planning with regard to the
mechanisms that can be put ini place to resolve these difficulties. I place on the record
that I support the continuation of the Jandakot Airport and the construction of the fourth
runway. I support the development on the airport site to help the FAC meet its
continuing budget difficulties. At present it is losing more than Sim a year.
Difficulties arise because the airspace is controlled by the Civil Aviation Authority, and
no mechanism exists for liaison between the CAA and the FAC. When air traffic is not
doing the right thing - this applies particularly to training flights which are often off-
course or flying too low - reports to the FAC must be passed to the CAA, and no
structure exists for those reports to be taken on board and for the residents to be advised
of the situation. One of the reasons for the groundswell in the electorate against the
airport - it is probably between 5 per cent and 8 per cent of the population and growing
by the day - is that people with legitimate cause for concern can lodge complaints with
the FAC, but it has no control over the air traffic. Therefore, complaints are passed to the
CAA, but it has no officers to take the representations or to liaise with the residents, and
no way of imposing penalties on air traffic which is not complying with CAA
regulations. I have approached a number of Federal members of Parliament with regard
to this matter and spoken again to the Minister. I hope we can put some pressure on the
appropriate bodies in the Federal Government to put in place a mechanism for policing
those pilots who are not doing the right thing. It is only a few, but they stand out from
the rest. We must be able to demonstrate to those members of the community who are
concerned about their amenity that, as a State Government, we have a responsibility for
the 200 000 or so people whose lives are affected by air traffic from the Jandakcot Airport.
Today I asked the Minister for Planning a question about the Jandakot water mound. It is
probably the most significant issue affecting my electorate. The Jandakot land use and
water management strategy involves a large parcel of land, of which only the northern tip
is in my electorate. Most of that land comes within the electorate of Peel. However, I
see a large number of people from that area, particularly those living in the northern part
of the water strategy area who are affected. To put members in the picture, the land use
and water management strategy is obviously one which must take account of the water
embedded in the water mound. From that point of view the Department of Planning and
Urban Development has sought submissions from the Environmental Protection
Authority, the Water Authority, and other interested bodies about the long term future
and protection of that water mound. I am not aware of one person in my electorate or
anywhere else who does not put the protection of water as his first priority. This strategy
has now been open for public consultation in various forms for a number of years, and it
is coming to its conclusion with final submissions by the EPA and the Water Authority.
The EPA has a reasonable and balanced view, allowing subdivision on a 2 ha parcel, and
at the same time restricting increased usage of pesticides, and horticultural, agricultural
and livestock activities which will affect that land. The purpose of my question to the
Minister today was to sort out the matter of compensation, because we should not take
away from people their right to use land and to occupy their businesses, many of which
have been there for 30 and 40 years, and more, without considering the effect that will
have on their livelihood and on the future livelihood of their families. I urge the
Government to provide funds for those who seek compensation as a result of the
Government's move to protect the water that is embedded in that water mound.
Education is an important issue in my electorate. I have a very young electorate, where
60 per cent of the people are below the age of 35. It is a middle class, 2.2 children-type
area. There are three large high schools in my electorate - Rossmoyne, Willetton and

4896



[Wednesday, 29 September 1993] 89

Leeming. I am pleased that $500 000, sonic of which has come from the Commonwealth
Government, has been targeted for the refurbishment of Leeming Senior High School and
to cater for disabled students at that school. Willenton Senior High School is the largest
high school in Western Australia, with a school population approaching 1 900 students.
That school is desperately in need of refurbishment. It currently uses 23 demountables to
house a large number of students, and although there is some debate about how that large
number arrived there and about the crossing of boundaries, the fact remains that
Willetton Senior High School delivers quality education in specific subjects, and for that
reason it should receive special consideration for funding.
I congratulate the Government, and particularly the previous Government, for providing
$3.5mn for the construction of Canning Vale Primary School, and it is hoped that
construction will be completed in time for the 1994 school year. The work that was done
by the Ministry of Education and Canning City Council in regard to the sharing of
resources, tennis courts and community facilities with the school is to be admired, and I
congratulate the people who were involved in that proposal. The community is
extremely happy with the progress of that proposal.
I turn now to public transport. It is coincidental that today I had the opportunity to ask
two questions of Ministers about matters which I thought I might need to raise during the
Budget debate. Unfortunately, the previous Government did not make adequate
provision for the services that would be required in new residential areas. The people
who live in the new estates of Ranford, Waratah and Livingstone have no public
transport at all. In fact, one finds on closer observation that in most cases they do not
even have Telecom services. I support the Minister for Transport in his endeavours to try
to find adequate solutions to our public transport problems. I understand that there is
increasing pressure on the Government for increased facilities and there is always a lack
of resources. In this instance, I believe that the private sector will be able to provide an
adequate and unique service that will provide an east-west link for the people who want
to utilise the large shopping facilities in my electorate to which they currently do not
have access.
I congratulate the Government on its continued funding for the park and ride station on
the corner of South Street and Kwinana Freeway. Much of that $2m funding has come
from the Commonwealth Government. flat will be a tremendous asset for the residents
in my electorate and will encourage them to use public transport and the freeway. It will
be a bonus for the elderly people who live in that area. It will also provide a great
resource for the nearly completed St John of God Hospital at Murdoch, which borders my
electorate. Many people will be able to use public transport to get to that hospital.
Canning Vale is an expanding area in respect of industrial muscle, and while it is not yet
fully developed, we see new and fairly large industries come into that area every day.
One of the major concerns that I have is the cost of power, and that has been
demns trate tom:sItl to people involved in industry. I congratulate the
Government for its foresight in reducing the industrial electricity tariff by some 10.5 per
cent, and for the $20m return of security deposits which were paid mainly by retail
customers and small businesses and which in many ways retarded their ability to use that
money in their businesses. I hope we will see further reductions as we make changes to
the State Energy Commission, particularly in its delivery to business, and that we will
provide a more level playing field so that business can produce lower cost goods.
I congratulate the Government for a constrained Budget. It would have been very easy
for the Government. considering the difficulties, to have been a bit tougher, reduce the
deficit further and restrict State borrowings. However, in view of the needs of the
community, I do not think anyone would disagree that we must spend more money on
education, health and the Police Force. The Government has been able to achieve that,
and at the same time produce a Budget which is headed in the right direction.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.38 pm]): I have been concerned since the election and
since we have come into this place about the depths of negativity that we have seen reign
in this Chamber. Often in this House we lose track of the big picture, as our Prime

4897



4898 ASSEMBLY]

Minister, Paul Keating. likes to call it. As members of Parliament we all have a
responsibility to do positive things for our community, and I do not wonder why the
community regards us in such a poor light.
The 57 members of this Chamber undoubtedly wish to see this State, and certain
common items, progress. We have many disagreements on many issues, but I am
worried about the depth of negative attitude into which this Chamber has fallen. It might
be that, being on the Government side for first time in my seven years here, I see things
through different coloured glasses, but I think not. The Opposition is having some
difficulty understanding that it is now in Opposition, and I know that that is not a very
nice place to be.
Ms Warnock: We are here to oppose, yet you are criticising us for doing that.
Mr TRENORDEN: I am criticising members opposite not for opposing things, but for
the depth of their negativity.
Ms Warnock: When we see things that are wrong, we must comment.
Mr TRENORDEN: I have problems not with that, but only with the depth of the
negativity; it cannot be that we are in disagreement on every single item. After a few
more months have passed, we will settle down and many more Bills will quickly pass
through the place with much more common agreement. As we contest in this bear pit, as
it is called in New South Wales, we can often lose sight of the fact that we are regarded
as being at each others' throats all the time. As attacks are often at a personal level, it is
no wonder that people regard us as they do. We must be much more positive and get on
with mailers.
Good news like Sydney's successful Olympic bid should have been enjoyed by the
community for much longer than it did before the negative comments poured forth.
Today's trade figures indicate that all the information we receive certainly will not be
good; therefore, when good news comes along, we should allow people who do not really
care about party politics to have some degree of confidence that our nation will progress.
I worry when I travel outside this nation and listen to English. American and European
political debate, which is much more calm and quiet than Australian debate. We hear a
great deal of feedback on the US political debate, but it is much calmer and more to the
point than ours. I know America is concerned that Congress will not pass some hard
measures. I am not saying they have a perfect system, but they keep to the point and
keep away from the personalities: President Clinton is not referred to as a "sleaze bag" or
some such term. Such language is also not heard in the English system, which I have
always admired. Government members in the English system often argue with their
Ministers and their Governments, and that is seen by the media and the public as fair and
reasonable.
Ms Warnock: Are you going to do that?
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Perth might have noticed that I have already done
that on a couple of occasions. It is important that we raise the standard of debate within
this House. Waving the royal commission at each other, and accusing each other of
abuses does not fix up the past.
All 57 members of this Chamber must look carefully at the republican debate. A move
towards a republic is inevitable, and many Australians want to see same sort of the
change. However, it is important that those issues relating to the republic are properly
debated. The position put forward by the Prime Minister is now thankfully dead; namely,
that of simply replacing the Governor General. The existing powers of the Governor
General are wide ranging: He can dismiss Governments, close Parliament and refer Bills
passed by Parliament back to Parliament; he is also the head of the armed forces. If we
issue those powers to an individual, either elected directly by the people or by the
Parliament, the powers will be used more frequently because that person will not face the
constraints of thousands of years of history. I am not arguing either side of the
republican argument, but people should be aware of the facts. This issue is not as simple
as some people say.
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All members of this Chamber have a responsibility to read the history of Australia's
federation. It is fascinating reading; I recommend it to all. I have recently ploughed
through volume after volume. The federation vote in Western Australia was carried by a
small margin. Enough "yes" votes for federation came from the goldfields to carry the
day. Interestingly, the vote was carried by t'othersiders. as the determining voters in the
goldfields were mainly from the Eastern States here to get rich quickly. They did not
have a Western Australian attitude. That is not my commentary on history; it is a fact. In
1933, just 33 years later, the goldfields voted strongly for secession, so the feeling in this
State had changed dramatically over those 33 years.
The petition which this Parliament took to the British Parliament in 1935 is very good
reading; I recommend it to all parliamentarians. The problems put to Westminster in
1935 were the pmoblems of 1993. Most Western Australians do not know that every voter
in this State pays $1 000 to the Eastern States for their right to be a Western Australian.
That is over and above the amount paid by every other Australian. That is fine if
Western Australians want to do that, but they must know the facts. That $1 000 comes
from one source; namely, tariffs. Western Australia has a $lm deficit in the tariff
argument which carries the other States. If Western Australians want to continue doing
that, that is fine, but they should know about it. Every Western Australian voter pays an
extra $35 a year in fuel excise. That is not a great deal of money, but that is in excess of
the fuel excise returned to the State. We are subsidising the Eastern States for $35 a year
each. People may want to do that for ever, but they should know about it so an informed
decision can be made. To be fair about the $1 000 per voter levy, if what the two major
political panties are saying is true, the tariffs and the levy will be reduced. That is yet to
happen.
More importantly, the core of the 1935 petition is that it was almost impossible to keep
business in Western Australia under the federation. 'Imports' coming into the State from
the Eastern States are worth $6.5b, with only $l.5b-worth coming from overseas. We
have became a fringe market for the Eastern States. Very few major Western Australian
corporations are headquartered in Western Australia. They are becoming fewer and
fewer. Some of the great Australian companies like the AMP Society and National
Mutual are deserting Western Australia wholesale. The Western Australian branch of the
AMP Society has closed down, and anyone wishing to deal with the AMP Society must
contact the Eastern States. The AMP Society has loosened its touch with Western
Australia. If one looks at the amount of money that a giant investment company like the
AMP Society takes out of Western Australia and what it gives back, it is a joke. If one
looks at what the AMP Society is contributing to Western Australia, one sees it is not
contributing to WA companies but companies which are headquartered in the Eastern
States. The AMP counts shares in Western Mining Co Ltd and those types of
arrangements as WA investments; but they are not WA investments. We have a serious
imbalance. It will be almost impossible for Western Australia to build a local economy
of some substance until it has Western Australian headquartered and orientated
companies. That situation is declining alarmingly. Several articles have been published
in recent years to show the number of companies which have exited Western Australia to
the east.
Western Australians in this republican debate will need to think very carefully. Not
many proponents of the republican debate in this State realise that one of the options is
secession and a change in the Constitution. A constitutional change would be more
desirable. We are headed towards a major change to a republic, so it will be possible to
change the Constitution. Not only Western Australia will be seeking to change the
Constitution but also a group of Torres Strait Islanders wish to make major changes to
give themselves more autonomy, and there are other interest groups as well. The
republican debate should not be taken lightly. All Western Australians and every
member in this Chamber should think clearly about it. It is not about taking a fixed
position as a monarchist or a republican, it is about serving the people of Western
Australia and putting in a system that will work for Western Australians for the next half
century or more. That argument will cause this nation a great deal of pain over the next
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five or six years. Many rabid ideas will come out, but there will be many conservative
and decent points of view that must be heard, examined, and accepted or rejected. We
will have to go through that process. It cannot be held back. The republican debate has
gone beyond a debate, it is getting close to being a reality. There will be a cause and
effect. Let us have a close look at that effect - the financial effects and the effect on OUr
lives and our children's lives and on how Western Australian will be administered. I am
looking forward to that debate. Members who are pushing the Eastern States' line should
think more clearly about the serious and real complications this State has experienced as
a member of the federation. Western Australia is not mentioned in the Constitution.
That is because it did not make up its mind until the eleventh hour to enter the federation.
I do not have the time, but I have a lot more to say on this particular matter. I urge all
members in this Chamber to think closely about the future of this State and try not to take
a partisan or party attitude but look at how we will make Western Australia work
politically and financially for the next 100 years.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [3.54 pm]: I want to pay a special tribute to our European office
based in London for its assistance in arranging a series of meetings that I sought when I
was in the UK recently in a number of areas in which I had a specific interest. From the
outset the advice of the Agent General's Office, as it used to be called, was excellent.
The contacts it made for me were of the highest order. I can speak volumes for the
excellent service provided to me and I believe that is the same for all Western
Australians. This debate also gives me the opportunity to make a plea to the Government
and all members of Parliament to understand the work that the European office in
London carries out for all Western Australians. Although there has been a definite push
for Australia to move into Asia, we must be mindful that the UK is still a major
investment force in all the foreign investment that comes into Australia. European
investment is a major force within Australia and ranks behind the UK and the
Netherlands. We do have a major problem in continental Europe. If members were to
canvass continental Europeans about their view of Australia it would probably stop at the
Sydney Opera House and the Harbour Bridge. whereas Western Australia is one of the
areas in the world that provides a wonderful opportunity for investment potential. I am
pleased that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is here; it was part of his previous
portfolio.
We must understand there is a world of opportunity in Europe. Currently the Eastern
European bloc has changed its political direction and has attracted some attention, but
Australia, and Western Australia in particular, must be a source for investment capital
and a base for European manufacturers moving into the Asian market. The Government
should look at further expanding its involvement in continental Europe.
I am concerned about a matter that has not been adequately addressed to date; that is, the
twin arrangement Western Australia has with the Provence region of France. Of all the
European countries France is probably the leader in technology. Out of all the
opportunities for investment, for the development of world class technologies, the French
offer us the most. The twinning arrangement with the Provence region of France
previously entered into and signed last year by the State Government of Western
Australia provides an opportunity that I believe can lead to much better things. I took the
trouble while in London to check the level of support that was provided to other States'
offices. The support which is available to Western Australians is far from being superior
to that of other State Government representatives. While I was in London the Premier of
Victoria, Jeff Kennett. was hailed and heralded when he was able to secure the
production rights in Australia of the musical 'Sunset Boulevard." I am not suggesting
that our Government go out and secure the production rights of international class
entertainment. There is a world of business opportunity we must look at and traditionally
the opportunities we have had are within the European region. I do not want to deny the
opportunities that exist in Asia, but there are a wealth of opportunities still available in
Europe. We should be there because Western Australia in particular is set to offer the
best opportunities to those countres.
With Australia having a coastline of approximately 12 500 km and the interest I have in
marine pollution. I have made speeches over the past four or five years in relation to
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marine pollution and what we are and are not doing. This was brought about because I
had the opportunity to see in America the effect the Island Trader mishap had in the
greater Los Angeles area.
With the support of the Agent General's office I sought to follow up these particular
interest areas. It arranged meetings for me with the International Maritime Organisation,
which is the only division of the United Nations based outside Geneva. I had the
opportunity of being briefed by senior officers of that organisation. Again through the
Agent General's office, I had the opportunity to receive briefings from the international
tanker owners' organisation, and I gleaned some fairly interesting infornation as a result
of visits there. 1 had an interesting session with Gitenpeace in London and the Maritime
surveillance organisation of the United Kingdom in Southampton. I was given a series of
overviews as to how it managed oil pollution and marine pollution in that country.
We have had a couple of mini-disasters in Western Australia in recent times - the Sanko
Harvest and the Kirki - and Western Australians are starting to become conscious of what
will happen in the event of oil pollution, because it is not a question of whether it will
happen but when and how prepared we will be. On 6 July this year the announcement
was made in the United Kingdom that all tankers built after 6 July 1995 must have
double hulls as part of their protection.
Another matter I raised some three or four years ago and pursued within Australian
Government circles, and 1 am very pleased to say legislation is now starting to go through
the Senate, is for Australia to become a signatory to the international oil pollution
comrpensation fund. I was greatly concerned as to why Australians had not become
involved in that. The near disaster of the Kirki last year ensures that Australia now
realises that in the event of a disaster happening there must be some sort of compensation
fund, funded by the tanker proprietors and the member countries. If there is a disaster
costing $100m, $200m or $300m, we must ensure that a compensation fund is in place
applicable to the member countries.
Mr Riebeling: They have flag of convenience ships.
Mr BLAIKIIE: That is right, and they have their own insurance but not over and above
the cost of the cargo. The cargo can be worth $50m and damage may be $100m.
Therefore, I am quite pleased that today the legislation is passing through the Senate. I
was thankful that the Agent General's office was able to arrange briefings on these
matters to bring me up to date.
Another area of interest I have is national parks, where I have long been quite concerned
at the level of management we have. So often when we take over national parks pant of
our Management strategy is to lock people out, not to encourage their use. I have long
argued against that, and the answer that has come back is that that is part of the
management strategy because of the inadequacy of funds. That is not a management
strategy; that is a lockout strategy.
Again through the Agent General's office, I sought to see how national parks were
structured in the UK and meet the people managing them. I found it tremendously
rewarding when I visited the Peak District national park, the Yorkshire Dales national
park and the Yorkshire Moors national park. In the UK something like 60 or 70 per cent
of all land in national parks is held in private ownership, so entire villages, farms and
commercial operations are part of the national parks. They evolved national parks as a
result, in the first instance, of one William Wordsworth, who was a resident of the Lake
District. He said that a national park should be an area that is a pleasure to see and for
the heart to enjoy. How often could we relate that back here? Our parks are wilderness
areas, whereas their parks are working areas involving counties.
Another factor is that within their national parks system the English have management
boards, which are local government authorities within their own rights, which make total
decisions in' relation to the future control of the parks. They have three basic principles
as to the direction they follow: First, to preserve the historic significance of the area;
secondly, to ensure the enjoyment of the area; and, thirdly, to provide the opportunity for
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local residents to enjoy the facilities of the area. That last paint is so sadly missing in the
management of our national parks of Western Australia, because of all the people who
are considered, the last are the local people whose traditional accesses are denied or
removed from diem. The membership of those boards comprises something like 80 per
cent local government elected people, who have to be nominated, face elections, and be
successful. The other 20 per cent are nominated by the Secretary of State, and they are
the interest groups - people from conservation, rambling or whatever interests it may be.
If we compare that with the circumstances in Western Australia, in respect of the national
park that I represent. Leeuwin Naruralisce, we have an advisory committee which can
only advise. It can make any comments it wishes to the Department of Conservation and
Land Management, which may or may not have regard for the comments it makes.
Invariably it does not pay full regard to that advice from the advisory committee. The
advisory committee consisting of 14 people has only two local government
representatives elected to it, and the balance are the special interest people.
A shontcoming of the Western Australian national park system is that the advisory
committees do not comprise locally vested people who are sensitive to local issues. It is
often the case that advisory committees which do not comprise local people do not have
full regard for the views of local people on the issues which arise. In Western Australia
the management committees are advisory bodies, while in the United Kingdom the
committees are decision making bodies. The Western Australian system should be
changed. I will make direct representations to the Minister and to the Government
requesting that consideration be given to these changes.
I appreciated the assistance I was given by the European office. It made arrangements
for me to meet with several people and I was very impressed with them and their
qualifications. They were very senior people and 1 commend that office's services to
other members of Parliament.
Mr Taylor- They are good value, I agree.
Mr BLAIKIE: I have used my imprest account to visit other countries and I have had to
seek the support of the Foreign Affairs Department. However, the We stemn Australians
in the London office provided the best level of service I have experienced and I certainly
appreciated it.
I am pleased that the Treasurer is in the House and I congratulate him and the
Government for their decision to allocate $300 000 in this year's Budget to the Margaret
River High School. I advise the Treasurer that the decision has had a profound effect on
the community because it realises that the Government recognises the development
potential of the Margaret River area. This year's allocation will in due course enable the
school to include years 11I and 12 and that is important to the development of the fastest
growing area in my electorate. On behalf of the Margaret River community and the local
authority I express my appreciation for the allocation.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [4.13 pm]: I thank members for their support of
this appropriation Bill which is one part of the consolidated fund. The debate on this Bill
is traditionally wide ranging covering all the areas which may affect not only members'
electorates, but also Statewide issues. I was interested to hear the Leader of the
Opposition, in her opening remarks, say that the Government's Budget had no plan or
direction. However, throughout her speech she attacked the Government's plan and
direction. I am sure members opposite agree that the Government does have a reform
agenda, but they may not agree with it. A number of reforms are in the process of being
implemented and the Government certainly has a clear plan for this State's financial
position. In this Budget the Government has started down the path of implementing that
plan.
It concerns me that the Leader of the Opposition freely quoted a number Of statistics
which were incorrect. It is one thing to use statistics, but it is another to use them
incorrectly. The Leader of the Opposition told the House that expenditure had increased
under this Budget by 4.3 per cent when it has increased by four per cent. She also stated
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that the nominal revenue increase in her last Budget was 2.4 per cent, when it was 3,8 per
cent. On the employment front the Leader of the Opposition tried to paint the picture that
there was good employment news during her term in Government when it is clearly spelt
out in seasonally adjusted figures from the Bureau of Statistics that between February
1990 and February 1993 there were no new jobs. The Leader of the Opposition should
compare apples with apples.
The Leader of the Opposition said about education that the recurrent expenditure per
student had decreased by $120, when it has increased by $95. To glibly state these
statistics when they are clearly wrong illustrates why the Opposition had problems when
it was in Government- When referring to the net financing requirement of government
the Leader of the Opposition quoted statistics as a share of the gross State product. She
tried to create the impression that this year the figure was the same as the 1991 figure. It
is important to look at that share. In 1990-91 it was 0.42 per cent, in 199 1-92 it increased
to 0.86 per cent, and in 1992-93 it was 0.54 per cent. This Government has managed to
bring that figure down to 0.37 per cent.
[Quorum formed.]
Mr COURT: I reiterate that the statistics used by the Leader of the Opposition were
incorrect.
Again I thank members opposite for their support for this extremely important Budget
Bill. It will be in the Estimates Committees stage of this Bill that the Government will be
able to answer in detail many of the questions raised during the second reading debate.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Referral to Essimates Committees
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Under the sessional order adopted today the Estimates of
Revenue and Expenditure now stand referred to the Estimates Committees.

ACTS AMENDMENT (REPRESENTATION) BILL
Second Reading

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [4.20 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill, which is exactly the same as one passed by the Legislative Assembly but
rejected by the Legislative Council in 1991, proposes to build on the important structural
reforms which were achieved by the 1987 Electoral Reform Act. The 1987 Act reduced
the degree of vote weighting, but did not remove vote weighting altogether from our
electoral system. The Acts Amendment (Representation) Bill is based on the principle of
one-vote-one-value for both the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council.
The 1987 Act created an independent Electoral Commission responsible for drawing all
electoral boundaries with the exception of that which is to define the metropolitan area.
In that instance, the Act stipulates the definition contained in the Metropolitan Region
Town Planning Scheme Act 1959. The Acts Amendment (Representation) Bill proposes
that all boundaries will be drawn by the Electoral Distribution Commissioners, with the
metropolitan region scheme boundary being preserved only to give the commissioners
guidance when defining the three metropolitan regions for the Legislative Council.
The principle of one-vote-one-value: The bedrock of our electoral system is the right of
each citizen to cast one vote. Each vote represents the view of an elector about who
should represent him or her in Parliament. The principle of one-vote-one-value asserts
that each elector is equally important and has an equal right to promote his or her
freedom and interest. It does not make sense either logically or ethically to establish the
right of a person to a vote then diminish the value of that vote in relation to the votes cast
by others. In an extreme case, this would undermnine the basis for community life itself
by creating inequalities in the distribution of political power.
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In relation to the difficulties of anchoring any system of vote weightage on a solid
foundation, I refer members to the powerful argument produced by Mr R.J. Quinn, MLA,
in his dissenting report to the Queensland Parliament's Committee for Electoral and
Administrative Review in February 199 1. He states -

Once the principle of weightage is accepted to any extent, the argument
concerning fairness of electoral representation becomes an argument of degree
and circumstance, not one of principle. With acceptance of weightage to any
degree, outside the variation permissible in all electorares, principle is abandoned
and a precedent is set which can be rationalised, used and abused, according to
political convenience.

Western Australian history confirms the validity of this argument.
A century of electoral malpractice: Over the century of responsible Government in
Western Australia. a number of devices have been used to promote the interests and
influence of some citizens at the expense of others. These include property-based
restrictions on the right to vote; plural voting, which allowed some to vote not only where
they lived, but also where they owned a sufficient amount of property-, gerrymandering
electoral boundaries to favour one party or one person; and mal apportionment via zon ing.
Property based voting and plural voting finally came to an end in Western Australia with
the passage of legislation in 1963 and 1964. The establishment of the Chief Justice, the
Electoral Commissioner and the Government Statistician as independent Electoral
Distribution Commissioners in 1987 has gone a long way to allaying fears in respect of
gerrymandering. However, vote weighting through zoning still remains. Western
Australia was the first State to introduce malapportionment through zoning. In 1922 the
Mitchell National Coalition Government appointed commissioners to draw electoral
boundaries, but only within areas defined by the Parliament and not including the
statutory seats in the north west of the State.
Since 1922, the system has been modified but the realities of malapportionment remain.
If we compare the avenage enrolments of metropolitan districts and regions with non-
metropolitan districts and regions, we see that they show vote weighting of 1.9:1 for the
Assembly and 2.8:1 for the Council. What does this mean for particular electorates?
Using enrolment statistics compiled on 30 June 1993, it can be seen that the member for
Wanneroo represents 28 112 electors, while the member for Ashburton represents 8 976
electors. The seven members who sit for the North Metropolitan Region in the Council
represent 318 980 electors, while the seven members who sit for the South West Region
represent 121 896 electors.
Justifications of vote weighting: Many so-called theories or principles have been created
to justify such inequality of representation. The Federal Parliament's Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters described four such principles in its 1988 report "One
Vote, One Value": First, as the rural areas produce the real wealth of the State or the
nation, they should have more say in Government, secondly, the problems of
communication in the sparsely settled areas demand smaller enrolment electorates;
thirdly, a numerical domination by the metropolis would overwhelm rural interests; and,
fourthly, representation of interests rather than people is essential. They are neither
adequate as theories nor defensible as principles. I will illustrate the problems with a
series of questions related to each of those four arguments.
First, is all our wealth rural based? If it is, will or should it always be that way? Are all
our wealth prospects rural based? In any case, should our electoral system be based on
our economic system, however we may define the latter? Secondly, are communication
problems between a member of Parliament and his or her electors simply a function of
distance or do other factors such as time and number of electors play a role as well?
Should the interests of a member of Parliament determine the nature of our system of
representation or should other more important factors such as democratic fairness and
legitimacy be at the forefront of our thinking? Thirdly, in the final analysis, is it the
balance of representation or the balance of power in Parliament that determines
outcomes? Do the averages or margins matter most in politics? Where is there any
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consideration of local government in the conservative analysis? Fourthly, if interests
rather than people are to be the basis of politics, which interests are to be chosen -
regional, industrial, occupational? Do farms, factories or people vote? This legislation
has a simple answer to this question: It is people who vote and all who qualify as
electors ought to be given a comparable influence in Parliament. This is the proper and
democratic solution to the questions posed by the issue of representation.
The end of vote weighting: Hlow then does this Bill propose to end vote weighting? In
each Legislative Assembly district the Electoral Distribution Commissioners will set the
enrolment at a redistribution with a margin of allowance from 10 per cent below to 10 per
cent above the State average district enrolment. On 30 June 1993 the State enrolment
was 1 046 032 which means the avenage district enrolment was 18 35 1. Based on that
enrolment commissioners would be able to create districts containing between 16 516
and 20 186 electors, with due consideration being given to the unchanged list of matters
in the Act.
The preservation of a regional system of proportional representation for the Legislative
Council requires a different approach to ensure balanced enrolments per member. The
Bill outlines a structure in which Assembly districts are grouped into six broadly defined
Council regions. However, in place of the existing law which prescribes the number of
members of the Legislative Council to be elected from each region, the Bill proposes
greater discretion for the Electoral Distribution Commissioners. A table is proposed
which sets out a relationship between the number of members of the Legislative Council
to be elected from a region and the number of districts that region may contain. The
proposed table does two things: First, the number of MLCs in a region must be an
uneven number from three to nine so that a party or group winning a majority of the
votes will win a majority of seats, a principle which applies in existing law, and second, a
fair balance is set among all the regions in the number of districts and, therefore, electors
per member of the Legislative Council. Because variations in enrolments among the
regions are limited by the proposed table of relationships between the number of MLCs
and districts in each region it would not be possible for the enrolment per MLC in a
region to be more than 18.1 per cent above the average or less than 16.6 per cent below
it.

Mr Speaker, I seek leave to include in Hansard a copy of three tables. Table I is taken
directly from the Bill and sets out the proposed relationship between the number of
MLCs to be returned by a region and the number of districts the commissioners may
include in that region. Table If shows the present structure of representation and table Ill
draws on the proposals in the Bill to suggest one possible structure that could be created
by the Electoral Distribution Commissioners.
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.1
[See page No 4984.1
Dr GALLOP: The royal commission's second report: In considering this Bill I ask the
Parliament to consider not only the arguments that the Australian Labor Party has put
forward for many years in favour of the principle of one-vote-one-value but also the
second report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and
Other Matters. In their second report the royal commissioners made it clear that reform
of the electoral system was an important component of the range of recommendations
they made. Should there be any flaws in the democratic legitimacy of our parliamentary
institutions there would be serious doubts about whether they could act as vehicles for
openness and accountability. The evidence from the 1980s backed up their claims about
the failures of a flawed Parliament.
What then did they conclude about the electoral system? For the Assembly the
democratic principle required that the votes of electors within single-member
constituencies be "as close to equal value .. , as is practicable" - 5.3.12. For the Council
the House of Review principle required that "minority interests with significant popular
support should have popular representatives" - 5.3.9. The removal of vote weighting
from our electoral system and the modification of our regional system of proportional
representation for the Council as proposed in this Bill meets both of those objectives.
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Given that a redisuibution of our electoral boundaries within the framework laid down by
the 1987 Electoral Reform Act will commence as soon as practicable after 6 February
1994 and given that any examination of the question by the proposed Commission on
Government is bound to take a good deal of time, particularly if the current rate of
progress being set by the Government is maintained, this is our last opportunity,
realistically speaking, to reform from within the electoral system before the next general
election. Just how long does it have to be for that which is desirable and inevitable to
happen? How many reports or commissions of inquiry does it take to convince a
majority of both Houses of our Parliament that vote weighting can no longer be justified?
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Marshall.

MOTION - HEALTH PORTFOLIO, COUNTRY SERVICES CONCERN
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.37 pmJ: I move -

That this House expresses its extreme concern with the Government's handling of
country health issues in particular -

(a) the total lack of community consultation before announcing the
downgrading of the Northampton Hospital;

(b) discouraging efficient health administration by planning to downgrade the
Northampton Hospital - one of the most efficient in the State as measured
by the average cost per admission;

(c) the cynical technique of playing one country community off against
another by using the money saved from downgrading Northampton
Hospital to fund multi purpose clinics in Kalbarri and Dongara; and

(d) the proposed decrease in total acute beds within the mid west region.
The motion follows the speech I made last night relating to the Health budget. My
concern, not only as shadow Minister for Health but also as a country member of
Parliament, is the way the Government is treating country areas in the Health portfolio.
One need consider only what has happened at Northampton since the Government was
elected to office. The people of Northampton and surrounding areas have a very
effective hospital which has a bed average of around seven. It is one of the cheapest
hospitals to run, with the average cost per occupied bed day -

Mr Bradshaw: Are they new patients or permanent care patients?
Mr TAYLOR: There are two separate sections. The nursing home is alongside the
hospital. The average cost per occupied bed day at Northampton District Hospital is
$352.84 compared with the State avenage of $580.80. It is a reasonably efficient hospital.
Rather than considering it an efficient and effective hospital unit, the Government
decided that Northampton District Hospital would be cast aside. That decision was nor
made in a way that satisfied the people of Northampton. The first they heard about it was
by way of a press release. Unfortunately, that is no longer unusual The first that the
people of Roebourne and Laverton heard about major changes for their hospitals was by
way of press release. The. first that people who live and work at hospitals, such as Mt
Henry and Sunset, heard about the proposed changes was a response to comments made
by the Opposition. The first that the majority of people who work at Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital heard about a proposal to cur 350 jobs was when it was announced by
the Opposition and not by the Government. The first that the people of Albany heard
about proposals to make major changes to privatisation of the State Health Laboratory
Services was from the Opposition and not from the Government. I could go on about
these sorts of issues. Quite clearly, this Government has a Minister for Health who has
the view that it is not his job to handle bad news or to go out and confront issues and to
explain to the people of Western Australia and country Western Australia what should
happen about country health in this State or, at least, to put his view about what should
happen in country hospitals.
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Dr Lawrence. He got burnt in Bunbury.
Mr TAYLOR: He certainly did. He gave the people in Bunbury a lecture on what
should happen so far as their health care is concerned. He very quickly got the message
that the days of his being a lawyer and being able to give people a lecture on what is
good and right for them are over now that he has become a Minister. He must talk to
people and resolve issues. He did nor front up to the public meeting that was held in
Northampton. He left that to the member for Greenough, the Minister for the
Environment, to go along.
Mr Minson interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: We were kind to the member on that night. I cannot say that we will be
so kind to him today. The Minister for Health left it to the local member to handle the
fire in that issue. That was most inappropriate. The Minister has responsibility for these
sorts of decisions, for going to the country areas and explaining to people what is going
on. Not only is the Northampton District Hospital a reasonable one but also it provides
very important resources in that community, with acute beds and an accident emergency
facility. It is a resource that cannot easily be done away with. It is a well used hospital,
one that the people of Northampton regard as being theirs. The people of Northampton
have made a major contribution to it over the years in fundraising and providing facilities
for it. It is a hospital that they will not see cast to the wolves by this Government.
After making the announcement the Minister then made a decision that perhaps he should
set up a consultative committee. That consultative committee is now working away on
matters that affect Northampton hospital. No-one knows what will be the final outcome.
I hope that the consultative committee, which is made up mainly of local people, will be
able to come to a resolution that, at least, settles the issue for that area. I emphasise to the
Minister who is handling this issue: In making changes at the Northampton hospital, it is
essential that a good number of the acute care beds and the accident emergency section
continue to operate. To prove that point, it is important to focus on a not unusual event
for that area - another accident on the Great Northern Highway. This accident occurred
on 24 August. Unfortunately it left two Japanese tourists dead and a young Japanese girl
orphaned after her parents were killed in the crash. I refer to a report in the Geraldion
Guardian of 24 August in which one of the people who attended that crash, who helps to
run the Northampton ambulance service, claimed -

- . that the 26-year-old woman would also have died if the services of a local
doctor and highly qualified accident emergency nurse had not been available at
the Northampton Hospital.

