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

PETITION - COLLIE POWER STATION PROJECT, 600 MW
CONSTRUCTION

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [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 petitioners, respectfully request that the future of Collie be
secured, the efficient extraction of coal and the most effective method of power
generation be brought about so that coal is competitive against gas, by the
immediate commencement on the construction of a 600 megawatt coal fired
power station in Collie and the undersigned also request that Parliament should
not accede to the repeal of legislative requirements for SECWA to take a
reasonable amount of underground coal from Collie until such time as the
Government formally commits to the 600 megawatt station.
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 390 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.
[Sec petition No 277.]

PETITION - NORTH MORLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE
OPPOSITION

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [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:
1. Totally oppose the closure of North Morley Primary School.
2. Completely reject the proposal to close schools in order to cut spending on

education when this will result in lowering the quality of our children's
education.

3. Call on the Minister for Education to maintain North Morley Primary
School and the high quality of education it presently provides to our
children.

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 48 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 278.]

PETITION -SERVICE STATION AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT,
JOONDALUP, OPPOSITION

MR W. SMITH (Wannemoo) [2.08 pm]: I present the following petition -



To: The Honourable die Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned, oppose plans for a service station and commercial
development on portion of Lot 4 (380) corner of Joondalup Drive and Moore
Drive, Joondalup.
The reasons for our opposition to this development are:
I . The proposed development is not in accordance with the Joondalup City

Centre Development Plan.
2. The safety aspects of die proposed access roads are of a major concern.
3. The proposed development will impact upon the services already provided

by die nearby Candlewood Village Shopping Centre, only some 500
metres distant

4. The proposed development is not in line with community expectations for
die area.

5. There has been no consultation with the community as to their wishes or
desires.

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 1 072 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
die Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 279.1

PETITION - CITY OF PERTH, BOUNDARY CHANGES WITHOUT FULL
CONSULTATION, OPPOSITION

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [2.09 pmJ: I have a petition
which is perhaps a little out of date, but it should nevertheless be presented-, it reads -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembld
We the undersigned petitioners, residents of Western Aumtrlia and electors of the
City of Perth, strongly oppose any moves to change the boundaries of the City of
Perth without full consultation with the electors.
We also oppose any move to dismiss our elected representatives on the Perth City
Council and replace them with Commissioners or Administrators.
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 61 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 280.J

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

M[R MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [2.10 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable die Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Austrlia in Parliament assembled
We the undersigned people of Western Ausnutia, on behalf of injured workers
and their families wish to express our opposition to and concern at the proposed
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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 pmo on 30 June 1993.
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, is a draconian and unwarranted change to the law. It is estimated
that 90% 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 380 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 281.1

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.11 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.
Given recent disturbing incidents, we the undersigned call on the State
Government to allocate more Police to the Armadale Region, so that appropriate
police action can be taken to protect residents form disturbances, and assault, and
to protect their property, their homes and motor vehicles from damage.
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 36 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 282.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Building and Construction Industry, No Ticket No Stant No More Campaign

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.12 pm]: Members will
be aware that I recently announced Mnother phase of this Government's campaign to
improve productivity in the building industry. The task force for the building and
construction industry's No Ticket No Start No More campaign informs employees and
employers of their legal right to decide whether they want to join a union or an employer
organisation.
Since the campaign was launched on 20 March, the task force has been overwhelmed by
calls of support. About 50 people a day have been telephoning the task force. Some
typical questions include, "Is it true that I don't need a union ticket to work on a site?"
and "How do I resign from the union?" Many callers said that they have been trying to
quit their union for years. However, they were forced to have a ticket because, without it,
they would have lost their job. They are still reluctant to quit because of threats by union
organisers or shop stewards. Some callers said that their companies and the main
contractors were also forcing workers to remain in the union just to keep the peace with
the building unions.
The task force has received complaints from workers who have been required to have
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two union tickets. In one instance the boss paid for one ticket just to allay the threats of
industrial action. People who telephoned said that it is unfair to be railroaded into any
union, let alone two. Calls have not been restricted to people employed in the industry.
Wives of building workers say that they are pleased their husbands no longer have to pay
money to a union which offers few! if any, benefits. They also feel a sense of relief that
union officials can now be fined $5 000 if they threaten or try to force workers into a
union before being allowed on site. Interestingly, there is concern from people outside
the building industry. These callers have been asking the task force what action they can
take if they are intimidated by unions. Despite a handful of dissenters, 99 per cent of
callers have welcomed the information provided by this campaign. Thai is because, until
now, they have been unaware of their rights.
Mr Speaker, the No Ticket No Start No More campaign is serving the public well. This
two week campaign is costing $34 500. That works out at less than one dollar a person
working in the industry. This is a small price to pay to let people know that they can no
longer be threatened, intimidated or bullied - tactics which have plagued the industry for
years. While this campaign provides a focus for informing employees and employers
about their rights, it is only one aspect of the Government's comprehensive program to
reform the building industry.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Fremantle.
Mr KIERATH: Since this Government took office last year I have been working to rid
the workplace of underhand rorts and rip-off tactics, and to allow people to get on with
the job.
Mr McGinty: And deception and criminal behaviour by yourself.
Mr KIERATH: We will continue to address standards of behaviour and cultural changes
in this industry until it is a model of which Western Australians can be proud.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr BRADSHAW: The member for Fremantle has accused the Minister of criminal
activities and I think he should be asked to withdraw that statement.
The SPEAKER: Order! If the member for Fremantle did make that comment, I would
ask him to withdraw it.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Case Review Board, Dury of Care inqiry into Child Sexual Mssault
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah - Minister for Community Development) [2.16 pml - by
leave: This statement relates to the Duty of Care Inquiry conducted by the Case Review
Board. The case involves two primary school age children in the care of the Department
of Community Development who were sexually assaulted by their foster corer. These
offences occurred in the late 1980s and early 1990s, but concerns about the case span the
years 1984 to 1991. To protect the children's identity, pseudonyms have been used in the
report of die Case Review Board. I will follow that convention, The children were
permitted to remain in the foster placement after it was disclosed, in July 1989, that Luke
had been sexually assaulted by one of his foster carers. In mid-1992 Alison disclosed
that she had also been sexually assaulted by the same foster carer.
The director general referred the case to the Case Review Board on 9 October 1992. An
examination of the case decisions was requested, along with a report on a number of
questions relating to why the children were allowed to remain in a risk situation
following the sexual assault of Luke by the foster corer. The board referred the matter
back to the director general on 16 February 1993 with some suggestions for the procss
and content of the inquiry, and with a request for information to be mode available to the
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board. This was agreed to in April 1993. The board made its final depersonalised report.
dated December 1993. available to the acting director general in February 1994. The
report of the Case Review Board took longer than expected due to die complexities of the
case and dhe professional commitments of the review team members. During this time
the board also produced the Melissa inquiry report. T'his report examined the Coroner's
findings into Melissa's death and the department's related responsibilities of wardship. I
tabled that report in August 1993.
The Case Review Board for this inquiry comprised Valma Cearns, the chairperson, who
is a lawyer specialising in family law and who practices as a partner in a legal firmn; John
Manners, who is a clinical psychologist in private practice and has extensive experience
in child and family welfare, particularly with socially disadvantaged people; and Ted
Mildern, the department's then principal social worker.
In addition to examining the case documentation, the board invited some of the key
people involved in the case to appear before it to provide informiation and to clarify
events. The interviews were conducted in an informal atmosphere with participants
given the freedom to provide as much information as they wished. The board also
requested, and received, written responses on some matters from departmental staff who
had significant involvement with the case.
In early 1984 both children - Alison aged 13 months and Luke aged two months - were
placed in foster care as their parents were unable to care for them. Their mother was
unwilling to care for them and their father was involved in four sexual offences against
children. Subsequently the children were placed under the control of the department in
May 1984 by the Children's Court, declaring them to be children in need of carm and
protection. Both children were placed in care of Mr and Mrs S on 18 August 1984 where
they remained until their removal in September 1991.
In April 1986 Alison alleged that her father had sexually abused her during an
unsupervised access visit. He was subsequently convicted in July 1986 of indecently
dealing with her. He had three previous convictions dating back to 1976 for sexually
assaulting female children. On 15 July 1989 Mrs S reported to the department that her
husband had sexually assaulted Luke. Mr S briefly moved out of the house and a
specialist departmental clinical psychologist became involved in the treatment of Mr S.
On 26 July 1989 departmental officers decided the children would remain in their current
foster placement. In 1989 and 1990 there were various concerns and complaints made to
the department about the care of the children. There were investigations in varying
degrees in relation to these matters. During this time there were case conferences and
reviews of the case where the focus was on these concerns which included the adequacy
of the standard of care provided to the children and the possibility of physical and sexual
assault. On 2 December 1991 following notification to the department that the children
were bruised a case conference was held and the children were immediately removed
from their foster carers. On 14 May 1992 Alison disclosed to the department that her
previous foster carer, Mr 5, had sexually assaulted her. On 30 May 1993 Mr S was
sentenced to imprisonment for a total of six years on six charges of sexual assault of
Alison and one charge of sexual assault of Luke. The children are currently in foster care
where their emotional, psychological and physical needs are being met on a continual
basis. The inquiry findings are very critical of the department as can be seen froim the
following quotes -

The conclusion of the Board is that this case was mishandled from the beginning.
The case was characterised by a relentless procession of oversights, errors of
judgment and poor decisions until the children were removed from Mr and Mrs
S's foster care in September 1991 .. .

The Board does not consider that the mishandling of the case reflected significant
gaps or inadequacies in Departmental policy and procedures. Rather, there was a
breakdown in the case management practice at all levels of the organisation over
a long period of time. Although the Department has a structure which is intended
to provide accountability for its actions and for its staff at each level, this did not
occur in this case ...
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The tragic outcome of die Department's actions was that Alison and Luke were
sexually assaulted by their foster cae and Alison was also sexually assaulted by
her biological father. In addition, the children were deprived of stimulating,
enriching and safe environment in their early formative years.

At the conclusion of the inquiry, the Case Review Board made 12 recommendations, all
of which have been accepted by the department. All the recommendations have been met
either in full orin part. I will deal with these in detail in amoment.
On receiving the duty of care inquiry, the acting director general referred the report to the
Crown Solicitor. The Crown Solicitor was requested to examine the case with a view to
determining the State's position in this matter and the issue of legal representation for the
children. The department has instructed a legal firm which will provide legal advice for
the children. This firm has been instructed to consult a Queen's Counsel to ensure that
the children obtain the best available advice concerning their legal tights. The acting
director general also referred the duty of care inquiry to the Public Service Commission
requesting it be examined to determine whether action should be taken against any
member or former member of the Department for Community Development - previously
the Department for Community Services. I am advised that the Public Service
Commissioner in consultation with the Crown Solicitor's office has preferred charges
under the Public Service Act against some officers in this case. 1 am further advised that
other individuals who were directly associated with the management of this case are no
longer employed within the State Public Service. As a result, the laying of charges under
the Public Service Act is not possible.
The inquiry's 12 recommendations have been accepted and have been implemented in
full or in part within the department. The first recommendation relates to professional
and accountable case management and its various components, including knowledge and
adherence to policies and procedures. Case practice policies and procedures are now
documented in the case practice manual, the child protection guide to practice and the
case conference guidelines. Those major directions axe also included in the foundation
training package which is run for new field staff. A formal case audit system is in the
process of implementation. The quality assurance unit has the responsibility for ensuring
case manuals are kept up to date. The recently appointed senior case work supervisors
have the responsibility for high quality case work in each district. Some problems have
been encountered in making appointments in some country areas but strategies are in
place to address this issue.
The second and third recommendations relate to foster carers who assault or neglect
children in their care. The child protection guide to practice details the procedures for the
assessment of allegations and the removal of the child or children from the placement
where the assault or neglect of children is substantiated. Deregistration of the foster
catrs is also a requirement. Appropriate independent review mechanisms are being
considered to exaine circumstances such as these and to make recommendations to the
director general.
Recommendations four, five and six relate to the initial assessment of the suitability of
foster catrs and periodic reviews of their ability to meet the social, emotional and
physical needs of children. Reference is made to the recognition of the limitations of
foster catrs with handicaps. In February 1994 an updated "Out of Home and Alternative
Care Catrs Assessment Handbook" was launched. This outlines all procedures for a
three stage approval mechanism. This includes assessment by a senior social worker
OHAC, and an assessment panel including informed community representatives and
consideration of approval by the district manager. New carers will now be registered as
"provisional" for a minimum of 12 months, and will be under greater scrutiny during this
time than other caters. An assessment will then take place prior to their promotion to full
registration. All fully registered caters will be reviewed at two yearly intervals or sooner
in the event of any significant change in the circumstances of the foster family which
might impact on their ability to desire to care for departmentally placed children.
Performance will also be monitored as part of ongoing contact related to the placement.
Since February 1994, a general practitioner's medical report is required on all applicants
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and members of the applicants' household. This is to assess any physiological issues in
die applicant's ability to provide for a child's safety, development and wellbeing. 'The
medical report is included with the recommendation to the OHAC assessment panel and
die district manager.
Recommendation seven is concerned with previous child welfare reports, particularly the
Melissa inquiry and its recommendations relating to child protection mnvestigations, staff
supervision and the case conference system. The recommendations referred to have all
been fully implemented with die exception of the provision of staff in country areas with
appropriate formal qualifications and training for investigating child protection matters.
This has been partially implemented as it is not always possible to attract and recruit
qualified staff in country areas.
Recommendation eight covers the professional implementation of departmental policy
and procedures and the unique problems faced by country officers. The department is
appointing a senior case work supervisor to each district office to ensure the professional
implementation of departmental policy and procedure. These senior officers will have
links to the quality assurance unit and principal social worker, to support and enhance
their role in quality assurance. The department is well aware of the issues of recruitment
and retention of skilled staff in rural areas and is developing a range of strategies to
address these issues.
Recommendation nine covers the continuing care for Alison and Luke. The required
supports are being provided and the progress of the children is being monitored.
Recommendations 10 and 11I relate to the children's legal rights and status and the
provision of independent legal representation. As I mentioned earlier, action has been
taken by way of instructing an independent legal finn and counsel to meet the children's
legal needs.
The final recommendation covens other children who had been placed with the foster
carers. Appropriate investigations have been made without any maltreatment
substantiated. The placements were all of a very short duration.
In conclusion, I point out that the Duty of Care Inquiry has quite rightly concluded that
"although the Department has a structure which is intended to provide accountability for
its actions and for its staff at each level, this did not occur in this case." The inquiry
identifies errors and poor decisions relating to the department's responsibilities in
relation to the care and protection of the children, Alison and Luke. I have outlined the
steps taken by the department and its acting director general to rectify these aers and re-
establish the essential realities and obligations of accountability and duty of care to these
children. While it cannot be guaranteed that such cases will never occur again, the
actions which I have outlined and the systems which have been implemented are strong
steps in preventing a recurrence. My statement underlines and reinforces the
accountability of organisations and their individual staff members in their duty of care to
the public they serve.
I seek the approval of the House to table the final version of the Duty of Care Inquiry
report. The report has been depersonalised by the Case Review Board for reasons of
confidentiality and to protect the children's privacy. I move -

That the report do lie upon the Table and be printed.
Question put and passed.
[See paper No 958.]
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.32 pm]: I thank the Minister for making use of the standing
order which gives the Opposition a copy of his ministerial statement in advance and gives
it the opportunity to respond. Too few of his ministerial colleagues make use of the
standing orders in this fashion. Although I have bad an opportunity to read the Minister's
statement in advance, I have not had the opportunity to read the report from the Case
Review Board. Therefore, I am somewhat hampered in my ability to respond despite the
Minister's unusual courtesy by the standards set by his own colleagues.
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I am responding on behalf of the Opposition. Although my colleague the member for
Morley is the shadow Minister for Community Development, as all these events date
from the time before he became a member of this House, and given the short notice, it
was not possible for him to be briefed on these events.
The Minister has outlined events which are a tragedy for the children concerned. They
were repeatedly abused sexually and physically. They were left in the care of their
abusers despite the knowledge of departmental officers that there was a risk in that
placement. It is not something which stands to the credit of the department.
It indicates the importance of child protection and providing alternative care for children
as area of administration. Over recent years there has been a tremendous focus on
juvenile justice and tremendous pressure on the Department for Community
Development to lift its game on juvenile justice. I wonder whether that pressure, focus
and community debate on juvenile justice may have distracted senior departmental
officials from the need to give attention to some other arma of the department's
operations. That was taken care of to a certain extent by die establishment of the Youth
Justice Bureau as a separate subdepartment within the Department for Community
Development - at least, that was the objective. Now, of course, juvenile justice under this
Government has moved away entirely from the Department for Community
Development.
Child protection work and arranging substitute care for children who cannot be cared for
in their own families is important. It is also very difficult work. We should not expect
our social workers to solve all the problems which the community presents to them.
After all, the root cause of this sort of event is not the activities of the social workers -
although they have played their part in the tragedy - it is in the social conditions which
gave rise to the circumstances of those children. Inadequate support for families,
inadequate services for children, inadequate investment in prevention, community
attitudes to the value of children which could do with some adjustment, high
unemployment rates, family breakdowns, attitudes to child sexual abuse and so on - those
social circumstances are the root cause of the ultimate outcome for these children. We
ask the social workers to do something to ameliorate the effect of those social conditions.
No matter how professional they may be, we cannot expect them to solve all these
problems which have their root in community circumstances, on which politicians and
other community leaders Must act.
Nevertheless, the department's child protection practices in this case have been shown to
have been woefully inadequate. It is true that for some time the department's child
protection and substitute care practices have needed a shake-up. The Minister has
outlined his response and the actions which his Government is taking. But I point out to
the House that the Government and the Minister did not begin the process of shaking up
the department's child protection and substitute care practices.
This report is from the independent Case Review Board which was established when the
member for Arniadale was the Minister for Community Services. She established also
the substitute care review which was a wide ranging review of the department's practices
in this area.
In my time as Minister, another tragedy drew widespread public attention. Members may
recall that a young girl in foster care was raped and murdered by a teenager in the same
foster care placement. On that occasion I commissioned an independent inquiry into the
circumstances surrounding that placement. That inquiry was conducted by Maria Harries
and Kate O'Brien. I might add that there was some resistance from the department at
that time to an independent inquiry. In fact, the department advised me not to have the
inquiy ad it then advised me to have the inquiry conducted by the Case Review Board.
I though tat the Case Review Board at that stage was seen to be a bit close to the
department, so I said that it must be an independent inquiry. The department then
advised me that there should not be a lawyer on the inquiry team, and I rejected that
advice as well. Ilam glad thatlIdid, because the inquiry revealed, as Isaid at the time, an
appalling sequence of error which resulted in that particular tragedy.

11054 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 30 March 1994]105

The inquiry made 21 recommendations which were endorsed by me as Minister and by
the Government. I reported to the House on 29 April 1992 about that report and about
our progress in dealing with die recormmendations. It is instructive to put the
recommendations of the Harries report next to the recommendations of this Case Review
Board report. One can see some similarities. However, I make the point strongly that the
process of reform began with the substitute care review. It was certainly accelerated by
the Harries report and die then Lawrence Government's response to those
recommendations, all of which were endorsed. I am interested in see that the process of
reform arising from inquiries into tragedies and the implementation of the
recommendations of those inquiries continues.
One of the great needs the department has had for some time is for additional staff in the
field to deal with the protection of children and the arrangement of alternative care when
children cannot be cased for within their own families. I know that the Government has
put additional staff into the field; I know all the better because the Minister has
announced the same staff allocation on at least two occasions. 1 assume he has put only
20 extra staff, not 40, into the field, despite his announcing the matter twice. One of the
aims of the Lawrence Government was to put mome staff into the field in the Depatment
for Community Development. That was a term of reference which I gave to the
committee considering the restructure following the announcement of the Labor
Government's social advantage package. I was advised in December 1992, not that long
before the election, that restructuring could occur to release between 70 and 90 additional
staff for the field division. I was informed by the acting chief executive officer at the
time, who has since been given important responsibilities by this Government, that those
additional staff could be made available for the field, principally by abolishing that
middle tier of administration in the department - regional administration. The Minister
has proceeded with a less radical restructure and has been able to find only 20 additional
staff. I am sorry the Government has maintained the regional administration because I
was given advice at the time that it was an area in which savings could be made to the
benefit of the field staff in the department and to the benefit of the department's
performance.
Mr Nicholls: During your period in office there was a reduction of ETEs in the child
protection area.
Mr RIPPER: That is why the former Government made that an important term of
reference of the restructure. Over that time, and in the period since, there has been a
steady increase in the reporting rare of child abuse. It is important to find additional staff
for that area. I was inforned that we could find 70 to 90 additional staff in the field.
However, the Government has not proceeded with the restructure advice I was given; it
has been able to find only 20 staff. One of the recommendations of the Harries report
which was particularly important in the area of foster care was that the foster carers'
subsidy be increased. For too long Goverrnents have relied on the goodwill of foster
carers and have paid them an inadequate amount to recompense them for the expense of
keeping a child, let alone recompensing them for the work they do in parenting those
children. The Harries report recommended an increase in foster subsidies and that
increase was announced as part of the social advantage package. The implementation of
that process began in the last Lawrence Budget. The Government has continued that
process of phasing in improved foster care subsidies. That is important because if a wide
pool of potential foster carers is not available for recritment, the necessary standards
will not be maintained in that area.
I draw the Minister's attention to one more item; the question of resources available for
counselling child victims of sexual abuse. I was advised by my colleague the member for
Nollamara who has some shadow ministerial responsibility for the family and youth, that
he was made aware of cases where there have not been adequate resources to provide
counselling and treatment for the victims of child sexual abuse.
Mr Nicholls: He needs to refer those cases to me.
Mr RIPPER: I hoped the Minister would say that [ hope also that he will consider the
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overall provision of counselling resources for victims of child sexual abuse because the
number of notifications to the department of abuse is increasing rapidly. That must mean
that more children will need access to those counselling resources. We must not forget
that in the end the long term answer to these problems lies in overall social policies and,
in particular. in investment in preventive measures. If we invest in family support and
children's services; if we maintain a good rate of economic growth; if we provide
practical support to families in the formn of child cut and parenting advice; if we educate
the community about the value of children, and if we have clear community attitudes on
the question of child sexual abuse and the tragedy which it produces for children, we will
not be asking so much of the social workers when they work to pick up the crumbs at the
end. However, despite even a perfect record in those areas there would still be cases that
needed to be dealt with by the Department for Community Development. This report
reinforces that which has already been put to the Parliament by previous inquiries: There
is a need for high standards to be maintained in the area. However, the Western
Australian Department for Community Development has fallen short of those high
standards in some significant cases.

[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.

GRIEVANCES - WEDNESDAY, 30 MARCH
On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

That grievances in accordance with Standing Orders Nos 224 and 225 be called
for on Wednesday, 30 March 1994.

MOTION - STATE FOREST No 65, PARTIAL REVOCATION BE
CARRIED OUT

MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) (3.23 pm]: I move -

That the proposal for the partial revocation of State forest No. 65 laid on the
Table of the Legislative Assembly on 29 March 1994 by command of His
Excellency the Governor be carried out.