The article continues -

She said the accidents had all required the services of the hospital and the
Northampton ambulance service, a service currently available because the
hospital has enough qualified staff to run a 24-hour acute care facility.
..she was worried what would happen if the hospital was downgraded and the

accident and emergency service was forced to run on an on-call-only basis.
That is a very clear example of what the consequences of immediate health care could be
were this Minister to have his way in the changes that are proposed for the Northampton
District Hospital. Those changes cannot be allowed to go ahead in the ad hoc way, the
non-consultative way, in which this Minister has handled these issues. The same applies
in places like Laverton and Roebourne where, as I mentioned before, these people find
out what is in store for them only after it has been announced by the Opposition. The
member for Ashburton will be saying a lot more about the Roeboumne situation, a
situation that is typical of what has happened already at Northampton: A lack of concern,
a lack of care and a lack of consultation. The rather bitter excperience at Northampton
should have taught the Minister a lesson or two. That is not the case. It would have done
the Minister a lot of good had he turned up to the public meeting in Northampton and
seen and heard the feelings of these people about these issues. It is critical that, when
dealing with these matters, the Minister listen to what people say.
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We could take this a step further; we could refer to the Bunbury situation. The Minister
went to Bunbury and has now ignored what the people there have said. In today's
newspaper and in the Bunbury newspaper we see an article in which the local Liberal
member for Bunbury seems to have seen the light and decided that the collocation
proposal - this is quite misleading; it is not collocation, it is privatisation of health care -
is no longer appropriate for Bunbury. In Northampton, Roebourne, Laverton, Albany
and Bunbury - how many other places I am not sure of yet, but we will certainly find out
during this year - we find chat this Government, despite its pretence about health care in
Western Australia and making sure that people get their fair share, is not delivering the
goods. Country people in Western Australia are missing our one after another in this
area.
For chose reasons we find it necessary to express our extreme concern. I think the House
should express its extreme concern at the Government's handling of country health care
issues. They are not being handled in an appropriate way. As was pointled our by the
select committee that was undertaking the inquiry into country hospitals, we have a very
efficient country health care system. This Minister and this Government are tearing apart
that efficient health care system. Ir is essential chat, in dealing with this issue today in
this House, this Government recognise that changes must take place. It is not possible to
continue down this road as long as the Minister has the view that whatever he says about
health care is the correct way to deal with the issue.
MR RIEBELING (Ashbunton) [4.48 pm]: I wish to put on record what has occurred
over the past six months since this Government came to power. Basically everybody in
most country regions realises that during the election campaign health was a major issue.
In my area it was even more of an issue than in most. In fact, it is my view that the
health issues in my region are the second most important issues on which the election
was fought, the first being industrial relations, This Government, when it was in
Opposition, identified the main health problems in my area as doctor shortages, the
patients' assisted travel scheme, waiting lists and the lack of regional hospitals in
Karracha. The Government ran quit an effective campaign which highlighted those few
problems and said they would all be solved when it came into power. I will explain how
this Government is tackling the problems. Originally, we were told that I11 doctors in the
area were not enough; we now have eight. Effectively, since February we have lost three
practitioners from the region. It appears that private practice is incapable at this stage of
providing the services that my area demands and deserves. After many months of failing
to attract private practitioners the Government should bite the bullet and put a
Government doctor into the Nickol Bay Hospital and retain the Government doctor at the
Roebourne Hospital. That is contrary to what the Government is planning. The loss of
doctors from the region has caused waiting lists in my area for non-urgent consultation to
blow out to some three months. If one is sick and needs a doctor urgently one must wait
between 10 to 14 days. That does not help too many people who are sick. This
Government is supporting a health service where one should just go to the chemist and
get over the problem in a few days.
Some doctors at the moment are refusing to bulk bill because they consider that some
health card holders are somehow cheating and that bulk billing is not on. They are also
advising women in our area that for the delivery of babies, which I would have thought
was a simple process, they should consider moving to Perth. That is a disgrace. When
flu epidemics and infectious illnesses break out which affect the whole area, the health
services are stretched even further than they are ordinarily. Two weeks ago my office
had 40 complants in a week about both not being able to see doctors and the standard of
service when they saw the doctors.
As Wickham and Roebourne are isolated from the major hospital in the area; that is,
Nickol Bay. they have their own problems. In Roebourne the people are immobile. A
large proportion of the population does not have vehicles and therefore cannot travel the
40-odd kilometres to access services in Karratha. Roeboumne is a very isolated
community. If the essential services are not available within the town the immobility of
its population heightens that problem. The Minister in the other place has decided to
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tackle the problem - the Minister so apt at dealing with sensitive matters. Most of us can
remember how well he handled the acquisition of the egg! It would appear he is using
the same skills to reduce medical services throughout the country, especially in my area.
He wishes to change the service delivery to the area, especially to the Roebourne District
Hospital. He has said that the three hospitals of Karratha, Wickhanm and Roebourne
should be seen as one when considering the services provided to those three hospitals.
Nickol Bay Hospital at Karratha, being a sizeable hospital, has more services than the
others. The Minister has stated that if the three were now considered as one, on paper
technically, the services at Wickham and Roebaurne at least would improve without any
provision of new services.
Mr Graham: I wonder if he would do that at Royal Perth.
Mr RIEBELING: He is bound to. The people of Roebourne have heard that son of
rhetoric for the past 20 odd years from Government departments that wish to downgrade
the service at Roebourne, which used to be the major regional centre. They are not
tricked by that sort of rhetoric any longer. They realise what is going on and they are
protesting as loudly as possible. I call on the Government to give a clear undertaking that
the services in Wickham and in Roeboumne will not be run down irrespective of the
services available in Karratha. Already it has been announced that the Government
doctor who has been based at the Roebourne hospital for many years will be replaced by
a private practitioner to deliver the services. That sounds fine except that if the private
practitioner leaves, it will be very difficult to attract a replacement for him. That has
happened in Karratha; it has not worked, It is exceptionally difficult to attract doctors to
the Karratha area and, as I say, it is much more difficult to attract doctors to the
Roebourne area. That action is destined to put the town of Roebourne into a situation
where health services are run down rather than improved.
Unless full community consultation occurs with the Roebourne people, that community
will not meekly accept the changes or allow them to occur. This Minister thought, as
occurred in Northampton, he would just bring in these changes, everyone would accept
them and no-one would say boo to him. Unfortunately for him he has been caught out
and the Roebourne community is very angry about this Minister's attempt to downgrade
the services available to them. In every other area where he has tried similar types of
stunts, such as in Bunbury and Northampton, the outcry from the public has been
deafening. Although the community in Roebourne is very small, it is in fact very vocal
these days when it comes to the removal of Government services. This attempt by the
Government is definitely anti-health in the Pilbara. It adds to the anti-country sentiments
of the current Minister. I earnestly call on the Minister to change his views and to come
up to the Roebournie area and address a public meeting to try to convince the community
that what he is endeavouring to do is for the best. I will organise the public meeting for
him and he can explain to the people how they will be better off without a Government
doctor and with reduced services to their town.
Some people in this place may have seen the press statements from the Minister saying
that all we have been saying is untrue. However, I will explain the sequence of events
which has led us to suspect what the Minister is endeavouring to do: Firstly, a document
was leaked to us which indicated that Roeboumne was in fact on a list of hospitals which
were earmarked for either downgrading or closure. The Minister instantly denied that
was the case. The next day he said in Parliament that unless those hospitals mentioned
agreed to the change, he would make the changes. In a press release the following day he
accused me again of telling untruths and followed that by saying that all three hospitals
would be considered as one when examining the services available to those hospitals.
Following a very small amount of advertising - I mentioned it once on radio - the
Roebourne community attended a public meeting last Saturday. When I said I was
organising this public meeting many people here said that only four or five people would
turn up to a meeting on a Saturday in Roebourne. In fact about 100 people turned up.
All those people had been informed and had seen what the Minister had been saying. All
of them were very concerned that my interpretation of what the Minister was saying was
the truth, and that the Minister was endeavouring to remove services, not improve
services.
I1o'-
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If this Government thinks that the people of Roebourne have forgotten the election
promises that services would improve, it is sadly mistaken. It is obvious to me that over
the next three years services to areas such as my electorate will be removed and the
quality will be downgraded so that in the fourth year of this Government's term, the
election year, the Government will be able to put back resources into the hospitals and try
to win back the votes. It is an absolute disgrace and a sham. I hope that members in this
place condemn the Minister for the actions that he is taking in the Roebourne area.
Mr Graham: Have you got any support from the Liberal Mining and Pastoral Region
members to get better services?
Mr RIEBELING: It is amazing that the two Liberal Mining and Pastoral Region
members have been completely silent; supposedly they support the reduction in services.
I am appalled by the lack of consultation that this Government is showing in the
reduction of services to the country.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [5.01 pm]: I speak in favour of the idea that this State
Government has completely mishandled the provision of health services to country
people. I relate my experience to Bunbury in particular. Hospital services in Bunbury
have always been difficult to predict and provide far. Although Bunbury Regional
Hospital is quite different from other regional hospitals in Western Australia, it has been
funded traditionally along the pattern of other regional hospitals. That has always been
inappropriate; firstly, owing to the size of the population, and secondly, because Bunbury
is a true regional hospital in the sense that there are very good hospitals at Harvey,
Yarloap. Donnybrook, Busselton and a number of other areas in the south west which
provide primary care to their local region. However, for a range of speciality services
and more difficult cases they refer their patients to Bunbury hospital.
Owing to the size of population, the existence of the private and public hospitals, and the
fact that Bunbury is a true regional centre but is only two hours' drive from the city, it
has over the years also attracted a large complement of practitioners in general practice
and, more importantly, in specialty practice. Those specialists, however, have created
their own difficulties for the hospital and the health care system because from time to
time they have either refused to perform operations in the regional hospital or have very
much limited the services that they have provided to public patients. I am pleased to say
that that is certainly not true of the vast majority of them, but the occasional specialist has
adopted that view. That view has also been adopted by some visiting specialists who
travel from Perth to practice in specialty areas which are not based in Bunbury. The
existence of that cadre of medical specialists and visiting medical specialists, and the fact
that from time to time they change their approach to the way in which they provide their
own services, has meant that the demands on the regional hospital go up and down
substantially. That occurs on the basis of whether specialists are on leave or whether
particular illnesses are running through the regional community and, therefore, put
pressure on acute beds for reasons other than operations.
Mr Bradshaw: You could also talk about the shortage of money.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I want to deal with that matter. That difficulty of predicting the level
of demand on the regional hospital for various services has led to budgetary difficulties,
although I am pleased to say that over the 10 years that members on this side of the
House were in Government the budget for the Bunbuiy Regional Hospital increased
substantially beyond the inflation rate for every one of those years. However, it is only
too true that over the past three or four years in particular every year come March there
has been a pressure when people have acknowledged that the budget has not been
adequate to keep open all the beds and to continue providing the services that should be
provided in the hospital. The result has been that in the period after March in each of the
past four years, firstly, there has been a need for the Minister of the day to find additional
funds to supplement the budget of the regional hospital; and secondly, where that has not
been completely done to everyone's satisfaction, some casts that should certainly have
been treated in Bunbury had to be diverted elsewhere for treatment.
Where that has occurred in the past three or four years the various Ministers have used
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their own initiative and ministerial staff to try to find savings to supplement the budget.
The one year in which that did not occur was this year. The attitude of the Minister
towards Bunbury Regional Hospital has typified his response to health care in general
and to health care in country areas in particular. The Minister simply says to the hospital.
'This is a problem of your own citation. You have overrun your budget; I am not going
to give you any extra money. You must simply live within your budget." The Minister
was not prepared to look for other areas of savings within the health expenditure to see
whether he could supplement that budget. That led to the most severe curtailment of
services that Bunbury has ever experienced. It typifies the fact that this Minister is not
prepared to take personal responsibility for the administration of his portfolio, and he is
not prepared to use his own resources to try to find solutions. He simply says to the
regional hospital that this is its problem, it has overspent, and it must find the money. He
does not allow the ministry to work in cooperation with the hospital to find some savings
whereby the budget could be supplemented.
The second example of where this Minister has completely got it wrong is that he always
seems to think he can do it better than other people have done. The best example of that
is that over the past three or four years the former Government conducted a
comprehensive appraisal of the Bunbury Regional Hospital. We looked at the hospital
and identified that it had severe concrete cancer. It was constructed as a regional hospital
on a par with the other regional centres in rural Western Australia, but is now simply
inadequate in its size and resources and in its capacity to deal with modem technology.
The combination of that with the concrete cancer led us to a conclusion that the hospital
had to be replaced. Over the past three years expert and community consultation groups
have been set up, and a range of other ideas groups have been established to work on
what the redevelopment of the hospital should be. One of those was to identify the fact
that Bunbury and the south west needed a good Government regional hospital and a good
private regional hospital. We exhaustively discussed with St John of God the various
ways in which we may be able to complement each other's development and future. The
proposal which was suggested to us, and which we eventually came down in favour of,
was a collocation proposal which we were prepared to work through with St John of God
which would leave a truly Government owned and operated regional hospital on the one
hand, and a truly privately operated and owned private hospital on the other hand. Some
services, such as the hotel and kitchen, would be collocated but would be run by either
the Government or St John of God. We sat down with St John of God representatives to
try to work out arrangements whereby that could be seen to work to ensure that it would
enhance health care in the south west, and to ensure that as far as possible all the parties
involved in that process were agreeable to what was proposed.
We worked on that for a long time. Eventually St John of God representatives came to
the conclusion that that proposal was not satisfactory to them, and that the collocation
would not work. They simply would not look further at that proposal and withdraw from
the negotiations. With the withdrawal of St John of God from those negotiations, the
Government went back to all the work that had been done. It revamped the plans and
specifications and began construction by demolishing the nursing quarters and doing the
preliminary site works required. We provided $2.5m in the first year for that and over
the next three or four years we would have completed a new $52m hospital. We had
been through all of those processes; it had taken three or four years. We had established
already through the hospital's budget crisis that we had major problems in Bunbury that
needed urgent resolution. However, instead of addressing those, the Minister, when he
came into office, went back to St John's and said "We want to look at the collocation
proposal again.' He developed the idea that there would be no collocation similar to the
proposal that had been previously developed, but that there would be a true privatisation
of the regional hospital; that is, that Bunbury would lose its hospital and all of its
ancillary services, and it would be left with St John's building a new private hospital
which would have two private wings, with one private wing allowing public patients to
be admitted under a contract with the Government.
That brought an immediate reaction from the Bunbury community. One does not have to
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be an expert to understand why that community reacted the way it did. It was tantamount
to Bunbury losing its public hospital and to the Government abandoning public health
care in Bunbury. Firstly, it meant that in the future every time we received a complaint
about the quality of health care in Bunbury, we would have to go to St John's and
complain because it was providing the health services. The hospital would tell us that it
was doing its best according to the contract signed with the Government and therefore the
complaint was the Government's problem. The Government would then say that it did
not provide health services in Bunbwry any more, that it just paid for them. There would
be no responsibility in Bunbury for the quality of health care.
Secondly, every time we wanted to add to our services in Bunbury in the future, we
would have to go to St John's and say, for example, "We need three staff doctors
manning casualty and other services for 24 hours a day." St John's would tell us that it
would have to take that request to its board and the board would tell us whether it was
prepared to provide that service.
Mr Bradshaw: That is in the original contract. That is a load of rubbish.
Mr D.L SMITH: There is no contract, as the member knows. If St John's decided that it
did not wish to provide those services, that would be the end of the matter because there
would be no other hospital in Bunbury to provide those services. If, on the other hand, it
decided that it would provide those additional services, it would go to the Government as
a monopoly health provider in Bunbury and say to the Government "We will provide the
extra service if you give us X dollars." Being a private organisation and not a loss
organisation, it would ensure that the money it earned for providing that service would be
additional to the cost of providing the service.
On top of that it would also mean that if that hospital was to work, there would have to be
common operating theatres and common ancillary services. That would be a major
drawback for privately insured persons. The member for Greenough, the Minister for the
Environment, seems to be concerned about improving the level of private health cover.
However, what would happen in Bunbury under this proposal? There would be common
operating theatres and the only way access could be gained to those theatres would be to
allocate operating theatre time on the basis of clinical need. That is, if a privately insured
patient's clinical need was the same as or less than a public patient's, the privately
insured patient would not rank higher in obtaining access to the private operating
theatres. The immediate effect of that would be that no privately insured patient could
avoid the waiting lists, and there are waiting lists in Bunbury now for a range of
operations and treatments. Therefore, the privately insured patient who has the benefit
through private insurance of being able to avoid the waiting lists and having the doctor of
his choice would lose that benefit. That brought an immediate response from the
Hospital Benefit Fund of Western Australia which said "Hang on, this proposal is bad
because it will encourage people to give up private insurance." The moment people give
up private insurance, the number of public patients increases and the State's costs
escalate dramatically with the result being that eventually half of the beds in the so-called
private wing would be used by public patients rather than the private patients who had
been privately insured previously. Therefore, there would be a dramatic disadvantage for
the future of health care for the public in general because we would lose those hospital
services and the privately insured patients would be discouraged from keeping their
private insurance, which would increase substantially the cost of the overall operation.
Beyond that, there were myriad problems. Unfortunately, attention was focused on
fertility control, sterilisation operations, abortions and operations of that kind.
Obviously, a private hospital, operating under a religious charter, will have reservations
about some of the services it provides. Questions were asked about a range of other
services that the hospital would provide in Bunbury including - everybody agreed this is
necessary - a hospital for day surgery and who would operate that, and how ancillary
services such as physiotherapy, occupation health therapy, social welfare workers, health
laboratories and the range of other services that regional hospitals provide would be
provided through this hospital system. Everywhere one went, there was uncertainty,
inadequacy, inadequate research and no explanations by the Minister to the Bunbury
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community about what the answers to the questions wert. Despite the attempts by the
local Liberal members of Parliament. the Minister, the Health Department and St John's
to promote the ideas, the reaction of the people of Bunbury was immediate. They said
that they did not like the proposal, that they wanted to keep their public hospital and St
John's and that the way to do it would be to build a new regional hospital. Members
should remember that this proposal was not put on a level surface. At the time the
proposal was revisited by the Minister, we had spent $3.9m doing the preliminary work
on the new $52m hospital, which was to be a public hospital - that is, in order to develop
the proposal with St John's, we would have to write off $3.9m of Government money
already expended on the development of the new regional hospital - and St John's, in the
last six years, had built an entirely new hospital on its existing site for $12.5m.
Mr Bradshaw: Why welt you sacked from the board?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Not for that; I was not sacked. I am very happy to go trough the
minutes to ascertain which member of the board constantly questioned whether we
should be involved in this new development. The fact is that St John's spent $12.5m on
building a brand spanking new hospital. For St John's to collocate to the regional
hospital, it would need to recoup through the fees to be paid to it over the life of the
contract an amount equal to its existing expenditure on the new hospital and the
remaining part of the old hospital. That financial problem existed at the beginning. An
amount of $3.9m had to be written off for the public hospital and $12.5m had to be
written off by the private hospital. With a $15.5m or $16m deficit to begin with, it would
never have worked financially. Apart from the fact that it would have led more privately
insured patients to give up their private insurance, it would never have worked because
the $16m had to be found over the life of the contract to recoup the Government and St
John's for the money they had already expended. Just as importantly, it set the whole
thing back at least three years. The Labor Government had started the work last year and
at this stage it would have been almost halfway through the construction of the first stage
of the new hospital. The immediate reaction of the total community has been to reject
these proposals for the range of reasons I have given, and for a great variety of other
reasons which I do not have time to develop here today. It simply demonstrates that the
Minister, without advice from the ministry or the local community and without
consultation, decided he knew best. He decided that the former Government had mucked
it up and that he would go back on previous decisions and put forward his own proposal.
That decision was made by a lawyer, inexperienced in health matters, who decided he
knew better than all the health professionals. Not only has it been demonstrated, as the
various issues have been raised, that this Minister mucked it up and got it wrong because
he wanted to promote a totally infeasible idea, but also the whole of Bunbury recognises
that and immediately developed the Friends of the Bunbury Regional Hospital
movement. I must tell those who may think the friends of the hospital are an anti-
Catholic group, that on my counting at the meetings of that group I have attended - as
opposed to the public meetings attended by 700 or 800 people - more than a third are
practising Catholics. More than half of that third are currently private hospital users.
They are not only Catholics but are also backing the regional hospital, even though when
they personally need health care they generally go to the St John of God Hospital because
they have private health insurance. I include myself in that group. They recognise that
the Minister's actions are bad not only for the regional hospital and the delivery of public
health services, but also for the delivery of private health care services and would
eventually lead to the loss of jobs in both the private and public health care sectors.
The doctors were in a quandary. Most of the private specialists traditionally have said
they wanted to maintain a strong private hospital and they supported St John of God.
They thought the only way to defend themselves in the health care system would be to
ensure the preservation of St John of God Hospital. However, when one now talks
privately to most of the doctors, including specialists, they are opposed to the Minister's
proposal. The evidence for this can be found in the Australian Medical Association's
attitude when it first considered the collocation proposal in July this year. Initially in its
resolution it reiterated its support for private hospitals, and its concern about the use of
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private hospitals to provide public health cam. It said, with reservations, that it was
prepared in principle to support the idea of collocation. However, in the last month the
AMA in this State has been forced by the number of letters and communications it has
received from health practitioners in Bunbury to convene a special meeting to reconsider
its stance in relation to this collocation. I predict that if the Government and St John of
God do not back off in this matter, die AMA will make a much more balanced statement
which will clearly identify the real problems the Minister has created in the provision of
health came services in Bunbury by his bungling, which is much more serious than his
bungling in relation to the fossilised egg.
The Friends of the Bunbury Regional Hospital can confirm the level of support they have
in Bunbury and surrounds by three factors. The first is that they conducted a survey of
the population of Bunbury. In that survey they visited 1 200 homes and asked people a
variety of questions. They counted in the questionnaire only those people who said they
were aware of the proposal and who seemed to have an idea of the detail of it. Of those
homes surveyed, 87 per cent were opposed to the Government's proposals in Bunbury,
and wanted to retain the public hospital. The second indication of support is that the
Friends of the Bunbury Regional Hospital conducted a doorknock in Blair Street - where
the hospital is located - to see whether people would agree to signs being placed in their
front yards saying "Save our Hospital". Not one person who was at home when the
doorknock was conducted refused to put a sign in their front yard. Those people were
simply asked whether they would agree to that sign being placed in their yards. One has
only to visit Blair Street to confirm the accuracy of that statement, because almost every
other house has such a sign in its front yard.
Mr W. Smith: They probably do not understand the issue and are only responding to
scare tactics.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Those people are not responding to scare tactics; they understand
much better than the Minister what Bunbury needs in health care. The Friends of the
Bunbury Regional Hospital are repeating that exercise in Eccleston Street and in every
other major thoroughfare in Bunbury. They are coming up with the same results. The
members for Wellington, Vasse and Bunbury may be tired of seeing so many of those
signs on the swreets.
Mr Bradshaw: I have not seen one yet.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Initially 200 signs were available, and we have run out of them. The
group is holding quiz nights to raise more money to enable it to construct more signs in
the hundreds, if not thousands, of people's yards who ame calling for them. The third
element has been the petitions presented in this House and in another place, bearing
10 000 signatures. The effect has been dramatic. On 7 July the member for Bunbury
made a speech, which is recorded in Haonsard, in which, apart from raising the question
of how sterilisation and abortion services would be provided in Bunbury, he fully
endorsed the Government's proposal and said it was in the best interests of health care in
Bunbury. We now read in today's Leschenaul; Reponter and The West Australian that he
has finally said he was wrong, and that he accepts that the figures the Friends of the
Bunbury Regional Hospital have been quoting are quite correct. He accepts that there is
massive opposition to this Government proposal. The member for Bunbury also said that
in view of the very substantial opposition to this proposal from his constituents, he will
now do as all those who have an interest in health came in Bunbury have been doing for
some time; that is, campaign against the Government's proposal. When Government
members say the Government got it wrong and it is acting against the wishes of the vast
majority of the local population, it is time for the Government to move. Although I am
exinremely concerned about all the issues raised in the debate so far by the members who
have spoken, because of the real mess existing in Bunbury and the concern of the vast
majority of the population in Bunbury about the future of hospital and health care
services, I propose to move an amendment to the motion.

Amendment to Motlion
Mr D.L. SMITH: I move -
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That all wards after 'issues in particular" be deleted and substitute the following -

the Bunbury Hospital collocation proposal, which is almost universally
opposed by the electors of Bunbury.

The amended motion will now read -

That this House expresses its extreme concern with the Government's handling of
country health issues in particular the Bunbury Hospital collocation proposal.
which is almost universally opposed by the electors of Bunbury.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.30 pm]: This
amendment is a clear test not only for the member for Bunbury but also for the member
for Wellington to put their votes where their mouths are. That applies particularly to the
member for Bunbury, who yesterday and again today stated publicly that he does not
support the privatisation option which the Minister for Health is forcing upon the people
of Bunbury. He stated that he does not support the idea that the people of Bunbury, who
are overwhelmingly opposed to this proposition, should be pushed into a situation of
collocation. He stated that he has misgivings about the general proposal and that, as far
as he is concerned, this matter should not go ahead. It is fine for the member for
Bunbury to speak out in newspapers in the Bunbury region and in the Thre West
Australian and say where he stands on this issue. The member for Bunbury now has
before him a clear motion that states what the member for Hunbury has stated publicly in
the last two days about this issue. The member for Bunbury now has the opportunity to
either vote with the Government or cross the floor and vote with the Opposition on this
amendment. The member for Bunbury might well take some advice from the member
for Collie, who decided to cross the floor a few weeks ago in support of her position on
matters associated with the proposed power station.
Mr C.J. Barnett: He will speak, but it will be up to him within his party to decide how he
wants to tackle it. It is not up to you to try to dictate to a member of Parliament in this
Chamber.
Dr Gallop: You are the one who is dictating to him.
Mr C.J. Barnett: He will speak. I have not spoken to him.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Bunbury is getting a clear message from the Leader of
the House; namely, that if he wants to oppose this proposal from the Minister for Health,
he should do so in the party room and not in the Parliament. Here is the opportunity for
the member for Bunbury to show the people of Bunbury that he will put his vote where
his mouth is. The member for Bunbury had the opportunity in July in this Parliament,
when we moved an amendment to the Address-in-Reply, to vote for that amendment, as
did the member for Collie in regard to another issue. This issue is clear cut. The words
that we have used in this amendment are taken from what the member for Bunbury said
in the Lescirenault Reporter about where he stands on this issue. When we discussed this
issue in an amendment to the Address-in-Reply, not only did the member for Bunbury
vote against that amendment but also he found himself in a position of speaking in favour
of the collocation proposal. The member for Bunbury will find in his speech at page
1333 of Hansard not one, not two, but at least three occasions where in July, only a few
months ago, he stated publicly in this Parliament that he supported the collocation
proposal. What has happened in the meantime?
Dr Lawrence: He has learnt to count!
Mr TAYLOR: Yes. He has learnt to count very quickly.
Mr Bradshaw: I remember when the member for Mitchell said that he supported -

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Wellington also represents that area.
Mr Bradshaw: I am not in trouble.
Mr TAYLOR: The only reason the member for Wellington can say that he is not in
trouble is that he has a sweet little safe seat in Wellington and he can survive any of the
pressure that is placed upon him down there. However, the member for Bunbury knows
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chat he does not have a sweet little safe seat down there. The member for Bunbury
knows full well that he has a marginal seat. I will tell members what has happened
between July and September. All of a sudden, the flak started to fly very fast and hot in
Bunbury, and the member for Bunbury - who has about 55 advisers at this stage - ducked
his bead and realised that he had no choice other than to speak out about the collocation
proposal. The reason that he did not speak out in the first place is that it was quite open
to anyone to see, and it was certainly open to the ordinary citizens of Bunbury to see, that
this proposal would never be acceptable to the people of Bunbury. How could any
community be expected to swallow a proposal that would do away with their publicly
owned and operated regional hospita and replace it with a privately owned and operated
health facility, with a few public beds thrown in for good measure? How would anyone
expect the Bunbury community to cop that?
Worse than that, the Minister for Health has stated that this is a blueprint for regional
health care in Western Australia. Who else can look forward to this treatment? Perhaps
the member for Albany can look forward to this blueprint flapping down his way.
Perhaps the member for Ceraldton can look forward to this blueprint flapping up his way,
because there is already a St John of God facility in Geraldton. Perhaps I can look
forward to it coming my way in Kalgoorlie. If this is the sort of blueprint that this
Government thinks it can sell for health care in Western Australia, I can tell members
now that it will be a total failure. It has been rejected first hand in Bunbury and it will be
rejected first hand everywhere else.
I take this opportunity to refer to a letter that was sent to the Minister for Health about
this issue, a copy of which I received in the last day or two. The letter states -

We are a practising Catholic family, my husband and I have as our only income
the old aged pension, we pay private health cover as my husband has an on going
hip problem. As I have stated in previous letters to you and Mr. Osborne we are
against the merger of the government and private hospitals in Bunbury. We are
part of a Catholic, non Catholic, atheist, Liberal, Labour and apolitical group who
believe in choice of where we go when medical attention is needed. We do not
believe that a public-private hospital owned, managed and run by a private group
is choice.

Mr D.L. Smith: This particular Catholic family is the lifeblood of at least three major
Catholic organisations in Bunbury.
Mr TAYLOR: That is right, and they were very angry with the desperate view put
forward by the Minister for Health in the last week or two when he suggested that the
opposition to this proposal in Bunbury was coming from anti Catholic bigots.
Mr Bradshaw: Is that letter signed "David Smith"?
Mr TAYLOR: No it is not, as a matter of fact.
Mr D.L. Smith: I can tell the member afterwards who those people are, and I will not
give them adverse publicity in the media. They are two very strong practising Catholics
who have been saints in our community for a long time.
Mr TAYLOR: The letter continues -

A recent survey of nearly 900 people -

Mr Bradshaw: Why are you giving misinformation?
Mr TAYLOR: Is the member suggesting that the member for Bunbury is now being
taken in by this misinformation campaign?
Mr Bradshaw: He is allowed to think for himself. I will not think for him.
Mr TAYLOR: The letter continues -

A recent survey of nearly 900 people showed more than 80% were against the
merger plan. Do you really think religious or political views had an effect on this
survey? I believe a good cross section of this community is against the merger.
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Mr. Foss, I am not a religious bigot, and I also care very deeply for other people's
feelings.

That is the son of response that the people of Bunbury are giving to the member for
Bunbury and to the Minister for Health, and that is the sont of response that even today
continues to be ignored by this Government. Even today, the Government has made the
suggestion that it will push ahead with the consultation and with the plans for this
so-called - misleadingly, I might say - collocation proposal for St John of God Hospital
and the public hospital in Bunbury. By the end of November St John of God will clearly
have lost interest in this proposition. St John recognises that the Health Minister and this
Government have led it into a deep, black hole from which it would like to remove itself
as soon as possible. It has realised that this Government's suggestion has done real
damage. Members of this Government suggest that the continuation of this proposal is in
the interests of St John of God.
However, people are discovering a more constructive and likely proposition coming from
the member for Mitchell. That proposition is in the interests of the Bunbury region and
health care in both public and private systems by bringing about some sensible and
rational approaches to this issue. That does not mean that the existing St John of God
Hospital should be shut down or that a privately-owned 'public" hospital should come
into being; it means sharing what can best be shared in a sensible way.
Mr Minson: You would not do that before. When St John was being revamped, I went
to your then Minister for Health and put the suggestion to him. He would nor do it.
Mr TAYLOR: That was Fremantle.
Mr Minson: No, it was Bunbury. You were offered land by St John of God.
Mr TAYLOR: I have not put the proposition yet. The best way to tackle the issue is
through this suggestion of the member for Mitchell, which I heartily endorse. Regarding
the provision of medical services, if St John, for example, is best able to provide ear, nose
and throat services in Bunbury, the public system could buy those services from St John
of Cod Hospital. That suggestion is publicly endorsed by the Federal Minister for
Health. This proposal would be supported by the Opposition in Western Australia, and in
due course I am sure it would be supported by the St John of God group. It makes sense.
Bunbury has the St John of God Hospital. Bunbury has a public hospital which should be
replaced, and alongside it is a building pad on which $5m or $6m has been spent, and a
further $2m or $3m has been allocated in capital works for the continuation of that
project. The Government should get off its backside and talk to St John to commence the
construction of a regional hospital in Bunbury. As part of that process with St John, the
best health care could be provided to Bunbury. It may involve the sharing of services -

Mr Minson: You missed the perfect opportunity in Bunbury; that was to take land which
St John offered to build a separate building connecting with a common administration
building. That provided the opportunity to share a whole range of things, yet the
Government of the day refused to do it. You could have saved $10m!
Mr TAYLOR: With good reason. The Minister is proposing exactly what the member
for Bunbury is also proposing; the only difference is that the Minister for the
Environment wants the hospital located on the St John of God site, and the Minister for
Health wants it on the public hospital site.
Mr Minson: You're too late!
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are caught dead cold.
Mr TAYLOR: What does the Leader of the House mean?
Dr Lawrence: What absolute nonsense. The Leader of the House does not know what he
is talking about.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The Minister for the Environment made it clear that you had the
opportunity and you failed. You now come up with a little self-righteous idea and you
attack the member for Bunbury. It is pathetic! You have been caught out. You can carry
on for another couple of hours, but you're caught.
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Mr TAYLOR: What about?
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have been caught out in this little charade you have gone through.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the House should drop back to sleep. Hie has missed part
of the debate. I am painting out what the current Minister for the Environment suggested
in the early part of the 1990s -
Mr C.I. Barnett: Have a go a: something else; you might have a win.
Mr TAYLOR: We might not win this when it comes to the numbers, my friend;
however, it will be interesting at the conclusion of this debate to see whether the member
for Bunbury wil take the orders and instructions from the Leader of the House -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not from me. my friend!
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of die House has said publicly that if the member for
Bunbury disagrees with the Government on this issue, he must do so in the party room.
Mr C.J. Barunett: He can speak here as well.
Mr TAYLOR: What will the member do?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Perhaps when you sit down, my mrend, he will speak.
Mrs Hallahan: Why do you keep calling us friends?
Mr TAYLOR: He does not mean it!

Mr C.I. Barnett: 1 am vrying to be nice, but it is very hard.
Mr TAYLOR: I would be concerned if the member felt he could be nice to rne.
The Minister for the Environment is simply putting forward the same proposition upon
which we will soon vote, except for one difference - he wants to see the hospital on the St
John of God site, and the Minister for Health wants to see the hospital on the public
hospital site.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not what has been said at all.
Mr TAYLOR: We do not know where it will be located now. This becomes more
mysterious by the day. Perhaps the member for Vasse would like the hospital in his
electorate!
Mr Bradshaw: It was said in the media two months ago.
Mr TAYLOR: Therefore, the hospital may not be located on the big building pad now
standing by the hospital.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The Government is not sure where the hospital will be built; the Minister
for the Environment would prefer it to be built on the St John of God Hospital site; the
member for Bunbury does not want it at all; and the Leader of the House is trying to tell
the member for Bun bury the position he should take on this issue, Here is an opportunity
for the member for Bunbury to follow on from what he said yesterday and today in
relation to this issue in The West Australian and the local Press.
Several members interjected.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You did not stand up to WA Inc, so don't you dare tell the member for
Bunbury what to do.
Mr TAYLOR: I am not telling him what he should do; I ani pointing out to the member
for Bunbury that he has an opportunity extended - his second opportunity in three or four
months - by the Opposition by which he can show the people of Bunbury that he will
vote in opposition to this proposal. He should take the opportunity. The member for
Bunbury has the chance to make it clear to members of this House and the people he
represents in Bunbury where he stands.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [5.48 pnm]: I oppose the
substantive motion and its amendment. Interestingly, the motion condemns the Minister
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for Health for his handling of country health issues, and for the Northampton District
Hospital issue.
Dr Lawrence: That condemnation stands.
Mr MINSON: Why has the Opposition moved an amendment to that motion which
removes that reference?
Dr Lawrence: There is a more immediate problem in Bunbury.
Several members inteijected.
Mr MINSON: The Opposition has found that the Minister for Health has now put in
place a system at Northampton which the local people realise is beneficial. The
Opposition members have not visited the area for a while, and to save the embarrassment
they have struck those references out of the original motion and changed its focus to
Bunbury.
Several members inteajected.
Mr MINSON: I will tell them myself. The Opposition has taken out the words relating
to Northampton hospital and country health services because it knows that throughout the
State. including the wheatbelt, the Minister for Health's proposition is being extremely
well received.
Mr D.L. Smith: If you have moved to the city, you have lost the path altogether.
Dr Lawrence: The people of Northampton already know what you stand for.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainswonth): Order!.
Mr MIINSON: The motion states -

(a) the total lack of community consultation before announcing the
downgrading of the Northampton Hospital.

(b) discouraging efficient health administration by planning to downgrade the
Northampton Hospital ...

The Opposition chopped all that out. I will tell the people of Northampton that the
Opposition does not care any more. Members opposite know very well that they lost that
argument. The motion continues -

(c) the cynical technique of playing one country community off against
another ...

Suddenly the Opposition realised that the Minister for Health got it right in Kalbarri,
Dongara, Geraldton and Northampton.
Mr Taylor: Did he get it right in Bunbury?
Mr MINSON: He is getting it right in Bunbury too, do not worry about that. Members
opposite cut all of that out of the original motion. The motion continues -

(d) the proposed decrease in total acute beds within the Mid West region.
What I can assume, and will tell the people of Northampton, is that members opposite
realise the Minister for Health got it right there. The Opposition spoke to that motion and
then got up in support of the amendment motion. Members opposite did not support the
main motion at all. They lost the plot.
Mr Taylor: Do you think perhaps we were being a bit tricky?
Mr MINSON: It was not the Opposition's intention to continue with that motion. It was
used as a vehicle to get this motion up and running.
Dr Lawrence: He is quick.
Mr MINSON: I can tell the people at Northampton the Opposition now endorses what is
happening.
Mr DL. Smith: You may have lived in the district, but we know what is best for
Northampton.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MI2NSON: We should look at the history. There are dozens of hospitals in country
areas which provide an extremely good service; however, the needs through most country
areas have changed. When the Northampton District Hospital was built there was a huge
need for the type of service it delivered, roads were bad, transport was pretty primitive
and antibiotics had just been invented.
Dr Lawrence: Is this a medical history lesson?
Mr MINSON: It is a shame the Leader of die Opposition does not understand history
because it is vitally tied up with this matter. Members opposite do not understand about
hospitals in country areas.
Dr Lawrence: Don't lecture to me about the country. I was brought up in the country.
Don't patronise me about the bush.
Mr MINSON: The Leader of the Opposition has been away so long she has forgotten
where it is. The Leader of the Opposition has not been back to Geraldton since the day
Jeff Can was kicked out. She would not know one end of Marine Terrace from the other.
It is true that 30 or 40 years ago surgery was not very common and also pretty horrific.
Anybody who went into hospital virtually had a mandatory stay of seven or 10 days.
Mr D.L. Smith: All this is true of 20 other country hospitals, so be careful. I do not want
to see one single country hospital closed.
Mr MUNSON: They will not close, they will change. If the member went to the
wheatbelt and asked people - the member for Collie will be addressing this -
Mr D.L. Smith: When you stop operating a butcher shop and open a bakery, you don't
have a butcher shop any more.
Mr MINSON: Is the member for Mitchell telling us our hospitals are butcher shops?
Mr D.L. Smith: if you stop doing one thing, you cannot say it is there.
Mr M1TSON: It would be better if the member for Mitchell said nothing else, or he
might embanss himself. Fancy calling our hospitals butcher shops; is that not
incredible? Right across the wheatbelt the Opposition will find wide support for what the
Minister for Health is doing. The people realise they will get a better and more
appropriate service
Mr McGinty: It has no support in Bunbury.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Fremantle!
Mr MINSON: It is interesting to look back a couple of years when the member for Eyre
moved for a select committee into country hospitals. I understand he chaired that
committee very ably. The select committee's report was accepted by every party and
Independent in this place. It specifically endorsed the principle of multipurpose centres.
That principle of change was endorsed right through the election, up until now, until on a
political whim the Opposition wanted to make a bit of political capital because it thought
it could stir up the local people. it is pretty rotten when a real need is identified -

Dr Gallop: The Minister should quote from the report where the member says all that-
Mr MINSON: The member for Victoria Park can get me the report, I do not have it. It
contain over 50 recommendations.
Dr Gallop: You are making it up.
Mr MINSON: This is Gallop's fairy tales. The member for Victoria Park should get a
copy of the report, or ask its chairman. It contains 50-odd recommendations.
Dr Gallop: He didn't say what you say he says - not at all.
B& MINSON: What did he disagree with in the report?
Dr Gallop: You are misrepresenting his views on country hospitals.
Ir MINSON: Is the member for Victoria Park telling me that the member for Eyre
chaired a committee which handed down a report, and he did not agree with the report?
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Dr Gallop: You are misrepresenting what he said.
Mr MINSON: I must have missed something. The member for Eyre tabled his
committee's report in this place and endorsed the principles contained in it. IHe said it
was wonderful. He did not bring in a dissenting report. The other Labor members on the
committee endorsed it, and the National Party member and Leon Watt from Albany
endorsed and supported the principle.
Mr Thomas: Can't you understand the proposition the member for Victoria Park is
puffing forward? Because the member for Lyre endorsed the report does not mean
everything that you say on the subject is consistent with the report; this is a classic
example.
The ACHING SPEAKER: Order! Member for Cockburn, you cannot interject from the
wrong seat.
Mr MINSON: I do not mind his interjecting from anywhere.
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is not the poinL.
Mr MINSON: All parties supported that report because they knew the commonsense of
it. They supported the principle during the time members opposite were in Government,
into the election period, and afterwards; that is, until members opposite thought they
could make a bit of political capital. The people of Northampton, although they do not
totally agree with what is happening, now understand they will get a better service. Most
of them now agree there need to be some changes. Many changes will occur in the
Northampton area. It is fair that I acknowledge that the Minister for Health has said he
was not happy with the way the announcement was made in Northampton. The member
for Kalgoorlie is quite right when he says the people of Northampton have a strong sense
of community ownership of that hospital. He is also right about its efficiency. The
Acting Commissioner of Health said -

Cearly the Northampton hospital is an efficient hospital as measured by the
average cost per admission. However, this measure of efficiency does not
consider how effective those admissions are in meeting the priority health and
aged care needs of the community-

Members opposite, certainly the member for Eyre, and anyone with any medical training
knows that statement is absolutely true. It continues -

It is proposed that the current level of resources can provide a better range of
needed services including community and aged care services.

Which they do not have. It continues -

The current service restricts the choice of care to an acute care model which is
inappropriate in a community with a high percentage of aged care needs.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 730 pm
Mr MINSON: Before the dinner suspension I was talking about Northampton hospital
and whether or not the Minister for Health was paying particular attention to country
health issues. I spoke at some length regarding the Country Hospitals and Nursing Posts
Select Committee report. Before I address the question of Northampton hospital, I wish
to bring to members' attention, because there seems to be a bit of memory failure, the
following: 1 refer to the front piece of volume 1 which says -

On behalf of the Committee it gives me pleasure to present to the House Volumes
1 and UI of the Report of the Select Committee on Country Hospitals and Nursing
Posts

That is signed by Hon Juliant Grill MLA on 26 May 1992 and endorsed by Dr Hilda
Turn bull, Mr P.J. Smith, Mr Leon Wart and Dr Judy Edwards.
Dr Lawrence: What is recommended there bears no resemblance to the proposals for
Bunbury Hospital.
Mr MINSON: Do not be ridiculous. I have pointed out to members opposite chat if they
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had been serious about the original motion, they would not have deleted all the words but
added an "(e)" and left all the rest in there. They chose not to do that. Since the Leader
of the Opposition seems to have memory failure, let me draw her attention to
recommendation 41. It says -

The Select Committee strongly recommends the further development of the multi-
purpose services (MPS) concept. It is further recommended that rural hospitals be
modified along MPS lines to incorporate the mix and scale of health and related
services most appropriate to each community's needs. Such entities should be
called Hospital and Health Centres.

It causes me some concern when a Government puts in place a select committee which
brings down a report that is adopted by everybody right through that period of
Government and through an election, and then, because it is politically expedient, decides
to drop it to score a few cheap points and put in jeopardy the whole service and
organisation of health services for country people for decades. It is pretty stupid arnd
shows the Jack of commitment that those people really had. The member for Kalgoorlie,
as a former Minister for Health, should look to himself on this matter.
Looking at the situation of the Northampton hospital, it is true we had a hospital with a
lot of beds in it and many admissions. Kalbarri people used it sometimes, but had
116 KM to travel and most of the time bypassed Northampton hospital and went straight
through to Geraldton. Many of the local people did not use the hospital at all and there
are certainly inadequate ancillary services in that town. The question was, what could we
do for Northampton that was mome appropriate. The Minister for Health has already said
that the PR job was not really good and he wishes he had made his announcement in a
different way. What he has done since that time has been first class in my opinion. He
has put in place a community consultation mechanism, which has been particularly
effective.
We have to look at what Northampton really needs - some acute beds and short stay
facilities. It is interesting to look at the figures, which unfortunately I do not have with
me at the moment, of the number of people who go into Northampton hospital and the
length of time they stay there. We need extensive community nursing because, as I have
already pointed out, it is an aging community. The bed usage at the time was higher than
it needed to be because we did not have a decent community nursing network. We
needed frail aged care and certainly needed to retain some sort of birthing centre or
facilities. We needed respite and facilities for 24 hour care. I believe what the Minister
for Health has put in place means we will wind up with the very best service that it is
possible to deliver to Northampton within the budget that is available to us as a
Government, and certainly to the Minister for Health. We admit we need the cooperation
of the Commonwealth Government, and every indication is that we will get it.
By fixing the services at Northampton we can provide better tertiary services at
Geraldton. I quoted from a document from the Health Department which illustrated that
the usage of acute beds was falling. The Minister for Health received a number of
deputations, a couple of which I led, and there was particular concern expressed from
Port Gregory, Horrocks, Binnu and Kalbarri. A considerable amount of consultation has
taken place over a six month period, and the Minister for Health has said that so far as he
is concerned the matter can stay as it is and the community liaison committee can do its
job until we get exactly what will give the best services to the people of Northampton.
Turning to the question of collocation, I was the Opposition spokesman at the time it was
announced that the hospital at Bunbury would have to be replaced because of what is
euphemistically called "concrete cancer". At that rime I visited and spoke to the
administration of both the private and Government hospitals, which were prepared to
cooperate. There were two basic models which could have been used. We could have
added an ancillary wing to St John of God and used the land that it had offered to the
State to build a Government wing, and in that way we could have provided a first class
service to Bunbury and saved $10m. That model would have provided two hospitals with
a common administration. The second model was to build a brand new hospital to take
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the place of both the old Government hospital and the new private hospital. However, I
was unable to get any support for that model. Similarly, in Geraldton an amount of
$25.3m was spent on revamping the regional hospital, which resulted in one fewer bed.
A short distance from that hospital a new St John of God Hospital comprising 64 beds
was constructed at a cost of $9.6m. It had all the necessary operating facilities and it has
been operating for one and a half years at a 90 per cent occupancy rate. That is an
indication of what the local people think about it, When the Government was in
Opposition it approached the then Government to provide a mammography unit at the St
John of God Hospital which would be available, free of charge, to public patients.
However, the then Government would not cooperate; it preferred to spend $25.3m on the
regional hospital. Geraldton has two good hospitals and the Government has spent
approximately $35m on them. Half of that money would have provided exactly the same
number of beds and as good a service, if not better.
MR OSBORNE (Bunbury) [7.42 pml: I will direct my comments to the remarks made
by the member for Mitchell about the situation which exists in Bunbury. I will also
inform the House of the statement I made to the media on my position in respect of the
collocation proposal which the Government is considering in Bunibury.
Firstly, I will outline the history of the collocation proposal in Bunbury so that members
are fully aware of the process the Government went through before it reached its decision
to enter into negotiations with the St John of God Hospital group. The member for
Mitchell gave an accurate account of the history of the public hospital and the St John of
God Hospital at Bunbury. However, he was a little deficient in covering what the
previous Government did and what this Government proposes to do. This Government is
bound to come up with a solution to the problem confronting Bunbury.
For the past three or four years Bunbury has been faced with a recurring problem because
in March or April each year the Health Department has found itself in some sort of
economic strife and it has requested the Bunbury Regional Hospital to close beds or cut
services. That is something which this Government will not allow to continue. Bunbury
should have a properly functioning regional hospital, but it has a hospital which offers a
limited range of services, including 68 fully funded beds, which is far below the number
of beds that should be available in a hospital like the Bunbury Regional Hospital.
Not far from the Bunbury Regional Hospital is the St John of God Hospital which is
marginally economic. It is ludicrous that in Bunbury there are two hospitals, neither of
which is able to offer a full range of services. It means that the standard of health care in
the Bunbury and the south west region is not what it should be. In some areas there is
duplication and in others there are deficiencies. The previous Government failed to
address these issues. Members opposite have spent some time berating this Government
for deficiencies in the delivery of health care in the country generally and specifically in
the Bunbury and south west region without saying the obvious; that is, that they had
stewardship of the regional health system for the last 10 years. If any blame is to be
attached, it should be attached to members opposite.
This Government has been in power for less than eight months and it has moved as
quickly as possible to address the situation in Bunbury. I believe it has addressed it in a
proper manner. The Government's solution to the problem I have briefly outlined was
the necessity for some form of enhanced cooperation between St Johns and the regional
hospital. The Minister for Health agreed to negotiate the collocation proposal with the St
John of God Hospital. The objective benefits of that sort of arrangement are obvious.
Very expensive units like intensive care, accident and emergency units and commonsense
facilities - for example, laundry and food - should be shared. The money saved by these
efficiencies can be used to deliver improved and wider health services to the people in
the Bunbury region. The Minister suggested that capital savings in the order of $60m are
possible and that $3m per annum in interest and $3m per annum in operating costs are
feasible. Obviously that would be a great saving to the taxpayers of Western Australia
and the savings which are made can be spent on offering better health services to the
people of the region. The Minister gave that as a clear, unequivocal guarantee at the
outset.
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When the agreement to negotiate with St Johns was signed the Minister said that he
would guarantee that not only would health services in Bunbury be maintained at their
current level, but also their quality and range of health services would be improved. That
is possible with the savings the collocation proposal is offering. However, the reaction
was swift and intense. I am disappointed that the reaction was almost entirely political.
The Opposition engaged in a political program to sabotage the proposal. Mast of the
identified health care issues can be dealt with in an objective way and the Health
Department is going about that process. Most of the opposition to the collocation
proposal revolved around non-health care issues and an intense, blatant and ideologically
based union opposition to such principles as the Government contracting out to the non-
government sector, and to the concept of workplace agreements and of non-government
management of hospital facilities. While there were serious objective problems with it
from the point of view of important areas like health care issues for women, which I
identified in public at the outset as one of the important things that would have to be
addressed, the teal basis to the opposition was unions and the Opposition having a
political field day over something which offered a great deal of benefit. The people of
Bunbury were put in an invidious position. The Opposition engaged in a scaremongering
process and people with genuine concerns came to see me at my office. Some genuinely
believed that the public hospital would be demolished and that nothing would be
constructed in its place. That is clearly the result of a misinformation campaign by
someone unknown. The Government will not demolish the public hospital. It is
important to recognise that the problems revolve around the issue that health care is
obviously an emblematic matter.
I too have some concerns about crucial areas like health care being privatised or
commercialised. It is quite fair and reasonable for us to consider commercialisation or
privatisation of facilities like public transport and Government wrading enterprises like
energy supply, water and so on, but it is obvious that the delivery of health care services
touches much more of a nerve and must be handled much more carefully.
I want to read into the record the media release that I made. It fairly and completely sets
out my attitude to the collocation proposal. It has been misrepresented to some extent by
members opposite, because although I have some concerns with the proposal as it is
currently enunciated, I stand firmly and solidly behind the principle of collocation. No-
one in this place - including the member for Mitchell, if we can go by what he said earlier
today - thinks that the principle of cooperation and collocation is a bad thing. Obviously.
benefits can be gained and work must be done to find those benefits. The media release
states -

I am convinced that some sort of enhanced cooperation between the public and
non-public hospitals in Bunbury is essential ...
The objective benefits of cooperation are many. There are very many efficiencies
to be gained by a shared approach to health-care delivery in Bunbury and the
South West by the two major providers - Government and SlOG.
I appreciate the calls which have been made for answers on the details of the
proposal, but in fairness to the Minister for Health, it has not been possible to give
thema for the simple reason that many of the details of the proposal have not been
finalised.
This is because at this stage the Minister for Health has only announced an
agreement to negotiate with SJOG on the possibility of the public and non-public
hospital being constructed on one site and managed by one (non-government)
hospital management team.
However, while there are many financial and health care benefits in the proposal,
I have always agreed that there are also significant problems. The Premier, the
Minister for Health and I have always said that if these problems are not
overcome, then the proposal in its current form, cannot proceed.
I am aware that a great number of the people of Bunbury have signed a petition
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opposing the proposal, and while I believe that many of these people may have
signed the petition without having a full appreciation of the nature of the
proposal, the fact remains that at this time, most of my constituents still oppose it.
Although the period of time originally set for the conclusion of the negotiation
has not yet passed, I am now convinced that the people of Bunbury will not be
persuaded that the proposal in its current form is acceptable.
This being the case I have reluctantly advised the Minister for Health that my
duty to my constituents must now take precedence and I must join the people of
Bunbury in calling for the Co-Location Proposal, in its current form, to be
reconsidered.

The simple fact is that it is a call for the proposal "in its current form" to be reconsidered.
As I said earlier, at the outset the Minister for Health did nothing more than agree to
negotiate on a principle of collocation, the details of which were still to be finalised. For
members of the Opposition to take advantage and to mislead the public of Bunbury into
believing that many of these details had been finalised is to play politics with a most
important proposal. It is useful to contrast our approach to this matter with that of the
previous Government, which worked out the details to finality and then made an
announcement. Our approach was different, We agreed that we would work towards a
conclusion and we would announce the details as they became available, always
reserving our right to revert to the original proposal to construct the public hospital if
agreement could not be reached.
The Minister for Health has taken on board the notice I gave of the concerns of the
people of Bunbury in the spirit of this principle of negotiation. He said, "I understand
what you are saying and, as with all matters that come to me, I am listening and will take
into account what you have told me as we formulate the final proposal'"
In conclusion, it must be said that the principle of collocation here is the most important
thing - the principle of cooperation and the idea that we must get better value from
expenditure of public moneys on public health and search continuously for better ways to
deliver improved health services to the people of Western Australia. We will continue to
pursue the proposal. There is no backing away from that. We will continue talking to
the people of Bunbury and interested parties, including doctors, St Johns, and nurses. We
will continue working towards the solution. Our approach is the correct approach,
because we are trying to provide improved services -

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OSBORNE: - and we are trying to do it with the amount of money available. It is
only members on the opposite side -

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell!
Mr OSBORNE: - who seem to believe that there is one of those fabulous trees out in the
back yard, from which we can obtain another bushel of dollar notes with which to do
wonderful things.
Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OSBORNE: This Government recognises that the supply of taxpayers' money is
finite.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member will resume his seat. The level of interjection is
excessive. I particularly urge the member for Mitchell to desist from the quantum of
interjections,
Mr D-t. Smith: It is very hard, Mr Speaker.
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The SPEAKER: Nonetheless, I ask the member to do so. [ call the member for Bunbury.
Mr OSBORNE: The approach that the Government is taking is the cantoct approach.
We said at the outset that we would institute a process of negotiation to find the best
solution.
Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OSBORNE: The siatement that I made to the meidia yesterday and the statement that
I read out tonight is part of that process of discovery of the best solution to health
services in Bunbury and the south west region. For that reason, the amendment that the
Opposition has proposed is nonsense. Members opposite have criticised our approach.
but there is no question that the approach that has been adopted by the Government in
this matter is the correct one. The course that I took in informing the Government of the
concerns of the constituents of Bunbury was a proper part of that process.
MR PRINCE (Albany) [7.57 pmn]: The member for Kalgoorlie, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, when moving the substantive motion made some passing reference to the
Albany Hospital. It is in connection with that reference that I wish to speak tonight. It
has been my experience of the facilities operated in the Albany Regional Hospital that
they are reasonable, although they have some drawbacks. Some of them are excellent. It
is overwhelmingly the case that the staff and the doctors who service that hospital are
first class. They provide an excellent standard of care. I have had personal experience of
this, having had members of my family in that hospital on rather more occasions than I
care to remember. I have also had occasion to visit -

Mr D.L. Smith: Did you support the proposal for a private hospital as well?
Mr PRINCE: I will come to that in a minute. On many occasions I have had reason to
visit there professionally. As recently as three weeks ago I went there to assist a dying
person make a will. In the last eight or nine months or so, there has been a proposal in
Albany for some form of private facility to be run by the St John of God Hospital
services. I make the point that it is nothing more at the moment than a proposal;, it is
presently at the feasibility stage. It has been initiated by a number of the local doctors
who seek to have established a small day surgery and a small maternity wing. It has
reached no further than a proposal. It is conceptually possible because of the area of land
around the hospital; it could be placed on that land. It may or may not come to pass but
public assurances have been made by the St John of God Hospital services group and by
the regional administrators for health in the Albany area that there cannot be and will not
be any diminution in the standard of service to public patients in the Albany Regional
Hospital. Of course, that is one of my principal concerns.
As to the suggestion made in this debate that the Government's health policies and the
Budget have not helped health services generally, I was intrigued by the reference by the
member for Kalgoorlie to some diminution in the chemical analysis service at the Albany
Regional Hospital. That rumour has been around Albany for some time. I have
attempted to set it to rest. I checked again this afternoon, and I was assured by the
regional health administration that that is not the case. That is not, and never has been,
the case.
Mr D.L. Smith: Why is the present diagnostic service relocating?
Mr PRINCE: As far as I am aware, and as far as the regional health administration is
concerned, that is not the case.
Mr D.L. Smith: You have not been told.
Mr PRINCE: I spoke to them this afternoon after the member for Kalgoorlie raised the
matter in the House. The regional health office said that there has not been, nor is there
planned to be, any diminution in that form of service. In fact, since the election there has
been an increase in some of the services offered by the Albany Regional Hospital. One
was the appointment of an audiologist. I am not sure of the date of the appointment; it
may have been before or shortly after the election. I commend the previous Government
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for providing the funds for that service. Unfortunately the person who took up the
position has now left it, but I understand that the position is still in the structure and is
still funded; it merely awaits the replacement to be appointed.
Since the election, and in recent time, some $60 000 has been spent in the hospital
providing additional necessary surgical, orthopaedic, home care, and some computing
and office equipment. What the Albany Regional Hospital needs desperately, however,
and has done for many years, is a conmputerised tomography scanner and a new casualty
section. There is no such scanner, although I understand there are at least two in the
hospital in the electorate of the member for Kalgoorlie - who is not present at the
moment. That equipment has been in place for some time. Albany is a relatively
substantial regional centre and it services a large area. Were it not for the excellent
services provided by the Royal Flying Doctor Service many patients who cannot be cared
for at the Albany Regional Hospital. because of serious illnesses and diseases, would not
be able to obtain proper, decent treatment in Perth. A CT scanner is essential, and I urge
the Government publicly in this House - and I have already made the request privately -
to give serious consideration to funding the scanner in the next financial year. As far as I
am informed, the casualty section of the regional hospital has not been changed since it
was built. It does an excellent job because the staff are first class and do the best they
can. The two projects I have mentioned have been costed at a total of $1.8m by a
consultant, Mr Hartfield, of the firm Silver Thomas and Hanley. The plans are
incorporated in the regional plan for improvement at the hospital but not in the current
capital works program.
Another initiative of this Government which was very welcome indeed was the provision
of additional funding to reduce waiting lists which in some areas of medical activity at
the Albany Regional Hospital were lengthy. An amount of $40 000 has been allocated,
or is to be confirmed to be allocated, to the waiting list for the hospital, and $50 000 has
been allocated for the Plantagenet Hospital at Mt Barker - 50 kilometres away - to deal
with cases waiting for treatment in opthalmology, gynaecology, and orthopaedic surgery.
I am sure that will come as welcome news to people on the waiting lists for treatment in
those three areas.
It can be said honestly with respect to the Albany Regional Hospital that not only is there
no diminution in the quality of services but also there has been an increase in services
during the life of the present Government. In the present budgetary system I hope that
the money allocated for the reduction of waiting lists will be used for that purpose.
Consequently, I do not support the amendment or the original substantive motion because
from the experience I have of the Albany region and its hospital, since the Government
came to power an increase has occurred in the services offened rather than the contrary.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [8.05 pm]: We are dealing with the very important issue of
health for Western Australians. The member for Mitchell has had much to say regarding
the amendment relating to the Bunbury Regional Hospital. The member for Mitchell
paid me a compliment today because he said I had a bit of intestinal fortitude.
Mr D.L. Smith intwijected.
Dr TURNBULL: The member for Mitchell is a lawyer. He is extremely good at
divorcing his intellect from his legal tortuosity of speech. His capacity for obfuscation is
legendary.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: I have met the member for Mitchell a number of times in court - and I
have talked with him outside court as well - and I have found the dichotomy in his
personality extremely interesting to study. The issue today is that he is confusing a base
load 600 MW power station with a possible concept of collocation. Of course the
wonderful thing about the Opposition is that it has changed a concept of collocation into
one of privatisation.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: Privatisation is probably something about which the Opposition knows

4927



4928 [ASSEMBLY)

nothing. That is probably why the Opposition cannot understand the process. Perhaps
the member for Mitchell and the member for Eyre are the only members opposite who
have. any idea about what privatisation means, or even private business.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr TURNBULL, The private business in which the member for Mitchell has been
involved is wonderful.
The confusion in die minds of the Opposition between cooperation, collocation and
privatisation is really wonderful. It has been whipped up because the Opposition has a
base interest to serve; that is, the catering service of two magnificent institutions in
Bunbury.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell is the person I am concerned about.
He has interjected not only through the current speech but also during the previous
speech in such a manner that it is not possible to grasp what the member on her feet is
trying to say. He is inrerjecting excessively, If the member continues in this way I will
be forced reluctantly to take action. The member for Mitchell is virtually giving a speech
sitting down, and I ask him to desist.
Dr TURNBULL: Mr Speaker, I thank you for your assistance in the delivery of my
speech. Savings can be made in a number of ways in the provision of health services.
One way is to give attention to catering services.
Mr D.L Smith interjected.
Dr TUJRNBULL: Collocation includes looking at the concept of sharing resources such
as catering services and high technology medical services. One of the problems involved
in saving money is that cuts must be made somewhere. We are aware of that, and so is
the Opposition. In the 10 years that members opposite were in Government we head
about redundancies and rationalisation. The Labor Government saved money by cutting
jobs. Unfortunately, in the process of rationalisation between private hospitals and public
hospitals in the Bunbury area there will be a reduction in the number of jobs. it is also
very unfortunate that many of the job cuts will be made in so-called hotel services.
I am very concerned about the people who do get involved in this situation. in trying to
use this ver serious situation to major political advantage, the member for Mitchell and
all of his mates who came down to help him, be they male or female, have managed to
latch onto some very emotive issues, such as jobs and religion. I just love the way the
Opposition has used religion in this matter. It should be ashamed of itself for using
religion in that way. Many faithful Catholic people in Danbury are absolutely horrified
by the performance of some of the people on the Opposition side. The Opposition has
used sectarianism in a most despicable way.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the member for Victoria Park to cease interjecting.
Dr TUJRNBULL- Theme is a big issue relating to the Bunbury Regional Hospital. As the
member for Collie, a person who is away frm Danbury, I am part of the region and not
part of die City of Bunbury. I and my constituents have to deal with the fact that the
Bunbury Regional Hospital is supposed to supply a service to the whole region. In the
main the current Bunbury hospital has to provide a service to the Bunbury district. The
Bunbury St John of God Hospital has provided a very effective regional service. The
many complex and convoluted questions issues are being worked through. As the very
courageous member for Bunbury has just said -
Mr Marlborough: What the member for Bunbury said is about as useful as a seeing eye
dog to the dead.
Dr TURNBULL: Is the member a little roly-poly, tubby, British boxer? He has a nice
bark and a beautiful shape.
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Mr Omnodei: A bulldog!
Mr Nicholls: A cane woad!
Dr TURNBULL: That is right. We know where the pea most likely got to - with the
bulldog. Of course, we know which sex it most likely was.
I return to the comments of the member for Bunbury, who described very carefully the
real position of the discussions about the collocation. He clearly set out on record for this
House exacdly what is going on.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr TURNBUJLL: The member for Mitchell will have to wear the fact that there art no
high tech facilities in Bunbury for the use of the whole of the south west region. The
Minister for Health is making many changes to country services. Those changes are to
ensure that the best services are delivered to the country towns where they are needed.
This Minister has a commitment to ensure that small country hospitals, subregional
hospitals and regional hospitals have the finances to be able to provide appropriate
services.
Mr DL. Smith: What about Boyup Brook?
Dr TURNBULL: The member for Mitchell does not know anything about Boyup Brook.
We are introducing a multipurpose service centre in accordance with the findings of the
select committee of which the member for Eyre and the member for Maylands were
extremely good members and which was appointed under the former Government.
Mr DL. Smith: Boyup Brook is no longer a hospital member.
Dr TURNBULL: The member for Mitchell does not know what he is talking about.
Mr DiL. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Mitchell.
Dr TURNBULL. The findings of the select committee were accepted by the former
Minister for Health. I have very high regard for the former Minister for Health, who
made many astute observations about why Western Australian medical services are in
such a parlous state and why the people who are being penalised are the elderly, those
with chronic diseases and those in the low socioeconomic levels. The former Minister
for Health knew that the country was one of the areas that needed assistance. That is why
he agreed to the request of the National Party for a select committee to inquire into small
country hospitals. Those of us who were on that committee - the member for Eyre, the
member for Maylands, the member for Albany, the member for Bunbury and I - worked
very hard to produce a report which could be implemented in Western Australia.
The conviction of the current Minister for Health is to support that select committee's
recommendations in their entirety. That includes supporting the boards of the very small
country hospitals and providing them with assistance to work out the very best services
that they can provide. That service will include acute and accident emergency care when
there is die personnel who can deliver that They will be able to deliver acute beds,
ancillary services, community services and extended care in an integrated fashion within
the country towns. That is the greatest service that this Minister is providing. He has
implemented the facility in Dalwallinu which is now up and running. He has also done
work on other pilot programs. I am very pleased that the Minister has gone in that
direction.
One of the greatest needs we have in country areas is for personnel. If we do not have
the skilled doctors and highly trained nurses who can deliver those services, we am in a
difficult situation. The Minister for Health is looking at my representations that there
mnust be a way of ensuring that those skilled personnel go to the country areas. That
includes skilled personnel for Bunbury. Bunbury has had difficulty in attracting some
specialists. Recently an ear nose and throat surgeon has commenced at St John of God
Hospital. We need high technology machinery and equipment for these specialist
services. We need very highly trained nursing staff. The Minister for Health is working
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through this process for Bunbury and is involved in negotiations at present. I am sure
that the Government will deliver to the south west and to country Western Australia the
very best services that we can have.

Amendmtent on the Amnendmient
Dr TURNBULL: I move -

That the amendment be amended by deleting all words after the word "following"
and substitute the following -

"House" be deleted and substitute the following words -

expresses its support for the Minister for Health in his efforts to
make effective use of limited resources through the cooperation of
bath public and private health services so as to provide the best
possible level of health care for all Western Australians.

The SPEAKER: As members may have already gathered the situation becomes
somewhat complicated with the amendment to the amendment.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [8.20 pm]: The Opposition is playing politics. It
thought so much of its original motion it had to move a substantial amendment this
afternoon. It shows the shallowness and political opportunism expressed by this
Opposition today. It sets a very poor example to make a political issue out of something
in the south west that, in the long term, will be of great benefit to the people of Western
Australia.
Mr Taylor: What is of great benefit?
Mr BRADSHAW: The people of the south west will get a new hospital and a combined
situation which will allow more opportunity for the rationalisation of services. A system
will be in place to attract more surgeons.
Mr Taylor: How come the member for Bunbury does not agree with this?
Mr BRADSHAW: He explained himself.
Mr Taylor: He did not explain himself.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRADSHAW: Thecy cannot take the shallowness of their motions today. It is
upsetting that the Opposition moves the way it does for political, rather than for sensible
reasons. In opposing the collocation of the hospital service in Bunbury the member for
Mitchell is prepared to continue with his untruths and misinformation.
Mr D.L. Smith: Let us have a meeting in Bunbury to see whether I am telling untruths.
Mr BRADSHAW: It is very easy to scare people.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!.
Mr BRADSHAW: I know it is easy to put fear into people.
Mr IlL. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! You are beginning to transgress again, member for Mitchell,
and ignore my calls for order. I strongly Urge you to cease the interjections otherwise I
must put a restraint on you not to interject at all which is a very serious matter.
Mr BRADSHAW: An example of the misinformation by the member for Mitchell is his
claim that if the hospital decides it needs resident doctors the board will knock it back
because it aims to be a profitable organisation. Of course it does. The Government will
clarify with the St John of God Hospital board, or the people with whom it is negotiating,
what it wants on the public side of the hospital. Under those conditions the St John of
God Hospital board will not have any say. It will have a contract. As a lawyer, he
should know what contracts are about. In a contract, what each party wants is clearly
stated; each side either agrees or disagrees with the terms of the contract and it stands or
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it does not. The Opposition is saying the hospital will aim to be profitable regardless of a
contract. The fact is that no final agreement has yet been reached; it is still being
negotiated. A system is in place to Find out what is needed. Once those things are
established, negotiations will take place on the services to be provided and at what cost.
As members can appreciate, there is a long way to go before the agreement is put into
place and the collocation is a fact of life.
It is also interesting that this amendment is aimed at covering effective use of limited
resources. Yesterday, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition talked about how we were
stuffing up the health system in Western Australia. That happened in 1983 when the
Medicare Agreement was introduced. In 1984, when Medicare became a fact of life,
waiting lists developed, costs skyrocketed and services were curtailed. In 1983, when the
complementary legislation was before State Parliament, the then Minister for Health,
Bury Hodge, stated -

I have some statistics which show the waiting lists for elective surgery in the
major teaching hospitals in the metropolitan area of Perth, and I am pleased to
advise the House that there are very few waiting lists for elective surgery at our
teaching hospitals currently.

This was before 1983 - before the Medicare Agreement was in place -

I am advised that there is generally a wait for elective surgery of an average
duration of less than one month in Royal Perth and Sir Charles Gairdner
Hospitals. At Fremantle Hospital I am told the wait is generally two to three
weeks and at Princess Margaret and King Edward Memorial Hospitals the period
is about eight weeks.

If the member for Mitchell can call a month's waiting time a long time, what does he call
waiting years for elective surgery? The Opposition is proud to say Medicare is a great
system. Yet people are dying waiting for heart operations. I know personally of
someone who died waiting and the Opposition has a great collective grin on its face. It is
prepared to let people die on the streets because of its ideology.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRADSHAW: The only one who had any decency in this place, apart from people on
this side of the House, was Keith Wilson who admitted Medicare was a disaster.
Mr Marlborough interjected:
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the member for Peel to come to order. The level of
interjection is unacceptable.
Mr BRADSHAW: Thank you Mr Speaker.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: It was also interesting that the then Minister for Health, Barry Hodge,
indicated that -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel.
Mr BRADSH-AW: Barry Hodge also stated in the same speech -

If Medicare is properly managed, I see no reason for there being increased
waiting lists at Government hospitals.

flat is a joke! He was wrong there. He says further -

We have an excess capacity in a number of Government hospitals at present, so
we will be able to cope with any increased demand. The Commonwealth will
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compensate us for any increased activity in Government hospitals, and this
compensation will involve the appointment of additional staff.