Members will note that the proposal relates to the revocation of part of State Forest No.
65, situated 14 bus east of Wanneroo. The land involved is required for the connection
with stage 1 of the Elienbrook urban development project which has an area of about 168
hectares. It is a joint venture between Sanwa Vines Pty Ltd and Homeswest to create
what will be a new town with 4 000 homes and about 35 000 people. The project has
been given priority by the Government to help meet residential land needs in the
metropolitan area. The bulk of the proposed Ellenbrook development will be on private
property owned by the joint venturers. However, it also includes the area now proposed
to be excised from the State Forest This area is in the south east corner of the Onangara
pine plantation. It was approved for urbanisation after assessment of the project by the
Environmental Protection Authority in 1992.
The Department of Conservation and Land Management is to be provided with adequate
compensation for the loss of die State Forest pine land. This will require, at least,
provision of an equivalent area or value of productive land for pines. There will also be
some additional wedland areas reserved and managed by CALKt Accordingly, I
commend the motion to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mrs Henderson.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (PETROLEUM) BILL
Second Reading

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Minister for Resources Development) [3.26 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill seeks to amend the Petroleum Act 1967, the Petroleum Pipelines Act 1969, the
Petroleum (Registration Fees) Act 1967 and the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982,
and to correct a previous oversight in the Acts Amendment (Petroleum) Act 1990. The
amendments to the Petroleum Act 1967 are mainly for the purpose of applying various
incentives which have been developed in consultation with the petroleum industry.
These incentives are primarily to encourage petroleum exploration in those areas of the
State which have not been explored to any significant extent. I point out to members
that, while our offshore regions, particularly the North West Shelf basins, have been
subjected to considerable examination by explorers, the same cannot be said of our vast
onshore basins, especially in recent years. The Government is keen to redress that
situation as it considers that exploration is vital to our economic wellbeing. The
incentives include -

Discretion to waive the application fee for drilling reservations. It was envisaged
that these short term drilling tides would attract small companies and perhaps
individuals who would be prepared to make use of limited information in an
innovative way to determine drilling targets. Providing dispensation from the up-
front $3 000 application fee would ease the financial risk to these parties and
encourage greater interest in our more remote and under-explored basins.
Waiving the annual rental fee or part of that fee for production licences in
circumstances where the economic recovery of petroleum is dependent upon
reducing costs is another encouragement to drilling, particularly in respect of the
smaller marginal fields.
Extending the initial exploration permit term by a further year to six years brings
the Petroleum Act in line with the submerged lands legislation and allows more
time to develop exploration strategies. This amendment is made in conjunction
with an increase in the maximum size of a permit from 200 to 400 blocks.
Providing a system whereby an explorer, who is prepared to undertake up-front
work by way of an extensive geophysical survey, is given the exclusive right to
apply for an exploration permit or drilling reservation over areas of interest within
the survey area. It is considered that such an option is likely to provide greater
encouragement to undertake initial and wide ranging exploration in remote areas.
The data obtained from such work in respect of the areas not taken up would be
immediately placed on open file for the benefit of other explorers.
Allowing for gas storage in underground reservoirs is a facility which could also
help encourage exploration, particularly where gas markets are not fully
developed. Being able to store gas for use at a later time may help encourage
exploration. In any event, such a system has environmental advantages in that
gas may be stored rather than flared. It could also provide a greater measure of
security by allowing gas to be stored at points closer to the major markets.
The ability to split exploration permits into new discrete permits is a facility
which encourages investment, particularly as many farm-in agreements have sole
risk drilling provisions. It could serve to focus exploration into areas of special
interest to the ultimate advantage of the exploration effort.

In addition, theme are various amendments to maintain the common mining code which
makes administration on the part of industry and government more effective. These
include -

Allowing the renewal of a title to proceed in the name of a new transferee, not
only the applicant for renewal. Presently a renewal of a permit or licence can be
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made only to the applicant for a renewal and, if in the meantime a transfer has
occurred, an anomaly results. The proposed amendment allows a title to be
renewed in the name of the transferee and provides a greater degree of security
for all concerned.
Replacing the existing security system with insurance. Insurance provides a more
effective coverage for making good any operational mishaps as well as being a
more flexible system that provides greater administrative efficiencies to both
companies and Government.
Improving dhe release of data provisions so that greater encouragement to the
acquisition of speculative seismic data is provided. This is achieved by extending
the period in which the data acquired remains confidential, thereby providing the
survey contractor with more time to market the information.
Varioas minor drafting improvements as well as rectifying inconsistencies that
have been identified over a period.

It is also considered necessary to amend the Petroleum Pipelines Act in the interests of
maintaining, as far as possible, commonality with the other petroleum legislation of the
State. Such amendments include -

Providing for insurance in lieu of securities, as previously explained.
Allowing for directions that are issued to licensees to encompass contractors,
agents, etc. Such directions cover the day to day operations involved in
constructing and operating a pipeline, including worker and public safety as well
as environmental issues.
Delegating the powers and functions of the Minister to departmental officers.
Withholding the refund of application fees on unsuccessful applications.
Presently where an application is unsuccessful the application fee is refunded.
This is considered to be inappropriate as all applicants incur administrative costs.
The other petroleum legislation has been amended to retain the fees rather than
refund them.
Extending regulation making powers to incorporate standards and codes of
practise used throughout the industry. This also aligns with the other petroleum
legislation and will benefit any future interstate pipelines.
Conforming work practice provisions to those applying under the other petroleum
legislation by requiring that a pipeline shall be operated in a proper and
workanrlike manner and that the licensee shall secure the safety, health and
welfare of persons engaged in operations connected with the pipeline.

A small amendment has been necessary to the Petroleum (Registration Fees) Act to
provide for a registration fee to be applied to dealings and transfers affecting drilling
reservations.
Amendments to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act are necessary to maintain
commonality with the mining code under the Commonwealth petroleum submerged lands
legislation. These amendments include -

Allowing the renewal of a permit to a transferee and not only the applicant for
renewal.
Insurance in lieu of securities.
Greater confidentiality periods for nonexclusive surveys.
Rectifying various minor discrepancies mainly of a drafting nature.

These amendments are similar to those to be made to die Petroleum Act which I
explained in some detail earlier.
It is also necessary to amend the Acts Amendment (Petroleum) Act 1990. Among other
things, the 1990 amendment provided for all the State's submerged lands pipelines to be
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dealt with under the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982. This was to overcome the
problem of hybrid licensing when a submerged lands peline camne within the
jurisdiction of the Petroleum Pipelines Act 1969 as well as te ubmerged Lands Act.
Existing pipelines were to be cransitioned to the Submerged Lands Act. However, the
amendment failed to address the need for dealings and directions made with respect to
the old licence to be carried over to the new. The transitional amendment now proposed
makes that provision with respect to the Withnell Bay pipeline, the only licence so
affected. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper.

ADOPION BILL (No 2)
Committee

Resumed from 29 March. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Day) in the Chain,
Mr Nicholls (Minister for Community Development) in charge of the Bill.
Progress was reported after clause 78 had been agreed to.
Clause 79: Duties of Director-General as to adoption information services -

Mr BROWN: Clause 79 is very similar to the clause in the previous Bill with one
important distinction; that is, a new subparagraph has been included in subclause (1)(f).
That new subparagraph provides an opportunity for the parties to an adoption to leave
messages for one another and has generally been referred to as a postbox system. Does
the wording of that provision enable a party who has lodged a contact or information veto
to specify within that veto that he or she does not wish to receive messages from the
other party? The words specifically say that messages can be left by one part or the
other parry subject to the provisions of a veto. It would appear on its face that there is a
capacity to write, within the contact veto or the information veto, provisions under which
information may be left or provisions which specify the type of information which may
be left. If it is the intention that contact or information vetoes can preclude messages to
be left, that is of considerable concern because the intent of the postbox system is to
enable a non-threatening way of communication.
Mr Nicholls: There is no provision to preclude it. The clause is written that way because
there is no obligation on people who have those vetoes in place to receive information.
For example, if a contact veto is in place and someone wants to pass a message,
identifying information can be used because it is freely available. If an information veto
is in place, identifying information cannot be used, only a message process can be used
that does not identify that person.
Mr BROWN: That seems to suggest that someone will have the responsibility of
scrutinising the messages that ame left by one party or another. This was to ensure that it
did not contravene the relevant vetoes in place. It certainly offends the concept that was
envisaged by the New South Wales law Reform Commission.
Mr Nicholls: In this case the people simply have to attest that the guidelines have not
been infringed. It is not as if one is going through a process of a departmental officer
using a black pen and raking out pants of the message. The regulations will provide the
guidelines within which the messages can be left and people will have to attest to the fact
that those guidelines are not being infringed. It is not envisaged that somebody will be
sitting there; for example, a clerk who will go through every message to see whether it is
acceptable. If people are aware that the guidelines are being breached, there is a duty to
draw attention to that The process is designed to ensure that people understand the
parameter in which a message can be left and, depending on which veto is lodged, they
must attest that the guidelines have not been breached. Firstly, they have to know and be
given the guidelines or be aware of them. Secondly, they have to register their
attestation, if you like, that they have not breached those guidelines.
Mr BROWN: I understand what is being said- What is not clear is whether someone
would have the responsibility of examining or carrying out a spot check of the messages
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that were left. I wish to be specific on this point as it is one thing to say to an individual
that this sont of message can be left and the individual can be crusted to leave that sort of
message, presumably in a sealed envelope for the other party, if the other party wishes to
pick up that envelope. It is another thing to say to someone that a message can be left,
but it must be in accordance with the guidelines. In addition, it must be scrutinised. If
there is no scrutiny and it is simply on the basis that someone draws an offensive
message to the departmental officer's attention, one can understand the degree of
confidentiality between the adoption partners being maintained. I seek to be specific on
this point. From what has been stated, the way the system will work is that people will
be advised of the guidelines and will have the opportunity of leaving a message. The
mecssage should conform to the guidelines, but there will not be an officer who will
intermittently check the messages left. The only way the department would become
involved in the message system would be if someone receiving the message believed it
was contrary to cte provisions of the veto.
Mr Nicholls: Or there is a question from the person who leaves the message which says,
'Can you help me in making sure I get my message through within the guidelines?' The
regulations provide the mechanisms to allow that to happen. I envisage that the messages
will be received and will not be scrutinised by departmental staff and people using pens
or whatever to delete information. But people must be made aware of the guidelines or
regulations surrounding the message box and the message being left and then attest that
their message does not infringe them. The member is right; the mechanism for
accountability is where people receive a message and then make a complaint saying that
it is outside the guidelines, or wish to register a complaint on the message received.
Mr BROWN: Another matter I raise concerns an assessment as to how effective this
system may be. This is raised in the context of the recommendations of the New South
Wales Law Reform Commission report: The idea of a message system, or as referred to
in the report, an adoption information exchange, relating to the need for people to
exchange information to cry to provide the other party to the adoption triangle with
information about their personal circumstances at the time. The motivating factor under
the New South Wales Act was that there was no information veto. In New South Wales
people are able to access information but are not able to contact if a contact veto is in
place. As stated in the debate on the Act in that State and the various reports, the
granting of access to information was designed as a first step to enable people to try to
make contact in an appropriate way; so that is a facilitating mechanism. An incentive
exists in New South Wales to leave these sorts of messages because no information veto
is in place. A contact veto exists, but no information veto. People are able to access the
information and there is some incentive for the other party to the adoption triangle, who
does not wish to make contact immediately but wishes to leave a message in the event of
others coming forward. That message can be picked up. That is the incentive.
Mr Nicholls: The same incentive will be here but probably greater, simply because
where an information veto is in place that may be the facilitating factor which makes
people reassess whether they want to prevent information or want to prevent contact.
Mr BROWN: I wondered about that because in New South Wales the opportunity exists
for gaining this information and it is perceived by people who may not wish to make
contact themselves but may wish to leave information in the event of others making
contacL. This occurs in New South Wales. It is sometimes a wise thing to do and this is
an incentive to do it. In Western Australia, will the same incentive be there? Here an
information veto can be lodged if people are seeking the information. In New South
Wales they can obtain the information and the message at the same time. Here. they go to
get the information and it is not available because of the veto.
Mr Nicholls: A message may be left. Everybody who puts a veto in place will need
counselling as to the effect or impact of chat veto. Part of that process may be that a
message may be left for anybody who wants to inquire as to the reason they wanted to
put a veto in place.
Mr BROWN: I will give the Minister an opportunity to respond more fully.
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Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Morley raised some concerns about the potential for
the transmission of information. We ame talking about a facilitating mechanism. That
concept was taken from the New South Wales concept and was introduced into this
legislation to provide a mechanism for people to leave an explanatory note when they put
in place a contact or information veto. A mechanism will also exist for people who are
seeking information or contact and are prevented from doing so by a veto to leave a
message in the message box so that the veto can be reassessed by the person who
receives the information.
The leaving of a message in the message box will stimulate an outreach by the
department to let the persn for whom the message is intended know that a message has
been left in the message box and then to seek from that person any interest in receiving
the message. That outreach also has the potential of facilitating a reassessment of the
continuation of a veto. I do not envisage that, ifsa message is left once a week, there will
be an outreach once a week. However, at this stage, the message box system will
stimulate outreach. If a message is left and there is no inquiry for two or three yearn,
outreach will not continue.
Mr BROWN: The question that explanation raises is whether that process will cause
messages not to be left For example, what happens if one of the parties wanted to put in
place an information veto and then went through counselling at the end of which that
person stil desired an information veto to be placed on the file? At that point that
person is advised that he or she can leave a message. What happens if the message sits
there waiting for someone to come in? That person may be inclined to leave a message
but if, as a consequence of leaving a message, the department begins outreach to the
other party or parties in the adoption triangle, the effect may well be that when the person
is told that this is what will now happen, he or she may decide that it is in his or her best
interests to leave a message.
Mr Nicholls: The outreach will be stimulated only when the message is for someone
who has a veto in place.
Mr BROWN: Therefore, if the person who has put in place an information veto leaves a
message -

Mr Nicholls: It will sit there until someone asks for information. It is fine if a message is
left on the basis that somebody may inquire. However, if a person requires information
about a party who has lodged a veto, that will trigger an outreach so that the person is
aware that the message has been lodged.
Mr BROWN: I am glad that has been clarified.
This Bill is different from the New South Wales legislation. It contains an information
veto wherea the New South Wales legislation contains only a contact veto. To some
degree, that will have an impact on die usefulness of the message system which is not to
say that the message system will not be useful. However, it will have an effect on the
degree to which it is used because the additional veto system can be put in place. I do not
know whether any assessment has been carried out on that.
Mr Nicholls: No, there is no data around that we can evaluate. However, it will be
assessed for its effectiveness when the review takes place.
Mr BROWN: I am not sure that this matter can be taken further. It is a mechanistic issue
that relates to the exchange of information as opposed to the conceptual issue of whether
there should be an information veto. The matter will need to be re-examined further
down the track to see whether the information veto has had a negative impact on what
otherwise would be a reasonable mechanistic way of exchanging infornation.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 80 and 81 put and passed.
Clause 82: Director-General's authority to allow accs to information -

Mr NICHOLLS: I move -
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Page 64. lines 5 to 9 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -
(a) an information veto is in effect; or
(6) the Director-General thinks that there is a good reason for not

doing so,
but if paragraph (a) or (b) applies, the Director-General may give the
authority on condition that the applicant may or may not have access to
the information specified in the authority.

After the Bill was introduced to the Parliament last year the Government established an
adoption hotline to give people interested in aspects of the legislation and those people
who felt threatened by it the opportunity to access information about the proposals
contained in it. It was a positive mechanism and it provided an opportunity for the
Government to test sonic of the interpretations of the Bill. My amendment will clarify
the meaning of this clause and it will give the director general the power to authorise
access to parts of the identifying information rather than to the total document. This
option is important when adoptive parents have lodged an information veto, but an adult
adoptee does not wish to prevent the birth parent obtaining information, If the adoptive
parents want to retain their privacy and prevent the release of information about them,
but an adoptee may wish the birth parent to have access to the information, we must
respect the wishes of both panics. That was the original intent of the Bill, but this
amendment removes any ambiguity and the potential for conflict.
Mr RIPPER: I move -

That the amendment be amended by deleting the following paragraph -

(a) an information veto is in effect; or
We have had a substantial debate on information veto provisions in this legislation. The
Opposition believes the information referred to is not the property of one or other party to
the adoption. In a sense, the information belongs to all the parties to the adoption.
Therefore, the parties have a right to that information without that right being subjected
to a veto imposed by another party. It is also a matter of the practical effects and risks.
The practical effect of denying people information is, in many cases, to cause them
severe stres. and create a risk to their emotional wellbeing.
The argument for allowing an information veto is based on the practical risks of releasing
this informnation, and they are seen by some people to involve unwanted contact. We
know from experience that in practice the evidence shows that this risk, although it can
be deeply feared by many people, does not arise to any significant extent. We have
reasons in principle and practice to dispense with the idea of an information veto and
recognise the rights of parties to the adoption to information. We should rely on a
contact veto system to defend people's rights against unwanted contact. My
understanding is that this clause deals with information provisions relating to new
adoptions and that transitional provisions further on in the Bill will deal with past
adoptions.
Mr Nicholls: This clause deals essentially with past adoptions and involves the adoptive
parents and the adoptee. An adoptive parent may put an information veto in place but
when the adoptee turns 18 he may decide that he does not want the veto in place and is
happy to make the information available. It takes into account the fact that information
about the adoptive parents cannot be made available, but information about the adoptee
can.
Mr RIPPER: It will also relate to the more limited information vetoes which apply to
new adoptions.
Mr Nicholls: Yes. If the member looks at the conditions under which vetoes can be put
in place I do not know whether that will come into play, but it may do.
Mr RIPPER: I thank the Minister for that clarification because it makes the Opposition's
amendment even more important. We are dealing with thousands of adoptions which
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occurred in the past and tens of thousands of people must have been associated with
adoptions.
The Opposition has put its argument fairly clealy and it comes down to a value
judgment; that is, does one value die people's claim to privacy more than one values the
people's right to fwndamental information about themselves and their families? The
Opposition comes down on the same side as the Adoption Legislative Review Committee
report and the New South Wales Liberal Government. It makes a value judgment which
is in common with those two unlikely partners; that is, that the fundamental right to
information is the right that should prevail. Ilam sorry the Minister has made the
alternative judgment; that is, the claim to privacy should prevail. His claim is based on
social values and attitudes which have changed in these more enlightened times. It is
also based on unjustified fears and prejudices which have not been borne out by practical
experience in the jurisdictions which have made the choice the Opposition made and the
Adoption Legislative Review Committee made. I do not know how many times I will
have to make these points to the Minister, but one does live in hope.
Mr NICHOLLS: The Government does not support the amendment moved by the
member for Belmont Until now I have tried to debate this Bill totally in the context of
Western Australia. I have accepted die reference to New South Wales and the report but
an attempt is being made to create the assumption that information vetoes are not
available in other pants of Australia and that it is something that applies only to Western
AustalAia.
In Queensland on 25 May 1990 the Labor Government amended its adoption Act to
remove the information veto. Six months later, on 1 September 1990. the Queensland
Parliament moved to reintroduce the information veto. I amn not saying that because
Queensland did that, we should do that, but there are information vetoes in other States
and we are not doing something that is totally inconceivable or unrealistic or that has not
been introduced or considered in other parts of Australia. I accept the argument put by
the Opposition, but there have been situations such as in Queensland, and I can only say
that the reason that die information veto was reinoduced in Queensland a short time
after its removal was that the legislators in Queensland believed that was the best
mechanism to ensure that all parties had at least equal opportunity to protect as well as to
access information.
Mr Ripper: It might have had something to do with a particularly vigorous lobby group!
Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Belmont, as a former Minister, would understand that
Ministers are lobbied continually. I assure the member that the people from the various
groups in Western Australia have definitely not missed any opportunities to lobby me. In
this Bill we have tried to be fair to all parties to the adoption triangle and to recognise all
of their needs. Therefore, we cannot accept the Opposition's amendment.
Mr BROWN: I support the amendment to the amendment. The Minister referred to the
Queensland Labor Government, so I take that as an opportunity to refer to the
conservative Government of the Northern Territory, which last year considered the
matter of contact and information vetoes. I have what I understand to be an extract of
Hansard of the Northern Territory Parliament, where the Minister for Health and
Community Services stated that while the Bill that was being contemplated in the
Northern Territory provided for both contact and information vetoes, it placed a limit of
five years on those vetoes, although they were renewable. The Minister stated that as a
consequence of various submissions that had been made to the Government by interested
parties, the Government had reduced the period to three years. Therefore, in the
Northern Territory and in other States there is a limit on the time for which information
and contact vetoes can run. That is different from what is proposed under the transitional
provisions in this Bill, where a person is entitled to place an information or contact veto
for life and does not have to consider it ever again.
Mr Nicholls: What you are saying is that a person does not have to renew it ever again.
Mr BROWN: Unless there is an approach which can be brushed aside, a person does not
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seriously have to rethink whether that veto should be renewed. It is a matter of balancing
the rights of the respective parties. If the Government was of the view that the right to
privacy outweighed the right to information, the minimum one could ask is that that
decision be reviewed at a regular time; that is, chat people could not make a decision
based on family or personal circumstances at a particular time in their life and then be
able to forget about that and cause great anguish to others who might seek that
information. The proposal that information vetoes should run for a period of time and be
renewable is not our preferred position, but it is a much better position than what is
envisaged in this Bill and in the transitional arrangements because it requires people to
think about their actions in placing vetoes and what that means to other people who
might be affected by those vetoes. That is an important consideration.
Subclause (2) states -

On an application under subsection (1), the Director-General is to give his or her
authority for the applicant to have access to the information requested in the
application unless ...

'Me new words then apply as set out on the Notice Paper. I understand the intent of those
words, but the words that are proposed to he inserted give the director general a great
deal more discretion than is envisaged. This provision gives the director general a broad
discretion to provide information, notwithstanding that an information veto is in place. Is
that the intention, and will the actions of the director general then be bound more by
policy than by legislative prescription? The worst scenario is that the Bill appears to
allow a mechanism by which information can be provided, notwithstanding any
information veto, and that some policy may preclude that information from being
provided. I would like the Mnister to answer that question, which hinges upon the
general interpretation of the proposed amendment.
Mr Ripper: The next piece of this Hansard is particularly instructive. It states that an
important feature of the Bill in terms of its relevance to the Northern Territory is the
inclusion of the Aboriginal placement principles in adoption law.
Mr NICHOLLS: In the redraft we recognise that 320 vetoes by relinquishing mothers are
in place already. The provisions of a veto or an adaption plan can be argued in the
Family Law Court. It is not intended that the director general will have a wide discretion
to pursue his or her whims, but it is recognised that the director general ultimately is
charged with the responsibility of determining what is in the best interests of the child or
with being able to facilitate contact, wherever possible, utilising the message box or
outreach.
The director general is ultimately responsible for the outreach contact and ensuring that
the provisions under the message box facility ame maintained. The director general also is
charged with the responsibility of ensuring that a veto is respected; for example, if
information is sought fromn a file which identified other parties with a veto in place, the
director general is charged with ensuring that the information is not passed on although
other infornation is. It is intended to allow the director general to fulfil his
responsibilities while ensuring that information vetoes are respected. This would apply
to information vetoes in place following the amendment to the Act in 1985 to allow
relinquishing mothers to plc infornation vetoes.
Mr BROWN: T1he Mlinister has stated that 320 vetoes are currently in place. Can he
clarify what is intended to happen to those vetoes? Will they be assumed to be vetoes
following the passage of this legislation, and will they be contact or information vetoes?
Mr Nicholls: They are essentially information vetoes, If not, they are contact vetoes.
Mrt BROWN: Will the 320 vetoes be required to be renewed?
Mr Nicholls: They will flow on. When a request for information is made, a normal
outreach will occur to contact these people. Also, the counselling process will be
facilitated.
Mr BROWN: Will the counselling process be provided to the 320 vetoes already
lodged?
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Mr Nicholls: Only when somebody has requested information about someone with a
veto in place, and then an outreach will take place, followed by counselling, If no
request is made for information, counselling and outreach will not occur.

Division

Amendment on the amendment put and a division taken with the following resuilt -

Ayes (21)
Mr M. Barnett Mr Graham Mr Ripw
Mir Bridge MrGrill Mrs R-oc
Mr Brown Mrs IHallahan Mr DL. Smith
Mr Catania Mrs Hendersn Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelkc Mr Thorns
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock
Dr Gallop Mr Riebeling Mr Leahy (Teller)

Noes (28)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Kierath Mr W. Smith
Mir Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr Trenarden
Mr Board Mr Marshal Mr Ttabby
Mr Bradshaw Mr McNes Dr Turnbull
Mr Court Mr Minson Mrs van de Kshorst
Mr Cowan Mr Nichols Mr Wiese
Mr Day Mr Omodei Mir Bloftwitch (Teller)
Mrs Edwaides Mr PNdal
Dr Harnes Mr Prince

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by
Mr Nicholls (Minister for Community Development).
[Continued on p 11105.]

MOTION - COMMUNITY SERVICES, NO MAJOR CHANGES
WITHOUT FULL CONSULTATION
Member for Gtertdalough, Maiden Speech

MRS ROBERTS (Glendalough) [4.29 pm]: I move -

That this House calls on the State Government not to make changes to important
community services such as education, police and fr services without full
consultation with the people likely to be affected.

Mr Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I make this, my inaugural speech, to the
Legislative Assembly. I am honoured to follow, as member for Glendalough, Dr Carmen
Lawrence, Australia's first woman Premier. Carmen Lawrence has made an outstanding
contribution to Western Austrlia through State Parliamnent, and I wish her well in her
new positions, both as the federal member for Fremantle and as Minister for Human
Services and Health and inister assisting the Prime Minister for the Status of Women.
Western Austr-alia is indeed fortunate to have a representative of the calibre and
commitment of Carmen Lawrence in the Federal Cabinet.
I thank all members of the Assembly for their warm welcome last Thursday when I was
sworn in in less luminous conditions due to the power failure throughout the State. I
thank members for their congratulations and general goodwill expressed since my
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election to this place. Being an inaugural address, I believe chat it fits comfortably with
the convention of this House for me to record some messages of personal thanks.

I have been blessed with the support of a wonderful family, friends and colleagues. My
rut thanks must go to my mother, Frances Thomas, my grandparents Charles and Olive
Hopkins, and my uncle Charles Hopkins, the former Lord Mayor of the City of Perth,
without whose support, encouragement and unceasing convictdon in my abilities I would
not have developed into the young adult with the self-assurance to take up many of the
opportunities that have presented thus far in my life. I was then fortunate to be blessed
with a husband, Greg Roberts, who has continued that unswerving support not just in my
ability but in our family life. I sincerely thank mum, my brother Andrew, grandad,
nanna, Greg. Charles, my two daughters Elizabeth and Candice, and all members of my
family and the Roberts family. I would not have reached the first stage of even standing
for preselection without their support.
My next thanks are to the Australian Labor Party not just for the opportunity presented in
the endorsement for Glendalough, but for its role in my development over the past 16
years. I thank the support of branch members, the administrative committee and the State
executive for the confidence they have shown in me. Some of my special friends who
have encouraged me over the years include: Ted Cunningham, Jack Marks, Terry Burke,
John Kobelke, Nick Griffiths, Kay Hallahan, Geoff Gallop, Kim Beatley, Ed Dermer,
Margaret Quirk, Jim and Joan Keeling and Bill and Judith Barrett. Particular support
during the by-election was given by our State parliamentary leader, Ian Taylor, and our
deputy leader, Kay Hallahan, and all members of the State Parliamentary Labor Party. I
congratulate Ian and Kay on the excellent scant they have made as our leadership team. It
will clearly be dangerous to list other key supporters in my campaign; however, I preface
my remarks with the comment that this list is by no means exhaustive and I apologise in
advance to those omitted. I wish to thank our State Secretary and campaign director,
Mark Nolan, party president, Mark Cuomo, and assistant State Secretary, Lois Anderson.
I also wish to record special thanks to other key campaign supporters such as Peter
McKermow, Geoff Donegan. John Arthur, June Belton, Margaret Clements. Sean
Hawkes, former Perth City councillor Pauline O'Connor, Pamn Proud, Joe Bullock and the
Shop Distributive and Allied Employees Association of Western Australia, Carmel and
Ray Ward, all booth captains, all who hosted morning teas and other functions, members
of the ALP and other friends, relatives and residents of Glendalough who assisted in the
campaign. I also thank former Perth City councillors for their support and involvement-
There can be no doubt that Carmen Lawrence had a large personal following, which was
not some mysterious Carmen factor, but a strong reputation built up by hard work and
commitment. The ALP achieved what most believed to be unachievable some six weeks
prior to election day - an improvement on its 1993 result. No amount of contrary talk can
take that achievement away from us, and it is a result that compares more than favourably
with every other result in recent history where a party has been faced with a task of
replacing a popular leader. Most importantly, I thank the electors of Glendalough for
their support. I pledge to listen, to be accountable, and to act on their behalf.
Some key messages emerged when I was campaigning in Glendalough, one being an
expectation for Government to consult when making major changes or decisions
affecting communities. Another is that Government must be accountable. Local
communities do not want Governments to be arrogant or out of touch. They demand to
be consulted, and they demand that Governments are accountable for their actions. I
intend to outline some of the instances where people did not believe sufficient
consultation or accountability was in place. The first key area relates to schools and
education. Leederville Primary School, which would have achieved its one hundredth
birthday this year, was closed without proper consultation with parents, and despite
powerful arguments and derailed research by parents showing that the population trend
was up not down. Worse was the way that the Goverrnent continued to treat Leedervifle
parents with contempt even after the closure. Parents had been promised that each
student affected by the closure would get a $50 allowance towards the purchase of a new
school uniform. They were promised a bus to get students to their new school and a
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staffed crossover on Charles Street to assist in students' safety. Each one of these
promises was broken.
On 15 February 1994 The West Australian newspaper released a further list of school
closures that would bring to four the number of schools in the Glendalough electorate to
be affected. Leederville was already closed, Osborne Primary School was listed for
closure; and Tuant Hill and Mt Hawthorn Primary and Junior Primary Schools were listed
for amalgamation. Residents had every right to be extremely angry because it was this
Government that had promised before the 1993 election 12 months' consultation with
parents before any school would be closed down. During the by-election campaign, on I
Match 1994, 1 revealed that the City of Stirling had formally approved in principle a huge
housing development adjacent to Osborne Primary School called Hamilton Lakes
precinct. It comprises 1 100 single and mixed residential units as well as a sports field,
landscape nursery and village greens. I further revealed that this development was
expected to contain some 3 000 new residences and would have the potential to triple
Osborne Primary School's population within three years. I now note that the housing
development is being advertised. The example of Osborne Primary School emphasised
the importance of consultation with local communities. It was unfortunate that it took a
by-election and planned public rally some three weeks after the publishing of the school
hit list for school communities to be listened to and for a commitment to be given not to
close any school without the consent of parents. The frightening aspect is that without
the by-election no notice may have been taken of parents. It could have been a repeat of
the brick wall hit by the residents and ratepayers of the City of Perth.
My plea to the Government is to listen to parents and teachers and to realise that our
children's future cannot be assessed solely in terms of dollars and cents. Parents,
teachers and families need our support. Next to parents, teachers are the most important
influence on the lives of young Western Australians. They are well aware that a quality
education is the greatest gift which can be provided to young people. As a former
teacher I know only too well that Western Australia has an education system of a very
high standard which is sewved by a dedicated and professional teaching service. But I
also know that our education system is under pressure because of a growing student
population, Government cutbacks and the McCarrey report, which recommends greater
private sector involvement. Teachers cannot do it all on their own. They need backup
from the Department of Education and proper financial support for education from the
State Government. Students' educational needs must be put before dollar driven school
closures. Appropriate funding must be given to the education capital works budget. Top
executive positions in the ministry must not be expanded at the expense of classroom and
support teachers. It is beholden on Government and the community to acknowledge the
key role teachers play in the educational and social development of our young people. I
intend applying my first hand experience of the education system by fighting to protect
teachers from any attempt to impose contracts and reduce conditions; pushing for further
incentives for service in remote and regional areas; supporting the expansion of advanced
slls and key teacher positions; advocating greater permanent employment opportunities
for temporary teachers; and supporting the expansion of the full time preprimary program
for five year olds.
I oppose any moves to reduce the conditions of TAPE staff by transferring them to the
independent college award. I further deplore the decision of TAPE to renege on an
undertaking to grant permanency to 160 temporary lecturers who met criteria laid down
by the department. Education in Western Australia is at the crossroads. The teachers and
lecturers of our young people need the support of this Parliament. While I am on the
subject of schools it is also important for members to realise that schools provide an
important community focus. They develop a sense of belonging and in many ways local
people feel an attachment to their local school, whether or not they have children
attending the school. I know that this is certainly the case with residents whom I
canvassed living near the Osborne Primary School, which was established 91 years ago
and is a strong part of that community. There is also often a failure to acknowledge the
social and support role of schools. Schools are more than an educational institution. The
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nurturing environment of many smaller schools does have a positive effect on young
children and may be more cost effective in the long term. Fully rounded, responsible,
law abiding citizens will not emerge from large, regimented schools where children do
not get the personal attention or encouragement they need. Children suppressed by fear
or discipline will ultimately rebel and society will suffer the consequences.
Another key area I will address is local government and, more particularly, the way the
break-up of the City of Perth was handled. A lot of rhetoric has been expressed in recent
years about greater responsibility and autonomy for local government; meanwhile we are
still awaiting the new local government Act which has been promised for so long. A
great proportion of the electors of Glendalough live within the City of Perth in the
suburbs of Wembley, West Leederville, Leederville, Mt Hawthorn and North Perth.
Despite earlier denials by the Government and its promise of a referendum at the 1993
State election, the destruction of the Perth City Council was forced on rat epayers and
residents with no consultation whatsoever. The Government went ahead despite a
petition containing over 12 000 signatures, and against a hastily convened council
referendum in which 90 per cent of those who voted opposed the break-up of the Perth
City Council. A year earlier the same people had said that severing residential areas from
the city would result in a doubling of the rates. The same people are now saying that that
will not occur, yet they make that statement as the commissioners of the City of Perth
draw up an assets list and make plans to sell off assets built up by all ratepayers over the
long history of the City of Perth.
Ratepayers and residents of the City of Perth rightly see themselves as the equivalent of
stakeholders in a company, yet they have had no say in what is happening to their
company - their council. I warn the Government against treating the third sphere of
government with contempt: In doing so it is treating local communities with contempt.
Residents and ratepayers of the Perth City Council area currently have no elected
representatives and no say in what is happening in their communities. They are rightly
alarmied by the financial inaccuracy of the Cazv-Fardon report and the proposals within
that report to duplicate council offices at the Loftus Recreation Centre and Floreat Forum
Shopping Centre, and the proposal to turn Leederville. Oval into a works depot. They are
also justifiably concerned about getting their share of the substantial assets of the City of
Perth, their long term viability, and their capacity to pay for capital city facilities within
the new towns of Cambridge and Vincent. They do not want to move to a position which
equates with renting after owning their own home for years. By way of example, it is my
view that they do not want to purchase services, such as rubbish and work services, on an
annual basis from the central council when previously they were legitimate stakeholders
in the $12m state of the art City of Perth depot in Osborne Park.
The people of Clendalough want to be consulted on issues which affect them. They want
the opportunity to have input and to be listened to. They have valuable contributions to
make, especially on the delivery of services. Other areas in which particular concerns
have been expressed are in the delivery of police and fire services. The Mt Hawthorn
and Leederville Police Stations are far below their authorised strength and have been
subject to reductions in staffing over the past year, in addition to cuts in overtime and
night rosters. Residents are justifiably concerned that police services have been reduced,
despite anecdotal evidence of an increasing number of incidents of assault, theft and
other crimes in the suburbs. I say "anecdotal evidence" because the Opposition has been
denied the relevant crime statistics information. Similarly, local people have had no say
in the earmarking of the Daglish Fire Station for substantial staff and equipment
reduction, which will thus place further pressure on the Osborne Park Fire Station.
Non-consultative, paternalistic approaches are not what the electors of Glendalough
want. Paternalistic government should have gone out long ago. Without proper
consultation, good government and good decisions cannot evolve; it can lead only to
disaster. Thorough consultation and due consideration of the views of affected parties is
essential. Ad hoc decisions on the deregulation of shopping hours and the closure of
workplaces have proved erroneous. Simplistic answers to complex law and order
problems are not the solution. In fact, paternalistic, simplistic, ad hoc solutions are not
the answer to anything. Sometimes in the firs: instance simple, immediate solutions have
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appeal. It is often tempting to retract to the past, to look back through rose coloured
glasses to earlier times and latch on to rhetoric about old values, to sparing die rod and
spoiling the child, to the kids that were seen and not beard, to discipline and to strict
penalties.
Sometimes in idealising past generations we forget all that was bad. In previous
generations many chose not to believe that a lot of problems existed. Government and
the community generally did not necessarily want to confront many social problems or
moral dilemmas. Previous generations did not have the standard of education or health
care that exists today. Attention must be focused momt solidly on our young people. We
need to reinforce the positive, and provide opportunities for our young and reward their
achievements. The young people of today are far more sophisticated, mature and
independent than they are often given credit for. They are capable of making reasoned
decisions. We need to provide opportunities for young people; to encourage them anid
listen to what they have to say. More generally, if Government treats the community
paternalistically, people will eventually question its role and will rebel.
The challenge for Government is to tune into the 1990s and current day community
expectations, instead of beating up age old diversions. Electors must be credited with
reason and intelligence. Politicians generally must make a concerted effort to improve
their image and to make reasoned, well considered commitments at election times rather
than one line, quick fix solutions or cheap, short lived promises. I know that this is an
ideal that may never be achieved in this Parliament, or in the national Parliament, but that
does not mean that we should not aim for that ideal.
[Applause.]
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House).

GRIEVANCE - MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES, IIURDEKIN REPORT
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [4.55 pm]: My grievance relates to two particular areas
of need that have been recognised in our mental health system, particularly in the
Burdeltin report which was published only last year and for which there has been a good
deal of publicity. Those two areas of need in the mental health area relate to our aged, a
growing proportion of our population. and our young people. It was revealed in the
Burdekin report that many with serious mental illness in Australia are receiving either
inappropriate treatment or no treatment at all. In the context of those sorts of facts, I
want the Minister to address his mind to the situation that prevails currently at the
Hiliview Terrace Hospital, H-illview Clinic and the Robinson unit in East Victoria Park. I
want to put two points to him today. The first is that Hillview offers an indispensable
service and an indispensable option for young people in Western Australia experiencing
mental illness. Secondly, Hillview is situated in an ideal setting for the types of therapies
that staff use at that hospital. It is hard to imagine that that service could be offered at a
better site than where it is in East Victoria Park. The grounds separate it from the
community, but it is located close enough to the community. Indeed, the community of
Victoria Park has taken Hillview into its amnbit and the staff and die young people who
are resident there have good relations with the local schools, particularly Kent Street
Senior High School.
Why do I have this concern? It is because, in December, the Health Department decided
and consequently said publicly that it wished to close Hillview. There was a strong
reaction to that decision from the Friends of the Child and Adolescent Psychiatric
Services, known as the Friends of CAPS. The reaction was so intense that public
meetings were held and the Health Department set up a consultation process in which the
staff, the parents and the health officials got together to look at ways in which the
different needs might be accommodated. The difficulty for the parents and the Friends of
CAPS is that they have not been given any guarantees about die services that they know
are so important. The only guarantee they have really been given is that the Robinson
unit, which is one part of the service, will stay until an alternative is found. Hillview is,
to quote from the Burdekin report, "a model service". The Bwrdekin report said -
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One effective inpatient service for behaviourally disturbed adolescents was
inspected by the Inquiry in Perth. Hillview Terrace Hospital is a residential
facility which provides therapeutic programs for emotionally and behaviourally
disturbed adolescents aged 13-18 and their families.

It says further -
This service provides an integrated program of three types of therapy - individual
therapy, family therapy and milieu therapy (treating a disorder by making changes
to a patient's circumstances and environment in order to enhance the
effectiveness of other forms of therapy).

According to the Burdekin report, this is "a model service" for young people. Members
should remember the context in which I am talking about these things. Insufficient
services are already available for emotionally and behaviourally disturbed youngsters in
our community. In that context, Hiliview is particularly im~portant. In summary, the
services provided there include the Hiliview outpatients clinic, the Robinson unit and the
Hiliview hospital. The outpatient work that is conducted at the Hiflview site is based on
Statewide referrals, not just from the east metropolitan region of the Health Department.
The clients go there six to eight times. The staff there work with the individuals and their
families in an attempt to solve the youngsters' problems. Unfortunately, in many cases, a
residential component to treatment is deemed necessary. The Robinson unit, which is a
six bed unit accommodating youngsters aged between eight and 18, is used for that
purpose. The Hiliview hospital, which is a 15 bed unit, focuses on 13 to 18 year olds.
Usually, they stay in the unit or the hospital for about four months.
There are about four identifiable types of referrals of youngsters aged from eight to 18:
Firstly, those suffering from major psychiatric illness; secondly, children with below
normal intelligence; thirdly, major behavioural problems that are reflected in hyperactive
children; and, fourthly, those who suffer from uncontrollable anger and rage. Therefore,
the children and adolescents who go to Hiliview can suffer from extreme depression
which can lead to suicidal tendencies, eating disorders, attention deficit disorder, and
severe emotional trauma caused by sexual abuse. These are the types of children and
adolescents that come in at the bottom end of our mental health system and it is precisely
that area into which we need to put a determined effort to turn them around.
The crucial point to note is that people go to Hillview on a voluntary basis. That makes it
different from other institutions that cater for severely disturbed or psychotic youths who
may require restraint. The two problems that I believe will result from the closure of
Hillview ame these: If the Health Department goes ahead, the 12 bed unit proposed for
the Bentley Hospital will include beds for extreme psychotic cases for which there is a
need in our system. However, it is totally inappropriate to place the type of child and
adolescent that is trated at Hiliview in a hospital context alongside acute care patients.
That is the concern that the parents have raised with me as the local member and now as
the shadow Minister. They believe the placing of voluntary adolescents currently at
H-illview with its homely environment in an adult hospital with a clinical environment
that caters for severely disturbed patients is totally inappropriate for the type of milieu
and family therapy which Hillview provides. A document put out by the Friends of
CAPS states -

Hiliview's success is based on its staff expertise, total family therapy, emphasis
on normality, environment, atmosphere, therapeutic setting, therapy modes used
and its non-clinical/institutionalised stigma. All the above ingredients are
essential for its continued success.
The conditions at Bentley Hospital are in direct contradiction to the above and for
many measons the current client population of Hillview will no longer be serviced
if Hillview closes and Bentley is the alternative.

If services of the H-illview type are downgraded or taken out of the system, that will
increase the pressures on the young people who currently find their way to Hillview.
They may go to Warwick in the northern suburbs, Stubbs Terrace, or Princess Margaret
Hospital, but many finish up at Hillview, which offers an option that enables them to
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avoid suicide. It is an option that can take youngsters with severe emotional problems
out of the cycle that can lead to juvenile delinquency and drug abuse. The site in East
Victoria Park is perfect for that type of therapy. It is close to the Kent Street Senior High
School, and it is to the credit of the staff and students at that school that they have taken
children with emotional difficulties into the school. Secondly, it is separate from, but
still close to, the community; and, finally, the environment and setting awe highly
desirable for the treatment. The grounds ame wonderful, there is plenty of space and the
complex includes the heritage building of the Millen Hospital.
I ask the Minister to cake the message to the Minister for Health in the upper House that
the friends of CAPS are keen that this vital service be preserved, not only for the local
community in the east metropolitan health region, but for the State in general.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [5.05 pm]: With the small
knowledge I have of the Hillview/Robinson complex, I will respond to the member's
grievance. I hope he will have sympathy for me, as I have been out of the Health
portfolio for 18 months. I ami aware that the complex referred to is magnificent. The
buildings and settings are very appropriate and they provide an ambience in which milieu
therapy is particularly effective. I understand it has some drawbacks, one being that the
structure of the buildings makes it necessary for staff levels to be extremely high.
although that is also part of the therapy. Also, the buildings require considerable upkeep.
The criteria for admission co the complex to which the member refers are fairly narrow
and, consequently, although it fills a niche, it is an extremely expensive option, given the
current building and circumstances. That is, of course, no reason that it should not be
provided.
The member touched on a pretty raw nerve that has been apparent for many years in
Western Australia; that is, we have insufficient facilities for adolescents with mental
health problems and particularly for those with severe problems of that nature. I have
some statistics which I think are pertinent and relevant to the comments made by
Mr Burdekin. In 1992-93, 107 adolescents were admitted to Royal Perth Hospital, and
101 to Graylands and Heathcote with psychiatric problems. Taking that in the context of
Burdekin's comments, it means that 208 young people in Western Australia were housed
and treated in inappropriate surroundings and environments last year. I would be the first
to join with the member in saying that that is not acceptable. Unfortunately, only 33
adolescents were treated at Hillview, such is the capacity of the complex. Of course,
many people cannot be admitted because of the strict criteria placed upon patients
seeking treatment. Firstly, they must be suitable for treatment by milieu therapy;
secondly, there must be an expectation that they will respond to treatment within three to
six months; and, thirdly, family support must be available. Despite the fact that Hillyiew
has 21 beds, only 33 patients were accepted in that year. However, I take the point that
we should consider not just the number of people treated, but also the number of
successful treatments.
I have taken up this matter with members of the Minister for Health's department today,
because in accepting the responsibility to respond to this grievance I wanted to be able to
say that something positive would be offered in place of Hiflview. I wanted to be
confident in saying that the closure of Hiliview would not leave a larger gap than now
exists. I understand that the facility referred to at Bentley in the east metropolitan health
region will be modified or adapted. As the member said, four of the beds will be made
secure and that will to a certain extent fill the gap for the seriously il. One of the
member for Victoria Park's concerns is that the environment will not be appropriate.
That was one of the concerns I raised with the Health Department. I am informed that
the modifications will make it appropriate. Like the member for Victoria Park, I wait
with bated breath to see whether those beds and surroundings ame appropriate, and, to
make sense out of closing Hiliview, whether it is done with existing resources.
The member for Victoria Park referred to the Friends of CAPS - the child and adolescent
psychitc services. I understand that negotiations are under way with respect to
providn appropriate accommodation along the lines of that provided at the Robinson
unt
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Dr Gallop: The Health Department has said the Robinson unit will stay, but ir has not
given a commitnent in relation to the Hiliview Hospital and outpatient clinic. The
parents of patients and former patients are fearful that by dissipating Hiliview, they will
lose the focus and emphasis it has provided as an alternative option.
Mr MINSON: When facilities such as this are closed, we must ensure that it is
appropriate to do so and is no: a step backwards. I have received that assurance from the
Health Department, and I have no hesitation in conveying the member's concerns to my
colleague in the upper House. Of course, considerable advancements have been made in
other techniques, particularly community-based services. It is proposed that community
based services and the extension of different types of services, as well as the retention of
the milieu therapy, will provide a greater range of treatment for a greater number of
patients with as high a success rate as is now achieved. It is up to the Government to
make sure that the service is up to scratch. I would be very disappointed if a unit like
Hiliview were closed and a vacuum remained in its place. It is not a matter of dollars and
cents, nor of just putting patients through. When dealing with a psychiatric unit, success
must be one of the main criteria.
I can do a number of things: First, acknowledge the member's concern; and, second,
convey to the member that I take this matter seriously. An officer of the Health
Department briefed me this afternoon. I have observed Government departments for
some years, and I wait with bated breath for the outcome. I assure the member that I will
convey his concern to the Minister for Health in the upper House because it is incumbent
upon the Minister to ensure that, following the changes at the Hiliview-Robinson
complex, the services provided are not detrimental to society. I am sure the Minister
accepts that responsibility.