That was absolute rubbish and lies. Since the introduction of Medicare we have seen a
reduction in health remuneration from the Federal Government. The Minister at the time
said that if, under the Medicare Agreement, additional burdens on health care were felt in
Western Australia we would receive increased funding. What do members opposite do?
They sit back with great, supercilious grins on their faces saying that we have a fantastic
health system in Western Australia. From Government we are trying to ensure that those
health dollars go as far as they can and that the best service possible is provided for those
dollars. Any managing group should be making sure that the money is spent to the best
effect. It was also interesting that the member for Mitchell said that over the past few
years the former Government increased funding to the Bunbury Regional Hospital above
inflation. However, he did not say that in the meantime it had also been agreed, not
necessarily wrongfully, for nurses to go to a 38 hour week. That meant a fairly large and
substantial increase in the cost of running that hospital, like every other hospital in
Western Australia. The hospital had to have a certain increase in funding above the
consumer price index.
It was also interesting to note that there was a problem this year when the Government
took office. I have known that over the past four or five years around March, as the
member for Mitchell indicated, a cutback occurs in the number of beds that are allowed
to be used in the Bunbury Regional Hospital. The theatres are curtailed to some extent
because the hospital is running out of funds in its budget. I did not notice anything
different this year, and the Government is still running on the same budget as members
opposite put into place. If those extra funds could have been found they certainly would
have been. However, only a limited amount of money is available to go around and one
cannot suddenly find a pot of gold or money to throw into the system. It is also
disgusting that the Opposition is stirring up anti-Catholic feeling around the south west.
Mr Taylor: Are you accusing us of stirring up Catholic hatred?
Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, I am. That feeling is around the community. It is a sad state of
affairs, and it has been reported in the media as well. The sad thing about the
introduction of Medicare was that it disadvantaged the people it was supposed to look
after. If people now have private health insurance they will get into hospitals much
quicker than they would if they were public patients. It is disgusting that that is
occurring because we must look after the disadvantaged and those who cannot afford
private health insurance. I was asked how many people approached me about the
collocation in Bunbury. I have received two letters to my knowledge; there may be a
third. One of the people who wrote to me has written a second time.
Mr Taylor: You are a pharmacist; what do you think about the proposals to deregulate
the pharmacy industry?
Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: If the member wants to raise that subject, he should raise it and we
will discuss it. However, we are talking about collocation of the health system in
Western Australia that members opposite have wuined. That is quite sad. As I said
earlier, the Government is trying to ensure that its dollars go as far as possible to buy the
best and most efficient service in the health care system. People are now dying in the
community, waiting to get into a hospital for their operation. That is absolutely
disgraceful and Opposition members should be ashamed of themselves for that.
Dr Gallop: Are we responsible for what is happening now as well as what happened in
the past?
Mr BRADSHAW: We will put it right, so the member should not worry. However, as
he knows, it cannot be done in five minutes. The collocation in Bunbury will also
provide the opportunity to get more specialist services to that area. The south west
people are fortunate to have a good number of specialist services, but other services are
not available. When the petition came to my home town of Harvey certain people would
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not sign it because they said they did not think that John Bradshaw would like it. I felt
proud of that when I head it.
Mr Taylor: They would have been family members, were they?
Mr BRADSHAW: I have only one family member in Harvey. The member for Mitchell
can confirm what I have just said. That just shows that the people of Harvey do have the
confidence in me to know that what the Government is trying to do with collocation in
the Bunbury area is for their good. I support the amendment moved by the member for
Collie, and look forward to its passage.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [8.36 pm]: I oppose the amendment to the amendment.
The motion deprives us as a Parliament from expressing a view on the Bunbury issue.
Let the members for Bunbury, Wellington and Vasse be clear about what they axe doing.
They are depriving this Parliament of the opportunity of expressing a view on the
Bunbury issue. We have seen tonight the demise of the parliamentary process as we see
it. Yesterday we heard the brave and courageous dachshund from Bun bury say that he
would oppose what the Government was doing in Bunbury because his constituents
opposed it. The bulldog from Cottesloe quickly said, "I'm bigger and more powerful
than you, and if you don't come to heel there is a thing called preselection - and then you
will be gone." Clearly we have had demonstrated in this place tonight that members
opposite do not represent their constituencies; they represent their party. Any nation that
they occupy a seat in this place on behalf of their constituents has been denied by the way
in which the Leader of the House has brought to heel the dachshund from Bunbury.
As to the chihuahua from Collie - "half enough is good enough H-ilda" - athough she is a
medical practitioner, and thankfully for the people of Collie she is still practising as a
medical practitioner, she appears to be totally unaware of what is happening at Bunbury.
She spent her whole speech talking about a collocation proposal that was proposed not by
this Government but by the previous Labor Government and rejected by St John of God.
The proposal by this Government is not about collocation in the sense of a Government
hospital alongside a private hospital, with the hotel service, catering and laundry being
done by one or the other in a common area. This proposal is about a single hospital with
a single administration, with a single services area and with one private wing that will
take public patients, and one private wing that will take private patients. I am amazed
that the chihuahua from Collie who stays for most of her time in the Collie region and
does not come to Bunbury very often - she is a member of the National Party and not a
member of the Liberal Party which is dominating this issue - has failed to informn herself
about the proposal and therefore has disqualified herself from participating in this debate.
I cannot accept an amendment that will deprive this Parliament of expressing a view on
an issue that is of such importance to the people of Bunbury. It is almost impossible for
me to accept that the member for Bunbury would support a motion which deprives this
Parliament of expressing that view when, only yesterday, he acknowledged this matter
was of immense importance to his constituents and was a matter about which they had
expressed a view. He is like the little boy who one day thought he was captain of a
sailing ship. He took the tiller and sailed away for al of five minutes believing he was
captain of the ship, that he represented the master of the fleet. But what happened? He
suddenly realised it was all just a dream. Suddenly the real captain appeared with a cat-
o'-nine-tails and cracked it and, as the whip cracked, so did his courage.
If the member thinks the people of Bunbury will forget his lack of courage, he has
another think coming. It is no wonder that the placards being held up at most of the
public meetings in Bunbury display a little igloo with two eyes at the back and a sign
saying "Where are you Mr Osborne; what is your opinion?" It shows a little frightened
boy at the back of the igloo coming out and saying "Boo. I am prepared to say what I
think" and then he runs back to the back of the igloo. As I said, he was frightened by the
crack of the cat-o'-nine-tails and was deprived of an opportunity to express his opinion
on something as critically important as this. We who represent the south west have failed
the south west, we have failed our constituents and we have failed the parliamentary
system.
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MR NICHOLLS (Mandurab - Minister for Community Development) [8.43 pm]: If
the member for Mitchell has tried to represent his electorate, he is a disgrace. All he has
done is attempt to slur his colleagues from the same area as he is from.
Dr Lawrence: He has been silent for seven months.
Mr NICHOLLS: He has been silent for 10 years. He has done nothing for 10 years.
Mr Taylor: The member for Bunbury failed miserably and you know it.
Mr NICHOLLS: This is a political stunt to exploit the situation. The reality is that the
Bunbury area needs a decent hospital and there is no reason why all of the options cannot
be explored. However, if the people of Bunbury do not want the hospital, the people of
Mandurah will gladly take a regional hospital in conjunction with the private sector. All
they got from the former Government was nothing more than a pathetic excuse for a
hospital.
Mr Taylor: That will go in the press in Mandurah. If you think the people who work in
that hospital will be happy to hear you describe it as a pathetic excuse for a hospital, you
have another think coming. Those people will be delighted to read that and they will be
reading it tomorrow. It is a slur on the people in your electorate.
Mr NICHOLLS: Once again, the Labor Party is trying to slur people and to cast
aspersions on the people who work there. The people in the Mandurab hospital are trying
to do a good job. The trouble is that the former Government did nothing more than try to
buy votes by pork-barrelling. If he is dinkum about trying to improve health services for
the people of Western Australia I urge the member for Mitchell - I doubt whether the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has it in him - if he is serious about getting a decent
hospital for the people in Bunbury, to work with the members for Bunbury and Collie to
try to get the best option and not fall in line with the whingers who lead his party and
who are exploiting the situation. If he were dinkurn he would work with the member for
Bunbury who is trying to ensure that the people of Bunbury get a decent health service.
It is hypocritical for him to sit in this House alongside the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition who is trying to exploit this issue. H-e does not care about the people of
Bunbury or the people of Western Australia. That was indicated by the Petrochemical
Industries Co Ltd deals and the decisions for the mates. Members opposite do not care
about the people of Western Australia. All they are trying to do is exploit the issue.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [8.47 pm]: I support the amendment. It is interesting to see
what the amendment achieves. This is one of the more interesting lessons on political
geography that we have seen in this House. At the outset, the Government was anxious
to ensure that the House addressed its attention to the Northampton District Hospital.
The motion related to that matter.
Mr Minson: They threw that out the window, didn't they?
Mr BLAIKIE: They were gravely concerned about the Northampton District Hospital.
The people in the Public Gallery should understand what happened with this motion.
The Opposition's original motion began by expressing concern about the level of health
services provided at the Northampton District Hospital. Members of the Opposition
spoke on that motion. However, al] of a sudden, for some reason or another, the
Opposition decided to amend the motion by removing all words relating to the
Northampton hospital and inserting words relating to the health services at Bunbury. All
of a sudden, Northampton was no longer on the agenda; they wanted to talk about
Bunbury. It is a fascinating set of events because those members interested in the welfare
of the south west, but not in the gutter politics demonstrated by the member for Mitchell,
understand the issue of collocation has been under discussion for some time. The
member for Bunbury made a statement on this matter, and I congratulate him on making
that statement. I support the statement in which he said -

I am aware that a great number of the people of Bunbury have signed a petition
opposing the proposal, and while I believe that many of these people may have
signed the petition without having a full appreciation of the nature of the
proposal, the fact remains that at this time, most of my constituents still oppose it.
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He continued -

Although the period of time originally set for the conclusion of thie negotiation
has not yet passed, lain now convinced that the people of Bunbury will not be
persuaded that the proposal in its current form is acceptable.

It further stated -
This being the case I have reluctantly advised the Minister for Health that my
duty to my constituents must now take precedence and I must join the people of
Bunbury in calling for the Co-Location Proposal to be reconsidered.

In my view the absolute essence of the role of a member is to look after his electorate.
The member did not release a press statement expressing no confidence in the
Government. He raised with the Government the concern of his electorate, which no
members on the Opposition benches would ever dare to do. The member for Bunbury
has asked that the matter be reconsidered. The member for Mitchell now wants to roast
the member for Bunbuzy for having the temerity to say such a thing. I think the member
for Bunbury has acted appropriately within his electorate and as a member of the
Government. He has signalled to the Government the concern of the electorate and asks
the Government to reconsider its proposal. I congratulate him for doing that. The
member for Mitchell moved an amendment to the motion and in doing so indicated the
depths of political opportunism to which he is prepared to sink. Some members who live
in the south west, such as the members for Collie, Wellington, Bunbury, Warren and
Mandurah, have some feelings for that area. The people in the south west know that the
Labor Party has never forgiven the member for Mitchell for allowing the seat of Bunbury
to be lost. It has never got over that. The former member for Bunbury, Phil Smith, will
tell people that the member for Mitchell lost him his seat because of the deceit and the
deception. He was the most unpopular member ever.
Mr Taylor: That is a rotten little lie and you know it.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mir Johnson): Order?

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr BLAIKIE: I ask that the member for Mitchell withdraw that remark.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr Taylor: A rotten little lie, member for Vasse.
Mr Bradshaw: I ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to withdraw that remark.
Mr Taylor: It is not for you to ask.
Mr McGinty: Who do you think you are?
Mr Bradshaw: The member for Wellington.
Mr Taylor: You are a disgrace, member for Vasse, and you know it.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come to
order.
Mr Taylor: I will come to order when I -
The ACTING SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will kindly rewact that
remark.
Mr TAYLOR: I withdraw, but I will not withdraw when I see the member after.
The AC1ING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Kierath: What sort of example are you?
Mr Taylor: I will set the example.
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Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor: It is absolutely disgraceful.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Marlborough: Come on shops.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel has already been formally called
to order once tonight. I would sooner not call him to order again tonight unless I have to.
Tempers have been rising very high tonight.
Mr Taylor: They rise when you hear that sont of stuff.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come to
order and be silent when I am on my feet. The member for Vanse -

Dr Gallop: He is demeaning himself.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Victoria Park.
Mr Taylor: Sort it out now, member for Vasse.

Debate Resumed
Mr BLAIKIE: As I was saying -

Mr Taylor: You do not have the guts to apologise.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLAIKIE: The Labor Party lost the seat of Bunbury. One of the matters that
concerns Labor members more than anything else is that as Minister for South-West, the
member for Mitchell was one of the most unpopular Ministers in the Government and
that led to the demise of the Government. Those axe the facts.
Mr Mc~inty: You have not told the trut They are not the facts.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Fremantle and the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Order!
Mr Taylor: You are a disgrace.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Deputy Leader of the Opposition I called for order six
or seven times. I do not want to formally call him to order and I ask him to please not
force me to do so. When I call for order two or three times I expect the member for
Fremantle to take some notice.
Mr Hill: The member for Vasse should show some guts and apologise.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLAIKIE: One thing is clear tonight; that the Opposition in irs attempt to move this
amendment -
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am sure the feelings of members of the Opposition
amrnning high -

Mr Taylor: They certainly are.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Members of the Opposition will have an opportunity to speak
to this amendment if they wish to do so.
Dr Gallop: First of all it was Kerr's cur and now itris Court's cur.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order for the second time the member for
Victoria Park.
Dr Gallop: He is spreading untruths in this Parliament about a person who represented
the people of Bunbury with dignity.
Mr McGinty: You are a gutless wonder.
The ACING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Gallop: Court's cur.
Mr Taylor: Throw him out.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members of the Opposition are showing no respect
whatsoever for the Chair in this House.
Mr Taylor interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Those members who have not spoken to this
amendment have every opportunity to do so, and I suggest they use that time to make
speeches, rather than when another member is on his feet or I am on my feet.
Mr BL.AIKIE: The whole tragedy of tonight is that the Opposition attempted to play a
snide political trick on the member for Bunbury, who represented his electorate with
honesty, integrity and purpose. fle member for Mitchell could hardly control himself
with regard to the proposed amendment because he was so obsessed that he wanted to
have a vote on that amendment. That did not occur, so for the next five minutes of his
speech all he did was berate the member for Bunbury in the worst possible way. Not
only do I defend the integrity of the member for Bunbury, but also I say as a member of
Parliament who represents his area chat he has shown courage and strength of character in
relating to this matter in the way that he has done. Had the member said nothing, he
would have been criticised by members opposite for making no comment. The
Opposition cannot have it both ways. The member for Bunbury has made a comment
within his electorate, with all honesty and integrity, which he is entitled to do. He did not
move a motion of no confidence in the Government. At the end of the day, there is a
motion before the House that we support the Government in its endeavours in the health
area. I support the amendment, and in doing so indicate again my support for the
member for Bunbury and for the integrity that he has shown.

Personal Explanation - Comments of Member for Vasse
Mr DL. SMITH: I seek leave to correct a misrepresentation that has been made about
me by the member for Vasse.
[Leave granted.]
Mr Court: I can tell you that Bob Pearce never allowed us to make personal explanations
unless that was at the commencement of the sitting. We have just pranted leave, but you
never granted it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is difficult to put the personal explanation more succinctly than this:
What the member for Vasse said this evening is completely untrue, and he knows it to be
untrue.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! There can be no debate on a point of personal
explanation-
Mr D.L. SMITH: The former member for Bunbury is not here in this place to confirm or
deny what the member for Vasse said, but I challenge the member for Vasse, if he has
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any courage &r integrity, to say outside this House tomorrow what he said in this House
tonight.

Mr Kierach: That is not a personal explanation.

Mr D.L. SMITH: This is simply a statement that what the member for Vasse said was
completely untrue. If the member for Vasse is not prepared to repeat chose words outside
this place, that will simply prove the untruth of what he has said.

Division
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result-

Ayes (26)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barvec
Mr Blaikic
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mir Day
Mrs Edwardes

Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mrs Henderson

Dr Hames
Mir House
Mr Kienc~h
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodel

Noes (19)
Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

Mr Osborne
Mr Prince
Mr W. Smith
Mr Strickland
Dr Tumbull
Mrs van do Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwitcl, (Teller)

Mr DL. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Cowan
Mr Shave
Mr Trenorden
Mr Pendal
Mr Tubby

Mrs Haflahan
Mr M. Barniett
Mr Grill
Dr Watson
Mr Bridge

Amendment thus passed.

Division
Amendment (substitution of words) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (26)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Bwakie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr court
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes

Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Grahamn
Mrs Henderson

Dr Hames
Mr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodel

Noes (19)

Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

Mr Osborne
Mr Prince
Mr W. Smith
Mr Strickland
DrTurnbull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Blotfwitch (Teller)

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Mr Lcay (Teller)

4938 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday. 29 September 1993]

Pairs
Mr Cowan
Mr Shave
Mr Trenorden
Mr Pendal
Mr Tubby

Mrs Hallahan
Mr M. Barnet
MrGrill
Dr Watsn
Mr Bridge

Amendment thus passed.
Division

Amendment, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (26)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes

Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mrs Henderson

Dr Hams
Mr House
Mr Kieuuih
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei

Noes (19)
Mr Hill
Mr Kobeike
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

Mr Osborne
Mr Prince
MrW. Smith
Mr Strickland
Dr Tuynbull
Mrs van do Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Blofiwitch (Teller)

Mr D.L Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Wanock
Mr Leahiy (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Cowan
Mr Shave
Mr Trenorden
Mr Pendal
Mr Tubby

Amendment, as amended, thus passed.

Mns Hallahan
Mr M.Barnett
Mr Grill
Mr Bridge
Dr Watson

Motion - as Amended
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [9.15 pm]): I have heard members opposite speakcing
about what this Government is doing in the Health portfolio; they tried to give the
impression that some of the changes we arm crying to implement were not changes that
the previous Government tried to implement. I now give an example of some of the
deceit which was evident with the previous Government. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is very quick to jump in with comments such as, "it seems the only way that
people find out about what is going on in the health system these days is through the
Opposition."
Dr Lawrence: From what are you quoting?
Mr COURT: It is a transcript from ABC radio.
Dr Lawrence: As long as you are not quoting from an uncorcted proof of Hansard.
Mr COURT: No. I give an example of what took place in the health system when
members opposite were running it.

Mr Graham: Is this when Keith Wilson was running it?
Mr COURT: Yes.
Mr Graham: You people used to fall over yourselves describing Keith Wilson as a man
of honour.
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Mr COURT: The member should listen. I now refer to a letter written to Mr Staples, the
then Commonwealth Minister for the Aged. Family and Health Services. The letter was
ftrm the former Minister for Health, Mr Keith Wilson. The letter says in part -

A proposal to progressively enhance nursing home services in metropolitan Perth
through the upgrading and transfer of the existing State Government nursing
home services to the non-government sector.

Therefore, the previous Government wanted to transfer nursing homes across to the non-
government sector!
Mr Taylor: That is different from privatising the nursing home beds.
Mr COURT: Hang on! The letter then states -

The State Government believes that the appropriate course of action is to
progressively transfer its metropolitan nursing home services to the non-
government sector over the next four to five years. This will be done at the same
time as action is undertaken to bring the operating costs of government nursing
homes into line with those of the non-government and private sectors.

Interestingly, the deceit of the previous Government was evident in its Budget papers.
The only reference within those papers was to bringing the Government nursing homes
costs in line with those of the non-government and private sectors. Members opposite
happened to leave out the first pant; namely, that they were going to transfer them across!
Members opposite talk about deceit, yet they wrote letters to the Federal Minister saying
they wanted to transfer nursing homes across to the private sector; however, their public
utterances were very different. The previous Government was prepared to tell the public
only half of the story. Members opposite have been caught out.
Mr Taylor: You do not know the difference, do you?
Mr COURT: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should stop interjecting; what is
wrong with him? When the previous Government wrote to the Federal Minister, it was
said that it would transfer nursing homes across to the private sector. However, publicly
the previous Government would say only that it would bring the operating costs into line
with those of the non-government and private sectors.
Mr Taylor: You will sell them off.
Mr COURT: The member's Government was going to put them across to the private
sector.
Mr Taylor: That doesn't say private sector-, read out what it says.
Mr COURT: It says that the State Government believes that the appropriate course of
action is to progressively transfer its nursing home services to the non-government
sector. Okay, the Labor Government was taking them from the Government sector to the
non-government sector. The deceit of members opposite is that they did not publicly say
they were going to do that. No, in the Budget Papers all they said was that they were
going to bring the operating costs of Government nursing homes into line with the
non-government and private sectors. Members opposite want to talk about the way they
would do it.
Mr Taylor: You don't have a clue on health came.
Mr McGinty: Ignorance is a great asset for you.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr COURT: The member for Kalgoorlie was very sensitive about comments made
about what the member for Mitchell did in Bunbury.
Mr Taylor I will get a lot more sensitive later. The member for Mitchell was not the
only one; he has every reason to be sensitive about it and you know it.
Mr COURT: Let us look at the track record. I will tell members what the member for
Mitchell did with the silicon project. The Labor Government, and the Deputy Leader of
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the Opposition was probably the Minister at the time, said there would be a silicon plant
built at the Picton location.
Mr D.L. Smith: It was the wrong location.
Mr COURT: The then Minister said it had to be changed. Eventually the Government
changed it at great expense to the taxpayers. When the Compact Steel project came
along, the member for Mitchell was in the Cabinet. He was spending taxpayers' dollars
in assisting Compact Steel while publicly opposing the project. The member for Mitchell
cannot have it both ways.
Mr D.L. Smith: You can.
Mr COURT: I know the member is getting a bit excited. What a despicable situation in
which taxpayers' funds were being used.
Mr D.L. Smith: Do you know the difference between supporting a project and
supporting the project on a particular location? On every occasion I supported Compact
Steel in Bunbury, but not on the inner harbour location.
Mr COURT: The member's Government was supporting that project in Bunbury.
Members opposite have short memories. They were willing to use taxpayers' funds to do
it.

Mr McGinty: The EPA would never have approved that location.
Mr COURT: Why did the Labor Government authorise millions of dollars to be spent on
carrying out that feasibility study? Now we hear the story: It was never going to be
approved, and yet it poured millions of dollars into carrying out the feasibility. What an
incompetent Government it was.
Mr McGinty: You cannot understand English.
Mr COURT: The member for Fremantle can talk. He was going to do a restoration job
on the old Swan Brewery. He has built a nmultistorey car park that has doubled the size of
the brewery.
Mr McGinty: You haven't got the guts to do it Or the integrity to follow through on what
you said before the election.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGinty: Once you got elected you forgot all about it.
Mr COURT: The member for Fremantle signed a contract. We will debate the brewery
any time.
Mr McGinty: You have no credibility.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The member for Fremantle makes good television advertisement material
with the Swan brewery.
Mr McGinty: You are misleading this House.
Mr COURT: Come off it. The member came into this Parliament and said, "We are
going to do a restoration job on the brewery."
Dr Lawrence: That has been done.
Mr COURT: It is a multistorey car park and it has doubled the size of the place.
We are debating a health issue. The Minister for Health is doing a good job. I can
remember that the Labor Minister for Health said in this Parliament and publicly that the
hospital system in this State was in a mess. He publicly criticised the hospital system.
We have been in Government seven months and we are tackling issues like the Bunbury
Hospital yet members sit there carping away. Old two bob each way, the member for
Mitchell, on all of these particular projects should be the last person criticising the
Government's handling of these issues.
lasol-lo
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MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [9.26 pmJ: The hypocrisy
we have heard from members opposite is incredible.
Mr D.L. Smith: You are still trying for the Health portfolio we see.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order.
Mr MINSON: The Opposition's motion on the Northampton District Hospital was so
important its members spoke to the motion for only five minutes and then chopped it out
and moved off the motion.
Dr Lawrence: You chopped it out altogether.
-Mr MINSON: No, the Opposition amended the motion. It tried to pull a dirty trick to
play a bit of politics with the member for Bunbury.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Mr McGinty: We will get back to the environment.
Mr MINSON: I will talk about the environment any time the member for Fremantle
likes.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The interjections from members on my left are intolerable. I
ask them to desist.
Mr MINSON: We heard how terrible it was to involve private management in the
delivery of health services in Bunbury. We heard from the Premier how the former
Government was going to privatise and have private patients in Government nursing
homes. Members opposite cannot have if both ways. There is a limited amount of
money available, but efficiencies could be achieved. Members should look at the
operating units at St John of God Hospital, Subiaco and the management and the
performance of South Perth Community Hospital to learn what private management can
do. Because of their ideology members opposite do not want the people of Bunbury and
the people of this State to get a decent health service. I suppose members opposite will
not support this motion supporting the Minister for Health?
Mr Taylor: Of course we will not. Look at what he is doing in Bunbury.
Mr MINSON: Even though he has made the tough decision he has enormous support in
the wheatbelt, where he is delivering tertiary health care at a regional level and
appropriate health care at a local level. He has shown flexibility with the Northampton
decision. This is where the Opposition's deceit continues. The Minister for Health has
put in place a community advisory board. He said, "Leave it there as long as you like
until it has finished its job." Because the hospital is doing its job well, the Opposition did
not want to talk about Northampton. The Minister has shown courage and he has shown
that there will be increased services.
Mr Kobelke: He has ended up with egg all over his face - 2000 year old egg.
Mr MINSON: No, he has not. That is absolute rubbish. I have studied in some detail
what the Minister for Health wants to do in wheatbelt hospitals, and can take
Northampton, if one wants -

Dr Lawrence: It is not a problem.
Mr MINSON: It is not a problem. I have studied the Northampton situation in some
detail, and we are shifting to a point where it will have a better service than it has ever
had before.
Dr Lawrence: They do not think so.
Mr MINSON: There are some people up there who will never budge, but if one talks to
them behind the scenes they realise they will be getting a better service in the end. As a
local member I did not approve of all that was being done at the beginning, but the
Minister has shown flexibility, and we now have the skeleton for a first class service up
in Northampton. I want to go on record as saying I believe the Minister for Health in this
State, by the time he has finished his work, will have delivered a system of health
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services to country Western Australia second to none in the world and certainly better
than if those opposite had continued in the way they were.
Motion, as amended, put and passed.

ADOPTION BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 18 August.
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah - Minister for the Family) [9.32 pmn]: I want to respond to
the member for Belmont. He wants to speak on this, and I will keep mny comments brief,
so that he can speak before private members' time is concluded.
We are faced with an interesting prospect, because the member for Belmont has
introduced a Bill which is for all intents and purposes very similar, if not nearly identical,
to the Bill that he faied to get through the Parliament as the Minister responsible in the
previous Government. The only really major changes that have taken place have been
the amendments put up at the suggestion of the member for Scarborough when he was in
Opposition.
To recap the history of the Adoption Bill the member for Belmont has introduced, it
started almost 10 years ago, in 1984, with a select committee. The inquiry was appointed
in 1983, and the committee's work resulted in amendments in 1985 to the Adoption Act
which gave adopted persons over the age of 18 access to their original birth certificates,
subject to certain provisions. The select committee also identified other issues which
needed to be addressed and further reviewed. It was not until November 1988 that the
Government responded with the appointment of the Adoption Legislative Review
Committee. The recommendations had been made in 1985 but it was November 1988
before the Government responded and did anything. In April 1990 the review committee
circulated its draft report for public comment and released its final report in February
1991. The previous Government of the day then released the Legislative Review
Committee's report to the public in April 1991. Approval for drafting the Adoption Bill
was granted in March 1992, nearly a year later, and the Bill was introduced into
Parliament on 24 September 1992.
It is interesting to see the hour of the introduction of this Bill, which is a very important
Bill with a lot of public interest. The Minister gave his second reading speech and then
brought this Bill on for debate at 4.22 am on 3 December 1992. which was in fact the last
day of sitting of the Parliament, if my memory is correct. I find it somewhat galling to
have the member for Belmont now standing up in Parliament as a member of the
Opposition and reintroducing a Bill that, quite frankly, not only did the previous
Government mishandle but also it did not have the commitment to pursue the Bill
through the Parliament when in Government.
Mr D.L. Smith: I do not believe that.
Mr NICHOLLS: The comments of the member for Mitchell are interesting because -
Mr Ripper: What about your 40 amendments? What commitment did you show to the
passage of the Bill?
Mr NICHOLLS: Is it not interesting that we had a parliamentary select committee in
1984 -

Mr D.L. Smith: I was on that committee.
Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Mitchell is dead right. He was on that committee in
1984. He actually promoted the amendments in 1985.
Mr Ripper: Is all of this an argument for further delay, because surely that is the only
justification for dealing with it in this way?
Mr NICHOLLS: It is obvious the member for Belmont is very sensitive to the fact that
not only did he bungle the Bill, but also he was the person who did not deliver, and the
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member for Mitchell, who was sitting in as a proxy on the last night of Parliament on 3
December when the Bill was brought on at 4.22 am -

Mr D.L. Smith: Ir is 12 months ago, and you don't seem -
Mr NICHOLLS: The Opposition can take 10 years -

Mr D.L. Smith: There is a Bill here that everybody agrees is a good Bill.
Mr NICHOLLS: That is not true. When I suggested the previous Government did not
pursue it the member for Belmont said there were 40 amendments on the paper. After 10
years in office the previous Government brought in a Bill in its last year, and the member
for Belmont is now jumping up and down because the then Opposition put amendments
on the Notice Paper.
Mr Ripper: At the last minute.
Mr NICHOLLS: Does the member for Belmont deny that there is no compulsion to put
amendments on the Notice Paper at all?
Mr Ripper: If you want to be cooperative, you do.
Mr NICHOLLS: Is he suggesting that the member for Scarborough and the Opposition
were not cooperating?
Mr Ripper: Yes.
MrT NICH4OLLS: I suggest he is misleading the House because the member for
Scarborough worked quite diligently to get to a point where the Bill could be debated.
There was bipartisan support on most of the Bill, but in certain areas there was
disagreement.
Mr Ripper- The amendments touched -some of the major principles in the Bill, where
people had been waiting for a long time for reforms, and you wanted to deny those
reforms and to do so again tonight.
Mr NICHOLLS: Now we see what the plan is. The amendments put up last year, when
the member for Belmont was the Minister, were not the amendments he wanted to accept.
He is reintroducing the Bill as a private member's Bill and suggesting that the
Government is nor doing its job because it does not want to support a Bill that he
introduced last year, that had amendments on the Notice Paper that he knew of, and not
only that but he also takes advantage of some of those amendments to alter the Bill
because it was deficient when he introduced it.
Mr Ripper: You will recall the discussions between the Government and the Opposition
and agreement was reached on some small matters. I have incorporated the sensible
changes we agreed to in the new Bill. We were nor prepared then, or now, to accept
amendments which deny people the basic right to information about themselves and their
families.
Mr NICHOLLS: When in Government the Opposition believed it had the right to deny
or accept the amendments put forward by the then Opposition, but now that it is in
Opposition it believes that it is the only party which has any wisdom. It rejects the notion
that this Government may produce a better Bill.
Mr D.L. Smith: How many letters have you received expressing concern about the delay
in this legislation passing through the Parliament?
Mr NICHOLLS: I cannot tell the member for Mitchell. I can tell him that a lot of fear in
the community is based on misinformation emanating from members opposite. The
Minister for Labour Relations knows what happens when the Opposition gets into the
mode of misinformation campaigns.
Mr Ripper: Is it ate that you refused to tell interested people what view you are taking
on the Bill?
Mr NICHOLLS: As far as I can ascertain I have met with everybody who has requested
to meet with me to debate the adoption legislation.
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Mr Ripper: Did you tell them anything?
Mr NICHOLLS: I have told them that the Government plans to introduce a Bill and that
it accepts the general thrust for the need for change. However, the Government believes
that some areas of the Bill need to be altered.
Mr Ripper: What about people's basic right to information about themselves and their
families?
Mr NICHOLLS: The Opposition does not want to wait for the Government to introduce
its Bill; it wants to make a short term gain by introducing its Bill. It wants to prey on the
feelings of people who feel emotive about this issue by introducing the Bill.
Mr D.L. Smith: What reservations do you have about this Bill?
Mr NICHOLLS: The amendments put on the Notice Paper last year were quite clear.
Mr D.L. Smith: Is that as far as you will go?
Mr NICHOLLS: Together with many other people I have worked very hard to redraft the
Bill. In doing that I have tried to accommodate the spirit of what the Opposition's Bill is
trying to achieve. In addition, I have tried to enhance the Bill because it can be
improved. I am sure members will agree that the adoption issue is highly emotive.
When one speaks to people on different sides of the triangle it is obvious that they hold
strong views and it is difficult to reach a consensus across the board.
Mr D.L. Smith: That is true. We need to make decisions in future legislation. However,
people know that the Bill is ready to go. They want to know what reservations you have
to address before you finalise your legislation. When can they expect that legislation?
Mr NICHOLLS: This Government has considered not only the work that the previous
Government and the committee did, but also the input from the consultative process in
which it was involved. We have drawn from that information. The Government has
considered the amendments and the points of view that its members raised last year when
the legislation was debated in this House. It is trying not only to balance the rights of all
panties in the triangle, but also to enhance the Bill.
Mr Ripper: What is your attitude to this Bill? Will the Government vote for or against
it?
Mr NICHOLLS: I will tell the member for Belmont before I conclude my speech.
Mr Ripper: Why won't you allow the Opposition's Bill to be debated in Government
time? If you disagree with certain pans of it you can introduce amendments. The work
has been done and the Bill is here.
Mr NICHOLLS: The reason the Government will not allow that to occur is that the
Opposition's Bill is the same Bill, with a few changes, that was introduced into this place
last year. The Opposition wants to start with a debate on the amendments. The
Government is redrafting the Bill to ensure that it will be supported not only by the wider
community, but also hopefully by the Opposition. I did ask the question if the
Government could look at its Bill and make minor amendments to it. The answer I
received was that the Government could not really look at it because it will be a major
task to go through the amendments to try to reword some of them. In the short time I was
in Opposition, I do not recall one occasion when the then Government accepted an
Opposition Bill.
Mr Ripper: A Bill on the Official Corruption Commission which was introduced by the
former member for Floreat, Mr Mensaros, was taken on by the Dowding Government and
it was supported by it.
Mr NICHOLLS: I stand corrected; I do not recall it. It would be a far better proposition
to redraft the legislation that was introduced last year and introduce it as a Bill.
Mr D.L. Smith: You mentioned the need to balance the three corners of the triangle. Do
you think this legislation is biased one way or the other?
Mr NICHOLLS: It contains deficiencies.
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Mr D.L. Smith: Where are they?
Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Mitchell will see the Government's Bill when ir is
introduced into the Parliament.
Mr D.L. Smith: As you know, the public feel very deeply about this legislation. You
need to state your view as early as possible so that they have an opportunity to make
further representations to you if you depart from the principles established by the draft
Bill.
Mr NICHOLLS: I have already said that the Government has considered the information
that was available to the previous Government and it is trying to accommodate some of
'the points which were raised. The Opposition spent 10 years in Government and was
unable to get the Bill to the point where it could be voted on.
Mr D.L. Smith: Read my speech from last year. The fact that it has taken too long in the
past is no justification for another 12 months' delay.
Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Mitchell does not accept the fact that the Government
is amending the Bill to improve it.
Mr D.L. Smith: I do not agree. If you are going to amend it, I urge you to do it urgently
and notify the public accordingly of the areas of the Bill you want to change. Many
people who saw the committee's report thought that their position would be covered in
the Bill, If you change that, I have no doubt that many of them will want to make
representations to you to try to change your mind.
Mr NICHOLLS: The general thrust of last year's Bill was given bipartisan support and I
Still Support it.
Mr Ripper: Many groups are concerned about whether the Government will give parties
to an adoption the right to identifying information about the other parties once the
adoptee has turned 18.
Mr NICHOLLS: When I introduce the Bill the member for Belmont will see what has
been done.
Mr Ripper: The people want to know what you are likely to do.
Mr NICHOLL.S: When the Opposition failed to get the Bill through the Parliament last
year, it lost the right to dictate when the Bill should be pushed through. I think the
member for Belmont has a genuine commitment to the legislation. The member for
Mitchell does.
Mr Ripper: I do.
Mr NICHOLLS: It is strange for the member to express his point of view now when he
failed to do the job he should have done last year.
My other point is that when during the previous sitting we were debating the legislation -
the member for Mitchell, I think, would be interested - in the wee hours, about half past
four or five o'clock, of the morning of 3 December, the then Leader of the Opposition,
the current Premier, and other members of the then Opposition made a commitment to
remain in the Parliament to see the legislation debated. What happened? The then
Government pulled the pin, prorogued the Parliament and said that it was all the fault of
the then Opposition. That does not wash.
Mr Ripper: You should go back and look at the Hansard for last year and see all the
stunts and the delays through which the then Opposition put the Government. That is
why this important legislation was not debated.
Mr NICHOLLS: I have the Hansard here. Quite frankly, it is interesting to look at it to
see the inaction of the then Government and the empty promises it made.
Mr D.L. Smith: Read my speech during the second reading debate. I didn't heap all the
blame on the Opposition.
Mr NICHOLLS: The member tried.
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Mr D.L. Smith: Let's be frank. We lost the last election; obviously people were not
entirely satisfied with our performance.
Mr NICHOLLS: I think that is an understatement.
Mr D.L. Smith: It is no fault of the member for Belmont that the legislation took 10
years to get up, but it did take far too long. What I want to put to you in the strongest
possible terms is that you are hurting an enormous number of people emotionally by
further delay of this legislation. It is critically important to those people, to their children
and to the children they have lost.
Mr NICHOLLS: I accept that statement in a general sense, but I want to make sure that
the legislation that I introduce is the best legislation possible. I assure the member that I
want to make sure that any legislative changes do not hurt people and that wherever
possible the changes will be not only positive, but also workable.
Mr D.L. Smith: Minister, you and I both know that when you are making legislation in
this area you cannot guarantee people will not get hurt.
Mr NICHOLLS: I did not say I could guarantee it, but that I would do my best to make
sure that it was the best possible legislation.

Mr D.L. Smith: It is a question of striking the best possible balance.
Mr NICHOLLS: That is the difference between the member and me. I know this area is
very emotional; people feel very passionately about it and it affects a large number of
people. I am not simply going to bring in a Bill that comes close enough or near enough;
I will bring in a Bill that is the best that we can draft.
Mr D.L. Smith: Our Bill reflects 10 years' work.