GRIEVANCE - LAND SUBDIVISIONS, VASSE ELECTORATE
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [5.11 pm]: I wish to raise a number of matters of consequence
to the State. These matters have affected a number of constituents in my electorate in a
very serious manner and have caused financial loss. I refer here to what I call de facto
land acquisition by successive Governments where Government agencies have told
people who seek subdivisions that they must do certain things. These agencies have
screwed private property owners to the wall, because unless they agre with the demands
made by Government officers they will no: receive approval for subdivisions. As an
example, people requiring a subdivision have been told that they will lose anything
between 40 per cent and 70 per cent of their land if they want a subdivision. These
demands are outrageous in the extreme. This land grab has cost private property owners
millions of dollars. More seriously, the losses cost the taxpayers of Western Australia
millions of dollars in lost opportunities because land is not available in any form for
development.
Over the years, Government agencies have been taking land by stealth. I was delighted
with the change of Government in 1993 because all landowners in my electorate were
very aware that if they had a problem with land development and a certain amount of
land was required by Government agencies for whatever purpose, they received no
assistance or sympathy from the previous Government The land lost is an indictment on
that Government. However, with the change in Government we have seen no noticeable
change in direction by Government officers.
I can give examples of this most unreasonable land grab. I refer, first, to a property at
Redgate outside Margaret River which was subdivided six or seven years ago. It was a
455 acre subdivision at Sussex location 743. The developers were required to hand back
to the State 287 acres in order to receive approval for the subdivision; that is, 62 per cent
of the land Was lost. Initially the developers were told that 80 per cent of the land was to
be handed back to the State. They were under no misunderstanding that if they
complained they would get nothing. As another example;, the Catholic Church at
Busselton owned land which formed part of the Bus selton wetlands. Anyone who lives
adjacent to wetlands, coastal areas, or national parks would be aware that under previous
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arrangements they would stand to lose anything between 10 per cent and 70 per cent of
their land. Even though it was in a new river area, the expectation was that some of the
land would be lost. The Catholic community had a 201 acre property and, in order to
receive approval to subdivide in order to build churches and schools, the church had to
hand back to the State 163 acres. The church lost 80 per cent of the land and, even
worse, if complaints were made the church would not receive their approval. That is the
way that developers are being screwed.
Another subdivision in recent months occurred at Onarabup, Sussex location 815,
adjacent to the Prevelly Park community. The area is 460 acres. When the subdivision
was initially proposed there was to be a residential golf course development of world
class status, but that project did not proceed. A change in ownership occurred and new
developers took over the property. A: Onarabup. to receive approval for the subdivision
of the property the owners were required to hand back to the State, at no cost, 284 acres
of prime coastal land. That area represented 60 per cent of the land. Although that land,
plus the Catholic Church and Redgare land, has gone into the State land coffers - and the
private property owners have lost land - the State has lost the opportunity for the better
utilisation of tens of millions of dollars of land in the interests of the State. If this land is
so important for the State, the State must pay for it. The State should not steal the land.
For years the Government has been what I call "stealing by stealth." This is a similar
circumstance. If people do not agree to hand over big areas of land as put of the
conditions laid down by Government officers, they do not receive approval for their
subdivision. They run the risk of losing any subdivisional. approval at all.
People accept the fact that if the Government wants industrial land it can acquire
privately owned land, then pay a determined market value for the land. People may not
be happy with the price but at least there is a legislative formula that is used in that case.
It is the same when land is acquired for roads and highways, but when land is required
for conservation purposes it is basically "stolen" from the private property owner. Surely
the State is mature enough now to be in a position to pay for the land that is considered
important to the State.
I raise these points with the Minister. I emphasise that the matter is so important that the
Minister must publicly declare that private property owners are important, and that they
have fundamental rights, limited though they may be. As a Government we recognise
those fundamental rights.
The second point I make is that the Minister should issue policy directions to his officers
that they recognise these fundamental rights of private property owners and that they
have regard for them in all of their dealings with those people in the future. It has not
happened in the past, but it must happen for the future. The third point is that a policy is
needed that undertakes to deal with private property owners in a reasonable and fair way.
If land is required for public open space. 10 per cent or whatever can be fairly and
reasonably negotiated. If more land is required in the interest of the wider public, the
Government should pay. If it is required in the public interest, the Government should
undertake to pay the property owner a fair market price for the land that is deemed to be
required in thie State's interest.
I believe this approach will be widely accepted by members of the wider community. If
they believe land is essential and must be acquired, it should be paid for - not stolen: if
the State is not prepared to pay for land and to deal with the private property owners in a
reasonable way, it should not inhibit the opportunity for development to proceed. This
land grab deal is costing private property owners very dearly and actions to date have
been grossly unfair. It has cost the State tens of millions of dollars. I appeal to the
Minister to put in place policies that will rectify what I regard as a very serious and
anomalous situation.
MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.21 pm]: This grievance is very
well founded. I ami certainly aware that this sort of immoral activity -it gets back to
coercion or blackmail, if we want to call it that - has been going on for quite some time,
particularly in the south west of our State. About 20 or 30 years ago the Privy Council
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decided that in normal urban subdivisions, it was reasonable thar 10 per cent of the land
was ceded tree of cost and for that land to be used for what was called public open space
which was set aside for the enjoyment of the people who would live in the subdivision in
that localised area. That convention has been accepted for a long time, and the member
for Vasse would accept that that is reasonable.
The land grabs that have occurred are associated with special rural or ocher urban
subdivisions, or those which could be considered to be urban, in the south west where the
local authorities - I make this point very strongly - with the tacit support of some
Government employees in various regional offices have been saying to proponents, "If
you do not fall into line, if you do nor give up that land fire of cost, you will not get your
proposition up." The State, the Government and 1, as the M inister, have difficulty in
dealing with it because the State Government has no ability to initiate or to intervene in
the initiation of an amendment to a town planning scheme. The blackmail or coercion
rakes effect not in the simple subdivision and the development of land but on the basis of
a local council failing to initiate an amendment. The simple fact is that a proponent goes
to the council and says, 'This is what [ want to do." An officer of the council says, 'That
is all very nice, but you have to give up 50 per cent or 60 per cent of your land for the
benefit of the public. If you do not do it, you do not get an amendment to the town
planning scheme and your proposition will not proceed."
The local councils have the power - and they are quite wrongly misusing the power that
has been devolved by the town planning ordinances or Statutes - to refuse to initiate a
town planning scheme amendment. It is not the Stare Planning Commission or the
committee of statutory procedures which is doing that. We all know that the right of
appeal automatically exists when a normal subdivision is brought before the Stare
Planning Commission. Unfontunately, no right of appeal exists for a town planning
amendment which a local council may not wish to initiate. That is where the problem
lies and the councils, quite corruptly and immorally, are wrongly using those powers to
screw proponents - as the member for Vasse said - to give up land which should be paid
for if it is for the benefit of the people of Western Australia in the broader sense or
perhaps those people should be prepared to pay for it. It does not happen because there is
no underwriting of the town planning schemes of local councils. Local councils do not
have the ability to pay for the land that they see as being in the best interests of their
wider communities to set aside.
In the Perth region the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act came into force
about 30-odd years ago. One of the great wisdomis of that legislation was to put in place
a financial resource known as the metropolitan region improvement tax that underpinned
the ability of that scheme to be implemented. Where it was seen in a regional sense that
land should be set aside for the benefit of the wider community - not for the local
community which is a 10 per cent giver which everyone accepts - that land could be
acquired with the funds that were set aside and dedicated to the metropolitan region
improvement fund in the same way as when we need roads, land for main roads must be
set aside; when we need land for Government purposes, such as high schools, land can be
set aside. The metropolitan region improvement fund underwrites the ability of the Stare
to acquire that land for the benefit of the wider community. The owners of that land are
compensated and do not have to bear the cost of giving up vast amounts of their land - as
the member for Vasse said, perhaps 60 per cent or 70 per cent - for the benefit of the
wider community. At the moment the private property owners wear that cost for the
benefit of the wider community.
Mr Bloffwitch: Another example of country people suffering.
Mr LEWIS: It gets back to equity and to the local councils' misusing their power and, in
my estimation, wrongly coercing proponents to do things that otherwise would nor
happen, and those proponents have no rights of appeal. What can be done about it?
Unfortunately, without amendments to the Town Planning and Development Act to give
the Stare the ability to intervene in those circumstances, nothing can be done. As we all
know, sections 18A and 18B were to be introduced in 1982 by the former coalition
Government to stop these sorts of things happening. The local councils kicked up so
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much fuss that secwion ISA was never proclaimed and I18B was proclaimed but never
used by the former Administration or by the current Administration. The bottom line is
that councils must be told that what they have been doing is immoral and wrong. In the
longer term, in new, consolidated, town planning legislation these irregularities and the
misuse of the Statutes must be addressed. I am more than happy to give directions to the
regional officers that they should not stand behind the local councils in what I would call
fundamental blackmail. The time has come when we should recognise that statutory
regional plans are needed - not only for the metropolitan area but also for our regional
areas - which are underpinned by a financial resource which will then give the
Government or the local councils, if that is the case, the ability to compensate those
people who are currently being coerced into giving up their land for nothing. That is a
difficulty that must be addressed. I recognise the difficulty and have already given
instructions to various officers that those sorts of things are not to be done.
Unfortunately, I have no jurisdiction over local councils. It is a matter of writing to those
councils and askting them not to do those things in the future. If they consider that land is
needed for a regional use - not a local use - they or their citizens should be prepared to
pay for it.
[ accept the grievance. It needed to be highlighted in this House. What the member for
Vanse has said is true. Where arbitrary setbacks from the coast were just proclaimed, if
people did not like it, they did not get it Those things must stop. I will use my best
offices and endeavours to ensure that those things do not happen in future.

GRIEVANCE - PORT KENNEDY DEVELOPMENT, PLEURIS PTY LTD
OWNERS, SHYSTERS

MR M. BARNETT7 (Rockingham) [5.31 pmn]: Shonky shysters, corporate cowboys,
con artists, business pygmies, penniless wastrels - all terms applied to the proponents of
the Port Kennedy tourism development, Fleuris - more specifically, Gary Sheehan and
Richard Lukin. They are tags given to those people over the last few years by members
on both sides of this House - tags which I, as the main instigator of the Port Kennedy
proposal, fought hardest to say were not appropriate, were not properly applied to those
sorts of people. I am saddened today to say that events of the past couple of years lead
me to believe that, if not all, all but one of those tags are appropriately applied to Gary
Sheehan, Richard Lukin and Fleuris Pty Ltd. So that there is no doubt in anybody's
mind, let me tell members which ones apply to those two people. Shonky shysters they
are in the extreme. I intend to prove that tonight. Corporate cowboys, con artists,
business pygmies - they are certainly all of those. Penniless wastrels - maybe they were
once, but they certainly are not now by what I believe were underhanded actions that they
took during the progress of this legislation.
As I do not have much time to address the issue, I will apply a broad brush to it. I take
members back to 1985, which was basically the start of this project. I asked the then
Premier if we could get this project up and running. His comment to me was, "Yes, get it
up and running, Mike, but there is no money for you for that project. If you get it up and
running without the money and it is a goer, that is. fine; you have my support. But any
other way, no." I formed a committee with the then Town Planning Department
comprising Bill McKenzie, Max Poole and others and we advertised a proposal that the
Port Kennedy tourism project be developed and that for the development we would give
10 hectares of land. We received no response. We readvertised and offered 25 hectares
of land. We received a number of responses, at least three of which we accepted from
international companies as being responsible expressions of interest. In addition to those
from what we thought were responsible companies came another application front a
company no-one had heard of called Fleuris Pty Ltd. It was a good application but no-
one knew anything about the company. We knew about the other thre, so we found
$60 000 within the Town Planning Department and offered $20 000 each to the three
selected applicants to go away and progress their plans. They did not do that. They
refused at that time to take $20 000 and progress it. One of them said, "We wil do it if
you give us the whole $60 000. " We said to Fleuris Py Ltd, "You are not one of the
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prime turee, bin, if you want to run in tandem with these other three, we will give you the
opportunity to progress your plan." None of the international consortiums progressed,
but Fleuris did.
Flewis progressed its plan so much so that uts original concept and its original desire to
simply provide a hotel and golf course was expanded. The sorts of things that we
eventually would get for the S tat as a consequence of letting that company develop the
howel and golf course have been included in the legislation. Members who were in
Parliament in those days will know that, but I will briefly outline the development. In
order to get die land on which to build the hotel and golf course, Fleuris had to provide to
the State free of charge 60 holiday units with an average floor area of at least 125 square
metres each; 80 holiday units located to the south west of the rental units with a floor
area of 100 square metres each; 100 holiday units located to the west of the town centre;
a town centre. with a residential area consisting of 25 residential units of mixed size and
quality for essential staff; a 2 000 square metre commercial centre consisting of a tavern,
a restaurant, food outlets, a newsagency, a pharmacy, a delicatessen, a liquor store, a boar
brokerage, a bank, leisure wear boutiques, a gift/duty free shop, and a sporting goods
shop;, and administration offices, a multipurpose hall, public club facilities and child
minding facilities. Further commitments were not contained in the legislation but had
been made for caravan and chalet accommodation to cater for all tastes.
In order for the Government to proceed under the legislation to provide these people with
the land on which to build the hotel, and golf course, it was necessary for them to provide
all those facilities in stage 1. During the course of the passage of this legislation and
before it came to this House, with the sure and certain knowledge that it was going to
come to this House and probably be passed, the proponents Lukin and Sheehan secretly
bought land adjacent to the proposal which they cashed in on at a later stage - like insider
trading. I have shortened those events, but thar is the first step that they took which
caused me to be a bit shaky about them. I thought, "Hang on, have the people here who
have been telling me that they are shonky shysters actually been correct?" However, I
gave them the benefit of the doubt.
The legislation was finally passed in this place. The very first thing I said to them after
the legislation was passed was, "Now that the legislation has been passed and you are
very wealthy people who have this project in hand, show your bona fides and let us
develop the beach front area. Let us do the restoration work and the beach front dual use
paths like all the other developers in Rockinghamn have done." They made no genuine
attempt to do anything for Rockingham or for the community of Western Australia.
What was their very next step after that? It was to ignore completely the legislation and
to go to the Minister and the Rockinghamt City Council with a completely different
proposal to develop the area as a housing estate. What a bunch of crooks they are! This
legislation was 10 years in the making, yet at the very first opportunity this pair of
shysters took that opportunity to try to rort and corrupt the legislation on which we
worked so hard in this place to give to the people of Western Australia.
Where are we now? We arm 12 weeks away fr-om the final date by which the proponents
must provide the Minister with thie final plan of what they propose for Western Australia
in that tourism development. What have they done? Two weeks ago in a special meeting
they told the Rockingham City Council they proposed to build their hotel and golf course
as stage 1. They know they must build many other facilities, but they are all a bit
difficult at the momnent Nevertheless, to show their bona fides they said they would
build the hotel and golf course. What a load of nonsense. That is all they ever wanted to
do. That was the motor to drive the project and where all the money would come firom to
develop it. I can only assume that this pair of shysters are now giving the same story to
this Government as they did to the Rockingham City Council. They are not prepared to
proceed with the real benefits of this tourism project but are prepared to proceed with
raking off al the money from the people of Western Australia and giving them back
nothing.
After 20 years in this place, I anm disappointed in the extreme that I was not able to se
clearly in front of me two shysters about whom almost everybody else in this place told
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me - Liberal, Labor and National Party members. I sincerely hope that this Government
will take special action to either make sure the proponents abide by the legislation or are
kicked out to allow developers to participate who will abide by it.
MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.41 pm]: I would not like in any
way to endorse the, I suppose, derogatory comments by the member for Rockingham
about the owners of Fleuris Pty Ltd, the proponent company for the Pant Kennedy
development. Nonetheless, what the member has said is true to a large degree - an
application was put to me to turn the proposition into a housing development, which I
rejected forthwith. The proponents did buy some adjoining land from the Catholic
Church which was sold at the end of the day, I think, to LandCorp.
Mr M. Barnett: Atla profit.
Mr LEWIS: Yes they took some money. Notwithstanding that, much of what the
member for Rockingham said must be put fairly and squarely at the feet of the then
Government and the member for Rockinghami in the extensive debate that ensued in this
House and in the Legislative Council when the Pant Kennedy Development Agreement
Bill was being debated. At the time, as a member of the Opposition, I think I had the
carriage of die legislation in this House. I will not reflect unkindly on t proponents; I
believe they have the right intentions at heart I venture to say they have had great
difficulty understanding the magnitude of the proposition and have Perhaps, to put it
kindly, bitten off a little more than they can chew. Now that the Government has
changed, 1, unfortunately as the Minister responsible for legislation that this Parliament
has passed, have the administration of the Act, and find it extremely difficult to progress.
The legislation states in clear terms that the whole of the proposition shall be presented to
the Government for approval and the bona fides and the ability of the proponents to
finance the proposition must be placed on the table for all to see and for the Government
to approve. In other words, the proponents must, first, be able to demonstrate their
horsepower in putting together a proposition, albeit in stages, notwithstanding the
requirement of clause 4 of the agreement that the whole proposition must be presented
for the approval of the Government and the Minister. The most overriding and rigid
condition put in place by the Opposition members in the upper House at the time - it
would not have passed the upper House had the Government of the day not accepted that
amendment - was that the proponents had to clearly demonstrate via clause 4(4)(a) of the
agreement which states -

At the time when the company submits the first of its proposals pursuant to
subclause (1), it shall also furnish to the Minister evidence demonstrating -

(a) the availability of finance necessary for the carrying out and completion of
the whole of the Project;

We should not forget that that was put there by the then Opposition because in doing its
homework it understood it was a proposition of vast magnitude and would need extensive
financial resources to complete it. The Opposition was poob-poohed at the time. The
member for Rockingham was one who was critical of me and my colleagues in the upper
House. Members of the Labor Government said it would happen and that the Opposition
at the time should have faith. Now of course the proper process must be followed. We
can thank the Opposition members in the Legislative Council at the time for ensuring that
those requirements were put in place. They wanted to avoid a situation where a
proposition was started, but through not having the financial wherewithal, fell away,
encountered litigation, stalled, and became bound up in the courts forever and a day with
nothing happening.
I have sought some good advice, outside the Crown, from professional law firms that
what I have been doing is right and proper. Indeed, staged propositions have been
presented to me with something of an acceptance that they were in order and should
proceed. I have had much difficulty explaining to the proponents that until they can
comply with the requirements of the agreement Act as underwritten by the Statute L. as
the Minister, amn not prepared to give my approval. The Government sees the proposition
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as beneficial for Rockinghanm and its residents. We want to get on with die job and
facilitate and assist those proponents as best we can. However, if the proponents cannot
present to us credentials which fit within the requirements of the agreement Act, I as the
responsible Minister, cannot grant approval. There is a 30) June deadline and under
certain circumstances I, as the Minister, have the ability to extend that deadline. So far I
have not received a formal proposition or the credentials for a financial underpinning of
the proposition. Until that is before me where is no decision for me to make. However, if
the proponents can find suitable partners or wish to transfer their rights to people who
have the wherewithal to get on with the project, the Government will give consideration
toit.

I have been preoccupied in my ministry for 12 months with this proposition, It is a good
proposition and I am disappointed. Perhaps it is a reflection on me that I have not been
able to facilitate something happening. I admit when the member for Rockinghami
mentioned that he was to grieve over the Port Kennedy proposition, I thought I would get
one great bucketing, because the proposition has not progressed. I commend the member
for his honesty, for stating in this Chamber that he was wrong and we were right. I
assure this House that I will be using my best endeavours to work with the proponents or
people who may be assigned to progress that proposition for the benefit of the people in
the Rocinigham region and Western Australia.

GRIEVANCE - SCHOOLS, WANNEROO ELECTORATE, NEED
MR W. SMITH (Wanneroo) [5.52 pm]: My grievance relates to schools in the
Wanneroo electorate, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), something in which you share
my concern as the Wanneroo electorate and your electorate, Whitford, lie in die second
fastest growing local authority in Australia. Existing schools in the Wanneroo electorate
have come about mainly through reactive policies by Governments. I remember
community demands for schools to be built in Joondalup. It seemed to me that there was
a groundswell of demand from the community for a primary school at Clarkson. It is
totally unfair that a community that pays its taxes then must lobby Governments
excessively before they react. This happened during the former Government's tenn of
office. It is now up to this Government - and the challenge is there - to be more proactive
in our policies, and to plan correctly to achieve adequate education for families in the
electorate. I speak of the conflicts between the community and former Governments over
building the schools in Ioondalup and Clarkson. They must be taken as a warning to our
Government and we must show true and responsible leadership by being proactive.
I refer to the debt crisis when this Government took over, but we accepted the challenge
to govern Western Australia and cannot continue to sit back and criticise the former
Government because of the debt crisis. It is history now. Th1e Government must get on
with the job of showing that we took on the then Government warts and all and must
continue to be proactive.
The specific issue I raise today concerns a need for a new high school in the Wanneroo
electorate. I now read sections of a letter from the P & C President of the Ocean Reef
Senior H-igh School -

if Ocean Reef grows to the projected size we believe that there will be
educational and social costs inflicted on the staff and the students at the school.
Large numbers of students means that contact between students and staff becomes
more impersonal. This can lead to difficulties in the area of discipline. But it also
means that the school will become more like an educational "factory" and this
will impinge on the effectiveness of the educational program.
Since the decision has been made to build Quinns/Cladcson high school there
seems little advantage in building it later rather than sooner. The savings
generated in delaying building would probably be off-set by increases in building
costs and a rise in interest rates.
The building of the school at Quinnu/Clarkson would also fulfil other social
objectives. Schools are often the firt large public building built in a newly
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developed area and provide a "community centre" for churches and other
community organisations to meet in. With the growth going on in the northern
corridor at the present time a school built in the next year or so would be a
positive benefit to the people of this area.

My informnation is that Clarkson school will not open its doors until 1997. Mr Acting
Speaker, as the member for Whitford you will be aware of the overcrowding problems at
the Ocean Reef Senior High School, which serves a catchment area in my electorate. I
often quote this saying, "We can only have a land of opportunity if we have a land of
learning. I believe that a sound education is the first step towards obtaining a job and a
rewarding life.t But that will happen only if adequate facilities ame provided. The
enrolments at Ocean Reef Senior High School as at February 1994 are 1 334. The
projected enrolments for 1996 are closer to 1 800. Projecting the figure to 1997, it is
considerably more. These are departmental figurs. 1 have been informed by community
groups that these figures are doubtful and there are large percentages in favour of
increased enrolments. The community is working very hard and has conducted
doorknocking to obtain their statistics. In a perfect world, the Ocean Reef Senior High
School with 900 students would be ideal, especially in the eyes of the principal. To
double that figure will lessen the quality of education and increase the stress levels not
only on the principal but also on the staff and the students themselves. 1 congratulate the
community on the work which has been done over the past 12 months in joining me in
achieving the funding requirement for the completion of arkson Primary School, the
establishment of both Kinross and Merriwa schools, and the upgrading of the Yanchep
Primary School. I commend the efforts of the community and its hard work.
Turning to the problem of overcrowding at Ocean Reef Senior H-igh School, one of the
proposals is that in 1996 students be transported by bus to Greenwood or Craigie. That is
unreasonable. In some pans of my electorate, that is 20 to 25 kmn away, and we are
looking at 300 students who will have to be transported by bus to one of those areas. In
1997 when the doors open at the high school in the Clarkson area, the students will attend
that high school. That 300 represents six or seven busloads of students, which is
unreasonable.
The groundswell of support in my electorate for a new high school is supported by
statistics which indicate it should be built north of Burns Beach Road and be ready for
the 1996 school year. I request the Minister for Education, through the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister for Education, to ensure that an allocation is made in the 1994-
95 Budget for the planning fees and commencement costs associated with the
construction of a high school in Clarkson, north of Burns Beach Road. and that the
construction costs be provided for in the 1995-96 Budget. Consideration should also be
given in the forthcoming Budget to relieving the pressure on the Beaumaris Primary
School. Currently it has 10 demountable classrooms and consideration should be given
to building the proposed classrooms to make it a 16 classroom school. Consideration
should also be given to increasing the size of the proposed plan for the Kinross primary
school from. 12 to 16 classrooms because of the enormous development in the area. The
residents' surveys indicate that the area will grow in excess of the current statistics. It is
imperative that the objectives I have outlined are achieved.

Sinring suspended from 6.02 to 730 pm
MR TUBBY (Roleystone -Parliamentary Secretary) [7.32 pm]: I thank the member for
Wannero for bringing to the attention of the Government and the Minister for Education
the problems which already exist and which will exist in his electorate because of the
lack of high school and primary school facilities. It is a rapidly growing area. Two
weeks ago I took a drive there and I was amazed at how Mindarie and Clarkson have
progressed in the last four years. Therefore, I can fully understand the concerns of the
member for Wanncroo and the reason that he is requesting additional high school and
primary school accommodation. It is always difficult for a Government to keep up with
the number of people moving into new growth areas requiring educational facilities.

11079



11080 [ASSEMLY]

The projections of student numbers at individual schools cannot be updated until the
enrolment data for the first semester of this year has been validated. The projection for
Beaumasis Primary School made duning 1993 for this year was for 675 primary school
students. In the first week of the 1994 school year 669 students were enrolled at that
school. Therefore, the previous projection is still valid. The school currently is
experiencing pressures ftrm growth within its own area and surrounding new localities
which do not yet have their own schools.
Ten temporary classrooms are on site at the Beaumaris Primary School for primary
purposes and two for preprimary purposes. The school has 12 permanent classrooms.
Kinross children currently attend Beawnaris Primary School, but construction of the
Kinross school will commence shortly and this will considerably relieve the pressures on
Beaumaris from the beginning of next year. A four classroom permanent addition also is
scheduled for Beaumaris and it is planned to provide this facility as soon as funds
become available. This will further reduce the number of temporary classrooms required.
The Beaumaris Primary School also caters for children from Curraxnbine and will, in the
short term, absorb the new development now commencing in iluka. A situation that
cannot be avoided in rapidly developing areas is that existing schools are required to host
students from other suburbs until their local school is established. Relief will again be
provided for the Beaumaris school when the Curranibine and IDuka schools are built. 'The
timing for the construction of these schools has not yet been finally determined and will
depend on regular reviews of priorities for new capital works across the whole of
Western Australia and the level of funding to be made available for such works. On
current indications, fluba and Currambine could be in operation within the next three
years. As soon as all these works have been completed Beaumaris will then cater only
for its own discrete area and enrolments should stabilise in the medium term at between
500 and 600 primary students. That figure will start to drop as the population of the area
ages and there is a decrease in the number of school age children in the area.
The Ocean Reef Senior High School catchment includes the rapidly expanding
residential areas of Clarkson, Currarnbine, Kinross, Merriwa and Mindarie. The school
had an enrolment of 1 324 students in February 1994 and required 55 effective full-time
teaching areas. In 1992 and 1993 the school had enrolments of 1 138 and 1 213 students
respectively. Ocean Reef Senior High School has 46 permanent effective full-time
reaching areas and 10 temporary classrooms on the site. Based on current enrolments in
primary schools and recent home building rates in excess of 1 000 houses a year. student
enrolments at the Ocean Reef Senior High School are expected to exceed 1 450 in 1995
and 1 700 in 1996. It is estimated that there is sufficient space on site for about 20
temporary classrooms which will enable the school to accommodate 1 600 students.
Consequently, the Clarkson high school must open in 1996.
As the new buildings for the Warnbro High School are expected to be available from
1996 it is proposed to relocate those temporary classrooms to Clarkson so that it can open
in 1996 with year 8 students in permanent and temnporary accommodation at another
secondary school. Under this scenario the year 8 and 9 students would move into
permanent accommodation in Clarkson in 1997. No other new secondary school is
expected to be required in that year.
It may seem odd to expect a high school to open on another high school's site. I point
out to the member for Wanneroo and his constituents that it is not an unusual set of
circumstances. The second last school at which I was principal was Woodlupine and
before I went there it had three schools on site - the Woodlupine Primary School with in
excess of 500 students, the Woodlupine early childhood unit with 300 students and the
Dawson Park Primary School with approximately 200 students. This situation can work.
I know it is not the idea solution, but it is a way to get a school up and running a year
before the Budget allows a permanent facility to be constructed. Clarkson high school
will open in 1996 but not on a permanent site. It will be attached to another school with
its own classrooms and administrative area. In 1997 it will move to its own site with a
year 8 and 9 intake. I know that this will not completely satisfy the member for
Wannerco, but it is the best the Government can do, given the budgetary constraints it is
facing.
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The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

MOTION - MT HENRY HOSPITAL AND SUNSET HOSPITAL,
GOVERNMENT DECISION RECONSIDERATION

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [7.40 pm]: I move -

That this House -

(a) shames the anger and disappointment expressed by the member for South
Perth at die meeting of the Supporters Group of Mt Henry Hospital on
Monday, 28 March and in The West Australian on Tuesday, 29 March
about the Government's handling of the decision to move patients from
nursing home beds at Mt Henry Hospital; and

(b) calls on the Government to reconsider its decision to downgrade Mt Henry
Hospital and close Sunset Hospital.

Before I commence my comments in support of this motion, I acknowledge that in the
Speaker's Gallery this evening is Mr Chum Taylor, die Chairman of the Supporters
Group of Mt Henry Hospital. I am sure he would be only too happy to discuss with
interested members some of die issues concerned.
Mt Henry Hospital was originally known as Mt Henry for the Aged. It was opened in
1951 with two blocks, and a further two blocks were opened in 1955. In 1966, Mt Henry
became a public hospital, and in 1980 it was upgraded to allow for the admission of
patients requiring higher levels of medical and nursing care. Today, Mt Henry Hospital
caters for a range of patients. It has a number of speciality units, which include the
palliative care, young disabled, intermediate aged, surgical convalescence, respite care,
slow stream rehabilitation, care awaiting placement, chronic neurological and restorative
units. It also has nursing home-type beds.
It is important that members understand the admissions policy that is used at Mt Henry
Hospital. The news bulletin put out by the administrators of the east metropolitan region
in November 1993, when it was announced that there would be a phasing out of the
nursing home beds over the next few years, states that only patients requiring a level of
medical and/or nursing care which is beyond that available in the private nursing home
sector are admitted to Mt Henry. That includes both the private and voluntary nursing
home sectors.
A memo dated 12 November 1990, entitled "Groupings of people admitted to Mt Henry
Hospital", which was produced by Dr Hilda Fleming, the Director of Clinical Services at
Mt Henry Hospital. indicates clearly die way that Mt Henry Hospital operates. It states -

Admission to Mt Henry Hospital is not determined by diagnosis but by the extent
of disability and, as a consequence, the need for the special services that can be
offered by the hospital in order to minimise disability and maximise quality of
life.
Each admission is carefully screened by a Geriatric Assessment Team. The
Geriatric Assessment Teams are aware of the strict admission criteria for Mt
Henry and therefore refer only people whom they believe cannot be appropriately
cared for elsewhere in the community and for whom they consider there is usually
no alternative at the stage of admission.

The physicians who are involved in assessing patients through the geriatric assessment
teams need Mt Henry Hospital because of the particular facility that it offers. Those
physicians know that Mt Henry Hospital is the place to send patients who have a
particular level of need in our community. I urge members to talk to the physicians who
are involved in those placement policies. The document states also -

The provision of on-site medical services ensures that patients with complex
medical needs can receive the care they require without repeated costly acute
hospital re-admissions for treatment.

11081



I will come back to that crucial point later -in my discussion of the Government's foolish
policy to close these beds. If Mt Henry Hospital were taken out of the system, physicians
would not have the range of options that they need. If those beds were closed, those
patients would finish up in mainstream hospitals like Royal Perth Hospital, where it
would cost even more to look after them.
Sunset Hospital was opened in 1906, and in its early days it was a poorhouse. The
building came from Mt Eliza and was sent to the current site at Dalkeith. It is interesting
to note what the conditions were for the elderly people who went there in its early days as
a poorhouse. A document entitled "A short History of Sunset" states -

All Paupers had to work between 9.00 a~m. and midday, and 1.00 p.m. and 5.00
p.m. An extract from information on conditions in the Home states: "All Paupers
are to be orderly and submissive and touch the forelock in sign of respect to the
Master."

Mr Pendal: What year was that?
Dr GALLOP: Thai was 1906. [ cannot refrain from noting that the arrogant and
insensitive attitude being taken by the Minister indicates that perhaps not a lot has
changed in regard to the attitude of the political establishment to those unfortunate
enough to need medical treatment when they are dependent. In the mid- 1960s, Sunset
changed from an old men's home to a nursing home, with trained medical and nursing
staff. Like Mt Henry Hospital, it is a hospital with nursing home beds. It also has a
hostel. Sunset has a capacity for 216 admissions; the nursing home can cater for 206 and
the hostel can cater for 110. Sunset also provides a day centre which caters for up to 25
people from the community. Currently, there are 150 patients at Sunset. Let us be clear
about the admission policy for Sunset. I do not quote an individual nurse or a member of
the non-nursing staff at Sunset Hospital. The Sunset Hospital annual report states that
the Sunset Hospital provides a comprehensive range of quality health services to elderly
and disabled people whose needs cannot be catered for in the private or voluntary sector.
I quoted that section of the report a few days ago in a question I asked of the Minister. In
his answer the inister refuted what the annual report said about Sunset Hospital's
admission policy. I received the answer only today, and unfortunately I cannot find it at
the moment.
The SPEAKER: You will find it just after you sit down, as usually happens.
Dr GALLOP: That is right The annual report was signed by the management at Sunset
Hospital and by the Commissioner for Health, Dr Peter Brennan. The Health Department
is now claiming that the statement in the annual report is not true. Thlerefore, why was
the annual report signed? What is the truth?
Patients at Sunset are generally elderly, although a percentage are bead injured young
people. These are acute care patients, some of whom have psychogeriatric problems, and
this type of patient requires permanent care and additional attention. The admission
policy for both hospitals is that patients are sent there by the geriatric assessment teamn
only if they cannot be catered for in the private and voluntary sector. 'The level of
medical, nursing and infrastructure support available at the two hospitals in question is
much greater than that available in the private nursing home system. Therefore, the
rhetoric of the Health Department officials and the Minister for Health is based on a
complete falsehood.
Let us consider what has happened in recent days. A great deal of concern was expressed
last year by the supporters and staff at Mt Henry Hospital. Rumours were circulating in
the health system about the hospital's future. Eventually, the Health Department released
a newsletter in November 1993. This was the first clear indication that the Government
intended to phase our the nursing home beds and close the restorative unit according to a
strict timetable. The newsletter said that the nursing home beds were to be phased down
from 167tol00 by30une of this year. This was to befurther reduced by 40beds bylI
July 1995. The newsletter also indicated that the restorative unit and day hospital would
be trnsferred to other facilities in the east metropolitan health region.

(ASSEMBLY)11082



[Wednesday, 30 March 1994] 18

Therefore, Mt Henry would go from a hospital catering for 350 patients to one catering
for 250 patients. This change has major implications for the hospital, die staff and the
type of services being delivered in the health system in Western Australia. A timetable
was laid down for the phasing out of nursing home beds and the closing dawn of the
restorative unit.
What happened at Sunset Hospital? Interestingly. I raised the issue as a member of
Parliament on behalf of some constituents last year. The Minister for Health responded
to my letter. Incidentally, this is at least one letter that the Minister has written.
Members opposite should know that when one writes to the Minister for Health, one does
not receive a response from the Minister - one receives a memo from the department.
That is the Minister absolving himself from his responsibilities.
Mr Bloffwitch: Do you not think it is more honest than -

Dr GALLOP: It is the Minister's responsibility to respond. He is indicating that he is
not taking an interest in what is happening. A Minister who signs a letter he has written
must be very careful about every word used to ensure that they faithfully record his
views. The Minister must express what he wants from the health system. The Minister's
letter of 21 May 1993 reads -

There are no plans to close the hospital ...

Although the Minister goes on to say that -
... given the age and unsuitability of the buildings, the current direction is to
progressively replace the beds at Sunset with modemn facilities in the community.

However, he said that there were no plans to close the hospital and mentioned only a
general direction. At the time the hospital had engaged in an efficiency drive to bring
about a closer relationship between the level of efficiency in the private and public
sectors. However, the Minister claimed that there were no plans to close the hospital.
Early this year, of course, the north metropolitan health region commissioned a report
written by Dr Victoria McKay. This was received by the region on 17 February 1994.
The report identified options for achieving the transfer of residents into non-government
nursing homes and hostels over a time frame through to 30 June 1996. The aim of thie
exercise was to close Sunset Hospital. The final recommendation of that report was that
the 150 patients at Sunset should be out of the hospital by 1 July 1995 - they had 12
months to be shifted.
From November 1993 until February 1994 the position was clearly put by the
Government that it would downgrade Mt Henry Hospital by phasing out the nursing
home beds to a bare minimum; it was also to close Sunset Hospital. How has the
Government justified that policy? I will go through its arguments carefully. The
Government has given three reasons for its philosophy and decision: First, the Minister
said that Mt Henry and Sunset are no longer appropriate forms of facility for nursing
home patients. He said that it is no longer appropriate to herd patients together in large
numbers. Of course, that has been a real insult to those who work at those two
institutions. However, the Minister does not seem to know that some private nursing
homes in the metropolitan area have large numbers of patients. I am only too happy to
take the Minister for Health to the Rowethorpe retirement village in my electorate, which
has within it a nursing home with 160 beds. Are residents being herded together at
Rowethorpe in that nursing home? The Minister has one set of rhetoric for the private
sector and another set for the public sector because he wants to bring about a
privatisation of health care in this State.
The second argument the Minister put forward is that Mt. Henry and Sunset hospitals arc
too expensive. The one thing this Minister never does, and he did not do it today on the
steps of Parliament, is to put costs in the context of needs. I will go on to show that the
reason Mt Henry and Sunset hospitals are more expensive is that they are hospitals; that
must be understood very clearly. The Minister is not comparing apples with apples. The
argument about expense is totally fallacious. The third argument the Minister uses is the
rcal argumnent. He says that it is better to shift patients to the private sector because then
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they will be funded by the Commonwealth Government and the Stare Government will
absolve itself of die responsibility for providing nursing home beds in Western Australia.
That is not a justification, that is an acknowledgment by this Minister that what he wants
to do is cut costs in the Health budget at the expense of the present and future patients of
Mt Henry and Sunsets hospitals. That is the circumstances of the policy, they are the
justifications of policy.
Let us look at what has happened. We are fortunate to live in a society where people rake
an interest in the needs of,"and advocate on behalf of, the people they love and care for.
We are a free and democratic community. In the case of Mt Henry Hospital, a supporters
group has mnobilised. In the case of Sunset Hospital a supporters group is currently being
put into place - again to act in a support and advocacy role for the patients at Sunset.
Some of those patients do not have family, and the supporters groups will make sure they
act as an advocate for those people. These groups have come together with three
concerns. The first and the fundamental concern that they have is for the residents, the
patients. Some of them have been in these nursing homes between 10 and 20 years. An
article titled "Major Highlight" in the annual report of Sunset Hospital states.-

John Fitzpatrick - Fifty years at Sunset
On die 26th March 1993 Mr John Fitzpatrick, aged sixty-seven, who has been
confined to a wheelchair all his life, was honoured with a surprise parry by the
Hospital to celebrate fifty years as a resident at Sunset.
John was a recipient of several presentations which included a track suit in East
Fremantle Football Club colours, from Sunset Hospital -

He would obviously be someone the Leader of the Opposition would like, barracking for
East Fremantle. The article continues -

- a sheer set and doona from the 'Friends of Sunset' and a season ticket for
himself and Mrs. Mary Renton, a friend of many years and also a member of our
Nursing Staff, from the East Fremantle Football Club. John and Mary are both
ardent one-eyed supporters of the Sharks!
This was a most enjoyable afternoon and a complete surprise for John who
enjoyed himself thoroughly, particularly seeing many friends from the past.

John Fitzpatrick has resided at Sunset for 50 years. He has no family outside Sunset.
What will happen to Mr John Fitzpatrick? What will happen to some of the patients at
Mt Henry who have been there between 10 and 20 years? The member for South Perth
will I am sure recall the looks on the faces of some of the patients at the public meeting
of the supporters group on Monday night which indicated only too clearly the fears and
the uncertainty they have. One of those patients, a former nurse, indicated at that
meeting that she had looked into the private sector and she could nor find anywhere that
suited her particular financial or medical needs, and she burst into tears. This is the stress
that has been created as a result of the Government's policy.
The fnrt question that is being asked by the supporters group is most important: What
will happen to the patients? Why am their rights not the number one priority for the
Government? The second priority concerns the staff and the level of care that they can
offer. Without facilities like Sunset and Mt Henry as part of our health system where
will these long termi care patients go? Who will cater for them? They will go back to
Royal Perth Hospital. If the Minister cared to talk with the people who know what is
happening in the health system he would find that many patients who feel that the time
has come in their recovery are happy to go into the nursing home sector - that is
voluntary. There is no pressure. However, if they have another stroke or their disability
does not mend as quickly as it does when they are in Mt Henry and Sunset - I will come
back to the reasons in a minute - where do they finish up? They go back to the Royal
Perth geriatric assessment tenms who look at them and send them back to Mt Henry and
Sunset The Minister does not understand that He does not take an interest in what is
happening. He will not absolve the State of Western Australia of the cost because those
people will finish up hack in the health care system; that is the service provided by Mt
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Henry Hospital. The final question that is asked by the friends and supporters is, what is
to happen to the tradition of excellence that exists in those particular institutions?
Let us go through each of those issues very carefully, because this is the concern in the
mind of the member for South Perth; this is the essence of criticism that is made of the
Government's position. Issue number one is the rights of patients. This Government
said the following to the patients of Mt Henry when the member for Morley asked a
question on 9 December 1993 to the Minister representing the Minister for Health -

(1) With reference to the November 1993 News Bulletin issued by Mt Henry
Hospital will patients have the option of remaining at the hospital if they
are assessed by the admission team as being suitable for tranisfer?

Mr Minson answered -

(1) All patients assessed as suitable for transfer are expected to be located at a
facility of their choice and will not have the option of remaining at Mt
Henry Hospital.

I urge my colleagues in this Legislative Assembly to put themselves in the position of
these patients, some of whom have been there for 10 and 20 years, same up to 50 years.
They have no option: The Government says, "You have to shift." It is where they live.
It is their home. The Government is telling those patients that they must shift, and the
stress that is being created for them is enormous. That is why, if members opposite
looked at the banners of many of the nurses assembled today, they would know only too
clearly what the nurses who look after those patients understand, that that strss and
trauma is impacting upon the medical condition of those people. The Minister's answer
stated further -

Patients and their families are encouraged to choose f-rm a range of alternative
facilities which are convenient to them from the point of family visits and will not
be pressurised into transferring to particular nursing homes.

However, they are certainly being pressured into transferring into the private sector.
Members should note the language of that answer: The language of persuasion; the
language of pressure; the language of bureaucracy. It is not the language of a
Government that puts the rights of individual human beings at the top of its agenda.
Mr D.L. Smith: It is language we have come to expect from this Minister, though.
Dr GALLOR Yes.
MrT Lewis: What did you do in 10 years in Government? You let it get to the stage it is
at now.
Dr GALLOP: We completely restructured the way that nurses carry out their duties. Ihe
nurses outside Parliament House today know what we did for them. That is why the
nurses in this State, despite misgivings they may have had about other issues of politics.
were active in the last election campaign. The patients ask why should they have to leave
their homes. The member for Applecross should imagine what would happen if Minister
Foss told him that he must leave his home.
NIr Minson: I hope you can apply the same rhetoric to what your Government did and
what the Commonwealth Government has been doing to people who are in disabled
accommodation.
Dr GALLOP: The member for Greenough obviously did not read the press release of my
good friend and colleague the member for Kenwick, the shadow Minister for Disability
Services. The Opposition has no doubts about where it stands on mainstreaming; it
stands right alongside the former Minister for Health, Mr Wilson, and the shadow
Minister for Disability Services, the member for Kenwick. Opposition members are on
record on that issue.
I note an interesting contraiction that does not escape the attention of the supporters of
the Mt Henry Hospital. Parents of school children are given the freedom to choose. The
Minister for Education, Hon Norman Moore - a reborn democrat - has told us that parents
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of children can choose whether their schools will stay open. What a wonderful policy;
they have the right to choose! What about the patients at Mt Henry and Sunset? Why do
they not have the right to choose? Members will notice that when 1 asked that question
of the Premier yesterday he did not answer it. In the case of the patients at Mt Henry,
someone else chooses for them. It is the politics of bureaucracy and authoritarianism; of
a St George's Terrace solicitor who does not understand the real people. It is the politics
of contempt that the middle class lawyers of St George's Terrace have for ordinary
people.
Mr Trenorden: You would have done well with Karl Marx.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr GALLOP: My apologies to the member for Michell, who is not a silver tailed lawyer
from St George's Terrace, but a lawyer of the people. If members opposite listen to what
he has to say on many issues they will soon determine that. That is the first issue - the
rights of patients.
I now turn to the second issue - the level of care. Members should note the annual report
of Sunset and the admissions policy of Mt Henry. Only patients unsuitable for the
private or voluntary sector go to Mt Henry or Sunset. Both hospitals are funded and
staffed according to the special needs of patients. That is why the costs are greater: They
are hospitals with nursing home beds, with a level of nursing and medical support to meet
the needs of the patients. It is not because it is an inefficient Government sector
compared with the private nursing homes sector. The costs reflect the needs of the
patients. I point out to members opposite that, firstly, many private nursing homes do not
provide enteral feeding equipment; hoists for difficult patients; pressure management
equipment - I will return to that matter later continence management equipment; long
term oxygen therapy; or specialist expensive but effective dressing. Secondly, not all
nurses from nursing homes which will receive patients know bow to care for
tracheostomy, gastrostomy, supra pubic catheter, stomas, or difficult behaviour, because
they are not trained. A couple of nursing homes, such as Homes of Peace, are taking an
interest in that intensive, acute care form of nursing for a couple of patients. They are to
be applauded for that. However, they do not carry out that type of nursing in the way that
Sunset and Mt Henry do because that is not the role they play.
Over 60 per cent of carers in nursing homes in the private sector are assistants to nurses;
the rest are registered nurses. At Mt Henry 60 per cent of nursing staff are enrolled
nurses who have 18/12 education from TAFE. That is why the costs are higher: They
meet the needs of the patients. It is not just a question of ensuring that the needs of the
patients who are currently at Mt Henry and Sunset are catered for~ it is a question of
meeting the needs of future patients in Western Australia. This State has an ageing
population. More patients will fall under this category. A major seminar dealing with
aged care at which Brian Burdeltin spoke was conducted at the WACA last Friday. A
major problem for our community is how to cater for aged care. The focus at the seminar
was on the need for special facilities for dementia and Alzheimer's patients. What is this
Government doing? It is reducing die number of beds available for those types of people
who need this special care and attention. I repeat that it is not just a case for the current
patients; it is a question of protecting the needs of future patients in the health system in
Western Austraia.
The third issue is fundamental; that is, that Mt Henry in particular is a leading centre for
aged care and for the study of gerontology in Western Australia. This State cannot afford
to lose the taning offered by the hospital and the research and development conducted
there. At a meeting the other night the member for South Perth had some sensible things
to say about the need for a school of gerontology. He said that the best place to locate
such a school would be at Mt Henry Hospital. Why? I suggest that is because of the
training that is done at Mt Henry. The Minister for Health does not bother himself with
the facts of the situation.
Mr D.L. Smith: The problem with the member for South Perth is that he does not fit into
the mould of this Government, which is proceeding to close down everything.
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Dr GALLOP: He is not a yes man in the Crichton-Browne faction. That is his big
mistake.
Members should consider the traiing which Mt Henry offers. Four seminars on
extended care subjects am held each year. They art experts on extended care. They run
short courses in dementia cart and extended care. They are experts on continence and
give special advice to other hospitals throughout the State from Northam to Kellerberrin,
from Geraldton to Kununurra. Those hospitals ring dhe nursing staff at Mt Henry when
they want to know about the handling of elderly patients, swallowing. enteral feeding,
continence management, pressure management, dementia, multiple sclerosis and other
extended care issues. The hospital has developed competencies for enrolled nurses and
registered nurses. It has developed the outcome standards that are used by the
Commonwealth Government in monitoring the private sector. The nursing staff are the
experts and this Government wants to close down that major facility at which these
people have developed that expertise. It is stupidity personifiedt.
What about the research and development that they do at that hospital? These people are
the experts. Some recent journal articles include 'Normal ageing: a summary" by Lu
Dean, the coordinator of clinical research, a basic article on what ageing is, what it
represents and what one needs to do to look after people who age; Fran Carter and Sue
Everett, leading nurses at Mt Henry, produced the paper "Nursing cart of adults with
gastrostomnies in the extended care setting"; Roy Dobson and Sue Everett produced
"Quality of life: a model of extended care nursing" which was a major paper delivered at
the second national conference on shaping nursing theory and practice; "Development of
competencies for enrolled nurses in the specialty of extended care" was produced by
Robyn N. Knight, the coordinator management/staff development at Mt Henry Hospital;
a paper delivered at the first national conference on competencies in nursing; and a major
booklet entitled "Dysphagia: a nursing care guide" which looked at the problems of
swallowing, a major problem for elderly people. These art the experts and this
Government wants to get rid of that centre of excellence.
A major problem of elderly people in a hospital or a nursing home is that they lie in bed
for long periods and they get pressure sores. This is a major problem in hospitals in the
United States and Great Britain because of the Thatcherite and Reaganite policies
pursued in those countries. Where are the experts on pressure management? They are at
Mt Henry Hospital and this Government wants to close that hospital down.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Did your Government want to close it down?
Dr GALLOP: No, my Mrend.
Mr Court: That is what you say.
Dr GALLOP: The Premier should point to a Government decision indicating that. I
have checked this out with the former Minister for Health. There is not one.
Mr Court: Did you want to close Sunset down?
Dr GALLOP: We had plans for Sunset and the Premier knows what they are.
Mr Court: What are they?
Dr GALLOP: To use some of the land there and upgrade the facilities. The Leader of
the Opposition will outline that later tonight. Does the Premier know why we did not go
ahead with it? When we approached the Liberal Party, we were told that it would not let
us do it. The Leader of the Opposition will tell members about that little episode later on.
He will tell us what happened when he approached members opposite to upgrade the
facility by using some of the land.
T'he patients sie not being afforded their fundamental human right; that is, their right to
choose where they live. The level of care that is offened at Mt Henry and Sunset
Hospitals which is suitable to the patients who go there will be lost to the health system
of Western Australia and, more importantly, because of that level of care, the uncertainty
is leading to enormous fear and anxiety among the patients. Also, of course, we do not
want to lose the great excellence that exists in that hospital.
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The ignorance of the Minister on this subject is symptomatic of the way he is handling
the portfolio. The Minister for Health is an expert at the great Jack Sheedy flick pass.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Jack Sheedy did not do flick passes; Square Kilmurray did.
Dr GALLOP: I take that back. I thought he was the originator of the flick pass. The
Minister will not face up to his responsibilities. We have seen it in a range of issues in
the health system, but certainly in regard to Mt Henry and Sunset Hospitals. He will not
answer letters on die subject and he will flat accept the challenge that has been put to him
by the supporters of the hospitals. He will not visit the hospitals and talk to die staff
about these issues.
We, on this side of the House, share the anger and disappointment that has been
expressed by the member for South Perth about the way the Government is handling this
issue. We call on the Government to reconsider its decision to downgrade Mt Henry
Hospital and to close Sunset Hospital. The Leader of the Opposition will put forward a
plan of action for nursing home care at both of those institutions that should be adopted
by the Government.
In conclusion, the people of Western Australia, the staff and the patients and their
families at Mt Henry Hospital need three guarantees. The rst is that patients at Mt
Henry Hospital and Sunset Hospital be given the right to choose. What a request to
make! What an insulting request it is for those people to want the right to choose! Why
can the Government not guarantee that right? The second guarantee is that the special
services offered by these hospitals be maintained as part of our health system. The
private and voluntary system could not cope if all of those patients were unleashed on
them. They know that. The Government should talk to the people out there. They know
that they cannot cope and all of those patients will finish up back at Royal Perth Hospital.
Mr Blaikie: How come you did not hear them for 10 years?
Dr GALLOP: We did hear them for 10 years. The third guarantee is that Mt Henry be
preserved as a centre of excellence for care of the aged in Western Australia. King
Edward Memorial Hospital is the centre of excellence for birthing and infants, Princess
Margaret Hospital for Children is the centre of excellence for children -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you going to speak from your place or are you going to continue to
walk around?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr GALLOP: I anm carrying on the tradition of the former occupant of this seat, our
Speaker. The third guarantee that should be given is that Mt Henry Hospital will be the
centre of a school of gerontology in Western Australia.
This is a very shabby affair. The Minister is out of touch and he is arrogant. The best
description of this inister is that he is vain and does not understand the needs of
ordinary people. The time has come for the backbench of the Liberal and National
Parties to send a very clear message to that Minister. One, the member for South Perth,
who represents the people who live at Mt Henry Hospital, has had the courage to do it
and I call on other Government backbenchers to follow the example he has set.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [8.29 pm]: I second the motion.
I was at the meeting, at least for part of the time, at Mt Henry Hospital on Monday night.
The motion before this House reflects the very words spoken on this issue by the member
for South Perth. My view, the view of the member for Victoria Park, and the view of my
deputy who also attended that meeting was that what the member for South Perth said
has been re-created in this motion before the House.
There is a great deal of anger about the way this Government is handling this issue and
the Sunset Hospital. One of the problems the Government has is that some of its
Ministers - this is a general comment that does not apply to them all - show a distinct lack
of willingness to attend public meetings and face up to their responsibilities. As is the
nature of Government, decisions made by Ministers sometimes cause a great deal of
discomfort, not only in the ranks of Government but also in the general community. It is
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the responsibility of Ministers to attend public meetings and not 10 leave these matters to
backbenchers and bureaucrats. It is also their responsibility to listen to the comments
made at those public meetings and to move on from there. If the Minister for Health had
attended the meeting on Monday night, listened to what those people had to say and,
more importantly, watched those people as they spoke, he would have changed his mind
about the future of the Mt Henry Hospital as a hospital and a place with nursing home
beds. I am sure those members who attended - the members for Victoria Park and South
Perth - will agree that no-one could have been other than moved by the pleas of those
people who want to keep their home.
I have heard the Minister on radio describe Mt Henry as a holding pen. I heard the
Premier yesterday on at least two or three occasions describe the facilities at Mt Henry as
substandard. However, I have not heard the Minister or his Premier describe Mt Henry
as the loving and caring environment it is. Some of us who perhaps live in far better
surroundings than those at Mt Henry, and who do not live in a room described by the
Premier as divided by curtains with the only part belonging to the patient being the bed
and die hanging space, may feel that it is not what they want for their mum or dad.
However, some of the people in that institution regard it as their home.
Mr Minson: At what point do you draw the line? For 25 to 30 years people have talked
about die Sunset Hospital. Do you agree that sometime within this century or the next
century it will eventually fall down? At some point it must be renewed. I acknowledge
what you are saying, but decisions must be made at some time.
Mr TAYLOR: I will come to the process the Government should undertake to ensure
that it is carried out in a way that takes into account the points!I am making.
Any one of us could live in a mansion with thick pile carpets and expensive Italian
marble floors; however, if the people who shared that mansion did not have love, care
and understanding for the place in which they lived, it would not be a proper home. We
can provide the most exquisite facilities for nursing home patients but if we do not
provide the sort of care and understanding that the staff, friends and relatives of the
patients want, it all comes to nothing. I make a plea to the Government to talk to the
people who have Mrends and relatives at Mt Henry, those who work at Mt Henry, and
those in the same situation at Sunset, and form a view about whether it is adequate for
their needs. Government members should form their own views about whether it is
appropriate for the Minister for Health to answer the following question in the manner he
did -