Mr NICHOLLS: I accept that the work has been done. The point I am making is that I
want to be confident that the legislation I introduce is the best legislation it is possible to
deliver. The member is right in so far as that legislation may need changes down the
track; it may not be perfect. It may need amendments to it. But as the Minister
responsible, I want to be sure that I am doing everything I can to bring in legislation that
is best for all parties of the triangle and for the community.
Mr Ripper: Our Bill is similar in principle to what the New South Wales Liberal
Government did, so why is it so hard?

Mr NICHOLLS: I do not deny that. It has similarities and we accept the broad picture.

Mr Ripper: Why is it so hard for you?

Mr NICHOLLS: I will briefly go through a few of the items before finishing my speech.
The Bill introduced by the member for Belmont fails to address a couple of areas. I will
identify those, because the member for Belmont has asked for them. Will the provisions
of the Bill interfere with the rights of adoptive parents to travel interstate or overseas?
How does the Bill affect those adoptees who have never been advised that they have been
adapted in respect of their being pmovided with that information? What are the rights and
responsibilities of parents of minors when those minors are being asked to consider
consenting to adopting a child - their child? How will the Bill prevent the Family Court
from becoming over involved in matters concerning variation of adoption plans? Those
are some of the questions that I ask about the legislation. We might not get it right -

Mr Ripper: Those questions could be asked at the Committee stage of the Bill.
Mr NICHOLLS: The point I make is that the Bill is not the best legislation; therefore, we
are redrafting parts of it. I stress to the member and to the wider community that we
believe that the substance of the Bill is correct - that is, changes are needed; there needs
to be recognition of the rights of all the parties of the triangle. I am concerned, however,
about the genuineness of the member for Belmont and the Opposition about introducing
the Bill at this time, when the Government has said publicly that it will introduce a like
Hill some time this yeas, after redrafting some parts of it. Members opposite do not want
that.
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Mr Ripper: Didn't you tell some people that you would introduce the Bill in September?
Mr NICHOLLS: I said I would endeavour to introduce the Bill in September, if possible.
We all know this area is very emotional and I tried ver hard to listen and respond to
people without giving them false hope. When some of those people did not hear what
they wanted to hear, they started a campaign to apply pressure. I accept that, because it is
a very emotive issue. I do not accept the stunt by members opposite of introducing a Bill
to the House when they know that the Government is in redrafting mode. We plan to
introduce a Bill. Members opposite will have every opportunity to debate it, but they do
not want to admix that they failed to deliver in their 10 years in Government. The
Government will not support the Opposition's Bill, because we intend to introduce a Bill
that has some differences from the Opposition's Bill, but which has the same thrust as
that Bill.
Mr D.L. Smith: When do you expect that to be?
Mr NICHOLLS: It will be as soon as I can possibly complete the drafting and bring it
before the House.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [9.55 pm]: There is very little time left for me to make some
remarks in response to what the Minister for Community Development just said in debate
on this private member's Bill. However, it should be clearly stated on the record that the
Government has said that it will oppose the Bill. That is a very great pity, because our
adoption laws are woefully outdated and way out of line with what modemn research says
about the needs of people who are associated with adoption.
Mr Nicholls: Will you support our Bill when we introduce it?
Mr RIPPER: When I complete my point, I will answer that. Our current laws are way
out of line With what people concerned with adoption tell us about their experiences. In
parcicular, both the research and the anecdotal evidence clearly indicate that the secrecy
which has traditionally surrounded adoption is very damaging to people and has been a
cause of great distress- Many people in the community have waited for a very long time
indeed for that secrecy to be lifted. The continuation of the secrecy and the denial of
their right to obtain identifying information about the other parties to the adoption are
sources of continuing grief to those people.
The Minister has asked me whether we will support the Government Bill when it finally
arrives in the House. Certainly we will support legislation which provides for a modern,
progressive, flexible and open adoption system. We will fight very hard for the rights of
people to obtain informnation about themselves and their families, because we believe that
that is a fundamental human right. I am concerned about the Minister's statements
tonight, because he has given no commitment to support this fundamental human right.
That is why groups in the community are campaigning on this matter. That is why
members of Parliament are being lobbied incessantly. That is why the Minister is
receiving so many letters. A key part of any adoption law reform must be opening the
records of the past once the adoptee has turned 18 and giving identifying information to
the parties to the adoption. Both adoptees and birth parents will benefit if the Parliament
passes legislation allowing that to happen. That is part of my strong, personal
commitment to the legislation. In all that the Minister has said, I have seen no evidence
of a similar commitment on behalf of the Government. I ask the Minister now whether
he will support the right of birth parents and adoptees to have identifying information
about the other parties to the adoption once the adoptee has turned 18, as in the Bill
which the Opposition brought to the Parliament as a Government and brings again as an
Opposition.
Mr Nicholls: They will have to wait until the Bill is introduced.
Mr RIPPER: That is the reason for the lobbying and the concern in the community.
Mr Wiese: You know the Cabinet procedure that the Minister must go through. You are
being an absolute hypocrite.
Mr RIPPER: It seems that the colleague of the Minister for Police, the Minister for
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Community Development, has had plenty of time to discuss matters with Cabinet. He
could have gone to Cabinet on an informal basis and said chat this was the sort of
pressure he was receiving, and asked whether it was likely that the Cabinet would
support the general principles.
Mr Nicholls: I said that I wanted to introduce the best legislation possible, and we will
pursue that as hard as possible, but we want to ensure that it is as right as it can be before
we introduce it.
Mr RIPPER: The problem is that people fear that the Minister will get the Bill wrong
because he will not state his commitment to an important principle. Although I would
like to bring the Bill to conclusion tonight, I have more to say. I fear the conclusion will
be negative because the Government has stated that it will oppose the Bill,
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adjourned.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND REHABILITATION AMENDMENT
BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 21 September.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [ 10.03 pm): I begin the Opposition's debate on this legislation
but I am not the designated lead speaker for the Opposition on this Bill. The member for
Thomnlie will occupy that position.
I place on the record very strongly and clearly that this Bill has been brought on for
debate over strong opposition on this side of the House. The Bill was brought to this
Parliament and the second reading speech delivered only one week ago, last Tuesday, by
the Minister for Labour Relations. This is a major Bill which fundamentally affects
rights which Western Australians have enjoyed for a long time. The people who have
enjoyed those rights have been unfortunate in that they have been injured at work as a
result of the negligence of their employers.
It is only in relatively recent times that there has been sufficient community
consciousness and awareness of the scale and scope of injuries received at work. Only in
recent years has enough attention been paid to the problems experienced through
occupational dangers. Now we see a Bill brought to this House with very little time
given for scrutiny by the Opposition. It is a Bill which will fundamentally affect the
rights of people exposed to those occupational dangers. It is a Bill which will
fundamentally affect the rights of people exposed to that danger by virtue of other
people's negligence. This is a major piece of legislation, and when similar Bills of this
magnitude were brought to the House by the previous Government, the then Opposition
often said that the legislation had not been considered by the party room, that the then
Opposition had not had a chance to consult with major interest groups, and that it needed
more time. Very often when in Government we gave the Opposition three or four or
more weeks to consider and consult on a major Bill.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And you will have that opportunity.
Mr RIPPER: Will we? Is the Leader of the House saying that this Bill will not be passed
for three or four weeks?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: We are about to have a two week break, and you have had the Bill for
more than a week.
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House says that we will have it for a little Ion-%-,- but we
are asked to state our attitude on the principles of the Bill after having the L~ ".I just
slightly more than a week.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have been debating these issues in Parliament for three wczks.
Mr RIPPER: I expected the Leader of the House to say that we have been debating the
matter for some time, but of course we have not been debating this Bill.
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Mr CJ. Barnett: But you have had ic for eight days.
Mr RIPPER: We have not been debating the Bill. We have been debating policy making
on the run by the Minister for Labour Relations. We have been debating his first, second
and third press releases.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And now his legislation, which you have had for eight days. That is
plenty of time to look at it.
Mrs Henderson: Eight days! What an insult! The Leader of the House is one of the key
persons who said he did not have time to discuss centain legislation in the party room. He
should remember the Home Building Contracts Bill and others that I brought to this
House. At that stage he said he could not discuss that legislation because he had not
taken it to the party room. Did we ever bring on legislation for debate when the previous
Opposition had not discussed it in the party roomn? This is a major Bill, and it is an insult
to the Parliament!
Mr RIPPER: I am making the point clearly and strongly that the Opposition does not
agree to the action of the Government in bringing on this Bill for debate now. We have
not had sufficient time for consideration of the Bill. We have not had sufficient time to
put it through our parry room, or to consult with major interest groups, or to compare this
Bill in all its detail with the previous policy making announcements on the run by the
Minister for Labour Relations.

Amendment to Motion
Mr RIPPER: I move -

That the word "now" be deleted and the following be substituted -

on 21 October 1993
1 move that amendment because of the haste with which the Government has sought to
put this Bill to debate, the haste which we have not seen with other legislation, the haste
we did not insist on when we were in Government, and the haste which will hamper
proper Opposition consideration of the Bill and which may hamper the proper
parliamentary scrutiny of the Bill- I know that the Government will say that the issue has
been around for a considerable time. Indeed, the whole matter was kicked off with a
ministerial statement on 29 June by the Minister for Labour Relations. But that was not
the end of the matter because a press release was issued on 25 August which sought to
make further changes to the workers' compensation arrangements. A further press
release was issued on 2 September, which indicated yet more changes. Finally, the
second reading speech was delivered in this House on 21 September 7which is different
again because it contained extra matters which were nor included in any of the first three
statements and also included changes to matters which were considered in the first three
announcements. So it is not true to say that the Opposition has had the final scheme on
workers' compensation so far as the Government is concerned, since 29 June. We have
had the final scheme in all its complexity - 96 pages - since only 21 September; that is,
Tuesday of last week. Before that, all we had were ministerial statements and press
releases which were themselves not consistent with each other and which are not in their
totality consistent with the Bill.
On a matter of this fundamental importance, on a matter which severely affects the rights
of Western Australians, on a matter of great complexity, the Opposition needs more time
to consider the Bill before it can be debated. Indeed, the Parliament needs more time to
consider the Bill before it can be debated. The consequences of inadequate parliamentary
scrutiny are quite clear. When the Government sought in its most draconian fashion to
guillotine the industrial relations legislation through this Parliament, 1 pointed out that a
consequence of that action by the Government would be that the legislation would be
found to be deficient and would be brought back for further amendments. 1 was so bold
as to say that the Minister for Labour Relations would be back within six months. The
Minister exceeded even my prediction; he was canvassing changes to the Bills almost
immediately. If the Minister is as good as his word, which I regret to say is a doubtful
proposition, we will see amendments to the industrial relations legislation. It will then
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have to come back to this House for further debate, die sont of debate which I indicated
would need to Occur because of the Government's baste in guillotining and ramming that
legislation through this House. It is no accident that the same Minister is attempting to
do the same with the workers' compensation legislation.
Mr Wiese: It is his Bill. You have made a lot of dumb statements but that is nearly your
worst.

Mr Kierath: When you were in Government you often did that.
Mr RIPPER: I will deal with that interjection in a minute. This Minister is seeking to
ram some legislation through this House over the protests of the Opposition without
allowing for proper opposition or parliamentary scrutiny. That seems to be the Minister's
style in the way in which he proceeds. He is unwilling to countenance disagreement or
scrutiny, or to listen to the justified protests of those whose rights will be affected. That
is what he is doing to workers in the community who will be injured as a result of the
negligence of their employers, and to the Parliament by forcing a debate on this
legislation over the protests of the Opposition.
It is not as though the Opposition has refused to cooperate with the Government in the
handling of business before the House. There have been numerous occasions when we
have put urgent legislation through in a very short time. Far example, the Government
came to the Opposition and said that it needed to put legislation through to bolster the
legal position of the Lotteries Commission, otherwise people would sue the Lotteries
Commission and obtain winnings to which they were not entitled.
Mr Kierath: Why don't you make a sensible offer on this Bill?
Mr RIPPER: We have made a sensible offer and now we make that offer again. We are
prepared to begin the debate on this legislation in the week after the break.
Mr Kierath: Are you prepared to pass the Bill at all stages?
Mr RIPPER: No.
Mr Kierath: You want to delay to the end and not do anything.
Mr RJPPER: We are prepared to debate this Bill in the week following the resumption.
That would be an adequate time. That is just the sort of time for which, when in
Opposition, the Minister asked the Government. When I said that the previous
Opposition, the now Government, had made these requests for delays to allow for a
proper time within which to consider a Bill, the Minister was among those who asked for
art extension of time. The member for Thornlie will speak on this Bill in a moment. She
had to deal with the member for Riverton, when he was in Opposition, on her legislation.
No doubt she will be able to tell us that on many occasions he sought additional time for
the consideration of legislation before it came on for debate.
The Opposition was prepared to cooperate on the legislation which bolstered the position
of the Lotteries Commission in the face of unexpected legal action. We put the Bill
through in two days. It was second read one day and it went through in about half an
hour on the next day. On various taxation Bills we have put up one speaker and the
legislation has gone through within the hour. It was the same situation in regard to
various agricultural Bills. We have been able to agree with the Government about the
process that will apply to the estimates. The Opposition is prepared to cooperate with the
Government in the handling of legislation. We recognise that the Government must have
that cooperation to have its legislation dealt with by the Parliament.
We are certainly prepared to debate the workers' compensation legislation. We do not
agree with it and we will strongly oppose it, but we are prepared to debate it. It is a Bill
of great complexity, of 96 pages, one which fundamentally affects people's rights, and it
needs proper consideration. It is just not good enough for the Government to come along
to the Parliament to second read is on one night arnd to try to pressure the Opposition to
deal with it at the beginning of the next week. It is not good enough when other Bills are
ready and waiting for debate.
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Let us look at the Commission on Government Bill, a Bill of great impontance which is
necessary to implement the recommendations of a $30m royal commission. That Bill
was second read on 8 July. It has been in this House since 8 July. The Opposition is
more than ready to debate the Commission on Government Bill. By virtue of its position
on the Notice Paper, we expected that we would be debating that Bill quite some time
ago. What has happened to its position on the Notice Paper? This fundamentally
important Bill is now placed at No 13 on the Notice Paper. Only last Thursday it was at
No 7. The day before it was at No 5. Something very odd has happened with the order
of the Government's legislative priorities. That fundamentally important Bill was almost
in a position to be debated on Wednesday of last week. It was placed at No 5 on the
Notice Paper. It has now been dropped to No 13 on the Notice Paper.
These are not minor matters. The Government has said that it will try to order the Notice
Paper in accordance with its true intentions for the legislative program. We believe we
are entitled, on the basis of the Government's assurances, to take the Notice Paper as an
indication of the Government's true intentions. Because the Commission of Government
Bill was placed at No 5 on Wednesday of last week, it should have come up for debate by
now. Instead, it has arbitrarily been dropped over the weekend to No 13 and another Bill
has been bought forward. Let us take another Bill - the Metropolitan Region Scheme
(Fremantle) Bill. It is now at No 7 on the Notice Paper. Last Thursday it was at No 5.
Last Wednesday it was at No 3 and on the Tuesday before it was at No 6. Once again,
had the Notice Paper been truly ordered in accordance with the Government's priorities.
we could have expected to be dealing with chat Bill by now. Last year when we were in
Government we were told ad nau seam that the Mines Regulation Amendment Bill was
extremely urgent.
Mr Graham: Another Hugh Morgan deal!
Mr RIPPER: Perhaps at those meetings with Hugh Morgan, that we still do not know
about, this was the matter that was discussed. As a result of those meetings the then
Opposition came into the Parliament and said that the Government had to deal with the
Mines Regulation Amendment Bill. Now in Government, what has it done with chat
matter?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince):. Order!
Mr RIPPER: The second reading speech for that Bill was given on 17 August 1993. It is
now at No 6 on the Notice Paper. Last Thursday it was No 4 on the Notice Paper. Here
we have three Bills all of which were high on the Notice Paper before the workers'
compensation legislation was brought before the House. The Opposition is prepared to
debate these matters. Two of the three Bills to which I refer are particularly important by
the Government's admission, yet they are not to be debated now. The Government has
arbitrarily placed the workers' compensation legislation before them on the Notice Paper.
This was done over the protests of the Opposition.
We are prepared to debate Government legislation. Let us compare the workers'
compensation legislation with the ocher three Bills to which I have referred. The
Minister read his second reading speech for the workers' compensation Bill only last
Tuesday. The Bill was then placed at No 16 on the Notice Paper. At the same time, the
Commission on Government Bill was No 7 on the Notice Paper, the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (Fremantle) Bill was No 5, with the Mining Regulation Amendment Bill was No
6. Something happened over the weekend because by the following Tuesday, yesterday,
the workers' compensation Bill had reached Order of the Day No 5, and it is No 4 on
today's paper. I do not know what is going on. Perhaps the Minister for Labour
Relations has some undue power in the Cabinet room. Generally speaking, the Leader of
the House orders the Notice Paper, as he did when he placed the workers' compensation
legislation as No 16. Perhaps over the weekend the Minister for Labour Relations cook
the Leader of the House into a small room and spoke to him forcefully about this
legislation. On Tuesday the workers' compensation Bill suddenly jumped from No 16 to
No 5 on the Notice Paper.
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The Government knows that it will have problems if this legislation is forcibly debated
over the protests of the Opposition. This legislation will have a rougher passage through
this House than it would have had otherwise. The Government has unnecessarily raised
the political temperature. This is an extremely controversial matter and the Government
can expect vigorous debate. How foolish it is to unnecessarily add to the political
controversy by forcing the Bill on the Opposition on a point of parliamentary procedure.
One would think that political comimonsense might have applied; even a little political
courtesy. The Government might have listened to the views of the Opposition, as did the
previous Government. This move is an unnecessary provocation, but itris typical of the
style of the Minister for Labour Relations. He always provokes conflict where it is not
required; he does not accommodate the needs of others or listen to their point of view.
That is the way he has dealt with the industrial relations legislation, and how he deals
with people in the community with views differing from his own.
The Opposition will not passively accept this action by the Government. That is why we
have moved this amendment. We have worded the amendment carefully as we do not
say that we are not prepared to debate the legislation. The Bill is 96 pages long, and is
different from that outlined in the Minister's press releases. Therefore, the Government
must give us time to properly consider the measure, to consult with interest groups and to
ensure proper parliamentary scrutiny. We are prepared to have this debate immediately
following the parliamentary recess. That would be highly reasonable. I urge the Minister
to think again about the passage of this legislation. He will not achieve anything by
forcing this debate on the Opposition. He will only prolong debate and raise the political
temperature, causing the Bill to have a rough passage through the Parliament.
Mr Kierath: I have made the offer that if you are prepared to use the break for your
advantage, that can be done provided you are prepared to pass the Bill through all stages
late on Thursday, 21 October. I am prepared to give time - almost unlimited time.
Mr RIPPER: That is an unrealistic offer, as the Minister knows.
Mr Kierath: You offered us one day towards the end of the last session.
Mr RIPPER: Perhaps the Minister might like to listen rather than continually interject.
When legislation of similar moment and complexity was introduced by the previous
Government - I refer to the freedom of information legislation - it was debated over two
or three weeks. The Minister cannot expect a Bill as important as the workers'
compensation legislation to be dealt with through all stages in one week; it is just not
realistic. The Minister should continue his current conversation with the Leader of the
House and reflect on whether he wants to proceed with this manoeuvre. The passage of
this Bill will be controversial enough in the Parliament and the community without the
additional aggravation caused by the way the Government deals with the Opposition.
Plenty of business is before the House, and we are prepared to debate the Commission on
Government Bill immediately. We are prepared to debate the metropolitan region
scheme legislation. The Government considers those Bills to be important, and we are
not saying that we are not prepared to debate key parts of the Government's legislative
program. The Government says that the Bills are important and are ready for debate, and
we are prepared to debate them. Why is the Government seeking to foist on us a debate
for which we are not fully prepared? We have not been able to take the Bill to the party
room or to seek the legal and drafting advice we need.
Mr Kierath: If you take up my offer, you can take the Bill to the party room, acquire
legal advice and draft amendments. You could do all the things you want to do if you
leave all debate until that week. We could go on to the other Bills now. All we ask is for
a little responsibility rather than the incessant delaying tactics. I will give a conmmitment
if you will put a limit on when the Bill will pass.
Mr RIPPER: A limit? The Minister forgets the time that is required to consider a major
piece of legislation. The freedom of information legislation went through in three weeks,
not one. The Minister's offer is unrealistic.
Mr Kierath: We are offering from 29 September until 21 October.
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Mr RIPPER: It is unrealistic to expect this workers' compensation legislation to pass in
one week. If the Minister operates on that expectation, and ignores the way Parliament
has operated for many years, he will cop a reaction in the community. The community
already believes that this Government handles Parliament, and political issues, in a
draconian way. Does the Minister want to reinforce that view? The Government should
think about its political interests. Far be it from me to offer political advice; perhaps I
should let the Government go on. as its behaviour in this sort of matter is to its
disadvantage! As the member for Fremantle said, this is outrageous. The Government's
handling of Parliament reflects its handling of the rights of ordinary Western Australians.
We are prepared to cooperate with the Government. Many instances arise in which the
Opposition puts matters through with a minimum of debate.
Mr Kierath: If you want to put a lot of' people out of uncertainty, you must be
responsible. It does not look lik you want to be responsible: you want to play games.
Mr RIPPER: The condemned man is put out of his uncertainty when the hangman
arrives, but he does not necessarily welcome the end of uncertainty. That seems to be the
situation the Minister is putting to us. I do not think that the injured workers of Western
Australia want the sort of certainty that the Minister has promised them. They have the
same attitude as the condemned man eating a hearty breakfast as he hears the footsteps
outside. It is not on.
The Minister has indicated that he thinks the Opposition engages in time wasting. I want
to deal with that point. There have been plenty of circumstances where the Opposition
has dealt with matters expeditiously; plenty of times we could have taken an hour or an
hour and a half on a particular debate and not been accused of having wasted time when
we dealt with the matter in a quarter of an hour, half an hour or an hour. If the
Government wants to deal with the Opposition in the way it is seeking to deal with us on
this matter, perhaps we should review our level of cooperation. Perhaps we should
review whether, for example, we spend only a quarter of an hour on the sessional order
on the estimates. We could easily have debated that for three-quarters of an hour and the
Leader of the House could not possibly have accused us of wasting time; but we dealt
with it more expeditiously than was required. The Leader of the House knows that
cooperation cuts both ways. He knows that the Opposition has been cooperating with
him on a lot of small matters in this place. We are prepared to continue that cooperation
on large and small matters, but that cooperation is threatened when the Government
engages in this sort of behaviour, I hope that the Leader of the House is able to exercise
a little more influence over the Minister for Labour Relations than he has so far
demonstrated, because his behaviour makes the job of the Leader of the House more
difficult. It puts the Governments's position and the Parliament at risk and his behaviour
weakens the Government's image in the community. The Opposition strongly opposes
bringing on this debate at this time and that is why I moved the amendment to the motion
for the second reading.
MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie) [10.34 pm]: I want to make it clear that I am speaking
to the procedural matter and not the substantive debate. I reiterate the comments of the
shadow Leader of the House. The Parliament did not sit for the first six months of this
year. For a full six months the new Ministers took time to acquaint themselves with their
portfolios. They did not come anywhere near the Parliament; they did not bring their
urgent legislation to this Chamber. The Government now brings in a 96 page Bill of
changes to a system that impacts on the lives of potentially hundreds of thousands of
people, and at present at least thousands, and the Minister expects it to be dealt with
within eight days.
I will read from a speech made on 3 December 1992 by Mr Kierath when debating the
Employers' Indemnity Supplementation Fund Amendment Bill -

Normally with a Bill such as this the Opposition would seek comment far and
wide and the party would meet and consider the content of the Bill and arrive at a
party position on it.

He went on to complain, at some length and bitterly, that he had to put his position on
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that Bill on 3 December. That Bill was introduced by me on 2 September, and on
3 December he complained about having to debate that Bill. Yet he has the gall to come
in here with a 96 page Bill and seven days later say, "Get up and debate it." What an
insult. Mr Kierath had 12 weeks to deal with what was a minor machinery matter that
went through in less than an hour, that in the end he supported. However, the first pani of
his speech was totally devoted to condemning me for daring to bring on a Bill that had
been on the Notice Paper for 12 weeks.
The Leader of the House had some substantial dealings with me when I introduced the
Home Building Contracts Bill. On many occasions I went to him and said that I would
like to debate it on that day, that it had come to the top of the Notice Paper. He said to
me repeatedly. "I have not taken it to the party room, I am not ready." That Bill was not
debated until some three months after it was originally introduced and it took almost two
years to get through this Chamber. It was important and significant legislation, but
nevertheless, when the current Leader of the House complained that he had not bad time
for consideration of the Bill, we never took it to the point of forcing the then Opposition
to debate it.
The Bill before us tonight for consideration, as has been previously mentioned, is 96
pages long and deals with a whole range of very comprehensive matters. Some of those
matters have been foreshadowed by the Minister because he has a penchant for press
releases announcing what he is going to do or not going to do. Quite often he announces
something and a couple of months later after an outcry he changes his mind and
announces something else. Sometimes he does not change his mind, he just criticises
everybody who criticises him. With this legislation he foreshadowed changes on 31 June
when he peremptorily announced that people who had not got their writs in by four
o'clock would lose their capacity to claim common law damages unless they could show
a 30 per cent bodily injury. There was such an outcry that he made another
announcement on 25 August. He said, "Hang on, I never intended it to affect everybody.
People can go and form a queue at the commission. They can register their claims and I
will make some different arrangements for them." When people asked whether he had
changed his mind and backed down, he said, "No, I always intended doing this; I just had
not announced it." I went down to the commission that day. It was a sorry sight. There
were some 3 000 people, some on crutches, some in pain, some with their relatives to
support them while they put their names on a register. They had no idea what they were
registering for; all they knew was that their rights had been cut off and there was a faint
glow of a possibility that they might get something if they put their name on a list.
Having told them to do that, on 2 September the Minister announced that he would
change the prescribed amount from $88 000 to $100 00 and that those people who put
their name on the register would have to meet a $25 000 economic loss threshold.
We had series of press releases hinting at what would be in this legislation when it finally
hit the Parliament. The legislation contains things which were not foreshadowed. The
Minister had never in this place or anywhere else mentioned that he intended to abolish
workers' compensation for journey claims. There was no mention that he was going to
abolish the Workers' Compensation Board completely, but that is contained in this
legislation. That is a major change to an institution that has been in place in this State for
almost 100 years, an institution which currently has several cases outstanding. Those
people do not know what transitional arrangements will apply to them. During the time I
have had this Bill, some eight days, I have gone through it. It is very complex and
detailed. It is extremely draconian and sets up a whole range of obstacles and a maze
through which injured people must pass to get their entitlements and it requires detailed
examination and amendment. That kind of amendment cannot occur in eight days. The
Minister shows total contempt for this Parliament to come here tonight and say, "I want
to start debating the Bill at 10 o'clock tonight." That is just on one week since it was
introduced into this Parliament. Members on this side of the House act very responsibly.
Even though the Minister has no interest in consulting with the community, we do, I
have sent copies of the legislation to a wide range of groups who have particular interests
in this legislation.
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Some of them have not yet had time to bold meetings to discuss the issue, to make
recommendations and to come back to me. In fact some have made times to meet with
me which have not yet arrived. Yet the Minister has the gall to say that now we will
debate the Bill. The Minister has a particular style which is a little like a bulldozer and
he thinks he will just roll over the top of everyone who gets in his way. Perhaps it is time
the Minister came clean. There is no urgency about this legislation except one thing - it
is not mentioned anywhere in the Bill - but it is designed to prop up and make more
saleable the State Government Insurance Office. It is designed to make it a better asset to
sell off, to relieve it of much of its claims, to reduce its debts and liabilities and to fit in
with the Government 's timetable for privatising the SGIO. That is the only reason there
is any urgency. There is no urgency in the need to remove common law rights or to take
away people's capacity to claim workers' compensation if they injure themselves on the
way to work There is no urgency to abolish the Workers' Compensation Board. If there
had been an urgency for those matters this Parliament could have met last February,
March or April, but it did not because the Minister did not want to come here. The
Government told the people of this State that its first priority was to implement the
Commission on Government Bill. Who will forget the words of the newly elected
Premier who went on the radio straight after he was elected and said, "Our first Bill to be
introduced into the Parliament will be the Commission on Government Bill as part of
implementing the recommendations of the royal commission"? Where is that Bill? Have
the Government's priorities changed? The Premier said that the Commission on
Government Bill was the Government's number one priority; this Bill was item No 15 on
the Notice Paper yesterday. That is not a very high priority. What happened overnight
that made it change its priority?
Mr C.J. Barnett: As you are very well aware, we made it clear last week we wanted to
debate the workers' compensation legislation. We introduced it eight days ago and we
are here debating it now. When you sit down I will make you an offer.
Mrs HENDERSON: If the Leader of the House makes me an offer like that made by the
Minister it will be one I will find very easy to refuse - an offer of three days' worth of
debate out of which we take private members' time is not satisfactory. Will the
Government offer us the opportunity to debate our amendments to this Bill?
Mr C.J. Barnett intezjectecL
Mrs HENDERSON: Will we be able to debate the clauses of the Bill or will another Bill
be shoved through the Parliament? Why not speak to me; I am standing here ready to
listen? I have nine minutes left; I will give the Leader of the House one of my nine
minutes.
Mr C.J. Barnent: I will make an offer and explain it when I get up and speak as soon as
you sit down.
Mrs HENDERSON: I will be very interested to hear what the Leader of the House has to
say. We on this side of the House consider this to be very important legislation. We are
not prepared to go through the kind of exercise we went through with the Minister on the
industrial relations legislation. There were scenes in this Parliament that I had never seen
the like of, and I have been here 10 years - not as long as some people. No Minister
previously has so arrogantly come before this Parliament and sought to railroad his
legislation through the House in the way that Minister did.
Mr Catania inteijected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order! I remind the member for Balcatta that he
is not in his seat and the interjection has nothing to do with this debate.
Mrs HENDERSON: The scenes we saw when the Minister railroaded the industrial
legislation through this place brought no credit to this House or to the position of
Speaker. The Speaker lost control of the IHouse because people were extremely angry -
wore than I have ever seen in this House before. The people on this side of the House
care about the legislation that Ministers bring in here. He may not take the trouble to
read it, but we do. We are concerned about injured people and their rights and about
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these radical sweeping changes this Minister is determined to bring before this
Parliament. We are not prepared to see those things Trmmed through the Parliament and
the Parliament used as a mechanism to suit the timetable of the Minister. We expect the
opportunity to debate every clause of this Bill and to develop OUr own amendments and
bring them back to the Chamber. We treat this legislation seriously. If we were to deal
with it tonight we would not have any amendments drafted. As I said, we have not even
met with the interest groups. We will give the legislation the kind of attention it deserves
and that the community deserves to see it given, but we will not do that with this kind of
railroading attempt, seven days after the legislation was introduced. As the previous
speaker mentioned, other Bills are on the Notice Paper which we have shown our
willingness to deal with quickly. For example, the other night a rural Bill went through
this House in less than an hour. No-one can suggest that people on this side of the House
are seeking to delay imnportant legislation.
I find it particularly offensive that the Minister for Labour Relations claimed, because
each member on this side of the House sought the opportunity to speak on the industrial
legislation, that we tried to delay the passage of the Bills. Whether the Minister likes it
or not, each person here is elected in his or her own right and each has the right to put his
or her view. That is not delaying or filibustering, it is exercising a right. He does not
want to listen to other people's views because anyone who disagrees with him is labelled
as creating a stunt, or is hysterical, or is a Labor lawyer, or a disgruntled Liberal lawyer,
Or a previous industrial relations Minister whose record he should not be proud of
because he did not dismantle all the existing systems. Anyone who disagrees with this
Minister for Labour Relations must be wrong. Whether he likes it or not, when he takes
on being a Minister he must listen to the point of view of other people in the community.
We do not stand here just to put our own point of view. We have a responsibility to talk
to other people in the community and bring their views to the Chamber, and we will do
that. I support the amendment.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [10.47 pral: The workers'
compensation legislation which was introduced eight days ago has been an issue of
public debate since about June or July of this year. It is controversial and has been in the
public arena and many members opposite have had no hesitation in announcing their
views to the media. A series of debates have been held on the matter in this House.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
MrT C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite have had no hesitation in jumping to their feet
and debating, as the Leader of the Opposition says, the principles of the Bill and where
Opposition members stand. One can only assume they have formed a position.
Irrespective of whether they took it through their caucus, they certainly have not been
hesitant in making public statements on the issues both in the media and within this
House. They have done that repeatedly over the past two months at least. The issues
have been canvassed very widely.
Mrs Henderson interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT- I listened to the member for Thorolie; she should listen to me for a
few minutes. It is the case that eight days ago the legislation was introduced. As
members know, under the conventions of this House, after one week has elapsed the
Government of the day is entitled to bring on the second reading debate of a Bill. That is
usually a debate where people raise matters of principle and explain their position on the
legislation. The detailed debate, the issue of amendments, occurs during Committee.
The Government made it clear last week that it wanted to bring on the debate on the
workers' compensation legislation this week. When the Opposition said it was not ready
yesterday the Government deferred the Bill until now, about 10.00 pm on Wednesday.
When it was also made clear that members opposite had not yet sought legal advice nor
consulted the Trades and Labor Council and other groups and did not have amendments
prepared, I said that the second reading debate would go on and we would not start the
Committee stage until we came back after the break. The Opposition would then have
had two full weeks of Parliament and two weeks of recess to work on the amendments.
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Therefore, when we came back the Opposition would have had four full weeks, following
a two month period of public debate on the issue, to do the detailed work on the
amendments.
Mrs Henderson: So, start the amendments before we get the Bill?
Mr C.I. BARNETT: No, yesterday I put it to the shadow Leader of the House that the
House would not go into Committee until after the recess. The Opposition has had all of
last week and all of this week, and could have all of the next two weeks before we move
into Committee. Surely, given Opposition members' propensity to make public comment
and debate this issue, they would have got their little minds around it by then. They
would have had two months of public debate and four weeks of scrutiny. However,
members opposite are not happy with that. Despite die fact that they have had the Bill
now for eight days, they are not ready to get on with the general debate in the second
reading stage. The Government is not suggesting going into Committee now, but to have
the general second reading debate. Members opposite sit there and feign indignation.
However, they know that if their Leader of the Opposition asked any of them to get up
and make a speech right now on workers' compensation they could all do it, because
most of them have already made a speech on workers' compensation over the past weeks.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
Mr C.i- BARNETTl: Members opposite have had the Bill for eight days.
Mr Kobelke: Have you read the Bill in those eight days?
Mr CTJ BARNEIT: No, I am not handling the Bill, although I am aware of it. The
mnember for Thomlie is handling the Bill for the Opposition, and other members are
involved. Surely members opposite can get their act together within eight days to take
part in a second reading debate. I concede that they have a point about the drafting of
amendments, but they should be prepared to proceed with a general second reading
debate. It is not up to me to tell members opposite what they should be doing; I am just
expressing a view. I have also expressed a view at times of what might be expected of
members on this side of the House. However, let us turn to the offer: If members
opposite are saying that they do not want to proceed now, the Government is prepared to
adjourn the debate at this stage and not proceed with it tomorrow. That will give the
Opposition the remainder of this week and the two weeks' recess. After the recess the
House will devote that full week to debate on this issue. I suggest to members opposite
that they forgo private members' day -
Opposition members: No way!
Mr C.i. BARNETfl: - but that will be their choice, not ours. I suggest that members
opposite should say that this matter is more important. The Opposition members can
have Tuesday, whatever they want to take of Wednesday and all Of Thursday to debate
this Bill. If the Leader of the Opposition stands now in this Parliament and gives an
unequivocal commitment that she will manage her people and the time so that members
opposite will deal with this legislation through all stages by 6.00 pm on Thursday, 21
October, the Government is prepared to adjourn the debate right now. All members
opposite need to do is say that we can adjourn the debate now so that they will have two
full weeks to prepare for the debate and one full week in this House to debate it.
There is the response. We have the call from members opposite to do a deal, to have
time and do it properly. The Government offers that to the Opposition: An adjournment,
two weeks of die recess for preparation, and three full days to debate this legislation.
That is fth offer - take it or leave it.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [10.54 pm]: I appreciate
that some members of the Opposition genuinely wanted to avoid what is now going to be
a head on conflict. I expected that - this is not a matter that one would necessarily want
to have in the full light of day as a major dispute - but I find the offer just made by the
Leader of the House and its terms and conditions unacceptable. I will go through that in
a little while.
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A Government member: Itsis a fair offer, it is a good offer.-
Dr LAWRENCE: That is what we are here to debate. This evening the Government was
seeking to bring on the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill. As
you would know, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Prince), matters of the management of the
House are not usually a matter for debate in the House. Members do it by way of the
standing orders, and some discussion occurred behind the Chair about what matters
would be proceeded with and what would not. As a former Premier I understand well the
pressure the Government feels under to bring through legislation in an orderly fashion.
However, the Government must not overlook the fact that, as a number Of people have
said on many occasions, this Parliament is not simply the arm of Executive Government;
it is not here to serve the Executive. It is certainly here to process legislation that has
been introduced by the Executive arm of Government as a matter of policy. It is here to
scrutinise the legislation intrduced by the Government-, to scruuinise the performance of
Ministers; to scrutinise the Public Service; and to receive reports from people who assist
in the scrutiny of the Public Service and in the running of the State.
The Parliament is not here fof the convenience of the Government. If any lesson were to
be learnt from the royal commission, it should have been that. We have had this debate
on at least one occasion in circumstances that I thought would lead the Government to
the conclusion that soliciting cooperation from the Opposition was a far better way to
proceed in this Chamber than to push head-on into confrontation. The point of view the
Opposition is putting - one which 1 accepted on many occasions as Premier from the
Leader of the House of the day - is that this piece of legislation is important and will have
a fundamental effect on the people of Western Australia aaross the board; not one single
sector of the community, but everybody who is unlucky enough to be injured at work.
That could be any or all of us, and over the past is has been no respecter of standing or of
status. This is a Bill which, in any circumstances, would warrant the very close attention
of this Parliament. However, the circumstances that we face here have not been seen
before in this place because -