With reference to the November 1993 News Bulletin issued by Mt Henry
Hospital will patients have the option of remaining at the hospital if they are
assessed by the admission team as being suitable for transfer?

The Minister replied -

All patients assessed as suitable for transfer are expected to be located at a facility
of their choice and will not have the option of remaining at Mt Henry Hospital.

That is taking away from those people their home. That is the critical issue. It is causing
them an incredible amount of anxiety about their future. It must be remembered that we
are talking about the sorts of people who have not been dealt a good hand of four aces in
the game of life. These people would have every reason to feel betryed by the hand
dealt to them over the years. Therefore, they have a special place in our society and
should be treated in a special way. That is not happening at Mt Henry. I was at a
meeting 10 minutes ago and was handed a letter dealing with the Mt Henry issue. It is
not appropriate to give the name of the person involved, but the letter states -

Our aged, widowed mother ... 90 years old ... has been a patient of Mt Henry
Hospital, Como, for nearly 18 years (since August 1976). She was admitted to
this well-known and serviced hospital after thorough medical assessment and tests
taken by the medical officers at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.
She is a victim of Alzheimer's disease. As her condition progressively
deteriorated she was shifted to various wards where she needed more nursing care
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and attention. She is now in Ward ... at Mt Henry Hospital, confined to a
wheelchair and is totally dependent on fltime nursing care. At the age of 90
yewrs it would indeed be a shame to shift her to ay other Nursing Home.
From our experience of Mt Henry Hospital she has received and will only receive
the medical attention, nursing care and comfort that she requires in the last years
of her life. In fact, patients speak very highly of this Hospital. As it is, all
Nursing Homes have long waiting lists so why not keep the present aged patients
in Mt Henry Hospital to spend the last years of their lives in peace, comfort and
receive expert medical attention and nursing care in surroundings which are
familiar to them.
It is indeed pathetic that the present Government now decides and expects these
aged and invalid patients to be moved, at this late and last stage of their lives, to a
different environment.
We -.,ml that the Mt Henry Hospital has extensive grounds, large and airy wards,
and is very well managed and maintained. Also, the medical and nursing
attention, friendly assistance and service of all staff is excellent.

Mr D.L. Smith: This is the hospital the Premier described as substandard.
Mr TAYLOR: Yes, he did. The letter continues -

The closure of this hospital for aged care has caused great concern and distress to
the families and patients (who consider this place as their only home and last
resting place).
This plea would be one of the numerous the present Government would already
have received from concerned and distressed relatives, friends and patients of Mt
Henry Hospital.
We firmly hope and miust that the Government will give strong consideration to
our appeal and will reverse their decision in regard to the closure of the Mt Henry
Hospital for Aged Care.

The letter is signed I presume by the three daughters of that lady, and it sums up very
well the situation faced by a number of people living at Mt Henry. When I was Minister
for Health I saw the need to improve facilities at Sunset Hospital, and to a lesser extent at
Mt Henry Hospital. I was aware that both institutions were well served by the areas in
which they were located and the surrounding prounds.
I turn now to the Graylands mental institution, where the same situation applies. There
was a desperate need to upgrade the facilities and to find funds to do that. Over the last
decade the Graylands Hospital has experienced a major upgrade in the quality of
facilities and the care for the patients. I suppose that was done indirectly rather than
directly because we made a decision to sell the land around the institution. We now have
an upmarket housing estate, St Johns Wood; and John XXIII College. As a result of the
sale of land we have a marked improvement in the standard of the facility.
Mr Tubby: What about in 20 years?
Mr TAYLOR: The Government will find the money.
Mr Tubby: Why didn't you do that?
Mr TAYLOR: When in Government, we found the money for health care. We carried
out the most extraordinary development with the expansion and upgrading of health
facilities in 100 years. I will come to the 20 year argument. The grounds surrounding
the Mt Henry and Sunset Hospitals provide an opportunity for the Government - with our
support - to sell off pant of the land. In the case of Sunset, the Government could sell
land to provide upmarket residential facilities. I could not care less if people want to pay
$2.3m for a block overlooking the Swan River, as long as the money goes back to health
care - in this case, to Sunset.
Mr Pendal: That Point is excellent. It gets to the real nitty gritty. Well done, for
committing yourself to that.
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Mr TAYLOR: In the case of Mt Henry, adequate land is available to do the same.
People said on Monday night chat it would be outrageous to sell off waterfront land-, that
other land could be sold. That would provide adequate funds not only to upgrade the
institution but also to save the Home of Peace providing nursing home beds in other
locations - with Commonwealth approval. I refer to land in your electorate, Mr Acting
Speake (Mr Johnson), in the northern suburbs where there is a need, or at Amarco where
40 beds were transferred from Mt Henry. This is a clear opportunity to do char.
The Government has the numbers in this House and the upper House, whether Sunset is
an A class resere or not - no matter the nature of the reserve at Mt Henry - to do what it
chooses. If the Government makes that decision it will receive no criticism from the
Opposition. It is a pity the Minister for Planning is not in the Chamber. 1 tin disturbed
to know that in the electorate of Applecross, rather than the land around Heathcote being
sold off to rich people and the money being put back into mental health facilities -

Mr Lewis: Who else would it be sold to - poor people?
Wr TAYLOR: I am making a paint about rich people buying land. I do not care whether

people want to buy land there, but the land could be sold off and the money could be put
back into mental health rather than, in the case of Heathcote, land being landscaped as a
park for the few people who live in the area to walk their dogs or sit on she bank and
watch the fireworks on Australia Day. I see a far more appropriate use.
Mr Pendal: You are talking about my electorate.
Mr TAYLOR: I thought it was in the electorate of the member for Applecross.
However, it is more appropriate to use the land to benefit all Western Australians than to
provide it for the people who live around Heafficote. It will be the most valuable park
land we have seen since the creation of Kings Park.
Mr Lewis: It will be like cutting up Kings Park.
Mr TAYLOR: It will not The land is for Heachcote. The Minister is caving in to the
pressure of a few people who happen to live around the area, just because they want a
flash little park. They could not give a stuff about whether the money goes back to
mental health facilities for Western Australia. That is the problem. The Minister should
stand up to those people. He does not need to look after them. He has a safe seat.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I have no problem with that. The Minister can list those nice brick
buildings for our heritage. They can be kept as pant of the park. 1t can become a
community facility for chose people.
Mr Lewis: You said it should not be a park.
Mr TAYLOR: I made a mistake. I do make the occasional mistake. It can be pant of the
area set aside for residential facilities. It will probably add to the value of the area
because people will have a community facility alongside their residences.
At Sunset. Mt Henry, or Heathcoce the Government has the opportunity to make a
difference in the quality of the facility, but the most important point is that the
Government, and the Minister in particular, have shown no care or concern for the
patients at Sunset or Mt Henry or their future. At the moment the Government has a
large number of people on its hands. In some cases the patients understand what is going
on; in ocher cases, the friends and relatives of patients understand what is going on, but a
large number of people are no: being cold what will happen to them. If anything, they are
told that they will be moved to another place, and that is that We are dealing with
people who regard these places as their home. I warn the Government that although it
may have the numbers in both Houses of Parliament to do what it wants to do on this
issue, the people at these institutions will not lie down. At Mr Henry in particular, the
Government will be dealing with a group of people - patients, relatives and friends - who
will stay. If the Government wants to call in the police to remove the aged and infirm
patients at Mt Henry, that is exactly what will happen. No way in the world will these
people move just because they aretcold to move. Those places are home to them.
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Mr Tubby interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The 40 beds will be relocated. Forty beds have been made available, but
the patients will not necessarily travel with the beds, except in circumstances when the
patients have friends and relatives living in the area.
I return to the 20 year scenario.
Mr Tubby: I got you with that one.
Mr TAYLOR: We have an opportunity to make a difference to the quality of the
facilities as a result of the methodology I have suggested. If the Government does not
take that opportunity because it asks what will happen in 20 years, the consequences for
the patients and everyone else concerned will be devastating. Whoever is in Government
in 25 or 30 years will face that problem. If the Government refuses to take the approach I
have suggested because it is worried about upgrading the facility in 20 or 25 years, I
point out that at that time the Government may not be in a positioo to build a hospital or
anything else. The Government may never worry about what it will do to keep the
hospital going in 25 years' time. It is a nonsense argument; it makes no sense
whatsoever. There is no logic to the procedure of the Government. The Government is
refusing to make these sorts of decisions. It is saying that in 25 years' time it Will no:
have the land to sell off and, therefore, it will not be able to do a revamp of those
facilities. Government members may as well pack their bags now. If they make that
decision, they may as well make the decision that today it is not in the business of
building any new hospitals because they may not have the money in 25 years' time to do
a major job on them.
Mr Tubby: I am not saying that. You do not flog the assets to build something new.
That shows an absolute lack of planning. Live for today and forget about tomorrow; that
is your motto.
Mr TAYLOR: If that is my motto, I suggest that the member go to Mt Henry Hospital
and ask those people how they ame living today.
Mr Tubby: Very poorly. The people from my electorate would like you to visit them.
Mr TAYLOR: The way in which those people are living today is causing them a great
deal of anxiety.
Mr Tubby: They are appalling conditions.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Roleystone might suggest that those people are living
very poorly and in appalling conditions.
Mr Tubby: Very, very poorly.
Mr TAYLOR: I am sorry. The member says that they are living very, very poorly. Has
the member been there?
Mr Tubby: I believe what!I have heard. I know what will be built at Amaroo.
Mr TAYLOR: What the member for Roleystone has said is very insulting to the people
who work there and to the friends and relatives of those who live theme.
Mr Tubby: The facility to be built at Amaroo will be absolutely fantastic and people will
be able to be with their family and friends.
Mr TAYLOR: Mt Henry Hospital is a facility that sets a standard in quality nursing care
that is looked up to by other nursing homes in Western Australia. Some of the best
people in nursing home care anywhere in the State are at Mt Henry Hospital. People who
work there write the papers about how difficult patients, very old patients, and patients
with the Alzheimer illness should be cared for. The member can talk about the quality of
facilities, but I can tell him that we can compare the flashiest, most luxurious home with
a place with a bare floor. The flashy place is not necessarily the place that provides the
love, care and attention that is needed. It is all about people who work there and about
people who go through the nursing home.
Mr Tubby: They are mobile. Some live in my electorate.
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Mr TAYLOR: I chink Government members and die Premier should listen closely to
what I have to say. The people who are running the campaign at Mt Henry Hospital will
not be moved, If the Premier wants to face the prospect of sending in the police to cake
those people out of the place -

Mr Court: Don't be ridiculous; don't be pathetic.
Mr TAYLOR: Government members do not underscand the quality of the people with
whom they are dealing, the determination of the people with wham they are dealing.
There is at least one in the Speaker's Gallery tonight who has a sense of determination
that should never be underestimated. These people will not be moved in an unwilling
fashion. That is the final position in relation to Mt Henry Hospital. These people will
not be moved on because the Minister thinks that is in their interests, or because the
Premier or the member for Roleystone say that the facilities are substandard or appalling;
they wili move on only because they are convinced that it is better for them to do so.
Government members will not stand a chance of doing that because the people -

Mr Tubby: Because people like you are stirring them on.
Mr TAYLOR: The member should have been at the meeting on Monday night. When I
spoke at that meeting I said nothing that could have been construed to stir up those
people. I hope the member for South Perth will back me up about that. I knew that those
people were a very vulnerable audience and it was important not to stir them up. I do not
mind spealdng in this fashion to people like the Government members but I will not
speak to the people who were at the meeting in this way.
The Government should not believe this issue will be easy - it will not be. I suggest that
the Government take a great deal of notice of what my colleagues the members for
Victoria Park and South Perth say on this issue. They understand what is going on. I
also suggest that the Government members take a great deal of notice of people like the
person to whom I referred in the letter chat I read out tonight, whose mother has been in
the hospital for 18 years; the people who write letters to them; and the people who
telephone them. What those people have to say are very good points, and we in this
Parliament should never underestimate them.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for Disability Services) [8.55 pmj: Sometimes I
despair when I hear people in this place speak and when I hear some of the things they
say. I was very disturbed a few weeks ago during the Glendalough by-election when I
heard the shadow Minister for Disability Services, who unfortunately is not here today,
upset a lot of people when she said that the Government had secretly put on a consultant
to show how we could privatise a whole lot of things and cut services. Not only did she
not come to me for a briefing but also she set out to alar-m people who are disabled and
who have disabled families. That was a despicable thing to do because it was untrue.
Similary tonight, we are hearing people who are trying to be alarmist and to upset a
group of people who do not need to be upset; I refer to the aged, the frail aged and their
families who care very much about them. The motion before us asks us to do a couple of
things: First it asks us to agree to share the anger expressed by the member for South
Perth. At the end of my speech I will move an amendment which, I want to place on
record, has been specifically drafted by the member for South Perth at no request from
anyone in Government. He has done this of his own volition. He has discussed this with
the Minister for Health. He has not watered down what he thinks. He has drafted it and,
so that he can speak to it, I will move the amendment This House will eventually vote
orn exactly what the member for South Perth wants the House to vote on. Secondly, this
motion asks us to reconsider the downgrading of Mt Henry Hospital and the closure of
Sunset Hospital. I refer to my opening remarks. It is a great shame that this sort of
matter gets politicised and seized upon like a dog with a bone.
Dr Gallop: You are out of touch.
Mr Mfr4SON: No, I am not out of touch at all. The member for Victoria Park may
forget that for three year I was the Opposition spokesman for Health. I have a great
interest in health and have had all of my life to the point where I gave up a fair slice of
my life to train in health. The member should no: tell me I am out of touch.
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Every Government at some time in its life is confronted with making a difficult decision.
It must make that decision on the evidence before it and it must proceed as sensitively as
it can. The hallmark of a Government which is out of mouch and of one that is about to go
out of office is that it cannot make those decisions and, if it does, it does not do it
properly. That is why the Opposition members are sitting where they are and we are
sitting over here. We are prepared to confront the issues. I will build on that matter later.
I suggest that the alarmist nonsense to which we have been listening is not befitting what
the constituents of members opposite would expect of them,
Let us look at the basics of what health care, aged care and allied services are about.
Firsdly, they have to provide quality care. Secondly, they must provide equal quality care
at the least cost
Dr Gallop: That is a ridiculous objective. You want to lower standards everywhere.
Mr MINSON: I said equal standard care. I know how the member twists things.
Dr Gallop: Lower standards everywhere.
Mr MINSON: We have an obligation to provide an equal standard for less money. Is the
member telling me that that is not an obligation of this Parliament?
Dr Gallop: You are going to lower the standard of health care throughout Western
Australia.
Mr MINSON: I just said equal care. Is the member telling me that that is not an
obligation of this Parliament? I can tell him that it is. This State is desperate for money
because of what members opposite did, and the Government has a lot of people to look
after. It is a consideration that we must take into account.
Mr Kobelke: So you will drag everyone down to the lowest level.
Mr MlNSON: No. I said equal quality care. We will provide quality care and make sure
that we provide it at the least amount to the taxpayer, not just to save money, but to look
after the maximum number of people.
The third thing that we must do is realise that from time to time things change. We must
realise that nothing lasts forever. Everything comes to the end of its life, especially
buildings. The Mt Henry Hospital is substandard in terms of its buildings and facilities.
Dr Gallop: Have you been out there?
Mr MINSON: Yes.
Dr Gallop: How does it compare with a lot of the private nursing homes? There was a
Commonwealth official there last Friday who pointed out to the staff that it is streets
ahead of nursing homes in terms of the building standards throughout this country.
Mr MINSON: I do not accept that.
Mr Court Is Sunset the same?
Dr Gallop: Sunset is an old building but the care within it is very good.
Mr Court: If that is the standard we have in Australia, we have a bigger problem than we
thought
Dr Gallop: You don't understand. Go back to Tresillian; that is what you're all about
Mr MJNSON: The more the member talks, the bigger the hole he digs for himself. The
previous Minister, a man who I believe is a very honourable man, Keith Wilson -
Dr Gallop: He would never have done this.
Mr MINSON: He foreshadowed it. He commissioned a report.
Dr Gallop: He didn't do it, though; there is a big difference.
Mr MINSON: My briefing notes reveal that the previous Government clearly supported
moves to close these hospitals, although it did not manage to make the decisions to do so,
and that a previous Minister commissioned reports that have provided much of the basis
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for this action. That information was provided by the very officers from the Health
Department who worked with the previous Minister.
Mr Graham: Who?
Mr MINSON: I do not know. They were fronm t Health Department. I Will not name
the public servants.
Mr Graham: Table it.
Mr MINSON: They are people from the Health Department.
Dr Gallop: I do not know who they are. Tell me who they are. Table the document.
Mr MINSON: It does not matter.
Dr Gallop: You are not prepared to table the document.
Mr MINSON: I assurc the House that the Health Department has provided us with
considerable information on this matter and what I am willing the House is a fact. Keith
Wilson foreshadowed this on a number of occasions. He commissioned a report which
showed clearly that things were not right there and formed the basis for the changes that
are mooted at Mt Henry. There was agreement between previous Ministers and Hon
Peter Foss on this matter. The report referred to a range of matters, but specifically
talked about a lack of amenities. It says that the hospital cannot provide a homelike
environment or privacy and dignity. It states that its long and open dormitories were no
longer acceptable and neither were the communal bathing facilities. The Government
has an obligation to meet the standards that have been laid down by the Commnonwealth
Government because of the funding arrangement.
Dr Gallop: That is not true. We are not responsible to the Commonwealth Government.
We are an autonomous State.
Mr MINSON: The member talks about what happens in other nursing homes. I can tell
him that what is out there does not meet the Commonwealth's outcome standards.
Dr Gallop: Thai is not rue. What are outcome standards?
Mr MINSON: That is what the report says.
Dr Gallop: Who wrote that report?
Mr MINSON: I will find out and tell the member. It was commissioned by Keith
Wilson, a Labor Party Minister.
The second matter that the report addressed was cost. It used to cost $171.34 a day to
maintain a bed at Mt Henry. That is now down to $150 compared with a like service
delivered through the private sector at $90 a day. That is not a lower standard, it is
identical care at $90 a day.
Dr Gallop: Do they do racheostomnies and gaswrostomies?
Mr MINSON: I am talking about like care, not those patients.
Dr Gallop: They are not the patients who are in Mt Henry. That is what is missing.
Mr MINSON: Does the member know how CAM/SAM works?
Dr Gallop: Indeed I do. I will be taking it up with the Minister for Heath.
Mr MINSON: It has various levels of dependency and so on. The private sector
provides those services cheaper.
Dr Gallop: Not for those sorts of patients, it doesn't.
Mr MINSON: It can do that, and the member knows well that it can. The private sector
is funded by the Commonwealth Government. It is a peculiar mix. It may be the private
sector, but it has a certain amount of flexibility with the CAM/SAM arrangement. That
flexibility is not available to the State Government run nursing homes which are tied to a
somewhat different system. I will return to what I said about things not remaining static.
People's expectations change. What was reasonable 20, 30 or 50 years ago - open
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dormitories. and communal bathing - is not acceptable now to most people. It may be
acceptable to some people. It is clear from the report that the building is not acceptable.
There is a certain emotional attachment to that building and that hospital by a number of
people, which does not surprise me.
Mr Taylor: A certain emotional attachment! It's called home.
Mr MINSON; Let us not ovcrdranidse it. There is an emotional attachment, and that
matter must be handled sensitively.
Mr Taylor: It is not being; that is the problem.
Mr MINSON: That is not the information that I have. I have mentioned that everything
reaches the end of its life. I heard tonight that a group of people here have tried to pass
off that the private sector cannot do this and that certain things can be done only at Mt
Henry and cenain things can be done only at Sunset,
Dr Gallop: That is true.
Mr MINSON: That is absolute nonsense.
Dr Gallop: Go through each of the categories I listed.
Mr MINSON: This Parliament has a duty to examine the number of nursing home beds
funded in Western Australia by the Federal Government using a formula of
approximately 40 beds for every 1 000 of the population who are more than 70 year of
age. That is a fairly important matter. According to the Federal Government we are
over-bedded. When we start a new suburb and the metropolitan area grows it means we
do not have the beds available under the Federal Government formula to provide nursing
homes in that area. As the metropolitan area grows and people who live in those suburbs
retire, they cannot retire anywhere near home and their families; they must be shunted
into the Mt Henry and the Sunset hospitals of the metropolitan area That is
inappropriate. Bearing in mind those figures, funds will be freed, if you lie, by the
changes that axe moored.
Although the Government has been portrayed as saving money for the sake of it, we must
weigh what the funds will be used for against the down side. I agree there are some
down sides, particularly an emotional attachment which must be handled very
sensitively. The frst thing the resources will be used for will be to purchase services for
Commonwealth funded homes. In other words those special things which the Opposition
says can be done only at Mt Henry will be able to be done at those other nursing homes
because the State Government will have the flexibility within its Budget to purchase
them and provide them in the much bonter facilities that are already being built. We
heard about one being built at Amaroo not so long ago.
Secondly, people are waiting in hospitals who cannot get into nursing homes. A scheme
is available to shift those people into care awaiting placement services. That stops the
bed-blocking in hospitals, as members opposite well know if they study the system.
Dr Gallop: You have forgotten the new blockage you will create when they rinish back
in Royal Perth Hospital.
Mr MINSON: The justification for saying that was that the services people receive at Mt
Henry cannot be delivered anywhere else. I have just explained to the member for
Victoria Park that the funds will be available to deliver them. He is talkcing patent
nonsense. It can be delivered elsewhere, and it will be. is alarmist nonsense does not
serve any purpose in this debate.
A problem also exists in hospitals with aged people who have had accidents and will
eventually be able to go into nursing homes but who, because of their age, are slow to
recover. Sometimes they spend months recovering from ailments until they reach a stage
where they can enter a nursing home. There is a scheme to provide for a slow stream
rehabilitation to get those people out of hospitals and into non-government nursing
homes.
I refer also to the collocation of nursing home facilities with country hospitals - a matter
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thai has interested me for some time. It has been a source of some concern that people in
country areas cannot get into a nursing borne in their area because the beds have been
used up in either a major regional centre or in a metropolitan area. The funds released by
the Government's plan can be used to provide those facilities in country towns where
many people now wish to retire and eventually go into nursing homes for the rest of their
lives.
A final matter which has not been addressed tonight is that the extra funds can be used to
give carer support so that many people who enter nursing harnes do not have to do so
prematurely. Those ame issues which will unfold over time; they will not develop in five
minutes. It takes rime to design and provide these services. We have heard much about
how insensitive we have been with regard to Mt Henry Hospital. A resident placement
service exists which consults families and residents about what will happen as the
facilities and the situation change at Mt Henry. All but 11I of the current residents have
already been consulted. It is true that they do not all agree. However, as time goes by
and they are counselled and begin to realise what is available outside and what will be
provided -

Dr Gallop: Repeat what you said and think about it.
Mr MINSON: I thought about it before I wrote it down.
Dr Gallop: "When they begin to realise" is the language of authoritadriism.
Mr MINSON: Tere is also a quality services unit there. The administrator from Mt
Henry says that, of the people who have already transferred out of Mt Henry, no
complaints have come from that quality service unit. That is significant.
I refer now to Sunset; the Premier may wish to -
Dr Gallop interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
Mr MINSON: The member for Victoria Park should not dig his hole any deeper.
In about 1965-66, as a young man, I remember reading about Sunset Home and how it
was reaching the end of its life. In 1985, the now Premier, Mr Court, asked the then
Minister for Health, Mr Hodge, whether the Government had any plans to upgrade the
facilities at Sunset Hospital. Mr Hodge replied that the buildings at Sunset Hospital were
nearing the end of their economic, functional and useful life. He said that an examination
was being made of possible options for the replacement in whole or in part of the
facilities at Sunset Hospital or their relocation elsewhere. Members should not pretend
people have not tried to examine the issue before. They have not had the courage to
make the decisions. In 1987 Ian Taylor also shared that concern and in 1992 Keith
Wilson -

Mr Taylor: You did something worse; you wrote a report saying the conditions were
awful, the worst in Australia, and did nothing about it. Do not be proud of that, my
friend.
Mr MINSON: Members opposite are sitting over there because they do not have the
courage to do the things that should be done in a sensible and sensitive way. To keep this
debate going in this way is rather silly. I acknowledge some difficult decisions must be
made. Nobody likes to have to make those decisions or to upset people from time to
time.
Mr Taylor: You have, don't you understand that?
Mr MINSON: I do; that is the point. Nobody likes to do it.
Mr Taylor: Do something about it.
Mr MINSON: We are doing it.
Mr Taylor: You are not.

11097



The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MINSON: Yes, there is a down side. We are discussing it, but the Opposition is
ignoring all die up sides. For that, the Opposition stands condemned. Members opposite
are totally irresponsible and that is why they axe sitting on the Opposition benches. Until
they grow up they will stay where they are.
Several members interjected.
The ACITING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MNSON: They could not make a responsible decision if their lives depended on it.
They are hopeless.
Mr Taylor: You call it responsible to kick people our lie that -
Mr MINSON: Come on; nobody is ripping anyone out from anywhere! That emotive
and stupid statement will inflame those people.
In summary, the facilities at both of the homes we arc talking about are inadequate. That
is not a reflection on the staff; nobody is disputing that they are excellent. That has
already been talked about. Those staff will be excellent at any other facility which does
not have to be in a particular geographic location. To make that out as an argument is
nothing but nonsense. The alarmist talk we have heard tonight will do nothing but
increase the level of anxiety in a group of people who do not deserve it. The
Commonwealth guide to best practice called, I think, "A Guide to Residents' Rights in
Nursing Homes and Hostels", will be followed because it quite clearly says that the
facilities at Mt Henry and Sunset are not acceptable.
I give everybody associated with Sunset and Mt Henry hospitals an assurance that there
will be comprehensive arrangements and consultations, and they will be looked after and
put in a place where they wili be happy.

Anmendment to Motion
Mr MINSON: I move -

To delete all words after House and substitute the following -

understands the disappointment of the member for South Perth in relation
to Mt Henry Hospital and notes that the Government has reassured him
and all patients and family that -

(a) his proposal contained in a letter to the Minister for Health is being
considered,

(b) it believes it will not be necessary that any patient be removed
from the hospital without his or her permission;

(c) the State Government mindful of the need to properly house
patients, will do a in its power to achieve that end, taking all
possible solutions into account, including those discussed at
Monday's public meeting at Mt Henry.

And further,
(1) thanks the Opposition for its endorsement of combining public and

private hospital facilities at Mt Henry; and
(2) acknowledges that whilst responsibility for aged care is principally

with the Federal Government, the State Government has made a
commitment to improve the number and range of facilities for the
aged throughout the State and has taken positive steps by way of
funding and alternative strategies to make this happen.

I stress that this amendment is drafted by the member for South Perth. I commend the
wmended motion to the House.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [9.23 pm]: Rarely do I stand in the House in a better
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mood. Tonight I will convey great news to people in rural Western Australia. I have
spent seven of my eight years as die member for Avon in this Parliament in Opposition
and one year in Government. We have battled for many years on the same issues raging
around Mt Henry and Sunset Hospitals. They are very important issues to any
community, whether it is yours in Esperance, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth)l, or the
community in South Perth. The only difference is that the institutions discussed this
evening are in magnificent locations. I could not be any more proud of my electorate
than you are of yours, Mr Acting Speaker, and the activities which happen there in the
care of aged people. The difference between the members on the Governent side of the
House and those in Opposition is chat we have the runs on the board. The Government is
in a position to say that substantial steps have been taken in the care of people in this
category. I do not have an hour to run through the history.
Mr Graham: Tell me what the runs are.
Mr TRENORDEN: This is the best news the member has heard in 20 years. I cannot do
justice to the announcement I will be making tonight It is beyond me to do that but I
hope that members of the House will give consideration to what I will say and what it
will mean to rual people. Several years ago I chaired a meeting of the Avon Community
Development Foundation, which consists of 12 shimes bordering the central wheatbelt
area, at Cunderdin. The purpose of the meeting was to draw people together and discuss
the retention and importance of rural hospitals to the community. The proposal brought
to the meeting was that the underutilised part of those hospitals should be used for
nursing home care. The ACDF proposal has received Australia-wide recognition and has
been accepted. It was one of die last things Senator Richardson did as Minister for
Health, and I commend him for that decision. Hon Peter Foss was instrumental in
clearing the second last hurdle, and then Senator Richardson cleared the last hurdle. It
means that for the first time in the history of Australia, Commonwealth and State funds
will be blended in one institution. That was opposed not only by the previous State
Labor Government but also by all previous Federal Governments: Taxpayers' money
was not to be mingled at any point of delivery, not only in health care but also in other
areas. The Avon proposal is that the closed sections of rural hospitals be developed into
nursing homes of the quality and standard required by CAM/SAM. It means joint
utilisation of staff and facilities, including doctors and infrastructure. That has never
been done before.
Mr Graham: You keep saying that has never been done before.
Mr TRENORDEN: I do not want to pick on the member for Pilbara. He is a reasonable
person, but he does not understand. He should go and do his sums and he will see that he
is wrong. There is a difference between having a person in a bed in a hospital and having
him in a nursing home bed in a hospital. The member for Victoria Park cannot
understand that. The difference is that people arm in open four-bed wards or twin wards
and those people are not given the standard or quality of life they require.
Mr Graham: We have a nursing home in Port Hedland hospital that was opened by Barry
Hodge.
Mr TRENORDEN: It will be on a totally different basis. I suggest the member does not
make a fool of himself. He should settle down and check it out because he is wrong.
The ACOF has been working on this proposal for a number of years, to the extent that
with its own money it saw the Federal Minister and the previous Federal Minister. Its
members battled through this program to the end, they were so weary that the proposal
looked totally defeated. Every criterion of the Federal Governiment's policy was met.
The Government had not thought of it and would not accept it, even though we reached
the stage where the Federal bureaucrats could find no reason why it should not pmogress.
Because they had not thought of it, it was not to progress. They totally opposed the
mingling of State and Federal funds at one location. The catalyst for change was that this
Goverrnent won an election. Hon Peter Foss, on behalf of this Government. invested
$1 m in the proposal and gave it total support. On every occasion he met his Federal
counterparts he raised the ACDF proposal, which is the same as that in all hospitals in
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rural Western Australia. I have mentioned that Senator Richardson, as the previous
Federal Minister for Health, had the good sense to endorse that proposal at the meeting of
State Ministers a few weeks ago.
People from Esperance to Wyndham alt very concerned about the declining health
services in rural Western Australia. The member for Kimberley will understand what I
mean because die people in his electorate are also concerned. 'he people in dhe
electorate of Avon were instrumental in bringing this proposal to the attention of not only
the State, but also the nation and it will be implemented in six towns - Bruce Rock,
Merredin, Broome, Wyndham, Kununurra, Collie and Katanning. I am proud that I was
the person who called the first meeting which led to this proposal and it will greatly
improve the quality of life for the people in rural Western Australia. I hope members
comprehend what the proposal will mean. The pressure will be taken off these hospitals
because the costs will be spread across not one Budget, but two Budgets. The nursing
staff will be able to provide a better standard of care, and casualty and other services will
be provided. It is a quantum leap - I bate to talk about Jeff Kennett's quantum leaps, but
this is a major step forward.
The people in the electorate of Avon have battled against all odds to have this proposal
implemented and I will make sure that they get the credit they deserve in the local Press.
The announcement of the implementation of this proposal was one of the proudest
moments I have had int my eight years in this place.
The member for Victoria Park said that people will have to go to the main hospitals such
as Royal Perth Hospital. He said that out of ignorance and it is unbelievable that he
supports the idea of people suffering from chronic illnesses being admitted to hospital
instead of going to purpose designed facilities. For the member to say that these people
should not be given the best care available is unbelievable. The Leader of the Opposition
correctly pointed out that these people have been dealt not four aces, but two pains. The
member for Victoria Park's comments were a direct attack on these people's human
rights. He must have some compassion for them and he must have seen four or six
patients to a ward in the hospitals he has visited. Some of them are suffering from
embarrassing conditions, but they are in full view of everyone. They could be in a
nursing home.
Dr Gallop: You don't know what happens there.
Mr TRLENORDEN: I know exactly what happens. To say these people should not have a
room of their own in a purpose designed facility or access to equipment and cart is
unbelievable. It was amazing to hear what the member for Victoria Park said. He should
know, if he has visited these hospitals, that people want their own privacy and above all
they want their possessions around diem. Does the member want to deny them their
rights? The type of care which is delivered to aged people in hospital comes from the
Jurassic age - the flesh has rotted away and only the bones remain.
Dr Gallop: You are a disgrace.
Mr TRENORDEN: If the member for Victoria Park were a caring person, he would want
these people to have the best of care and conditions.
A new nursing home is being built in my home town of Northam.
Dr Turnbull: It is a Taj Mahal.
Mr TRENORDEN: It is a magnificent building and people will be moving from the
Jurassic-type accommodation into a state of the art building. The carers from the hospital
provide an excellent service and they will move to the new building. The Leader of the
Opposition said in his contribution to this debate that a new building never works and the
staff are different. He is wrong because the new building at Northam will make the
patients as comfortable as possible. The Leader of the Opposition's attitude was that the
staff at new hospitals grow fangs and become evil people. That is absolute nonsense.
The 40-bed Northiam nursing home will be privately owned and run by the Avon
Community Development Foundation - the people of Northiam. I am as proud as punch
of that building and the people who am responsible for it.
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Dr Gallop: What happens when the patients require permanent care?
Mr TRENORDEN: They go to hospital.
Dr Gallop: Under your system the only option for their physician is to send them to
hospital.
Mr TRENORDEN: The hospital at Goornalling will specialise in aged care. Therefore,
there will be a hospital 30 miles from Northam to look after aged people who require
permanent care. Hf the member for Victoria Park were a carig person he would know
that we have an aging population and many of them suffer from mental conditions. I
have been talking about better conditions and purpose designed facilities for our aging
population.
MR PENDAL (South Perth) 19.40 pm]: Earlier tonight, the Leader of the Opposition
asked the members of the House to acknowledge the fact that when he spoke on Monday
night at the public meeting at Mt Henry, he treated the matter in a bipartisan way and put
forward a suggestion that was worthy of everyone's consideration. I agree with hint
The Leader of the Opposition was the principal speaker for the Opposition, and what he
said on that night was later embodied in a motion, combined with a number of my
suggestions, which became known colloquially on that night as the "Pendal-Taylor plan".
Dr Gallop: There was a difference between his plan and your plan.
Mr PENDAL: Yes. I will explain that. The Leader of the Opposition asked tonight that
it be takn at face value that the argument that he advanced to the meeting was put in
good faith and was capable of being adopted in a bipartisan way. I accept that; [ do not
challenge anything that he said in regard to either its good faith or the content of his
argument.
I repeat the stance that I took on Monday night. There is nothing from which I resile. Mt
Henry Hospital, and particularly the patients and their families, is faced with a difficult
situation. I will come in a few moments to the ways in which Governments per se should
handle that situation with some sensitivity which in the past they have not applied. The
amendment moved by the Minister for the Environment, on behalf of the Minister for
Health, is capable of adoption tonight by all parties of the Parliament.
Dr Gallop: No, it is not.
Mr PENDAL: If the member for Victoria Park expresses the bipartisanship tonight -

Dr Gallop: Paragraph (b) is a disgrace.
Mr PENDAL: The member for Victoria Park has spoken tonight and members have
listened to him in silence. People were prepared so accept the member's views on
Monday night in a bipartisan way. The amendment that has been moved tonight is an
improvement on the principal motion proposed today by the Labor Party. The
amendment embraces all of those things. I want members to examine, if they have not
done so, the content of the Government's anmendment. I say unashamedly that I had a
strong hand in drafting the amendment that was acceptable to the Minister for Health and
to me, representing the views that I expressed on Monday night at the public meeting.
Those views, combined with the views expressed by the Leader of the Opposition, who
made a lot of sense that night, were accepted by the people present not as a political stunt
but as a genuine attempt to solve the problem.
Mr Grahamn: Were you angry on Monday night?
Mr PENDAL: The member for Pilbara can judge for him self. I am asking him now to
judge this matter not in emotional terms but in terms of what we have achieved through
this amendment for the people of Mt Henry. The member for Pilbara was not at the
meeting on Monday night, and be was one of the 91 members who were invited to that
meeting. A subsequent motion was passed, commending the four members who did turn
up.
I ask the member for Victoria Park to remember that the amendment acknowledges,
firstly, the proposal that I put to she Minister for Health in December namely, that some
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form of leasehold be pranted on certain sites at the Mt Henry campus. That has been
embraced by Dr Joyner as a possibility and as a partial or complete solution. I agree with
the member for Victoria Park that that is not what the Leader of the Opposition proposed,
but I can tell the House that when I came back from the podium on Monday night, the
Labor members who were present were prepared to acknowledge that the solution lay
either in the suggestion made by the Leader of the Opposition - which I think was a
sensible suggestion - or in the suggestion that I made to lease some of the Mt Henry land.
Whether the solution is reflected by what the Leader of the Opposition said or what I said
in the end does not matter because the result will be the same. The result for the patients
at Mt Henry Hospital will be the contents of paragraph (b) of the amendment.
Dr Gallop: You have not read paragraph (b).
Mr PENDAL: The member for Victoria Park should listen because, with respect, there
are more important people than the two of us. One of those persons is in the gallery, and
he is capable of taking a balanced message back to those people. Paragraph (b) states -

it believes it will not be necessary that any patient be removed from the hospital
without his or her permission;

Dr Gallop: That is what the Minister says now. 7Tat says nothing new. What about a
statement of principle?
Mr PENDAL: If the member for Victoria Park wants to play politics, I will play it with
him and I will beat him every night of the week. Ihe member will not convince the
leaders of the movements -

Dr GALLOP: Yes I will.
Mr PENDAL: Will he? On Monday night, they endorsed the combined proposals put up
by me and the Leader of the Opposition. The member for Victoria Park is locked into
that proposal by which this Government is entitled to sell some of the Mt Henry land and
put the proceeds back into an upgraded facility on that site. That was the proposal put by
the Leader of the Opposition, which I endorsed. The counter proposal that I put up.
which the Labor members attending that meeting were prepared to accept, is outlined in
paragraph (c), which states -

the State Government, mindful of the need to properly house patients, will do all
in its power to achieve that end, taking all possible solutions into account,
including those discussed at Monday's public meeting at Mt Henry.

I have no particular preference for either of the two principal proposals that were
discussed.
I do not blame the Labor Opposition for moving a motion of this kind in the Parliament
today. No-one would be surprised if it did not. I certainly could not growl at members
opposite for doing so. Equally, no-one can be surprised or angry that I would seek to
persuade the Government to bring in an amendment.
Mr Graham: You never are angry; I know you ame a gentleman.
Mr PENDAL: The member for Pilbara can make his speech afterwards. I will soon ask
for an extension of time, my friend. When the numbers say that 26 will outvote 20, the
distinction will become clear.
A lesson is to be learned by ali sides of politics from what is taking place at Mt Henry. I
learnt this lesson when I was in Opposition. In 1986 the then Labor Government
proposed to close the Carson Street Special School in Victoria Park.
Dr Gallop: It did not happen.
Mr PENDAL: Why not?
Dr Gallop: Because of the opposition of the people from the area.
Mr PENDAL: It was because of the opposition, full stop. I led the charge, and that is
why I do not blame members opposite for taking this action today. The Leader of the
Opposition and the member for Victoria Park were doing their job on Monday night.
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Incidentally, the Carson Swreet Special School was a facility for profoundly retarded
children. I have told the current Government that it too must learn this lesson.
This lesson was learn: by the previous coalition Government in relation to Tresillian. It
appears that every Government must learn this lesson of its own volition. The lesson is
that one should never entice people out of their comfort zone before they understand the
type of accommodation into which they might be enticed. That was the problem at
Tresillian, the Canon Street Special School and, frankly, now at Mt Henry. Ordinary
people, especially the type of people who are patients at Mt Henry, should not have the
daylight scared out of them. We should not ask them to leave the comfort and security
zone of what they know for the land of the unknown, and I hope the current Government
has learnt this lesson.
Therefore, I do not resile from anything I said or did on Monday night. I do not expect
the Leader of the Opposition, as the principal speaker, to do so either. The solution lies
somewhere between what was advocated that night by the Leader of the Opposition and
that advocated by me. I do not want to use coruidor talk, but the Leader of the Opposition
would be the first to admit that he acted in a bipartisan way. He was not here when I
endorsed his comments. The member did not intend to use this matter in a base political
way on Monday night. and that is why the Opposition has the same obligation as I do, as
a member of the Government, to find a solution to the Mt Henry issue. It lies somewhere
between the Leader of the Opposition's proposal and mine. Since Monday night I have
been more persuaded to the Leader of the Opposition's point of view; namely, selling
part of the property and ploughing the money back into the facility on the site.
I was open to the meeting on Monday night when I said that it would be to my political
advantage for that proposal to be adopted: The type of people who would buy or develop
that sort of property would ultimately be to my political advantage. That is why we
should be taking die politics out of Mt Henry tonight. We have been able to ask the
Minister to halt sufficiently to take on board the fact of the human element in the issue.
That was referred to by Mr Chum Taylor and others from the audience at that meeting.
Mr Graham: Where does it say in the motion that the Government will halt action while
these things are done?
Mr PENDAL: The member is more than intelligent and I will be very surprised if he is
not able to see the words in plain English. It says so in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c). The
member, who did not turn up on Monday night, is uncomfortable because we achieved a
level of bipartisanship that night, from which some members opposite are trying to
withdraw.
Members must bear in mind that this is not an amendment that the Government has asked
me to accept; I drafted it today by picking up some of the suggestions made by the
Leader of the Opposition on Monday night. The framing of the amendment enables the
Opposition to support it.
Mr Kobelke: How can you support it if you cannot explain it?
Mr PENDAL: If I have not been able to get my message across to the member for
Nollamara, that is not a reflection on my capacity to explain but something to do with his
capacity to comprehend.
I ask the House to take the Government at its word, because I have today.
Mr Kobelke: That is a big ask.
Mr PENDAL: That is the nature of the political beast.
Nevertheless, the most important equation of the lot is not what the Leader of the
Opposition, the member for Victoria Park or the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who
also attended the meeting, think, and it is certainly not what I tink. Ultimately, we
should make a decision tonight based on the interests of the patients at Mt Henry. The
member for Pilbara may think I am wrong, but he cannot say that I lack a belief in this
matter. The amendment is an unmistakable message to the Government tar we must go
down the path and explain ourselves better.
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I repeal what I said on Monday night: It is one thing to have good policy, and it is
another to explain it and take people along; if one cannot take people along, they will
perceive that the policy is wrong. For those reasons I ask members to support the
amendment.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [9.59 pm]: The member for South Perth has been
engaged in a war with his colleagues on this issue. He has been engaged with his
leadership, and particularly with the Minister for Health. This amendment is the member
for South Perth's suicide note to his colleagues in the coalition.
I now explain the five reasons why we cannot support the amendment. First, the
beginning of the amendment refers to understanding the disappointment expressed by the
member for South Perth. What happened to the anger? It has gone. The member kept
the disappointment but the anger has gone. The Opposition is still angry! Second, the
amendment claims that the proposal contained in the letter from the member for South
Perth to the Minister for Health is being considered - wonderful! What about the
proposal from the Leader of the Opposition? That is not being considered. That is not
good enough for the Opposition. Point (b) of the amendment is a complete insult to the
supporters of Mt Henry Hospital. It states

It believes it will not be necessary that any patient be removed from the hospital
without his or her permission.