Mr C.J. Barnest: The offer I gave you was four weeks to scrusinise it before debate
started. That is generous; last week, this week, next week and the week after.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: I will go into that detail. This is a Bill of significance under any
circumstances. It was introduced in principle in this Parliament by way of a ministerial
statement, which had the immediate effect of curtailing the rights of people who had
already suffered injuries, who were in the process of making claims for those injuries.
and who are now told that their common law rights will be removed. That was the
circumstance under which this issue was raised initially. It was not as a result of a
careful community consultation after detailed work with the legal profession, the Trades
and Labor Council. the insurance companies and ordinary citizens. This Government
seems to forget that some people in this community may not be experts and may not
belong to peak lobby groups, but do deserve to be consulted. That is part of the
Opposition's reason for rejecting the rapidity with which this Bill is to be brought on. It
is also because those people's lives, if this Bill is to be taken through in its entirety
without amendment, will be changed forever. In our view their lives will be changed
dramatically for the worse. That is the first reason we want this Bill to be debated
properly.
The Bill will significantly affect people's lives for a long time, entirely adversely.
Oposition members are not the only people to have reached that conclusion about this
legislation in the terms that it was described before it was introduced. I emphasise that.
The Bill, as introduced last week, to the extent that we have been able to examine it, does
not entirely resemble the Minister's many and varied statements on this issue. A series of
changes has been made in the announcements that the Minister has made since he first
dropped the bombshell of this legislation on this Parliament and the people of Western
Australia.
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I will take the Parliament through some of the shifts in the Minister's position. The
Minister would have us believe that this matter has been in the public arena since June
and that we are in a position to debate the Bill. I make a very clear distinction: We are in
a position to debate the principles that underlie the Bill. However, the second reading
speech of a Bill is not about the principles that underlie the Bill. It deals with the Bill. It
may not deal with it clause by clause. If one adopts a position on the Bill, it is adopted
on the basis of die Bill, not on some press release or on a series of contradictory
statements made by the Minister in various forums. That is not the basis on which he
should make a second reading speech or any other contribution to a debate on a piece of
legislation. The principles can be debated in a debate on a motion, a debate such as we
are having now, without a need to refer to the exact principles and the exact conditions
imposed by a piece of legislation.
We are objecting to the fact that we received that legislation only a week ago. It is an
extremely complex piece of legislation which contains a great many provisions which,
the few people who have had a chance to look at it so far tell us, are probably incapable
of being implemented and are certainly far too complex to be dismissed in the way the
Minister has done. I note with interest that the Leader of the House said that he has not
even bothered to read it yet. He is a member of Cabinet and he has not even bothered to
read the legislation which he presumably approved in Cabinet and about which he is now
lecturing the Opposition. He has told us that he has not read it but that we should have
read it in detail, established our position, and consulted with various groups, not about
the principle because we know where we stand on the principle and we know where we
stand on the Minister's general announcements. They stink! However, that is not
enough to carry through the propositions in this piece of legislation. It needs to be done
in detail.
If we relied on the public statements of the Minister we would be mightily confused.
That is why we felt it was important to wait for the Bill and not to rely on the Minister's
statements for two reasons: First, they can never be relied upon because I have never
heard him say the same thing twice, neither the same statement, nuance or content. He
contradicts himself daily and sometimes several times during the day. The second reason
is that, as a matter of fact in this matter, he has contradicted himself on a great many
occasions. I will give the House a couple of examples. The Law Society of WA had
every reason to be severely miffed by the Minister's behaviour. I think I put that fairly
softly considering its real feelings. It had discussions with the Minister before he
dropped his bombshell in this Parliament on 13 May. He gave the Law Society very
strong assurances that no consideration was being given to this matter, that it should not
worry about it and that there was no suggestion that there would be any drastic changes
to workers' compensation - and why did the Law Society not go away and have a little
sleep! That is the sort of tactic adopted by the Minister frequently. That was the first
contradiction. He said that he was not going to do it and came into the Parliament on
30 June -

Dr Gallop: Max Evans had his calculator out in the upper House.
Dr LAWRENCE: Unbelievable. After a very short and inadequate inquiry conducted by
Mr Trenorden he said, "Oh, sorry about that boys; I was actually misleading you when I
told you that. Here is a major shift in the Government's position which has been done
without any community consultation." On that day, people who had failed to commence
proceedings before 4.00 pm were not able to make any claims. Bang, wallop! That was
the minor amendment to workers' compensation legislation! It was certainly a
contradiction of his initial position.
At the commencement of the public debate, he referred to the need to change common
law because, as he said, injured people were double dipping. These dreadful people out
there had injured themselves deliberately, I presume, in the workplace and then they
double dipped! He said they were taking benefits in compensation as well as going to
common law. In making that statement that Minister showed his complete lack of
understanding of the law. It is not surprising that people who have some understanding
of the law are really scratching their heads about this Minister. That has been the case
since.
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On 30 June, the Minister announced these changes and did not deal with the double
dipping problem that he had referred to previously as the major reason for making the
changes. Many people have asked whether the Minister can be believed. He has
changed the basis of his argument; he has changed the data on which he has made his
argument; he has brought in reports in a hurried fashion; he has enlisted the support of
various people to undertake reports; he has demanded that people make submissions in
double quick time; and he has drafted this legislation in circumstances that have seen him
change his mind on at least three separate occasions on the principle provisions of the
Bill with the result that we now have three different systems of workers' compensation,
as I understand it, enshrined in this legislation.
Under those circumstances, it is not surprising that the Opposition said that it would wait
until it saw the legislation before doing the detailed necessary work. I could give other
examples - I am sure the shadow Minister is more familiar with them than I. However,
we reached the point with this Minister where there was no point in listening to what he
said because the next day he would turn his statement on its head. In many cases he
made statements that he subsequently changed, issued press releases that he modified,
and outlined systems that he subsequently changed very dramatically. The Minister has
moved another step on many occasions and said, "Oops, if you thought I was standing
there, I am not: I am now actually over here." Maybe he thinks he is the Scarlet
Pimpernel, but he does not have the same characteristics and certainly none of the
nobility. He comes from the same period in history but he is the one operating the
guillotine. The Minister has not been able to convince anybody in this community that,
firstly, these changes are desirable and, secondly, that he knows what he is doing. He
does not.
The offer that the Government has made is, for those reasons I have outlined, an insulting
offer. If the Government had been prepared to say that it would defer discussion of this
matter tonight - we can keep it going as long as we like - we would have contemplated
that, had it been prepared to give a guarantee that it would not use the guillotine, and that
it would enable a full debate of all of the amendments and clauses in Committee. We
have reason to be suspicious of this Government and any deal that is offered would have
to be ironclad and in writing.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You come out aggressive and say that you want to debate these matters,
and ask us not to use the guillotine. We gave you an offer of four weeks to research the
Bill and you have run away because you are never genuine.
Dr LAWRENCE: If the Leader of the House listened for five seconds - something he
rarely does - he would understand that we would be prepared, after the break, to debate
this legislation as a matter of priority, if that were the Government's priority; its priorities
have been on shifting sands as various people have pointed out. We never know exactly
where the Government stands on the legislation but despite that the Leader of the House
said that this was what he believed was the Government's reference point for priority.
However, we will accept that, after the break, the Government will be as good as its
word, and this Bill is its number one priority. We would expect that all those who
wanted to make a speech in the second reading debate, including members on the
Government side, would be able to do that. We were prepared to facilitate the Bill if
there were no guillotine and no filibustering and people were able to represent their
constituents. That is not an unreasonable request. We could then go to the Committee
stage having properly considered the amendments that we might make and debate those
amendments without filibustering but as a matter of exposing those amendments -
necessary, I might say.
I think the Government will find that it will have to amend its legislation when it looks at
it carefully. If it does not do it here, it will do it in the other place. Therefore, it might as
well get it right here, and we are happy to assist, the Law Society is happy to assist and
others with expert opinions are happy to assist also. Therefore, why not do it now. If the
Government were willing to allow this matter to be debated fully, we would agree to give
it priority and agree to set aside, not private members' day, but other matters to take it
through to completion. Sometimes that takes three days and sometimes it takes four
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days. I could not give the Government an ironclad guarantee that it would be completed
in three days any more than the Government could give the same assurance. What is to
stop the Government allowing all of its members to pop up during the debate making it
impossible for us to complete the amendments that we want to move or to debate all the
clauses? We ask that this Bill, like others of significance, is debated fully without the
guillotine and that all of the clauses of the Bill that require discussion and debate are
debated. The point is that we have not determined that and that is the paint that the
Leader of the House on the Opposition side was making - we cannot be precise about
how many we will oppose and how many we will seek to amend because we have not yet
done that much detailed work.
The Opposition will do what is necessary to expose all the amendments and clauses to
proper consideration and the House would then deal with the Bill in a fair and reasonable
way. Members opposite cannot expect that the Opposition will simply say that it will
debate the Bill tonight without having taken it to its party room; without having looked in
detail at the clauses it intends to support and oppose; without having looked into the
detail of the amendments it might move; and without having had full discussion on the
Bill. We all know what we think of the various principles as we are able to determine
them in the workers' compensation Bill. However, the Bill is what the Parliament is
required to debate. I remind members opposite that the Bill is what cores into law; not
the half-formed opinions of the members in this House. The Bill as presented and
amended, if it is, in both Houses of the Parliament is what becomes law and it is what
people have to live and die by. We have a very signal responsibility with legislation as
dramatic as this to do the work properly because it changes people's lives so
considerably.
The Government. for reasons I do not understand, is seeking to bring on the second
reading debate ahead of careful consideration of the Bill by the Opposition. I know
members opposite might click their fingers and say that the Opposition can do that in a
week. The Opposition has had one meeting in its party room in that time. In order to
achieve the outcome the Leader of the House suggests, it would have been necessary for
the Opposition to have done all the detailed work on the Bill before taking it to the party
room. We cannot go to the party room and ask members what they think about the Bill;
the work actually has to be done first. The Minister does not go to the party room or to
Cabinet and say that he has a bright idea which should be in certain terms - he goes there
with a specific proposal.
The Opposition will undertake to do the work conscientiously in the recess on behalf of
its constituents. I repeat that I cannot give an ironclad guarantee of the time it will take,
but we will give it priority, as the Government has given it. We should not give up
private members' day to deal with it. We must deal with it on the strong understanding
that the guillotine will not be applied or that no attempt will be made to prevent the
debate from going through to its conclusion. I cannot see the objection the Government
would have to that. I cannot understand why it wants to bring on the second reading
debate tonight. We will not be able to complete the Bill by tomorrow unless the
Government uses the guillotine. Therefore, the Government will have to wait until after
the parliamentary break for the Bill to be debated again. It simply means that the
Government is flying to exert pressure where none is necessary. Thec Opposition will not
succumb to that kind of pressure. It will cooperate and I draw the Premier's attention to a
number of Bills which I and other shadow Ministers have dealt with. In those cases we
have agreed to the general propositions contained in the legislation. We have not sought
to pop up half a dozen speakers and in many cases we have used only one or two
speakers to make the points the Opposition wished to make in relation to the Bill before
the House. The Opposition has not taken Bills into Committee where it has not been
necessary because it has done the work and it understands the provisions of the Bills. I
believe the Opposition has behaved responsibly in that respect. In many cases those Hills
have gone through more quickly than the Leader of the House would have imagined.
When it comes to matters of great moment of principle which affect the people of
Western Australia and to a Bill which the Opposition believes on the assessment it has
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made to date is ill-conceived and badly drafted; when it comes to changes which
dramatically affect people's lives for the worst; when people in their droves are
petitioning the Opposition; and when the professionals who are involved in this area are
telling the Opposition that the legislation should not be allowed to proceed, the
Opposition will not do deals which see this legislation given short shrift and an
improperly brief debate.
I will give this guarantee any time: The Opposition will make sure that in the debate it
will not seek to forestall any reasonable passage of this legislation, provided there is no
guillotine and no filibustering on the Government side and provided there is an
opportunity to make sure that every clause is properly debated.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.14 pm]: I support the amendment. This Bill is
clearly a major piece of legislation and it makes changes that are highly complex. It is
certainly of great importance to the people of this State. The debate on the Bill must
reflect the concerns of members' constituents. Members would, on a regular basis, speak
to their constituents who have been injured at work. These people have sought justice
through the existing system to maintain themselves and their families. We must preserve
the rights of injured people to look after themselves and their families.
While the Minister for Labour Relations said that this legislation will improve that
situation, it appears that it will reduce the rights and benefits which will be payable to
injured workers. The Minister commenced his second reading speech as follows -

Upon taking office in February of this year. one of the first priorities of the
Government was to investigate and review the workers' compensation scheme -

It is obvious that the review was not a very open one. The Government sought to do
something, but it did not embark on a process which would involve all the players in an
open way to try to arrive at an improvement to the system. The Government adopted a
certain attitude to this legislation and any suggestion that an investigation or a review
would help seemed to be a smokescreen instead of a proper consultative process. The
Minister's opening sentence continued -

- in this State to ensure it operated efficiently and effectively for workers and
employers alike.
The Bill introduces a number of fundamental changes..

If this legislation is to operate efficiently and effectively for workers and employers it
must take into account the role of the various players in rehabilitation and compensation.
It is an extremely complex area and simply trying to reduce the payments which are paid
to workers or the indemnity insurance which employers may have to pay will not
improve the overall efficiency or effectiveness of the system. It is far more complex than
looking at a simple accounting procedure.
If the Government were honest in its desire to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
the system it would be willing to allow open and reasoned debate on this Bill. Why must
the legislation be rushed through this House with such haste? Members will be aware
that the Bill comprises 96 pages. The Leader of the House indicated that he has not read
the legislation, yet he puts it on to the Opposition to deal with it even though it has not
had adequate time to read it to understand its implications. The Opposition has not been
given the opportunity to consult widely to ascertain the view of the interest groups in this
community - it was expected to do all that in one week. It is certainly not possible to do
that because this is a complex piece of legislation.
If there was some urgency about this legislation it could be rushed through, but no case
for urgency has been put.
Mr Kierath: Most of the provisions applied from I July. The longer it is left, the worse it
gets.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister made a mistake and for that reason alone the Bill has to be
rushed through the Parliament. He was impetuous when he came into this place and
announced a decision which he had not thought through. As a result of that, the
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Opposition is expected to assist in rushing through the Bill to fix up the Minister's
mistake. That would hardly be a proper use of the processes of this House. Members
opposite have indicated that on previous occasions there have been pieces of legislation
which have been rushed through in a very short time. This happened to the lotteries
legislation which involved simple administrative matters. In cases like that there has
been general agreement to the amendments in the Bill and both sides of the House have
agreed to do away with a thorough investigation of the Bill.
A Bill as fundamental as the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment
Bill has fr-reaching implications and it is only proper, under a democratic system, that
the Parliament gives thorough and proper consideration to the provisions contained in it.
The implications of this legislation flow to a range of interest groups in our community.
I have already referred to the workers who obviously consider that the necessary
safeguards should be put in place to assist them if they are injured in the workplace. The
legislation also affects employers. They am not only concerned about the level of
insurance premium they have to pay to cover workers for injuries sustained in the
workplace, but also they see the benefits from having a proper form of insurance to cover
workers who injure themselves.
Many employers understand that in a modemn enterprise they must adopt a cooperative
approach, but this Government does not seem to understand that. Employers recognise
that they need workers who are motivated and feel they are part of the total enterprise,
and that the enterprise will take care of their every concern, especially if they are injured
in the workplace. Employers need to be thoroughly versed about the contents of this
legislation and properly consulted, and not just the few employers or employer
organisation that may have the ear of the Minister. Various professional bodies would
have much to say on this legislation. I refer to those people involved directly in the
rehabilitation programs or with the commission; the medical profession, which could
consider the complexities involved in assessing the various types of disabilities and
injuries that may be sustained; and the legal profession, which could consider the legal
problems that might arise with any legislation in this area. All these professional groups
and interested bodies should be consulted and have their views heard on this mailer. That
is not possible with legislation introduced in this Parliament just a week ago. To say that
some of the principles may have been announced by the Minister some months
previously is to completely disregard the proper process which must take place in the
passage of legislation. We are in this Chamber to debate this evening the legislation of
this Government. In doing that, the previous discussions that may have taken place on
the Minister's statement or on matters of principle have a bearing on, but are not a
substitute for, proper and thorough debate of the legislation.
If the Minister is to achieve the objectives to which I have alluded - that is, if the
legislation is to result in an increase in efficiency and effectiveness - it will occur only if
the Minister is willing to undergo a proper process of consultation. Perhaps the Minister
is so convinced he knows it all, that he thinks any gems of wisdom he has will work, If
the Minister still has that view, he is in for a rude shock. If he continues to ram
legislation through, without considering the advice of a whole range of people across the
community, the Government will have enacted legislation which does not work or
improve the operation of workers' compensation and rehabilitation. It will lead to the
diminution of the various benefits available and inefficiencies in the system, and we shall
not get the improvement the Minister suggests. If the Minister continues to adopt this
dictatorial approach that he knows it all and it is a deficiency on our part if we cannot see
the benefit of his brilliant ideas, obviously there will be resistance in this place. More
than that, there will clearly be across the whole community a complete disrespect not
only for this Minister but also for this Government. because people will see that he is
foisting on Western Australia legislative changes which are to the detriment of the men
and women in this State. If the Minister is about that and putting up a smokescreen, we
must abide by that and accept that he wants to reduce benefits and to make things worse
in this State, for reasons that we must guess at. However, one would hope that he is
speaking honestly about the objectives he has stated. Perhaps that is granting too much
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to the Minister. I hope the Minister is trying to improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of the system.
Mr Court: If the shadow Minister is not ready to debate the Bill, we will come back after
the break. We have given a reasonable time for the Opposition -

Mr Taylor: You have flot.

Mr KOBELKE: That is what I mean about the dictatorial approach of the Minister and
this Government. It is not just time for the Opposition members to make sure they have
an understanding of the legislation and can put their points of view. The Government
must also allow time for consultation with interest groups in the community and then a
thorough debate in the Chamber. The Opposition would come to an agreement if the
Government were to make a decent offer. To simply say that the Opposition should fit in
with this Government's allowance of a few days before the end of the process, is not
giving this Parliament time to follow the proper processes. We know we cannot stop the
legislation. Our aim is to assist the Government so that we can demonstrate the
deficiencies in the legislation, in the hope that the Government will recognise the need to
delete some of the provisions, and also accept some of the amendments proposed by the
Opposition. That is not encouraged by the way this legislation has been introduced to the
Parliament, because the Government clearly indicated it wanted to rush it through. The
whole process by which this legislation has been brought before the Parliament has been
less than open, and that is why I am supporting the amendment to suggest we should have
time to give much more thorough consideration to the Bill. We should through our
contribution try to get the Government to accept the need to improve it.
I give one simple example of why it is absolutely necessary that we have this additional
time. I refer to the provisions in this Bill which would remove workers' compensation
claims for injuries suffered in journeys to and from work. The Minister for Labour
Relations has progressively announced changes to the workers' compensation system
since 30 June 1993. Prior to this date there was no indication that any substantial change
would be made in this area. Indeed, there were indications to the contrary. However, it
was a basic tenet, repeated both to the Parliament and in interviews with the media by
this Minister, that no worker would be worse off under the changes to the common law
and workers' compensation systems. It is beyond argument that to abolish the
entitlement to compensation if injured while journeying between home and workplace is
to render workers worse off under the changes, in contradiction of the many claims the
Minister has made. I refer to some of the reports the Minister has used in support of this
legislation: The first is the Tr-enorden report, which contains one sentence relating to
journeys to work, as follows -

A concern was expressed in most submissions regarding travel related claims,
however I make no comment as these are outside my terms of reference.

Obviously, this statement gives no verification of the claims made. The submissions are
not available and we see no supporting evidence. The Minister made a statement of his
intentions with regard to the workers' compensation and common law systems to the
Parliament on 30 June. Nowhere in that statement was there any suggestion that journey
claims were under review or might be abolished. The Minister announced two further
reviews. One was the Chapman inquiry into means of improving the workers'
compensation dispute resolution system, which received 24 submissions. In not one of
those submissions summarised in the Chapman report is there any suggestion that
journey claims be abolished. The Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commission conducted a review into improving the statutory benefits, which has not
been released. However, the key elements of that review undoubtedly formed the
Minister's statement on improved statutory benefits, made on the Howard Sautler radio
program on 2 September, followed by his media statement the same day. There was no
mention in either of any consideration being given to the abolition of journey claims.
Loegislation is intr-oduced. which will cake away that right of workers, and which has not
been part of any consultation, has not been discussed widely, and has not been justified in
any way. In the second reading speech the Minister sought to find some support for this
move. I quote -
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The Federal Labor Government's Industry Commission endorses removal of
journey claims from workers' compensation legislation.

The Minister must colour it. The Industry Commission is an economic think tank, but
because it has said something that would support the Minister, he must colour it and refer
to it as the "Federal Labor Government's' Industry Commission. Again, this is the way
in which the Minister would try to mislead people. He cannot find any support for the
various inquiries he has had for this move, so he fishes around for something to try to
support it. Clearly, that is because he does not wish there to be proper arnd thorough
consideration of the matters contained in the Bill. That is why I am speaking in support
of the amendment.
We must have sufficient time to consider all aspects of the legislation and to consult
widely with all the various interest groups. Then, when debate follows in this Chamber,
we could have a proper and thorough debate in the hope that the Government would see
the problems in the legislation and take some action to remedy them. The haste with
which this legislation has been introduced will not create a more efficient system, but a
more inefficient system, one that will remove workers' rights and see workers treated as
machines; they will simply be replaced with a new machine when they are no longer
functioning properly. That approach is very much an outdated one that will not be
accepted by the people of this State or by this Opposition. If we are to be a productive
nation, if we are to take our place in the world, our enterprises must see workers as part
of the total enterprise. They must not be simply machines that can be replaced when they
break down. The implications of the legislation go far beyond the simple benefits and
how they may be cut for individual workers. We must have a system that guarantees the
rights of injured workers. If the aim of this legislation is not to improve efficiency, not to
improve those rights but simply to remove them, it will be doing a great disservice to the
State.
The Minister himself by way of interjection said that when he made the statement on
30 June in the Chamber he clearly jumped the gun. He thought he had it all laid out. He
did not realise in that particular instance that it was a little more. complicated than he
thought. His little dreams may look good on paper in the inner sanctum of his office with
a few staff around him willing to say, "Yes, Minister, yes, Minister, three bags full,
Minister", but when we get into the real world it is a very different situation.
What have we found with respect to the Minister in terms of cutting off claims to
common law after. 30 June? We have found that he has had to shift his position many
times. He has had to allow some 3 000 workers to register claims. He has had to work
out a complicated system to handle that. We have in that one simple example very clear
evidence of why haste will not work in this area. Haste will not improve the system; it
will simply make it unworkable or reduce the rights of workers. If the Minister were
actually seeking to improve the legislation, he would allow time for proper debate.
One can assume only that in this case he has been totally dishonest, as he has been so
many other times. If proper and thorough debate is allowed, the legislation will be
shown to be a dud. I would be happy to be proved wrong about that if we had time to
consult and find some support in the community for these proposals. Perhaps there are
real benefits in the legislation, but the only view one can form firomt the haste in which
the Government wishes to put the legislation through the Chamber is that it is a dud, a
con job, that it will take away the rights of injured workers in the State and not improve
the efficiency of the system. We have found that when the Minister opens his mouth, his
tongue goes into overdrive. He cannot help himself. He has no regard for the truth, so
we find that he is always changing ground. We hope that the Minister will give us time
to debate the legislation, so that we might improve the system we have.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [ 11.34 pm]: The tactics being used by the
Oposition are rather strange. They have been debating workers' compensation, but they
do not want to debate workers' compensation. There seem to be some pretty short
memories on the Opposition benches. The procedure has always been that the
Opposition is given a week between when legislation is introduced and when it is
debated.
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Mr Hill: On some pieces of legislation, it is three weeks.
Mr COURT: On some occasions it is different and the Government says it wants
legislation passed straightaway - usually it is urgent legislation.
Mr Taylor: We have done that with you already.
Mr COURT: We have not introduced any Bills on the one day and put them through all
processes.
Mr Taylor. What about the Lotteries Commission legislation?
Mr COURT: I am talking about their being introduced and going through the first,
second and third readings on the one day. Towards the end of the sitting -

Mr Kobelke: This is not the end of the sitting.
Mr COURT: I listened to the speech of the member for Nollamara. Towards the end of
the sitting, Governments bring in a sessional order to enable them to cake a Bill through
those processes. Last year, some 27 Bills went through the Parliament in three days at
the end of the session. It has been mentioned that the Opposition has not put the
legislation through the party room. When I was shadow Leader of the House in
Opposition, as I was for some time, the Leader of the House for the previous Government
would say. "This legislation is coming on after a week." If we had not got it through our
party room, we had to call special party meetings. We had to have party meetings during
dinner breaks and lunch adjournments to make sure we agreed our position. We were not
given a choice by the Leader of the House. He would tell us that the Bill was coming on
and we would hold a special party room meeting to make sure it could come on.
This case is quite unusual. The Opposition said that it wanted to debate the legislation
after the two week break. We said that was fair enough, provided that there was some
arrangement whereby it was not going to drag on and on, because we wanted to start
debating it today - actually, we wanted to start debating it yesterday. We wanted to allow
proper time for the debate. What we are saying - and it appears to be unacceptable - is
that we will not have any other business next week and we could fully debate the
legislation then. In addition, if necessary, we could keep the House sitting on Friday if
that is what is wanted.
Mr Hill: You are putting a time limit on it, aren't you; it is a self-imposed guillotine.
Mr COURT: We wanted to start debating it yesterday, so that we could have two full
weeks of debate. We now want to start debating it today and the Opposition is saying
that it prefers to do it after the break. If the Opposition wants an extra day, we can
provide it and we can ensure that no business other than that legislation is considered on
that day. We will add on an extra day if that is what the Opposition wants. I would have
thought that was a generous arrangement. The Opposition does not want to debate it
now -

Mr Hill: The point is you don't keep adding a day if we want it. The debate should go
until it is properly concluded. It is giving the opportunity to everyone to have a say in the
matter and allowing it to be properly debated in Committee. Parts of the workplace
agreements legislation were not even considered in Committee. We do not want that to
happen with this legislation.
Mr COURT: How long did we debate the title of the Bill?
Mr Kierath: Shont title - two and a half hours.
Mr H-ill: Maybe that was excessive. Irrespective of that, a whole raft of amendments
was not even considered.
Mr COURT: Every Parliament in this country imposes time limits. We put two weeks
aside for the legislation. We are now saying that we will delay the legislation until after
the break. The Opposition can then have the full week plus an extra day; we can sit the
whole day on Friday so that the Opposition can have plenty of time to debate the matter.
Mr Ripper: If you put two weeks aside for the legislation, that is how long you judged it
would take.
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Mr COURT: The member knows that we have the Estimates Committee debates the
week after that and a lot of other legislation must be debated. If members opposite want
to stall on the legislation until after Christmas, they are going about it the right way. We
want to start debating it tonight.
Mr Hill: This is retrospective in any event, so what does it matter?
Mr Ripper: There is other legislation that you know you are going to have to deal with.
Why don't you bring chat on?
Mr COURT: Members opposite were prepared to say, "Don't bring it on today; bring it
on after the break and as long as there is plenty of time that week, we will knock it off."
'What they are now saying is that they are not prepared to come to that sont of
arrangement. We are prepared to add an extra day. Sitting on the Friday does not worry
US.
Mr Ripper: We are saying, as you said, that it will take two sitting weeks. That's what
we think it will take.
Mr COURT: That is what I am saying. We should start tonight and the Opposition
would get its two weeks.
Mr Catania: How do you work char our?
Mr COURT: I am saying we are prepared to sit on the Friday. Anyway, the Opposition
has asked for the debate on this legislation to be put off until after the recess, and we
have said we will accept that, provided there is some arrangement. We are not putting a
tight time constraint on it. We are not saying it has to be rammed through in one day.
Mr Ripper: Give us two sitting weeks.
Mr COURT: The member knows we then start to move into November, and we have a
lot of other legislation that we want to get through.
Mr Ripper: We are not saying we will necessarily take the whole two weeks, but give us
that at the outside.
Mr Kierath: Let us say we will sit any days in between times so long as we get it done
before the Estimates Committee and see whether the Opposition will accept that.
Mr Ripper: When will the Estimates Committee come on?
Mr COURT: That will be on during the second week after the recess.
Mr Ripper: Have the Estimates Committee in the third week!
Mr COURT: We can start to debate the legislation now. The Opposition wants it put off
until after the recess.
Mr Ripper: That is right, because we want some reasonable time to consider the Bill.
Mr COURT: We have been reasonable tonight. We have been prepared to discuss some
alternative arrangements. However, when the crunch comes, members opposite are not
prepared to make any arrangement at all.
Ms Ripper: Yes we are. You have said that this Bill will take two sitting weeks to
debate. We are prepared to say that wt will conclude it within two sitting weeks.
Mr Taylor: How do you work out the two weeks?
Mr COURT: It was our intention that the legislation come on yesterday and be debated
this week and next week.
Mr Taylor: That did not happen.
Mr COURT: We wanted to stant at 10.00 pm to debate the legislation. Then we will sit
an extra day on the Friday so that the Opposition will get the full period and will have
plenty of rime for debate.
Ms Taylor: So you are saying that we will have tomorrow, and after the break we will
have the Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday. We are one day short.
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Mr Ripper: The point is that the Bill needs to be in the House for longer than eight days
because it is so complex.
Mr COURT: When we were in Opposition, we were told that we had to do things within
a certain time, and if a Bill had not gone through our party room, we had no option but to
call special party meetings to get it through. We cooperated fully to ensure that that was
done because we accepted chat those were the rules and that is how we had to do it.
Mr Taylor Why not include the Friday and say that the Bill is expected to be debated in
those six sitting days? Why not sic down now and let your Leader of the House negotiate
with the Opposition Leader of the House and come up with a resolution of the issue?
Mr COURT: They have been trying to come up with something, but every time they get
to the line the Opposition changes its view. Firstly, the arrangement was that if we did
not debate the Bill this week and debated it after the recess, it would be finished by the
Thursday.
Mr Ripper: That was your suggestion.
Mr COURT: No. That suggestion was made by the Opposition. The Opposition is now
not prepared to do chat. We are saying we will look at another full day so chat the
Opposition can have its time.
Mr Ripper: You have indicated already that this Bill requires at least six sitting days for
completion.
Mr COURT: Not at all. It could cake two days.
Mr Ripper: We are saying that we agree that it will take two sitting weeks at the outside,
but we want to start those two sitting weeks at the beginning of the week after the recess
because we need some more time to consider the Bill. You cannot ask us to trade off the
amount of time spent on the Bill in return for proper time for consideration.
Mr Kierath: What about setting aside five sitting days and we will sit for an extra hour
and a half on each of those days so that you get the sixth day?
Mr COURT: We have tried to be reasonable and it seems that we are wasting our time.
MR BROWN (Morley) [(11.44 pm]: I support the amendment because what the
Parliament is seeing tonight from the Government is hypocrisy. A fortnight ago when we
discussed the Disability Services Bill, there was a great deal of understanding in this
place about disabled people.
Mr Catania interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! If the member for Balcacta does not return to his seat,
he will be called to order.
Mr BROWN: While there was some disagreement between the Government and the
Opposition about that matter, there was a great deal of agreement because most members
in this place professed to have a concern about disabled people and most of the people in
this place who made a contribution to that debate did so on the basis of looking after the
interests of people who were disabled int one way or another. It is surprising that a
completely new Bill, which seeks to change radically the existing arrangements for
workers' compensation in this State, must be debated by the Opposition within eight
days. To what extent was the Government genuine when it put its views about the
Disability Services Bill when it stated that it was seeking to look after the interests of
disabled people in our society? We see in this Bill no consideration of those people.
That is reflected in the fact that the Government wishes to rush through this Bill.
The other important issue is the Government's record in introducing industrial relations
legislation. Did the Government introduce Bills which were so precisely worded and
well thought out that they did not require any amendment? Let us look at the record.
The three industrial relations Bills which the Government introduced into this place
required extensive amendment - not by the Opposition, but by the Government - and that
was after we were told by the Minister for Labour Relations that those Bills had been
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under consideration for months and months. We are told that there is an urgent need to
get this Bill through within the next week or two. What is chat urgency?
NIr Hill: Particularly given the fact that the Bill is retrospective.
Mr BROWN: Yes. The Opposition has cooperated with the Government in regard to
genuinely urgent Bills, particularly the Bill dealing with Scratch 'n' Win tickets, because
there was an unintended consequence char the taxpayers of the State might have had to
bear significant costs and, more importantly, that the recipients of Lotteries Commission
funding might have to bear significant costs. However, this Bill has been rushed into this
place and the Government is keen to put it through for no apparent urgent reason.
Secondly, this Bill was not aired publicly prior to its introduction into this place.
A few aspects have been aired, but many of the conditions contained in this Bill have not
Indeed, we can see how important that is by reference to the existing Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Act because that Act has been in operation for many
years. Although it has been the subject of a few amendments, many provisions of that
Act are now settled in law. That is, injured workers, insurers and employers are not only
familiar with the provisions of the Act but the courts have interpreted that legislation, so
it is very clear as to the rights of employers, the rights of workers, and the role of the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission.
This Bill seeks to alter those rights. It seeks to not change them at the margin but to alter
them dramatically. In that context one must ask whether it is appropriate in today's age
to alter people's rights by giving a mere eight days' notice. If it had a concern for injured
workers and their rights, the minimum the Government would do is give injured workers
and their representatives an opportunity to examine the Bill in detail and to present to this
House any alternatives that may be appropriate in seeking to achieve the Government's
objectives. That is, not simply by giving an opportunity at the Committee stage, debating
the provisions amendment by amendment, but by allowing in the second reading stage,
an infozymed debate on the philosophy of what the Bill seeks to do and whether it can be
achieved in Mnother way which will not penalise injured workers.
We must ask when examining the speed by which the Government wishes to take this
Bill through this place, what is the motivation? One could suggest that the motivation
has nothing to do with it being in the State's interest but rather the motivation is what is
in the Minister's and the Government's interest, because many of the provisions of the
Bill have not been debated publicly. Many of the provisions are not known to injured
workers.
The Bill proposes that redemption of earnings which is currently provided for in the
existing Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act will no longer be provided.
Where has been the public discussion on that matter? How many injured workers who
are seeking to negotiate a settlement of workers' compensation claims today understand
that this Bill seeks to take away that entitlement? How many of them have a view about
that?
Is there a responsibility on the Government to at least put that issue in the public arena, to
talk about it publicly, to give people the opportunity to comment, so that ordinary
people - particularly people injured at work - have the opportunity to tell their
representatives, whether on the Govtrnment side or on the Opposition side, what they
think about it so that the representatives can make an informed decision whether they will
represent the views of injured workers in this place?
Eight days is nor sufficient time! If' we went to the public and asked the many injured
workers about that significant provision, I suggest 99.9 per cent would not know about it.
Therefore, they would not have the opportunity to comment on it. The day when the
Government simply introduces a Bill, or simply says it will determine the rights of
people and will not consult them - they have no right to be informed and no right to be
consulted, the Government is not interested one iota in their views - is the day the
Government departs from the views of the people, Perhaps that is what the Government
wants to do that with this Bill. Perhaps that is the real motivation behind what the

4970 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 29 September 19931 47

Government warnts to achieve with this Bill, but we on this side of the House believe an
opportunity should be given for consultation. There should be an opportunity for that
dialogue to take place.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are being offered four weeks.
Mr BROWN: It is only eight days since the Bill was introduced.
If the Government were genuine about wanting to improve the system and about using
Parliament to improve the system, it would give people the opportunity to consult and
talk during the second reading debate in a global sense. But the Government does not
want that. It is proposing to complete the second reading debate. Therefore it will allow
no time to deal with the overall philosophy or with the broad conceptual issues. It will
allow no time to put issues forward after consultation With our constituencies. We will
be limited to putting forward amendment after amendment at the Committee stage. That
process does not allow any proper consideration of the philosophy of the Bill. We cannot
do that at the Committee stage. It is impossible. Indeed one might say it does not
comply with the spirit of the standing orders of this place. Therefore, it seems that there
is no rush for this Bill to be pushed through for the sake of injured workers. Any rush by
the Government to push this Bill through will be a disadvantage to the people who have
been injured at work.
Let us consider the complexity of the Bill. Is this a straightforward Bill? Is it something
one can pick up and read once and gain a good understanding? Is it something that seeks
to follow procedures in other Bills? Is it a commonplace procedure that is sought to be
incorporated in the Bill? It is not. It is very complex. It is a complex set of procedures.
We are not talking about a simple court system. We are talking about conciliation
officers and their role, review officers and their role, and how that sits vis-a-vis the
courts, the medical panels, and the compensation tribunals. We are talking about a
complex array, a whole new administrative mechanism to replace a system that people
understand in Western Australia. One would think that moving down that dispute
resolution process, which is very important for injured workers, at least people would be
given the opportunity to comment on it.
In the seven months before [ came to this place) I was a compensation officer. I worked
every day all day with injured workers. I saw not only physical injre but also
psychological injuries that people sustained. When people came into my ofieit was not
because a hand or a leg had been crushed, or because they had lost a sense or sustained a
back injury. It was because of psychological problems and the fact that people did not
know whether they would have a job. They did not know whether they would receive a
payment or weekly payments. It was a question of whether they would be able to support
their families and whether the family would stay together. Day after day I looked into
those faces, considered the problems and experienced them up close. Every day I dealt
with that situation. Yet the Government says that eight days is an appropriate time in
which to consider this Bill! The Government should tell the injured workers that! I have
met with the workers but I would not tell them that. I would not insult their intelligence.
Many people will be angry with members opposite for rushing through this legislation. If
this Bill ultimately removes their rights, these people will be very angry with this
Government; they will also be incensed that it has abused the processes.
Members opposite claim that they forced the previous Government into holding the
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. The
royal commission made a number of damning findings against the previous Government
which members opposite are keen to hold up at every opportunity-, we hear about them
day after day. However, if members opposite wanted to genuinely hold up the royal
commission recommendations, they would heed the recommendations about the
processes of this place. Members opposite should not use these recommendations
selectively - use them all, or use none. If members opposite want to use only some of
them, they have no meaning whatsoever. Unless members opposite show the difference
by the standards they adopt, they cannot criticise what happened in thie past. Let us see
whether this Government's standards are good enough to stand up to the ethics test. At
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the moment the Government is failing every test, certainly if the judging panel comprises
injured workers.
This Bill contains many issues, and this is not the appropriate time to debate them.
Mr Bloffwitch: You are debating them.
Mr BROWN: I am not. I am indicating why consultation is necessary. Perhaps I need to
go through these points again so chat members opposite understand.
Mr Nicholls: You're wasting time.
Mr BROWN: The Minister for Comminicy Development may think that 1 am wasting
time, but if the Minister spoke to injured workers, as I have, he would find they are
worried about their future, their children, their jobs and their access to compensation.
They are concerned about this form of law - the Minister may not be. The Minister has
no concerns about injured workers, but I do. When a new law is involved, at least I say
to injured workers that they are entitled to more than eight days to consider the matter.
As the law stands, the insurance companies have 24 days to make up their minds about a
claim. However, this Government wants to rush in changes to the law in eight days.
Mr Nicholls: You're grandstanding and wasting time.
Mr BROWN: I am not grandstanding. The Minister should have been here earlier
instead of wandering around this place.
Mr Nicholls: I have listened to your waffle.
Mr BROWN: I am happy to circulate my speech, and the Minister's interjections, to
injured workers. When I front up to the Injured Persons Action Support Association, I
will be more than happy to take the Minister with me to explain the Government's
position. The Minister wants to make the changes, but he does not want people at IPASA
to have a chance to consider them. I will send a letter to that organ isation and arrange for
the Minister to go down and debate the matter. He can explain why the law needs to
change in this way, even though these changes have no justification at all. We want to
debate these issues properly during the second reading debate.
Mr Nicholls: Let us start the debate now.
Mr BROWN: I am talking about the opportunity to consult; that is where the Opposition
differs from the Government.
Mr Nicholls: This is a political stunt.
Mr BROWN: The Minister has not dealt with these issues. He should talk to injured
workers. I will let IPASA know that the Minister will come down and debate this matter.
He can explain why eight days is sufficient time to consider this Bill. The hundreds,
maybe thousands by now, of people involved will not have a clue about what is contained
in this legislation; they will not know how it will affect them and their families. The
Minister is shaking his head; does he think that it is right that they do not know?
Mr Nicholls: Why don't you do something about it.

Mr BROWN: We are trying. The Government should be magnanimous enough to give
us another fortnight to debate this legislation. Can it not do that one small thing for
injured workers?
[The member's time expired.]

H-ouse to Divide
Mr BLOFFWITCI-: I move -

That the question be now put.

Division
Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (25)
Mr House
Mr Johnson
Mr Kicrath
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne

Noes (18)
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty

Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.J. Barnett
Mrfllaikie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Court
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes
Dr Flames

Mr M. Barneut
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Dr Constable
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill

Pairs
Mr Cowan Dr Watson
Mr Shave Mrs Hallahan
Mr Trenordea Mr Grahami
Mr Pendal Mr Cunningham
Mr Minson Dr Edwards

Question thus passed.

Division
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (I8)
Mr M. Barnett Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mr Hill Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
Dr Constable Dr Lawrence Mr Thorns
Dr~allop Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock
Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)

Noes (25)
Mr Ainsworth Mr House Mr Ptince
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Johnson Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Kieratth Mr Tubby
Mr Board Mr Lewis Dr Turnbull
Mr Bradshaw Mr Marshall Mrs van de Kiashorsi
Mr Court Mr McNee Mr Wiese
Mr Day Mr Nicholls Mr Btoffwitch (Teller)
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei
Dr Hames Mr Osborne

Pairs
Dr Watson
Mrs Hallahan
Mr Grahamn
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards

Mr Cowan
Mr Shave
Mr Trenorden
Mr Pendal
Mr Minson

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on second reading) Reswned

MRS HENDERSON (Thonlie) [12.12 am]: We are about to debate a very importatnt
and significant piece of legislation at 12.12 am, eight days after its introduction into this

Mr Prince
Mr W. Smith
Mr Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Mr Leahy (Teller)
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Parliament. I will make sure that all of those people who have an interest in this
legislation are await of the contemptuous way in which the Government treats this
Parliament, the community and its interest groups.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HENDERSON: The Government is so anxious to debate the legislation that its
members are not even interested in listening to the debate. This legislation deals with
about five major aspects which I will talk about this evening. The first refers to the
common law rights of persons who injure themselves. They fall into two categories and
include those who injured themselves and who lodged their writs prior to 30 June 1993
when the Minister made an announcement that at 4 o'clock that afternoon, the
opportunity for people, who had not lodged the writs by that time, to lodge them under
the existing system would be cut off. All of those people who had no forewarning
suffered as a result of that announcement, with the exception of the clients of the member
for Albany. Those individuals who had had accidents at work, for whom premiums had
already been paid by insurance companies, lost their rights if their writs had not been
lodged. This Bill will retrospectively take away the rights of those people.
One of the most abhorrent features of any legislation to which most people from all
panties object is that it should apply retrospectively. If that legislation also takes away
people's rights it is a double disadvantage. This legislation seeks to not only take away a
ight that people have enjoyed for more than 100 years but also to take it away
retrospectively from 4.00 pmn on 30 June. Despite the fact that I do not think the Minister
understands the common law right that he has taken away, the only defence he has raised
of his behaviour in this Parliament has been to stand up time after time and talk about
other jurisdictions where that right has been removed. He has never explained why he
has done it in Western Australia. On other occasions when people have used the
situation in other States to support their arguments, he has been the first to leap up and
say. "This is Western Australia; why do we have to follow other States?" On this issue
that is the only argument he has ever advanced.
If a person is driving along in a car and gets hit by someone else who is negligent, the
victim can sue for damages. Although the Government has also announced reductions in
those damages - people's claims must be assessed at higher than $15 000 in terms of pain
and suffering - a person still has the capacity to recover for the negligence of the other
driver, If a person is walking along a street and the owner of a nearby building
negligently allows a piece of concrete to fall off a building and injure that person, he can
sue for the fact that that owner was negligent. Obviously, it would have to be shown that
the owner knew that it was dangerous - maybe that it had happened before, and that the
owner had taken no action.
Similarly, if people go into a building which is owned and occupied by someone else and
the building has dangerous features in it which cause them to fall or in some way injure
themselves, they can sue and get damages because the owner had been negligent. In all
those different areas of life if another person by his negligent behaviour results in
someone else suffering an injury, the injured person can sue and recover damages
because he was the innocent party.
This Bill will now establish one situation where that action cannot be taken; that is, if an
employer is the one who is negligent. If an employer maintains a workplace that is not
safe or a system of work that is not safe, and an employee injures himself, that person
will have no recourse to common law damages unless he can show that he has suffered a
certain level of injury, unless he can climb over a couple of obstacles presented in this
legislation. In this legislation there is a maze of obstacles and hoops for people to go
over and through to get what should be their entitlement. That is one of the most
concerning things about the legislation. It is one of the most complicated, confusing
mazes of obstacles that could ever be put together in one Bill to the extent that parts of
the legislation are almost incomprehensible when read. The complexities of the hoops
and difficulties placed in the path of injured people are great. From reading this Bill, one
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would imagine chat people who injure themselves at work have committed a crime.
Workers who injure themselves are treated as though they have done something wrong
and must be punished. Those people must meet certain standards and climb over certain
hurdles before they can get the compensation to which they would otherwise be entitled.
I will deal with common law, the first element of the Bill, in the order in which it
appears. The Bill removes the capacity for anyone who has not lodged a writ by 30 June
1993 to take common law action. If an injury to 30 per cent of a person's total body
cannot be shown, he will not be able to sue. Having made that announcement, the
Minister then found a substantial number of people who were very seriously
disadvantaged by that decision because they had not lodged their writs by four o'clock on
that afternoon, through no fault of their own. As it was pointed out at the time, a lot of
those people had been responsible for negotiating with their insurers, undertaking
medical treatment; or perhaps their injuries had not stabilised. They had not reached die
point at which they could make a proper assessment of what their future level of
incapacity might be, so they had not rushed in to lodge a writ. The Minister constantly
refers to entrepreneurial lawyers, and this legislation is aimed at that group of people. It
is well known in the community that those people who are likely to lodge writs quickly,
not engage in proper consultation and negotiation, not wait until the injury is fully
assessed and stabilised, are those so-called entrepreneurial lawyers. If anyone benefited
from that deadline it was the entrepreneurial lawyer. Is that not an irony?
Mr Hill: All lawyers cook offence at what he said.
Mrs HENDERSON: I am not surprised. Having found that some people would be
disadvantaged, the Minister in his normal offhand way said, "Oh, probably a handful of
people would have been badly affected by this announcement.' HeI then allowed for that
handful to lodge registrations of interest and 3 500 people came forward. That is what
constituted the handful of people who were disadvantaged by that four o'clock deadline.
They formed a queue outside the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commission to lodge their registration of interest. They did not know what they were
registering for, but they knew that if they did not register they would lose any possible
rights they might have. The Minister then announced he was introducing a new hurdle
for those people who had not got their writs in or who could not reach the 30 per cent
injury threshold. There would now be a new threshold - $25 000-worth of economic loss.
That discriminates against people who are low paid, who work part time, who do the
most menial tasks in our society - mostly women. What chance does a woman who is a
cleaner and Works only 10 or 12 hours a week who injures her back but does not reach
the 30 per cent threshold have of reaching the $25 000 economic loss threshold? That is
the next step. There is no question she has injured herself, that it was done at work, and
that the employer was negligent. She then has to show that she would be likely to suffer
$25 000-worth of economic loss before she can pursue her claim. On what basis will that
be calculated? Who will decide whether she will get the $25 000 before she can lodge
her claim? What a cruel hoax it is to establish a dollar cut-off that is such a small amount
of money for a person on a very substantial income but is a large sum of money for
someone earning perhaps $10 000 a year. Those 3 500 people who are registered, who
have been told they must reach this new threshold, were then told that they must wait for
the legislation. In the meantime most are in limbo while they walt to see what is in the
Bill.
They have now had the Bill for eight days and they can find what they have to do now to
try to claim the benefits which they were entitled to under the law until the Minister
issued his press release. The Minister has now established a veritable maze. through
which those 3 500 people must go in order to claim arty entitlement whatever. A lot of
them were negotiating their own settlement. They were working perhaps with tir
lawyer, their doctor or their insurer. They had not done anything wrong. Why did they
deserve this treatment compared with others who happened to get their writs in by the
Minister's deadline? Having registered their name the Minister then recognised, as we
pointed out at the time, that there might be some people who did not get to register their
name, who were overseas or who were out of the State, so he then said that if some
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people did not get to register their name, provided they now register by 30 June 1994 and
they provide a good reason for not registering by that date he might allow them to be
reconsidered. It is a very paternalistic view of the world, that someone who happened to
be overseas at the time or interstate must come forward and put his case as to why he
should get special consideration or why he should have a special reason for going on to
the register. What happens if the person's special reason is not considered sufficient?
Where does he go; what does he do? He appeals to the Minister.
This Minister has now set himself up as the final court of appeal for people who through
no fault of their own did not know that a deadline was suddenly struck and announced by
the Minister by press release, and who were not in the queue of the lame and injured who
lined up to register their claims. Maybe they are people who do not read,, who do not
watch television, who are illiterate, whose first language is not English - people for
whom this Minister is supposed to show special concern. He is the Minister for
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs. What a joke! The people for whom he is supposed to
show concern are some of the people most likely not to have been aware of that deadline.
The Minister will ultimately make the decision. There are no bases or guidelines in the
Bill or in his speech as to how those decisions will be made and no indication of what
reasons he will use to decide some people might have had a good reason while others did
not. There is no opportunity to appeal against his decision. He has set himself up as the
final court of appeal.
He seems particularly keen on this notion. I do not know why he did not go in for a job
other than a Minister of the Crown, because being the final person to whom people go for
a decision appeals to him. lHe set up the same kind of mechanism in the industrial
relations legislation we recently debated. He said that the Industrial Relations
Commission could review the minimum wage, but he could make a submission to that
review about the minimum wage. One would think the commission would have an idea
of the outcome if the Minister made a submission, but still he left himself as the final
court of appeal. After the commission made its decision, it would come to the Parliament
and the Minister would make the final decision.
Here he is again making the final decision on individuals who did not register their
claims by 29 July. After these injured people whose rights were arbitrarily cut off by the
Minister get their certificate, they will have 21 days in which to notify the commission
and the commission must notify their employer or insurer. Then they have only 14 days
within which to submit their claim for damages. It is extremely unreasonable for an
injured person to have to get his claim together within 14 days. It is particularly unfair
when one considers the fact that the insurer has 60 days in which to respond. So the
injured worker gets only 14 days in which to get his claim together. Currently he has six
years under the Statute of limitations. Someone who would normally get six years in
which to claim for damages will under this legislation get only 14 days. The insurer will
get 60 days in which to contact the person on the register and offer or not offer to settle.
The insurer may decide that it will not settle because it believes that the future economic
loss is not $25 000 or it may say that it does not accept that it has any liability for
negligence. So the injured worker, having registered his claim, having got his certificate
and having sent it off, may find that the insurer will turn around and say that he does not
have $25 000-worth of economic loss or a claim for negligence. The worker can now go
to a District Court judge and obtain a declaration.
In granting this declaration the District Court judge must decide two things: Firstly,
whether the employer was negligent and, secondly, whether $25 000 of economic loss
was sustained. How is a District Court judge to decide that unless he has a proper
hearing and hears the details of how the accident occurred? He must call witnesses and
hear the full details of the events surrounding the accident. He will want to know
whether that kind of accident had occurred before or whether anyone had complained
that the system of work or that the structures or the place where the person worked were
dangerous. All those things which normally determine whether negligence occurred
must be canvassed in deciding just whether the person should get the declaration. The
obtaining of this declaration is only one of about six steps an injured worker must go

4976



[Wednesday, 29 September 1993] 47

through to convince the judge that his employer was negligent. That person's rights were
cut off by the Minister's announcement that an injured worker must go through a District
Court judge to get a declaration. Nothing is in the Bill to provide whether a proper trial
or a court hearing should decide this. It makes it sound as though the injured worker can
walk up to the judge and say, "Excuse me, I would like a declaration please" and the
District Court judge says, "Well, what happened to you at work? Have you had an
accident?" Following that the person puts a case. Who will put the other case, examine
the witnesses, do the cross examination and present the evidence? Will there be a
hearing? Of course there will have to be a hearing just to get the declaration. Two key
issues must be whether there was negligence and whether the injury will result in
$25 000 worth of economic loss. In other words, determination must be made of whether
the person has suffered sufficient injury to cause them to lose future wages of at least
$25 000. That means someone must look at the person and decide how much longer the
worker would have been likely to work in that job; whether he was part time or was
likely to have become full time. Would he have been likely to be promoted, or leave the
work force and stay at home or move into another job? All those issues must be
canvassed just to get the declaration, which is only one step in the claim. The process
involves almost a mini-trial where the 3 500 injured workers must face a judge for their
declaration.
Having gone through all that argument, if the declaration is given, they go in one
direction; if the declaration is not given, they go another way. In any event they must go
through another trial. All the same issues must be recanvassed. The same issues must be
determined to decide whether they are entitled to damages and of what magnitude. This
step of just obtaining a declaration will be likely to result in a major hearing which is not
set out in this legislation. The person will be required to show that the employer did not
meet the required standards of care in the workplace - either he had an unsafe system of
work or workplace environment - or that his future loss of earnings comes to more than
$25 000. At the moment, to have a matter heard by a District Court judge one must wait
up to 12 months. One's claim is lodged and put on the list and after a year it will be
heard. In this issue we are talking about 3 500 people whose rights were cut short. Even
if half of them get a declaration, based on the figures used by the Law Society of Western
Australia, that will take 10 years. The Law Society worked on the basis that if 20 per
cent of the 3 500 people must get a declaration from a District Court judge that will
amount to 1 400 days of hearings and it will rake seven years. I do not think we can say
that only 20 per cent will apply for a declaration. These are people whose claims have
been disputed and who have not been able to settle their claims. Even a figure as low as
20 per cent involves a wait of seven years.

It is absolutely ludicrous that people whose rights were cut off, who would have gone
through the normal system where the delays for a full trial are a maximum of two to three
months, will have to go to a District Court judge and put a case for the declaration and
may have to wait seven years before getting their case heard - unless the Government is
planning on appointing more District Court judges. They are not particularly cheap, and
I do not remember seeing any provision in the Budget for the appointment of all these
District Court judges to prevent the delay of at least seven years for these injured
worker's claims to be heard. As I mentioned, the declaration is only to get through the
door in order to be able to make the clam. Once they have their declaration and have
convinced the District Court judge there was negligence and that they suffered at least
$25 000 worth of economic loss, they can have a proper trial where witnesses will be
called and evidence tested and they will get their claim for damages assessed. That is a
double process. If it takes seven years to get through the firt step, goodness knows how
many years it will take to get through the second step. I guarantee those 3 500 people
will still be having their claims considered 10 years from now.
So much for the Minister's introducing legislation that is designed to make more efficient
and speed up the injured workers' claims process. Those people who missed out on
registering their claims by 29 July will still be in the system in five, six or seven years'
time. How will the District Court judge be able to assess what is a reasonable amount of
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damages for those people for future economic loss if their injury has not stabilised? Will
anyone be able to assss how many more years they will be able to work or, indeed, not
be able to work, or how long it will take before they are fit to go back to work? These
people might have injured themselves only quite recently. They might have undergone
an operation, for example, to their back. The doctor might have said to them after that
operation, that they should wait six months, see how their back is and then be assessed as
to what is their future likelihood of employment. That is a fair and responsible attitude to
take rather than looking at the injury now and saying that this person is probably in the
condition he will be in and this is what I will assess his position to be for the rest of his
life. How will a District Court judge, who must grant the declaration, assess what kind of
injury and recovery they will make? Nothing is in the Bill to cover what happens at that
point. Does the claimant have an appeal if the judge refuses the declaration? Is there
anywhere he can go? At a hearing or a case in the District Court there are further avenues
to take. One can appeal to the Full Court or the High Court. Every case heard in the
District Court, whether it be a criminal or a civil case, has that right of appeal. Nothing
is in this legislation which indicates whether people taking these matters before the
District Court will have those appeal rights. Those rights are totally ignored; they are not
mentioned.
What happens if the person goes to the insurer and the insurer does not accept the offer?
What happens if the person goes to court and contests the fact that the insurer says it is
not accepting liability? The Bill contains one of the most punitive provisions I have ever
seen in a piece of legislation. It states that if people go to court and contest it, unless they
can show 120 per cent of the damage that they claim they must pay all the costs of their
own case and that of the other side. In other words, if people go into the court and claim
that their injury is of a certain percentage and is worth a certain amount, and they do not
get an outcome that is 120 per cent of what they claim, they will pay the other party's
costs. That is absolutely draconian and disgraceful. It is a way of punishing people who
have been injured who go to court. We are not talking about people making extravagant
claims, but about people who have been injured at work. If those people go to court and
claim $100 000 for their injury and do not get $120 000 they must pay the other side's
casts and their own. What kind of fairness is that?
That is a deliberate attempt to discourage people from going to court. If they cannot be
confident before they even step into the courtroom that they will get 120 per cent of what
they are asking, they must start worrying about whether they can pay the legal bills; not
Only their own, but those of the other side over whom they have no control. They do not
have any control over whether the insurance company hires a Queen's Counsel, or two or
three, to argue its case, but they are left to pick up the bill. I suggest that injured people
have not only arbitrarily been deprived of their rights by the Minister's announcements
and this first section of the Bill, but also they are now being treated as though they are
criminals. They are being treated as though they are asking for something to which they
are not entitled. They are being made to go through a maze of complicated procedures,
hurdles and obstacles. What have injured people in the State done to deserve being
treated in this way?
Division 2 of the Bill limits the rights of injured people to bring common law damages
claims. I am not referring to those who were affected by the four o'clock deadline. I
have spoken about the group that was cut off at four o'clock; I have talked about the
second group, the 3 500 who were allowed to register their interest, and what they will
now be required to do; and I will now refer to the third group, people who in the future
will injure themselves at work. In relation to common law these people will now have to
show that they have suffered a disability of 30 per cent or more of their body, or
$100 000-worth of economic loss, otherwise they cannot get through the door. If
members think that this is complicated - I see members shaking their heads - imagine
what it is like for injured workers. One set of rules applies for people who got their writ
in by four o'clock, and another set of rules applies if they did not get it in and registered
their claim by 29 July; that involves the $25 000 threshold of economic loss and 30 per
cent disability. People who will be injured in the future will have to deal with another set
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of thresholds; again, they will have to meet the 30 per cent disability level and $100 000
of economic loss before they get through the door to clam under common law.
The Minister initially said that the 30 per cent would be on the American schedule. I
brought to the attention of the House a number of examples of very serious injuries that
would not have met that 30 per cent, such as losing a foot or a hand. lhe Minister said
that I did not understand, but then he changed the criteria because he realised that I was
right and he was wrong. He changed it so that the 30 per cent now applies to the second
schedule. One must have an injury that is 30 per cent on the second schedule or, if the
injury does not appear on the second schedule, one comes under the American schedule.
The second schedule contains a list of discrete injuries such as the loss of a hand, an arm,
an eye or a leg. To those injuries the Minister has added others relating to soft tissue
injuries and back injuries. I commend the Minister for that. I am pleased that he has
included those injuries; it is not before time. It should have occurred long ago.
Those injuries were not included before because they were much more difficult to
measure. It is easy to measure the loss of an eye, a hand or a foot: it is not easy to
measure in percentage terms a soft tissue injury to the back, neck or shoulder. It is very
difficult to deternine what is the loss of function of a shoulder as a result of a crushing
injury. Disputes often arise over what percentage loss has occurred. That is why those
injuries were not included before. They are difficult to measure, and it was difficult to
put them in, so they were not there. The Minister has added them into the schedule; that
is a good thing. However, it is now complicated for people who are injured because they
have to look up their injury on the second schedule; and if it is not contained there as
many injuries are not, they must go to the American schedule. As has been said in this
place before, the American schedule is a totally inappropriate place to try to measure
injuries for the purposes of determining compensation. It was never intended for that
purpose; it was never set up in order to do that. It was set up to enable doctors to work
off charts and to work out levels of impairment. A level of impairment is a different
matter from a level of dysfunction which will affect the earning capacity of someone for
the rest of his or her life. Injured workers in the future - I am not talking about those in
the past whose rights were cut off - who have an accident at work will have to establish
an injury that is either worth $30 000 on the second schedule, or 30 per cent of the
prescribed sum, or they will have to show that their injury meets the 30 per cent on the
American schedule. For example, one would have to show a 50 per cent loss of deficient
use of one's neck in order to show that the neck injury met the 30 per cent of the total
body impairment criterion. Were one to lose the total use of one's pelvis if it were
crushed in an accident - I am not quite sure how it would exhibit itself - I am told that it
would come to 15 per cent or $15 000. One would not meet the threshold and would not
be able to claim anything at common law. I know this matter has been raised many times
in this House, and I know that some members are saying that they have heard all of this
before. However, every time I have raised the matter the Minister has said the same
thing; that is, nobody would be worse off because he had increased the second schedule
benefits, and people would be better off.
I will give some examples from cases which have been heard in recent times to indicate
how people will be worse off. I quote the case of a fitter and turner who injured his arm
below the elbow. That injury was assessed at a 30 per cent loss of the arm below the
elbow. He received $75 000 at common law. His case number was 8385/91 and the case
was settled in 199 1. Under the new system that person would receive $24 000. I have
another example which has been provided to me of a clerk who injured a hand. The
injury was assessed at 45 per cent loss of the hand and that person received $65 000 at
common law. The case number was 8173/91 and the case was settled in 1991. That
person under the new system would receive $36 000. 1 have another example of a
labourer who injured his leg. It was assessed as a 20 per cent loss of function of the leg.
He got $60 000 in 1989 and he would now get $14 000 under the new schedule. I have
information on a foreman who injured his back and had a laminectomy which is a
medical procedure. He got $65 000 in 1991 and he would now get $15 000. 1 have file
No 2400/91 on a farmhand settled in 1991. This man injured his back and had a fusion
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operation. He got $35 000 and, under this legislation, would get a maximum of $20 000.
I have a file on a cleaner who settled in 1990 - the file number is 5221/90 - who suffered
a back injury and had a fusion operation. He received $70 000 and would now get
$20 000. They are a sample of the cases thai have been given to me by lawyers who
represented these people. They were actual case numbers so that anyone who does not
believe me can check them out to see what were the injuries and the amounts granted by
the courts. All of those people would receive not just a little bit less, but substantially
less under the new system.
I indicated what would happen to people in the future who injure themselves and who
tried to take action at common law. First of all, they would have to meet the 30 per cent
criteria and then have to show a $100 000 worth of economic loss. The amount of
$100 000 is a very high threshold for anybody.
Mir Kierath: You can see the commitment by your side of the House for this debate.
There are empty benches wherever I look.
Mrs HENDERSON: Where is the commitment by your side to bring on so-called
priority legislation of such significance at 12.50 am after we sat here until 1.30 am last
night?
A person will have to reach the threshold of $100 000 worth of economic loss. Again,
that figure discriminates against the low paid and against the part time. It treats them as
being less worthy of compensation than those who are better paid. An amount of
$100 000 worth of economic loss could be two years of wages for a highly paid person
and five or six years of wages for a lowly paid person. Even if a person had $100 000 of
economic loss and 30 per cent disability, he would have to go to the District Court and
obtain leave before it would take his case. That has not happened in the past. No-one
had to obtain leave of the court to lodge a claim. That is just one more hurdle in addition
to all the ones I have mentioned so far. It is one more hurdle in the path of injured
workers by treating them as if they did something wrong. Why is it necessary for them to
seek leave of the court to take their case? Ia is one more means of slowing down this
process and one more step which might make them give up instead of seeking to obtain
damages to which they are entitled.
What about asbestos workers? We have all heard about the sad cases of people suffering
from mesothelioma. We have one of the highest rates of mesothelioma in the world in
Western Australia. We have heard about people who, under the existing system in which
they can get a hearing in two or three months of an application for a trial, have died
before their case has been heard. That is a tragedy, especially for their families. Under
this legislation, they will have to wait for 12 months to get into the District Court. They
will have to seek leave of the court before they can get through the door. What are their
chances of' still being alive when their cases are heard? At the moment, someone
diagnosed wit mesothelioma has an average life expectancy of nine months. These
people will not even get in the door of the court in nine months. They will not even
obtain leave because they will have to make application before they get a hearing.
What happens if there is a dispute? What happens if a person says "My injury is 30 per
cent disability" but the doctor or the insurance company disputes that. They are referred
to a medical panel of doctors. They have no choice but to attend the panel and the
decision of the panel will be final and binding. Is it fair that they should have to attend
that panel of medical experts? I will give the House a couple of examples. In recent
times, there have been enormous variations in opinions about certain injuries; for
example, repetitive strain injury. Some doctors say that, in their opinion. RSI exists in
the mind; it is a psychological problem. Other doctors, who are, in my view, better
informed, can measure the degree of muscle tension and trace the injury up the arm to the
neck and are able to treat it with good results. They do not dismiss it as being something
not worthy of treatment. If someone with an RSI complaint went before a medical panel,
how would that person know whether the three doctors on the panel thought that RSI was
a sickness of the mind? How fair is that?
I was told about someone who went to Queensland where they have these medical
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panels. The workers have no choice but to appear before the panels of three doctors and
the three doctors decide on the level of injury. This person was shown the Queensland
system and was told what a great system it was. He met the three doctors who were
orthopaedic surgeons because the case they were to consider was a back injury. The
three doctors and the person I knew discussed a little black box that some people use to
relieve pain. It sends electrical impulses into the muscles of the back and, for some
people, it relieves pain. The three doctors believed that the electrical stimulators were
witchcraft - that is how they described them. They said they were ridiculous and a waste
of time. They said that anyone who used one was faking pain because they did not make
any difference. When the injured person arrived after listening to the description of his
back injury the first thing the doctors asked the person was whether he had tried a pain
stimulator. The injured person would have had no idea that the doctors thought that pain
stimulators were witchcraft. If he said that he had used one it would have prejudiced his
case. If he had said he had not, the three doctors might have thought that he had not tried
everything possible to relieve his pain. As it turned out, he said that he had tried one but
that it had not worked. He was lucky because his view coincided with that of the three
doctors.
The basic problem with the system is that it can result in gross unfairness. Although
there is Provision in the current Act for medical panels, almost nobody uses them because
people are not prepared to accept the views of three doctors whose names have been
drawn in a lottery almost and take their decision as final and binding because there is too
much disagreement among doctors about various conditions. We all know that.
Everyone is entitled to a second opinion and people do get them. In fact, many people
are pleased that they do.
The next clause of the Bill deals with the loss of access to common law as a result of not
reaching the $100 000 economic loss threshold. One of the features of that is that an
injured person can talk only about future economic loss. In other words, he can claim for
future loss of earnings; he cannot claim for past losses. The assumption is that from the
date the person is injured, he will have been on weekly payments. Anyone who knows
anything about workers' compensation knows that is not true. Lots of people injure
themselves at work and their claims are disputed. In many cases they do not get onto
workers' compensation weekly payments for some time, if at all. These people may have
been receiving payments, but for some reason they are reduced or terminated and they
are required to submit a claim to have that situation reversed. The case may or may not
be heard. In the meantime, their claim for economic loss under common law can only
include future economic loss. For example, they cannot include as part of the $100 000
any period during which they were unable to work and for which they have suffered loss
of wages and have not received any recompense through weekly payments. They have to
reach the $100 000 threshold, but they are only entitled to use future economic loss. All
the restrictions that I have outlined are designed to limit the kinds of payments people
can gain by way of common law. The Minister has constantly claimed that even though
people will receive less under this provision of the Bill, it will not matter because they
will get more under the statutory benefits and they will be better off. As I indicated
through the examples I read out, that is not true. Dozens of cases could be brought
before the Parliament to prove that is not true.
It is interesting to note that the Minister is so interested in the Bill that he has left the
Chamber. Another example of the mean minded and draconian measures in this Bill is
the clause relating to gratuitous services. If someone injures himself and requires nursing
care a member of his family may look after him. It is not uncommon for the wife or
husband to take on the task of nursing that injured person. If that occurs the injured
person's claim for damages can include an amount which is a fair estimate of the value of
the services that the member of the family provides. In many cases the girlifriend or wife
of a young man injured at work will give up her job to stay home on a full time basis to
nurse that person. A fair amount of money can be claimed for the services provided by
the family member, even though that person provides the services gratuitously. This Bill
will cut back on payment for services rendered. It provides that the only way to assess
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the value of those services is by reference to the average weekly wage. I recall a case
which was reported in the media recently where a young man's girlfriend who was a
physiotherapist gave up her job to look after him full time. Under this legislation that
couple would be seriously disadvantaged because he would not be able to claim for her
loss of wages as a physiotherapist while she looked after him. He would only be able to
claim by reference to average weekly earnings which might have no relevance to what
she could earn as a physiotherapist. It is a way of punishing people who injure
themselves. This legislation is virtually saying that it is not fair to claim a reasonable
amount for the services which are provided by family members. That person can claim
for weekly avenage earnings and if it totals $5 000 or less that person will receive
nothing.
An injured person might be cared for by his or her spouse, mother Or aunty for three
months and if the value of that service is $5 000 or less that person will receive
absolutely nothing. What is the point of that? It is punitive and it is mean minded. It is
not a problem in the community at the moment and no-one is asking for this provision of
the existing legislation to be changed because it has been in place for decades. What will
happen is that family members will not provide these services any more. The injured
workers will have to go into nursing homes and other places where the value of the
services is presented as an account which is taken to the court and the money is refunded
as part of the damages' claim. The notion of having someone in the family provide those
services and the injured person having the ability to claim for them will be gone under
this Bill. People will not do that any more and it is a major step backwards.
The Bill does not recognise that some people recover more quickly if they are in their
own home. The service provided by a member of a family may provide something in
addition to the service provided in a nursing home or hospital. This legislation will
effectively ensure that does not happen. It will lead to greater costs because it costs more
to keep people in a nursing home or hospital than it costs to have a member of the family
take care of them. Far from reducing costs this legislation will make the service more
costly. When the Minister made his announcement on 26 June he indicated that one of
the things he would introduce to make up for the disadvantages I have mentioned is that
people would be able to get their pme-injury earnings for 26 weeks. Only recently he
came into this place and said he got his sums wrong and was cutting that back to four
weeks. He had the gall to come into this House and try to blame the Opposition for his
backing away from his promise. The Minister also announced that he would make
available an additional $50 000 payment for total and permanent disabilities. He told the
media that be was a great bloke because he was introducing this new benefit and people
wvould be able to receive the $100 000 prescribed amount, plus $50 000. This provision
is already in the Act and has been for years and the Minister knows it. In his normal
dishonest way he lied again. I guess that we are all so used to it that no-one batted an
eyelid.

Withdrawal of Remnark

Mr KIERATH: I am half asleep, but those words are clearly unparliamentary.
The ACHINO SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): I ask the member to withdraw those words.
Mrs HENDERSON: I withdraw. The Minister told an untruth.

Debate Resumed

Mrs HENDERSON: The Bill also changes the dispute resolving machinery of workers'
compensation. Last year an inquiry into the dispute resolving machinery was conducted
by Robert Guthrie. He spent six months undertaking a comprehensive and detailed
study. His reference group included the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the Law
Society of Western Australia, the Australian Medical Association, the Injured Person's
Association, the Insurance Council of Australia and the Trades and Labor Council. The
people who were involved in the study are all experts in their field.
As a result of the recommendations of the Guthrie inquiry a number of changes were
made which improved the dispute resolving machinery in this State. Some of the

4982



[Wednesday, 29 September 1993])98

recommendations have not yet been implemented. I sought to implement one of the
recommendations last year but ironically it was opposed by the Minister, who claims he
is trying to make the system less legalistic. That would have allowed lay advocates
appearing on behalf of people in the Workers' Compensation Board to be paid for their
services. It would have enabled more lay advocates to be used by groups such as trade
unions, which have traditionally used lay advocates, and resulted in a less legalistic
approach. Despite the Minister's so-called trumpeting about wanting a less legalistic
approach, he opposed that proposal and made sure it did not become law. This part of
the Bill is based on a false premise that the current system is inefficient and ineffective,
and that disputes are not resolved quickly. I indicated to the House last week that people
can get a pre-trial conference heard at the board within a matter of days, a chamber
hearing within three weeks, and a full trial within two and a half months. It is the mast
efficient system in Australia at the moment. No other State can conduct hearings that
quickly.
As I indicated the other day, it would be a disadvantage to an injured person if a full trial
were heard with less than two and a half months' notice. People need time to gather their
documents, medical reports, evidence, witnesses, and those other items needed to support
their cases. They could not prepare them in less time. Of late no complaints have been
made of delays in resolving disputes with the Workers' Compensation Board, and the
Minister has not troubled himself to find out that there are no delays in the system.
Through this legislation the Minister seeks to abolish a system that is working well. It
has a success race of more than 95 per cent, with that percentage of all disputes brought to
the board being resolved expeditiously without going to trial. However, one of the key
parts of the legislation seeks to abolish the board and to establish a complicated system of
conciliation and review officers. It will be an administrative system in which people are
expected to appear before, I presume, experienced public servants. The people appearing
will not have legal representation and they must present their cases themselves.
Undoubtedly, they will be up against experienced advocates and officers, on behalf of the
insurance companies, who will be doing this work day in and day out, and will develop
skills that injured workers do not have. I am only halfway through my comments on this
detailed legislation, but I have run out of time. It is one of the reasons the Opposition
believes this Bill should be considered more seriously. Sixty minutes has not been
sufficient time in which to comment on the Bill, following eight days' scrutiny of it.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahy.

House adjourned at 1. 13 ami (Thursday)
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APPENDIX A

Table I

Number of ML-Cs Number of districts
returned by a region In the region

3 5
5 8 or 9
7 11lorl12
9 14,15 or 16

Council Assembly

AverageAvrg
No of enrolment No of distrct

Region ML.Cs Region Per MIC ML-As enroimnen

Mining and 5 66936 13387 6
Pastoral

Agricultural 5 86133 17227 7 23 of 12034'

South West 7 121896 17414 10

Metropolia Region Schem Boundary so In Parlament

East Metro 5 221081 44216 10

South Metro 5 229194 45839 10 34 of 22625'

North Metro 7 318980 45668 14
34 57

At present enrolments In both metro and non metro areas are set
within a range from 15% below to 15% above the average district
enrolment In each area.

Enrolnents at 30th June 1993 ame the basis for estimates.
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APPENDIX A

Table Ill

Possible Structure of Representation
in Parliament under the Proposal

Council Assembly

Average Average
No of enroiment# No of dliet Vic

Region MLIICs Region Par MWC MLAs enrolment

Mining and 3 91755 30585 5
Pastoral

Agricultural 3 91755 30585 5

South West 3 91755 30585 5 57 of

(Metro Boundary set by Commissioners) 18351

North Metro 9 275265 30585 15

East Metro 9 275265 30585 15

South Metro 7Z 220212 31458 12
34 57

Note: This structure is not necessarily the one that would be
set by the Commissioners but It Is one equitable
arrangement based on the existing six regions. The
number of MLCs and districts In each region would be
decided by the Commissioners foliowing the proposed
Table L

# Table III suggests regional enrol ments on the
theoretcal basis that the enrolment In every district Is
equal to the average district enrolment. However, at
a redistribution the discretion avaiiable to the
Commissioners In the plus or minus 10% margin of
allowance on distict enrol ments, and In the
composition of regions from Table I would lead to
variations from thmes theoretical figures.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ARMADALE-KELMSCOTT HEALTH SERVICES - MEALS ON WHEELS
856. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the Health Department required the Annadaie-Kelmscott hospital to
set its own charges for meals provided to the local meals on wheels
service?

(2) If yes -
(a) does this require the hospital to charge $3.20 a meal rather than

$2.40;
(b) if not, why not?

(3) Has the State Government policy forced this position on the hospital?
(4) Is it the intention of the State Government to cause the review of meal

costs for meals on wheels throughout the metropolitan areas and the State
as a whole?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) No; however, operational instruction No 0P016/93, issued in July
1993, has enabled health care units to negotiate the price of meals
with the local meals on wheels service.

(2) (a) The manager of Armadale Kelmscotx health service met
with members of the Armadalle mobile meals service
management committee on two occasions to negotiate the
price of meals supplied to the service. The actual cost of
providing these meals is $4.45 per meal. This comprises
$1.25 labour costs and $3.20 non-labour costs. Up to
30 August 1993 the price charged by the Annadale
Kelmscott health service has been $2.40 per meal.
Approximately 13 000 meals are provided annually.
Consequently, the AKHS has been subsidising the
Armadale mobile meals service by $26 650 per annum.

(b) The manager of AKHS negotiated with the Armadale
mobile meals service management committee to recover
non-labour costs only; that is, $3.20 per meal and is
therefore still subsidising the service at $1.25 per meal.

(3) No. I am unsure what policies the member is referring to in any
case. The Armadale mobile meals service does receive a subsidy
of $1.20 per meal from the home and community care program. It
was an Armadale mobile meals service management committee
decision not to utilise any of this subsidy to reduce the price
increase to its clients.

(4) No.
POLICE DEPARTMENT - SALARY INCREASES

964. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
(1) Did the Minister challenge the pay increases due in March 1993 which the

Minister claims were based on work value changes and productivity
initiatives because the Minister believed that the police had not made the
appropriate work value changes and productivity changes?

(2) Does the Police Department need further changes to make it more
efficient?
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(3) If flat, why did the Minister oppose the increases?
(4) If they are performing below his expectations, what are these

expectations?
Mr WIESE replied:

(1) No. The Government agreed to the final phase salary increase for police
officers which was effective from March 1993. It was also agreed to
provide two performance based incremental pay increases for the ranks of
senior constable, sergeant and senior sergeant. These increases were
ratified by the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission.

(2),(4)
The salary increases granted to police officers in 1991, 1992 and 1993
were dependent on a commitment to implement a package of agreed
productivity initiatives to improve the productivity and efficiency of the
Police Force. A number of initiatives are ongoing and will continue to be
implemented. The State coalition Government is committed to ongoing
reform to ensure an effective and efficient Police Force.

(3) Not applicable.

POLICE DEPARTMENT - LICENSING, OUTSIDE CONTRACT'ING
979. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

(1) Does the Minister support outside contracting of the licensing
administration of the Police Department?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If yes, when can we expect this to eventuate?
(4) Has the Commissioner of Police been consulted?
(5) If not, why not?
(6) If yes, what is his advice?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(3)

This is a recommendation from the McCarrey report. A Cabinet
subcommittee has been put in place to examine the various
recommendations of the report. This matter will be considered in due
course by the Cabinet subcommittee. However, I can advise that already
71 country shire councils conduct licensing work an behalf of police
licensing and services and in the metropolitan area, Australia Post has
been contracted since 1987 to process vehicle, drivers' and firearm licence
renewals. In addition, there are 179 authorised inspection stations in the
country which conduct vehicle inspections on behalf of police licensing
and services.

(4) No.

(5)-(6)
Refer answer to (1).

POLICE DEPARTMENT - COMMUNITY POLICING
Officers Appointment

1016. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Police:
(1) How many community policing officers were appointed in Western

Australia between 6 February and I March 1993?
(2) To which localities have these officers been posted?
(3) How many officers have been appointed to fill existing vacancies?
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1021.

(4) How many officers have been appointed to new positions?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) None.
(2)-(4)

Not applicable.
WITTENOOM - PUBLIC HEALTH RISK ADVICE

Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the Minister received advice informing the Minister of any risk to

public health in the town of Wittenoom?
(2) If yes -

(a) when was that advice received;
(b) what was the nature of that advice;
(c) has the Minister received similar advice with regard to any other

area in Western Australia?
(3) If no, will the Minister advise of the steps he is prepared to take to

acquaint himself with the state of public health in the town of Wittenoom?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) I April 1993.

(b) That it is in the best interest of public health to continue
phasing down activities in Wittenoom because of the risk
of developing mesothelioma should activity in the town
increase - full text of advice is tabled in case Minister
wishes to release it or refer to it. [See paper No 369.]

(c) No.
(3) Not relevant.

HOMESWEST - MCCARREY REPORT
Rental Property Management-Private Management, Cost Comparison

1051. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Why is the average cost of management of a rental Homneswest property

double the cost of private management, as stated on page 72, volume 2 of
the McCantey report?

(2) Is the comparison of the two sectors (Homeswest and private
management) a fair comparison?

(3) Does the Minister intend to contract rental property management to the
private sector?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-$3)

The findings are being examined.
HOSPITALS - ROEBOURNE. LAVERTON, BOYUP BROOK

Bed Closures
1061. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Is dhe Ministry currently considering the closure of hospital beds at any of
the following hospitals -
(a) Boyup Brook;
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(b) Laventon;
(c) Roebourne?

(2) If yes, what are the details of these proposals?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) No.
(b) No. There has been preliminary discussion with managers

and some staff at a regional and local level about
conducting a review of health needs and services in the
Laventon area in order to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of services. However, there is no active
consideration being given to closing beds at Laventon at
this stage. Any future revision will be based on a
consultative planning process including all key
stakeholders.

(c) No.
(2) Not applicable.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - MANAGER, WOMEN AND JUSTICE, NEW
POSITION

1066. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Women's Interests:
Is there a newly created position in the Ministry of Justice of Manager,
Women and Justice?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
No; however, an officer is currently undertaking a project related to these
matters.

McCARREY REPORT - TAPPER, ALAN, FOUR PROPOSALS ENDOIRSEMENT
1072. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Housing:

Does the Minister endorse the four proposals made by Alan Tapper and
endorsed by the McCarrey commission - page 71, volume 2 of the
McCarrey report?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The proposals am being examined.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COURTS AND
MANAGEMENT

Edwardes, Colin, Human Resources Section Employment
1076. Mr RIBBELING to the Attorney General:

(1) Who is the Executive Director Courts and Management?
(2) What is the duration of the contract of this position?
(3) Why is the contract for that period of time?
(4) Is Mr Colin Edwardes now employed in the human resources section of

the Ministry of Justice?
(5) Given the treatment of former senior Crown Law employees Don Doig

and Glen Coffey and their involvement in Mr Colin Edwardes' rejection
for the Children's Court position, does the Attorney General still maintain
he had no discussions with the Attorney General at any time about the
future?

(6) Does the Attorney General still consider the Attorney General's husband
should be employed in the Attorney General's Department?
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(7) Is her husband able to work in a department that she does not control?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1) Mr W. Rowe.
(2)-(3) The pantics agreed to a contract of 12 months' duration.
(4) No.
(5)-(7) I refer the member to section 35A and 35B of the Equal Opportunity Act.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM
Juvenile Jusice, New Secure Training Centre Location

1106. Mr HILL to the Attorney General:
Can die Attorney General guarantee that the proposed new secure training
centre referred to in the capital works program announced recently will
not be located on Government land in the Forresrfield vicinity?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
Funding for the secure training centre is for a feasibility study only.
Location options have not been determined.

ATTORNEY GENERAL - POLITICAL USE OF INFORMATION GIVEN TO
CROWN LAW

Crown Solicitor's Advice Tabling
1114. Mr McGINTY to the Attorney General:

With reference to the Attorney General's answer to my question last week
in relation to the Attorney General's political use of information given to
Grown Law in good faith, and I remind the Attorney of the Attorney
General's statement in November last year that "accountLability is about
providing information to the Parliament", when will the Attorney General
table the advice of the Grown Solicitor and Crown Counsel which the
Attorney General claimed sanctioned the Attorney General's political use
of the information?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
I refer the member to my speech to Parliament on 14 September 1993.

McCARREY REPORT - CABINET SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS
Water Awthority of Western Australia Submission

1121. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Who are the members of the Cabinet subcommittee established to review

the McCarrey report?
(2) Will the Minister be preparing a submission to the committee regarding

the recommendations affecting the Water Authority of Western Australia?
(3) When does the Minister anticipate the Cabinet will make a decision on

these matters?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1),(3) I have referred the question to the Premier as chairperson of the Cabinet

subcommittee.
(2) Yes.

CHEMISTRY CENTRE, BENTLEY - BUDGET PROVISION
1122. Mr THOMAS to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines,

(1) Has the Budget made provision of over $1 lm for the chemistry complex
at Bentley?
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(2) Is the Minister reviewing the recommendations of the Independent
Commission to Review Public Sector Finances which include the
privatisation of the Chemistry Centre and an urgent review of the new
building project?

(3) Is the actual construction of the new building at Bentley therefore in
doubt?

Mr CiJ. BARNETT replied:
The Minister for Mines has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes. This includes costs associated with constructing a building
for the CSIRO division of mineral products on the same site.

(2) The Minister for Mines has indicated his initial views on the
recommendations of the independent commission, as they relate to
his responsibilities, in a submission to the Cabinet subcommittee
set up to assess the commission's report.

(3) Funding has been approved for stage I of the Chemistry Centre
complex which is scheduled for completion ina the currnt financial
year. The funding for stages 2 and 3 of the proposed complex will
be considered in the light of the assessment by the Cabinet
subcommittee of the independent commission's recommendations.

SCHOOLS - VOLUNTARY FULL TIME PREPRIMARY PROGRAM
1138. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) Will all schools offering the voluntary full time preprinmary program in
1993 continue to offer the full time program in 1994?

(2) Notwithstanding the freezing of funding for the program in t 1993-94
State Budget, are any other schools to be extended the opportunity of
offering the full time preprimary program in 1994?

(3) If so, which schools?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.

At this stage no additional schools will be offering the full time
preprimary program in 1994.

SCHOOLS - CLOSURES
1145. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

Which schools were closed in each year from 1980 to 1992?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

1980- Coonana Primary School
Kinibolton Primary School
Lombadina Special Aboriginal School
Tardun Special Aboriginal Agricultural School
Yarkrakine Primary School

1981 - Bedford Downs Primary School
Donnelly River Primary School

1982 - Bentley Senior High School
West Swan Primary School
Widgieniooltha Primary School
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1983 - Balgo Hills Special Aboriginal School
Camballin Special Aboriginal School
Gas Pipe Line Primary School
Koolyanobbing Primary School
McKay Stret Primary School

1984 - Bullfinch Primary School
Nyaznup Primary School
Waunamal Primary School

1985 - Ardadi Primary School
Limestone Creek School
Mollerin Primary School
Pirhara Primary School
Teutonic Bore Primary School
West Perth School
Wiutenoom Primary School

1986 - Cockatoo Island Primary School
Glenlee School
Lady Lawly Cottage
Melville Rehab Hospital School
Salt River Primary School

1987 - Canning Vale Primary School
Hamilton Hill Primary School
West Dale Primary School
Cosmo Newbery - reopened 1993

1989 - Lorna Mitchell School
Tardun Primary School

1990 - Cannel Primary School
Coomberdale Primary School
North Baandee Primary School
Rivervale Primary School

1991 - Shackleton Primary School
1992 - Goldsworthy Primary School

Koolan Island Primary School
SCHOOL.S - LEEDERVILLE, SHAY GAP, CYGNET BAY, KUNUNOPPIN

PRIMARY
Enrolme nts

1147. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
What were the enrolments for
(a) 1990;
(b) 199 1;
(c) 1992;
(d) 1993;
for each of
(i) Leederville
(ii) Shay Gap
(iii) Cygnet Bay
(iv) Kununoppin
Primary Schools?

Mr TUJBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
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1990 1991 1992 1993
PP PRI PP PRI PP PRI PP PRI

Leederville - 109 - 96 - 79 20 77
Shay Gap* 49 110 44 122 30 131 31 93
Cygnet Bay - 4 - 11 - 8 - 6
Kununoppin 2 14 - 17 - 13 - 12

*Shay Gap also had one secondary student in 1991 and one in 1992.
EDUCATION, MINISTRY OF - CONFIDENTIAL GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION, STATUTORY DECLARATIONS REQUIREMENT
1150. Mrs I-AL.LAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

Has the Minister, a member of the Minister's staff, or the Chief Executive
Officer of the Ministry of Education, required Ministry of Education
officers to sign statutory declarations in respect of leaks, or handling of
confidential Government information?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided dhe following reply -

Not to my knowledge.
EDUCATION, MINISTRY OF - SMART MOVE EDUCATION AND TRAINING

CAMPAIGN FOR SCHOOL LEAVERS, BUDGET
1152. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) What amount has been budgeted for the 1993-94 smart move education
and training campaign for school leavens?

(2) What are the component pants of that budget?
(3) How many education and training places will be provided and in what

programs/institutions?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

The member is referred to the answer provided to question 994, which she
asked on Thursday, 16 September 1993.

POLICE - ARMADALE STATION, NUMBERS; ADDITIONAL
Fremantle Station and Midland Station, Numbers

1156. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister for Police:
(1) Are police numbers at Armadale substantially lower than police numbers

at Fremantle and Midland?
(2) What are the precise numbers of police at each of these three centres?
(3) Why are fewer officers allocated to Armadale?
(4) When will the number of police officers at Armadale be increased?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Armadalle Police Station 8 Sergeants

27 Constables
Fremantle Police Station 22 Sergeants

68 Constables
Midland Police Station 12 Sergeants

42 Constables
(3) Lower population density, workload, and lower requirement for

outstations relief.
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(4) Police numbers in individual areas are constantly monitored by the
Commissioner of Police. As additional officers become available the
relative needs of each area will be assessed.

ATITORNEY GENERAL - POLITICAL USE OF INFORMATION PROVIDED BY
THE MEMBER FOR FREMANTLE

Crown Solicitor's Advice
1160. Mr McGINTY to the Attorney General:

(1) On what day and at what time did the Attorney General receive advice
from the Crown Solicitor that the Attorney General was entitled to use
information provided by the member for Fremantle for political purposes?

(2) Was the advice verbal or in writing?
(3) Was the advice from the Crown Solicitor or another officer?
(4) If another officer, what is the name of the officer?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

I refer the member to my speech to Parliament on 14 September 1993.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS BILL - VINER, IAN, QC, LEGAL OPINION
310. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Is the Minister aware of a legal opinion released today by Ian Viner, QC,
which states that the Workplace Agreements Bill "does not protect
prospective employees who wish to be employed pursuant to an award
rather than a workplace agreement in circumstances where the prospective
employer requires that they enter into a workplace agreement as a
precursor to employment"?

(2) in the light of this advice which directly contradicts the Minister's
assurances, will he now agree to withdraw this ill-considered legislation so
that proper consultation, debate arnd amendment can occur to ensure that
workers are not seriously disadvantaged?

Mr KIERATh replied:

When members obtain advice they should look at where it comes from.
The member forgot to mention the other person whose name appeared on
that opinion - Rene Le Miere. Who is he? He is a former President of the
Law Society of Western Australia and he is a well known Labor lawyer.
Members opposite can shop around and get any QC to give them an
opinion on anything they like. I accept that, but the Government did seek
Crown Law advice that that opinion is incorrect. Before 1 brought the
legislation into this House I actually sought the opinion of one of the most
respected industrial banisters in this State. He is a person who has been
involved in many major decisions involving industrial law. I am quite
happy to table that opinion at some later stage. Not only do I have Crown
Law advice, but also I have the advice of one of the most eminent
industrial banisters. I cannot help it if members opposite are so desperate
that they have to scurry around arid find anyone who is prepared to put his
name to a document to give them an opinion which fits in with the line
they are running. The Opposition members have been running a
deliberate misinformation campaign.
Again I can assure the House, as I did during the debate, as I answered the
questions put up by members opposite, that people will not be forced out
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of awards into workplace agreements against their will. Every employee
has the right to veto going into workplace agreements. My advice from
both eminent sources is that if an employer does take the line suggested by
the member and puts off his work force and readvertises the positions, he
will be guilty of unfair dismissal. The only limitation on that is that the
people concerned have a month to lodge that application. If they are put
off on that basis, they will be able to go for unfair dismissal.

SEWERAGE - AEROBIC TREATMENT UNITS, ACCEPTABILITY, SWAN
HILLS AND VALLEY

311. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Water Resources:
I have received many inquiries from both hills and valley people who wish
to develop land and properties in environmentally sensitive areas. Could
the Minister please advise how acceptable are aerobic treatment units in
these areas where septic tanks are often not acceptable?

Dr Lawrence: Have you got the answer?
Mr OMODEI replied:

Yes, I have got the answer. I have it because the member for Swan Hills
gave me some notice of this question. I think she quite rightly identifies
some of the areas of concern in developing land in her electorate. I am
advised by the Water Authority that, when properly operated and
maintained, biochemical waste disposal units, more commonly known as
aerobic treatment units, have a valuable role to play as a means of treating
waste water generated by selected land uses on individual properties.
Furthermore, they can do it in a manner that reduces the risks of serious
impact on environment and community health.
The key factors in their use as far as the Water Authority is concerned are:
Firstly, that the orderly economic extension of its sewerage network to
other developments or areas that require sewerage is not frustrated;
secondly, any nutrient discharge likely on a long term basis from the
number of ATUs permitted in a particular locality does not exceed the
sustainable level that the ground water or surface water source has the
capacity to absorb; thirdly, at this time, their long term maintenance and
hence satisfactory performance has not been proved. Therefore, if used in
large numbers on a broad scale as an alternative to reticulated sewerage,
they have potential to create pollution problems and close monitoring is
required. While the Water Authority has been involved with the Health
Department of Western Australia in the testing of ATUs, the
responsibilities for approval of their use rests with the Health Department
and the Environmental Protection Authority. That is the written response
given to me by the Water Authority.

I commend the member for Swan Hills for raising the matter. It has been
raised by many people across Western Australia. The whole question of
use of aerobic treatment units currently is being considered by me as the
Minister for Water Resources and also by the Health Department.

Mr D.L. Smith: The question was about how acceptable aerobic treatment units
are in the Swan Valley and the hills. The answer is, "I don't know."

Mr OMODEI: If the member for Mitchell had been listening he would have
heard that there are still some areas of concern about the use of aerobic
treatment units. Technology is improving by the day and I am hopeful
that in a short time we will be able to use aerobic treatment units not only
in Swan Hills, but also in other areas within the State that are not serviced
by a deep sewerage system.
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WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS BILL - VINER, IAN, QC, LEGAL OPINION
312. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the legal opinion by Ian Viner, QC. released today
which says the Workplace Agreements Bill -

Mr Trenorden: You have asked this question.
Mrs HENDERSON: It is a different question; just listen carefully.
Mr Trenorden: It is the same question.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HENDERSON: I quote from that legal opinion, which in relation to the

Workplace Agreements Bill states -

... does not protect employees who have entered into workplace
agreements in circumstances where their employer threatens to
dismiss them from their employment for the purpose of compelling
them to accept less favourable terms and conditions of
employment in a new workplace agreement.

(2) In light of this advice which directly contradicts assurances given by the
Minister, will he now withdraw this ill-considered legislation so that
proper consultation, debate and amendment can occur -

Mr Trenorden: You picked up the wrong piece of paper.
Mrs HENDERSON: The member for Avon may not be able to understand the

difference, but I hope the Minister can. Would the member like me to
read it again?

Mr Trenorden: It is the same question.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HENDERSON: Will the Minister now, in the light of his assurances to the

House, which directly contradict this opinion, withdraw this legislation so
that proper consultation, debate and amendment can occur to provide
protection for people who are threatened with dismissal from their
employment if they refuse to sign such contracts?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(2)

I thought I had made it quite clear in answer to the earlier question, but I
am happy to repeat it. Clauses 66 and 68 of the Workplace Agreements
Bill apply. Clause 68 stipulates that an employer must not dismiss an
employee from his or her employment due to the person refusing to sign
an agreement. Clause 66 of the Workplace Agreements Bill provides that
it is an offence for a person to persuade or attempt to persuade by use of
threats or intimidation another person into entering or not entering into a
workplace agreement or a workplace agreement that contains or does not
contain particular provisions. Again, I point out that we cannot force
someone into or out of a workplace agreement.

Mrs Henderson: You are wrong.
Mr KIIERATH: We cannot. The member for Thornlie should check her legal

opinion because it is necessary to read the Workplace Agreements Bill in
conjunction with the Industrial Relations Act. The Opposition has put
forward a case in which someone has been dismissed and the employer
readvertises all the positions. If that happened, the employee would be
covered under section 29(b)(1) of the Industrial Relations Act and could
make out a case for unfair dismissal. We believe we have all those bases
covered. For the benefit of the member for Thornlie, I will be happy to
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have that legal opinion scrutinised and checked by Crown Law and I
promise the member for Thornie, if she is prepared to listen to me, that I
will inform the House of Crown Law's opinion an that legal opinion.

TRANSPERTHi - BUS SERVICES
No Services, Canning Vale-Southiands Shopping Centre, Last- West to Frenmantle

313. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is the Minister aware that there is no bus service from Canning Vale into

the major shopping precincts of Southlands and Bull Creek; that there is
no east-west connection between my electorate and his electorate and then
on to Fremantle; and that all bus routes run in a north-south direcdion?

(2) Does the Minister see the likelihood of the private sector taking up the
demands for these services?

Mr Catania interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta!
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) The Minister for Transport has provided me -
Mr Thomas interjected.
Mr LEWIS: Why does the member for Cockburn not listen?
Mr Taylor: We are being supportive.
Mrs Hallahan: You cannot justify the things you are going to do.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: The answer is yes, I am aware. The provision of the service for the

subdivisions of Livingstone, Waratah and Rariford in Canning Vale have
been part of Transpenth's service plan for the past three years. However,
because of the lack of funds provided to Transperth by the Labor
Government, the expansion of the service into this and a number of other
suburban areas was not possible. Transperth currently operates two east-
west services, route 143 and route 155, through the electorates of Jandakot
and my electorate of Applecross to Fremantle. Route 143 operates from
Southlands shopping centre to Fremantle and travels mainly along South
Street. Route 155 operates from Cannington interchange, mainly along
High Road, to Leach Highway to Booragoon shopping centre and then on
to Fremantle.

Mr Taylor: Table the timetable.
Mr LEWIS: I could go on if members opposite want me to.
(2) No decision has been made at this stage about the areas which will be put

to competitive tender.
WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS BILL - WITHDRAWAL; LEGAL OPINIONS

TABLING
314. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Labour Relations:

I refer the Minister to a legal opinion released publicly today by Ian Viner
QC regarding the Workplace Agreements Bill, which reads -

...does not protect employees if their employer dismisses all of
its workforce by notice, advertises their jobs and employs only
those persons who are willing to enter into a workplace agreement
on the terms and conditions specified by the employer.

In the light of that opinion, will the Minister -

(1) withdraw the legislation;
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(2) table the legal opinions to which he referred earlier in question
time; and

(3) table the Crown Law advice on the [an Viner opinion?
Mr K[ERATH replied:

For a very patient third time, the Workplace Agreements Bill contains
very specific pmovisions in respect of threats by employers to dismiss
employees because the employees refuse to sign workplace agreements.
Section 68 of the Bill stipulates that an employer must not dismiss an
employee from his or her employment due to the person refusing to sign
an agreement. That is plain to me. Obviously some members opposite
have difficulty understanding it. If the employer dismisses an employee
for that reason, the employer can be prosecuted in the Industrial
Magistrate's Court and ordered to reinstate and/or pay compensation to
the employee for any loss or injury. In addition, the Bill provides that a
person must not by threat or intimidation, persuade or attempt to persuade
any person into entering an agreement. That covers all the scenarios
outlined.
If a person contravenes either of the provisions he can be fined between
$1 000 and $10000. More importantly, he can be fined an additional
daily penalty of $500. 1 hope the member for Thornlie has it right, after
three times. If she asks the question a fourth time I will be forced to
answer again.

BUILDING APPROVAL FIGURES - AUSTRALIAN BUREAU OF STATISTICS
315. Mr JOHNSON to the Premier:

Will the Premier inform the House about the latest building approval
figures released today by the Australian Bureau of Statistics?

Mr COURT replied:
Mr Speaker -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is too much general interjection at the moment.

As to the suggestion that this question might have been asked before, it
has been asked before by all Governments in the 20 years I have been
here.

Mr COURT: The August building approval figures indicate that the housing
sector will continue to maintain a high level of activity. The seasonally
adjusted number of dwelling units approved in August 1993 was 2 183,
17.1 per cent higher than July and 21.6 per cent higher than August 1992.
In real terms, the number of dwelling units approved was 2 135, an
increase of 25.7 per cent on the August 1992 figure. The latest figures
support the optimistic assessment of the housing market presented in the
Sunday Times. As a Government we believe it is important that the
confidence continues in the housing industry. We are concerned about
making sure that enough land is available. The Minister for Planning, and
Housing, is looking at the question of planning. A number of amendments
will come before Parliament to ensure that process is in train. As to the
land release, we want to ensure land is available for the buoyant market.

VAN SCHOUBROECK, LESLEY - MINISTRY OF JUSTICE APPLICANT
Ministerial Interference Complaint

316. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Attorney General:
I refer to my question yesterday in relation to whether the Attorney
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General or her office expressed a preference for the selection of Ms LeslIey
van Schoubroeck.
(1) Has the Attorney General been able to refresh her memory on the

subject?
(2) If so, can she answer the questions from yesterday?
(3) Is she able to table the memo that passed from her office to the

Justice Ministry on the matter?
I remind the Attorney General that the questions yesterday were -

(1) Has the Attorney General or anyone from her ministerial office at
any time identified Ministry of Education officer Ms Lesley van
Schoubroeck as a strong applicant for a position in the Ministry of
Justice?

(2) Is she aware that the officer who was responsible for that
appointment made a complaint about that interference to the
director general?

(3) Can she inform the House of the director general's response to that
complaint?

(4) What is the Attorney General's view about ministerial interference
in appointments of this kind?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

1 informed the member yesterday that if he wanted to place the question
on notice I would be happy to answer. The director general arrived back
only this morning. I do not know whether he has seen a copy of the
question without notice in the uncorrected Hansard. However, I raised the
matter with an individual. I asked whether he knew about this person. As
I understand it, the response was that the person is on three months'
secondment from the Ministry of Education and will go back in one
month.

Mr D.L. Smith: Did you recommend her?
Mrs EDWARDES: If the member would like to put the question on notice I will

provide a correct answer.
WORKERS' COMPENSATION - COMMON LAW ACCESS RESTRICTIONS,

OTHER STATES
317. Dr HAMES to the Minister for Labour Relations:

Could the Minister advise the House if other States of Australia are
considering restrictions to common law access for workers'
compensation?

Mr KIERATH replied:
Two additional States are thinking about restricting access to common
law. Both Queensland and Tasmania have gone through the process of
having actuarial work done. They are considering their positions
currently.

Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr KIERATH: No, there will be only one Territory left. The relevant Minister

in Queensland is the former President of the Labor Lawyers Society. He
used to practise in the personal injury area - that is, workers'
compensation and third party injuries. He has a real dilemma because, in
Government, he must try to overcome the common law problems. He is
not only the Minister for Labour but also a Labor Minister. He knows that
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he must solve the problem for the benefit of the workers and also
overcome his professional expertise or background.
In New South Wales and South Australia, Labor Governments have
removed all common law access. In New South Wales, it was a Liberal
Government that re-imposed a threshold and limited access - similar to
our conditions. In Victoria, the coalition Government introduced a similar
restriction, and in the Northern Territory the Country Liberal Party
Government removed all common law access. At a Federal level, a Labor
Government in 1988 - only five years ago - removed common law access,
except a provision for pain and suffering. That Government imposed a
10 per cent threshold for pain and suffering. That is what. the Federal
colleagues of members opposite did!
If the Opposition were serious about this situation it would support its
Labor Party colleagues around the country in their actions. It is more
important for the Opposition to put aside its cheap political point scoring
and support this Government in getting a workers' compensation system
that is better for all workers.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Privauisation, Residents' Opposition; Collocation Proposal, Abandonent

318. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of the statement by the member far Bunbury

confirming that he now accepts that the vast majority of Bunbury residents
are opposed to the privatisation of the regional hospital?

(2) In view of the fact that both members of the Legislative Assembly who
represent Bunbury are now unanimously satisfied that the vast majority of
Bunbury residents are opposed to the collocation proposal for the St John
of God Hospital, will the Government formally abandon that proposal and
get on with the construction of the regional hospital which began
12 months ago.

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2)

I am aware of the comments made by the member for Bunbury on this
issue. Had the member asked the question correctly, he would also have
referred to the parts of the comments where the member for Bunbury
referred to his support for the need for better cooperation between the two
and the need to consider the different options as to how we deliver this
service.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The former Government had 10 years in which to do something

about the hospital situation in Bunbury - and it did nothing. We have been
in Government for seven months and are prepared to address this issue.

Mr DiL. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell has asked his question.
Mr COURT: We want to make sure chat the people of Bun bury get a regional

hospital that provides a much better service than they currently have. We
have said that we are having negotiations with the representatives of
St John of God Hospital. We have said that if we cannot come to
agreement with them, we will look at other proposals.

Several members interjected.
7Te SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr COURT: We are doing that. As a Government we will deliver a better
hospital service in Bunbury - something that the Opposition, when in
Government, could not do.

JANDAKOT LAND USE AND WATER MOUND - AGRICULTURAL LAND
USE EXPANSION RESTRICTIONS, COMPENSATION

319. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Planning:
The Minister will be well aware of the difficult issues within my electorate
regarding the Jandakot land use and water mound strategy. While there
have been many submissions to the Minister, particularly by the Water
Authority of Western Australia and the Environmental Protection
Authority, after a close weading of the situation and without pre-empting
the Minister's decision, it would seem that the EPA has a reasonable and
balanced view. My concern relates to the agriculture, horticulture and
livestock industries currently located on top of the mound which will
possibly be restricted in the expansion of their businesses, If that is the
case, is compensation to be considered?

Mr LEWIS replied:
It is essential that all of us in this House recognise that we should protect
our ground water supply. In that regard I agree that the Jandako: land use
and water mound strategy was necessary to ensure that appropriate land
use take place on the land that is located above the mound. The restriction
to the expansion of any use which is identified as having an adverse effect
on the ground water mound cannot be - I emphasise this - subject to
compensation under the planning legislation as it now stands unless the
land is reserved under the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme
Act for some public purpose. Clearly, if land remains under the rural
zones, there is no right to claim compensation for injurious affection under
the regional scheme. It is not my intention as the Minister for Planning to
restrict unfairly the development of any land without just cause and fair
recompense.

Mr D.L. Smith: Does that mean that you are prepared to risk the mound?
Mr LEWIS: The member should just listen. Agricultural land use activities in

the Perth region have for many years been restricted. We all know that
because the Department of Agriculture restricts the clearing of land, the
Environmental Protection Authority plays an important part in
determining the suitability of land use over the mound, and the Water
Authority has control over the amount of water that can be drawn from the
mound.
These provisions of other Acts do restrict the activities in that area and
impact on land that is over the mound. It is not the role of the Jandakot
land use and water management study to introduce any new category into
the metropolitan region scheme or other zones, Essentially it is a
document that lays down policy and where land is reserved for a public
purpose, only then will injurious affection or compensation be paid.

GERALDTON - CRIME PROBLEM
320. Dr LAWRENCE to the Minister for Police:

I refer the Minister to newspaper and television news reports that juvenile
gangs are terrorising the city of Geraldton, and to a letter which I received
just a few hours ago from the Mayor of Ceraldton, Mr Whelan, who has
written to parliamentarians to express deep concern about the crime
problems in Geraldton. Mr Whelan says that the community is seething
and he warns that some members of the community may take retaliatory
action. Will t Minister indicate - because this is a problem that has
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occurred recently - what action the Government intends to take to remedy
the situation urgently? Mr Whelan is very concerned about what is
happening right now and I urge the Minister, given that he is a potentially
sensible Minister when left to his own devices, to take sensible action.

Mr WIESE replied:
I am sure that if the Leader of the Opposition had cared to make some
inquiries, she would already be aware that probably two months ago, or
maybe a little longer, the Police Department did put in place a cask force
to address many of the problems that were occurring in Geraldton at that
time, especially in the main street. I am sure that had she cared to do that,
she would also be aware that that task force worked very closely with the
shopkeepers, the shop owners and some of the people in the Geraldton
area to address the problem. I am aware that aver the weekend a series of
incidents again aggravated the community concern. I certainly share that
community concern. This matter will be taken up again to see whether
further action can be taken in relation to the issues that have occurred.