That is what the Minister for Health says now. It is his belief that he will convince those
people that it is in their interests that they shift. There is one little problem: They are not
being convinced and they will not be convinced.
Mr Pendal: Therefore they will not be shifted.
Dr GALLOP: Member for South Perth, why did (b) not say that the patients of Mt Henry
and Sunset hospitals have a right to choose?
Mr Pendal: l agree.
Dr GALLOP: Why did you not write it in your suicide note? The motion states that the
State Government will do all in its power to achieve the proper housing of patients. We
know what that means. It is the logic of bureaucratic persuasion, a little bit of pressure
here, a little bit of push there, a little bit of fear here, until the Government forces the
people out of Mt Henry. The first paragraph of the second part of the amendement is a
statement of untruth: The Opposition does not endorse the combining of public and
private facilities at Mt Henry.
Mr Pendal: Yes it did.
Dr GALLOP: The Opposition does not, and did not endorse that at this public meeting.
Finally, the second paragraph reveals a fundamental point of difference between the
Opposition and the Government on this issue and between the Government and the
supporters of Mt Henry and Sunset. We on this side of the House believe that the State
of Western Australia has a responsibility to keep its involvement in nursing homes, not to
phase out its nursing home beds to the private sector. That is a fundamental point of
philosophical difference we will not accept.
This is a form of words designed by the member for South Perth to make peace with the
Liberal and National parties. I sympathise with him in his plight, but these words are not
acceptable to the Opposition because they do not give the three guarantees we want.
Guarantee No I: That the people there have the right to chose. Guarantee No 2: That
the level of care required to meet the needs of acute care patients in an extended care
system will still be offered. Guarantee No 3: That the centre of excellence in training.
research and development that is Mt Henry Hospital will be preserved for the people of
this State.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!

Division
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -
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Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mrfllaikie
Mr Boardl
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Dr Names
Mr House

Mrt N Barnt
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop
Mirasamn

Ayes (28)
Mr Johnson
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omoti
Mr Pendal
Mr Prince

Noes (20)
Mr Grill
Mrs Hallaban
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling

Mr Shave
Mr W. Smith
Mr Strikland
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mr Wiese
Mr BloS Twitch (Teller)

Mr Ripper
Mrs Roberts
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Ms Warnock
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Amendment thus passed.
Motion - as Amended

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

Ayes (28)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Kierath Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr Marshall Mr Trencrden
Mr Bradshaw Mr McNee Mr Tubby
Dr Constable Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
mr Court Mr Nicholls Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Omodei Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Dr flames Mr Pendal
Mr House Mr Prince

Noes (20)

Mr IVL Banet Mr Grill Mr Ripper
Mr Bridge Mrs Ha] lahan Mrs Robeils
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr DI. Smith
Mr Catania Mr IKobelke Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Marlborough Ms Wurnock
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr Riebeling

Question (motion, as amended) thus passed.

ADOPTION BILL (No 2)
Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Day) in the Chair, Mr Nicholls (Minister for Community Development) in charge of the
Bill.
Progress was reported after clause 82 had been agreed to.
Clauses 83 to 88 put and passed.
New clause 88A -
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Mr RIPPER: I move -

Page 67, after line 25 - To insert the following new clause -

Identifying informnation held by agencies
BSA. Subject to section 82 (2), die following persons have the right to

have access to identifying information in relation to the parties to an
adoption that is in the custody, power or control of the Director-General or
a private adaption agency -

(a) the adoptee;
(b) a birth parent of the adoptee;
(c) an adoptive parent of the adoptee;
(d) any grandparent of the adoptee, if -

(i) the adoptee is 1801r more years of age and consents
to the grandparent having access to the information;
or

(ii) the adoptee is less than 18 years of age and an
adoptive parent or guardian of the adoptee, and each
of the adoptee's birth parents who consented to the
adoption, consent to the grandparent having access
to the information, after having due regard to the
wishes of the adoptec;

(e) any descendant of the adoptee who is 18 or more years of
age if the adoptee consents to the descendant having access
to the information; and

(f) any sibling of die adoptee, if -

(i) both the adoptec and the sibling are 18 or more
years of age and the adoptee consents to the sibling
having access to the information;

(ii) the adoptee is less than 18 years of age and the
sibling is 18 or more years of age, and an adoptive
parent or guardian of the adaptee and each of the
adoptee's birth parents who consented to the
adoption, consent to the sibling having access to the
information, after having due regard to the wishes
of the adoptee; or

(i) both the adoptee and the sibling are less than 18
years of age, and -
(A) an adoptive parent or guardian of the

adaptec, and each of the adoptee's birth
parents who consented to the adoption; and

(B) a parent or guardian of the sibling,
consent to the sibling having access to the
information, after giving due regard to the wishes of
the adoptee.

This amendment seeks to re-insert into the Government's Bill a clause which was in the
Opposition's Bill when introduced in the Parliament in 1992, and again in 1993. It will
make available identifying information relating to the parties to adoptions that is held in
the files of the Department for. Community Development, or if it is a private adoption
agency, in dhe files of that agency. It was an integral provision of the previous Bills put
forward by the Labor Party. It has been deleted from the Government's Bill on the basis
that the Freedom of Information Act will apply to information held in departmental files,
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and that is the provision which the Government believes should be applied. I would be
interested in the Minister's explanation of how the Freedom of Information Act will
affect adoption information held in files of the Department for Community Development.
I am concerned that if the Freedom of Information Act applies, rather than the new clause
which I am seeking to insert in the Bill, there will in effect be a restriction on the amount
of identifying information that would be available if the Labor Opposition's Bill had
been followed.
In other words, under the Labor Party's Bill, identifying information would have been
defined as court records, the birth registrar's records and the information held in the
departmental files. Under this Bill, identifying information available to parties to
adoption seems to be restricted to the court records and the registrar's records. The
problem with applying the Freedom of Infornation Act to the information held by the
Department for Community Development is that the Act would give a person access to
his or her personal information. However, parties to adoption are seeking identifying
information about other people. Consequently, they would not find that information
available to them under the Freedom of Information Act.
MrT Nicholls: My understanding is that under the Freedom of Information Act if a third
party agrees, people can have access to that information. Th1e Opposition is advocating
that people can have access to that information without necessarily the consent of the
third party.
MrT RIPPER: Of course I would advocate that because that would be in line with our
opposition to the concept of an information veto and to the clauses scattered throughout
the Bill which embody that concept. The Minister has helped me to identify another
occasion on which the Government has been able to slip in a de facto information veto.
How will this necessity to obtain consent work with the Freedom of Information Act? It
is not as though the information veto will be known to the people administering the
Freedom of Information Act. What is the interface between the information veto and the
Act?
MrT Nicholls: Where there is an information veto, people cannot give identifying
information at all. Under the Freedom of Information Act people can obtain access to
information, but no information about other people under the Act can be given unless
they consent. The Opposition's amendment will facilitate people having access to
identifying information about other people without necessarily gaining consent.
MrT RIPPER: That is in accordance with the arrangement the Opposition has put
throughout this debate. The Opposition believes people have a fundamental right to that
information. That right overrides other people's claim to privacy. The difficulty is that if
the consent of other people is required under the Freedom of Information Act to access
that information, one must know who they are; that is, one must have the information
before one can seek identifying information and then obtain consent. We are back to the
consent based system which the Opposition brought to the Parliament in the form of an
amendment when the Labor Party's Bill was first before the Parliament, rather than the
information veto system which the Government has moved to in this legislation.
We have moved the amendment because the Government has restricted the identifying
information that should be available to people by, for most practical purposes, excluding
the identifying information that is available in the files of the department, If people want
to see what is in the files of the department, they will have to obtain identifying
information through the other provisions of the Bill and hope that no information veto is
in place. Once they have the identifying information they will have to approach the other
person and make contact at least by letter and seek that person's permission to access the
information that is held in the department's files. It is interesting to speculate about the
ease with which that person will be able to do that if there is no information veto, but a
contact veto. In short, the imposition of freedom of information provisions will make it
fairly difficult for people to access identifying information on other parties to adoptions
held in departmental files. What this Bill has done in comparison to Labor's Bill is to
make a twofold strike against people's right to information. The Government has
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restricted their right to information through the veto system and it has restricted the
amount of information they can access because the Government has made it difficult to
access information in the departmental files.
Will the Minister outline precisely how this freedomn of information provision will work
and then we can take this matter further?
Mr NICHOLLS: The amendment seeks to allow parties to adoptions access to other
people's information held in the files of the deparment. The Government's view is that
parties to past adoptions should be able to put in place a contact or information veto if
they wish as long as they understand the ramifications of that action. While I understand
the argument being put forward by the Opposition, we will have to disagree with it
because we have not accepted the removal of the information veto. Frankly, I have some
concerns about the suggestion that other people should be able to access information held
on files without the other party's consent. The FOI provisions allow people to access
information about themselves, but they cannot accss information about other parties
without their consent. We should support and reinforce that provision. To suggest that it
will be hard or in some way negative to require the consent of the party about the release
of information is not reasonable and not one that I support.
Mr Ripper: The infoirmation does not belong only to the individual whose property it is
considered to be under the Freedom of Information Act. In adoptions, all parties have
some right to the infornation or some ownership of it. That circumstance is not
contemplated by the Freedom of Information Act.
Mr NICHOLLS: The Government disagrees. It suggests that, under the adoption
provisions, identifying information can be transferred as long as an information veto is
not in place. Piles could contain wider information than simply that relating to an
adoption.
Mr Ripper I do not think mny amendment contemplates that the whole file should be
handed to the individual.
Mr NICHOLLS: T1he point I am waking is that the amendment strives to provide people
with access to information on other people without their consent and I cannot support it.
Mr D.L SMITH: The Minister seems to be confusing the objectives of people having
access to information on an adoption application and the purposes for which information
is sought under the freedom of information legislation. The objects of P01 legislation are
set out in section 3(l) of that Act. How those objects are achieved is set out in section
3(2). The purpose of access to information under the P01 legislation is not to obtain
information about oneself, but to ensure that the information that the State holds about
oneself is accurate, complete, up to date and not misleading. Subsection (3) states -

Nothing in this Act is intended to prevent or discourage the publication of
information, or the giving of access to documents (including documents
containing exempt matter), or the amendment of personal information, otherwise
than under this Act if that can properly be done or is permitted or required by law
to be done.

The whole thrust of the committee of inquiry and the submissions that have been made to
various Ministers about adoption law reform has been that there should be a separate
right to that intonmation distinct and separate from the sort of information that might be
made available under freedom of information legislation. The process under P01
legislation is quite difficult when it comes to obtaining information that concerns other
people. Section 32(2) of the P01 legislation states -

The agency is not to give access to a document to which this section applies
unless the agency has taken such steps as are reasonably practicable to obtain the
views of -
(a) the third party; or
(b) if the third party is dead, -
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Which might often be the case in adaption proceedings -

his or her closest relative,
as to whether the document contains matter that is exempt matter under clause 3
of Schedule 1.

I can assure the Minister that most of the information about which we are talking is
exempt matter under schedule 1 because it is personal information about individuals.
Mr Nicholls: The identifying information will contain such things as court records that
are to do with the adoption. We are talking here about something far wider than the
adoption records.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The court records are limited to the sorts of matters referred to in the
information provided to the court by the director general, and they do not relate to the
medical histories of people who are predecessors of the adoptec, and so on.
Mr Nicholls: Or sundry information that may not be directly related to the adoption or
the relinquishing parents.
Mr D.L. SMIT H: It may relate to all the matters considered by the department as to
whether the person is a suitable adoptive parent, the circumstances of relinquishment, the
personal circumstances of the relinquishing parent, any circumstances surrounding the
consent, and details of siblings and other relatives. All of that information would
probably not be on the court file and the Government will allow access to only non-
identifying information under clause 88. Ihe purpose in adoption is to obtain some
information simply to understand one's own health and ancestral background, and also to
satisfy that other urge we all have to know where we come from and who our
grandparents may have been. The whole thrust of all the submissions has been that there
should be access to identifying information, If the Governiment wanted to introduce a
clear veto, it should do so but in the appropriate Bill; it should be in the Adoption Bill
and should not be under another Act that relates to good government and the accuracy of
information. Clearly, the Government is called upon to do that under the F01 legislation
itself. The opening paragraphs carefully spell out that nothing in the legislation is in any
way to restrict access which should properly fall under other legislation or by other
means. This information should properly be available under the adoption legislation, and
should the Government want to impose vetoes of the type it is imposing in this
legislation, let it be clear.
Mr Nicholls: It is clear.
Mr D.L SMITH: It is not clear. When dealing with adaption, people should not find it
necessary to read F01 legislation as well as adoption legislation. They should not have to
understand the provisions of both Acts.
Mr Nicholls: That is nonsensical.
Mr D.L. SMIT H: It is not, because appeals under the P01 legislation ame made to the P01
commissioner, and they are very limited. Under the adoption legislation generous rights
of appeal are allowed to the director general and if he refuses the appeal, it can be made
to the court not just on questions of law but also on questions of fact and otherwise. The
switch fr-om one legislation to another involves not just a change of principles but also a
change in the whole process. It changes the person to whom the appeal is made, the
principles governing access to the information, and the appeal processes that flow from
that change. The Minister is allowing himself to be confused by a simple view that the
way to deal with identifying information is to use another process. However, the essence
of the adoption legislation is that clearly reasons exist for all parties to adoption to have
access to idenaifying information for a variety of reasons.
Mr Nicholls: That is possible where there is no veto in place.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is certainly not available under clause 88 which deals only with non-
identifying information.
Mr Nicholls: People can access information about themselves and we do not seek an
exemption under the P01 legislation.
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Mr D.L SMITH: Two aspects are involved, one is a difference of opinion, and it is the
right of new Governments and new Ministers to introduce principles and objectives in
whatever legislation they desire. However, when doing so, they should not try to confuse
this legislation with the FOl legislation, or confuse the objectives or the processes of
obtaining information under ths legislation with chose in place for FOI legislation for
quite different purposes. The Minister should have the courage to back his own view, If
he feels there should be information vetoes on identifying information, the Bill should
contain a clause that provides the opportunity to obtain the information and then allows
for the veto to be in place. In that way the situation is clear to anyone who wants to
know the rules in relation to adoption legislation.
Mr Nicholls- I chink it is clear.
Mr D.L. SMITH: To provide two different routes and purposes in my view is a very
chicken way of approaching the issue. It attempts to hide what the Government is doing
and, secondly, it allows considerations to come into the question of whether access will
be given, which are quite different. The whole objective of access to information in
relation to adoption should be to make information available, except if there is a veto. It
is available because it is considered to be in the interests of the persons seeking that
information or their descendants. However, the objectives of the FOI legislation are not
simply to provide access to the information but to ensure that if the Government is
keeping a record about me, for example, [ have access to it and it is accurate and up to
date. Any ocher information provided is not given to mae for my purposes personally, but
is to assist in my role as a citizen of this State to enable the public to participate in
decision making affecting the State and ensure that public officers responsible for
decisions are accountable. They are two completely different objectives, and two quite
different appeal processes are provided for review. The principles upon which these
review processes are considered are different not just in terms of the objectives of the
legislation, but also in the opportunity for appeals - quite wide in the adoption legislation
and very narrow rights about personal information on other persons in relation to the FOI
legislation. I know it would be difficult for the Minister to accept the amendment put
forward, but I ask him to consider it seriously, If he still wants the right of veto, he
should include it in the adoption legislation and make the principles that govern the
consideration of applications and the whole process in relation to identifying information
and non-identifying information the same, as they relate to adoption matters.
Mr Nicholls: They are the same.
Mr D.L. SMrIH: They are not the same, they are quite different. If the Minister wants
me to, I will spell out the difference.
Mr Nicholls: I understand the difference. We must agree to disagree. The FOI
legislation allows people to access far more than information about adoption.
Mr D.L. SMiTH: I have no problem accepting that the Minister is entitled to have a
different view about access to information. If the Minister has that different view, he
should make that view clear in the legislation so that people who are concerned with
adoptions have one source of information - the legislation - a common process to obtain
information, and an appeal against decisions if the decisions go against them on access to
information. It is not simply an issue of principle, it is also an issue of process. The
Minister seems to be saying that it is about whether the right of veto should exist or the
right to information should be as wide as we want. By separating it into two streams in
this way the Minister is misleading both himself arnd people who are interested in
adoption matters.
The Minister is saying that the provision of access under the freedom of information
legislation is just as good as providing it in the adoption legislation. I do not care if
people pull out what they want from the FOI legislation, but in the end that is not
ntecessary. All that is necessary is separate clauses relating to identifying information and
non-identifying information, and we will have two rights of information vetoes - one in
relation to identifying information and one in relation to non-identifying information, if
this is the process the Minister wants. At least we will understand what the legislation is
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about and, more importantly, people who read the adoption legislation to find out about
their rights on adaption issues will need to go to only one source rather than hire a lawyer
to access the legislation or to find out about the other moutes to take.
Mr BROWN: Why cannot the Minister accept this amendment, given the amendments
already made to clause 82 by the Minister? Earlier today an amendment was accepted
which will give the director general discretion as to the type of information that can be
provided. Obviously that relates to information explicitly contained elsewhere, in clauses
84 and 85. It is ludicrous to say on the one band that people can use the provisions of this
legislation to access identifying information and yet need to use the provisions of another
Act to access different identifying information. What is the problem when someone has
not applied for an information veto? What is the difficulty in allowing people to obtain
the information referred to in the amendment? What is the problem with providing
access under this Bill where an information veto does not exist, or where an information
veto relates only to one party in the adoption triangle and information is being sought on
a different party? I do not understand why it is necessary in these circumstances for
someone seeking the information to go to the time, trouble and expense of seeking
information under a different Act. What is the purpose of that?
Mr NICHOLLS: Simply because if the identifying information can be provided - that is,
the court records and specific identifying information in respect of the adoption - this
amendment has the capacity to allow access to all records by the parties involved with
the adoption. That is not constrained simply to the adoption information. That is not in
the best interests of those people. We should nreat that other information as personal to
those individuals, and they should have at least an ability to give their consent before it is
openly accessed by other panies.
Mr BROWN: The opening words of the amendment are "subject to section 82(2)".
Earlier today that clause was amended. If we accept for the purposes of this argument
that the remaining provisions of this Bill will remain intact, clause 82(2) will give the
director general a discretion to provide information where an information veto does not
exist.
Mr Nicholls: That is correct, but the information specifically about the adoption; that is,
court records and birth certificates.
Mr BROWN: That goes to identifying information. Here, it is further information of an
identifying nature.
Mr Nicholls: But that is where there is no veto in place; people can have access. This
amendment provides access to all files associated with the parties to the adoption.
Mr BROWN: This amendment does not revisit the question of whether them should or
should not be an information veto.
Mr Nicholls: But all the information already on the files about people who were
connected to the adoption can be accessed by the other parties without consent, without
an information veto in place. That is what the member is advocating.
Mr BROWN: No. The Bill provides for members of the adoption triangle to lodge an
information veto if they so wish. If they do not wish to lodge an information veto, they
are obviously consenting silently to the information being provided.
Mr Nicholls The information about the adoption - that is, identifying information, yes.
Mr BROWN: In that regard, what is the problem with this amendment? This
amendment is still subject to clause 82(2). If a veto is in place, that sort of information
cannot be released. But if no veto exists, and if the person is aware of the Bill and does
not seek to register an information veto in accordance with the Bill, why is this provision
wrong?
Mr NICHOLLS: Because by placing a clear parameter around the information to be
provided under access to identifying information, it is hoped people will not fear the
release of all the records pertaining to themselves, such as assessments done on them as
prospective adoptive parents, or their salary. Rather than that information being made
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available to all parties to the adoption, by identifying the amount of information available
through zaccss to identifying information where a veto is not in place, more people will
be happy to allow that information to be passed on. Where people can have total access
to any information about themselves because they are attached to an adoption, that will
essentially crate the potential for mote people to want to put in place information vetoes.
Also we need to consider what we an looking for. If it is access to identifying
information about relinquishing parents, the adoptee or the adoptive parents, that will be
facilitated through that identifying information, but open access to all records simply
because a person is connected to an adoption - whichever party it is - is not acceptable
without the consent of that party.
Mr BROWN: There may be many situations where a party is unable to consent. How
does someone get all of this information and try to establish what occurd at the time if
their birth parent is no longer alive? How does someone get this information if their birth
parent is alive but incapable of giving effective agreement to getting this information?
We are dealing with adoptions in the past. In many instances we ame dealing with
situations where the relinquishing parents are now old. We an dealing with adult
adoprees of some years.
Mr NICHOLLS: We are dealing with a situation where children are put into care, not
necessarily into adoption. but where for one reason or another there is a need to
intervene. Theme are always circumstances surrounding access to information. Within
the adoption legislation identifying information has been clearly expanded so that people
do not have a fear, for example, of parties having open access to a psychiatric report that
may have been carried out on them. The type of information the member is talking about
is no differnt from information about clients in oilier areas in which the department
deals. That is why the freedom of information legislation may be more appropriate to
facilitate access to that file information. It is not the same as saying, "I just want to find
ot who my relinquishing mother is or who my child is."
Mr Brown: My limited understanding of the freedom of Information Act is that the type
of information one can glean is very restricted.
Mr NICHOLLS: People can access information about themselves. They can utilise that
Act to get information about themselves where somebody has died, for example; but it
must be a clear and demonstrable need. It is not an open access where people simply roll
up and ask to look into the files about somebody's else information.
Mr Brown: 1 am endeavouring to come to grips with the situation where either the
information is being provided in some way or it is flot.
Mr NICHOLLS: It can be provided as specified in the Bill. In the case of an adoptive
parent, under the amendments that the member is proposing anybody, with or without
that parent's consent, would have access to all of the information on the files, whether it
be from the time when that person was assessed for psychological reports, or whether it
be about salaries.
Mr BROWN: The amount of information that is available to an individual making an
application under the Freedom of Information Act is a lot narrower than that envisaged in
this amendment.
Mr Nicholls: That is correct where the access is available. Within the spirit that I tink
the member is talking about - that is, people finding out information about themselves - it
must be understood that on the file there is a whole lot more information that is not
directly related to the adoption, or which is background infornation.
Mr BROWN: Many people who will seek information should be given the opportunity
to obtain whatever information is available in the easiest possible way.
Mr Nicholls: About themselves.
Mr BROWN: I mean whatever the Government decides is appropriate information for
people to access.
Mr Nicholls: People could access information about themselves now, but not about other
people.
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Mr BROWN: Whatever that is, it should be relatively easy. It should not require
someone to go through the processes in this legislation and then hit a brick wall, and then
have to go through the processes of the Freedom of Information Act. This legislation
deals with the specific provision of information.
Mr Nicholls: It deals with adoption. In this Bill, the provision of identifying information
pertaining to the adoption is available. The wider scope of all die other details of the
parties is not.
Mr BROWN: Let us deal with that one issue. In the Minister's view, can information be
obtained under the Freedom of Information Act that could not be obtained under this
legislation?
Mr Nicholls: Yes. Under this legislation, people will be provided with the court records
and a birth certificate. Thecy will not be provided with a file or with all of the
psychological reports.
Mr BROWN: Will people be able to get that under the Freedom of Information Act?
Mr Nicholls: If that information is about the person, yes. A person cannot get it about
someone else without that person's consent.
Mr BROWN: If that is so, why is there a provision in this Bill to enable someone to
obtain that information?
Mr NICHOLLS: It was not intended in this Bill for people to seek that information.
That is why we have a very narrow definition of the identifying information that can be
accessed in the absence of a veto. That is so people do not become afraid and start
putting in place a whole lot of vetoes for fear that people will look at their psychological
reports or other associated information, but not information directly involved with their
finding out who their parents were or where their child is.
Mr Brown: I will let one of my colleagues take up the point and perhaps I will come
back to it later.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do not want to go into the basics of this. We are not talking about
personal information about strangers.
Mr Nicholls: Yes; you are.
Mr DL. SMITH: No. We are not.
Mr Nicholls: You are talking about people who may have been associated with the
adoption arrangements whom you may not know intimately or would have regular
contact with.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is about information concerning either the birth parents or the
natural parents.
Mr Nicholls: Or the adoptive parents.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Or -
Mr Nicholls: The grandparents.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Yes.
Mr Nicholls: Are you suggesting that that is about people you do not know?
Mr D.L. SMIH: It is not. Let us take the position of the Minister and me. We are
privileged to have grown up with our natural parents. Over 30 or 40 years of living with
our natural parents, both as a child and an adult, we learn a great deal about our parents,
their relatives, our brothers and sisters. When our parents die, we will become the
inheritors of all the records that they had during their lives. In the course of that, we will
find information about who employed them and with whom they lived from time to time.
Mr Nicholls: If they kept records, of course.
Mr D.L. SMITH: That information is just shared within the family. The family is
providing the information. Adoption prevents the natural accumulation of information.
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Communication is not available in that way. The only way that information can be made
available is from whatever records may have been kept at the time or, if people are lucky
enough and the birth parents are alive and the siblings are alive, in the space of a year or
two, they may be able to pick up the information that may have been accumulated over
many years.
Information of that kind cannot be treated in a suspicious way. Family members do
know about each other, they do know family secrets; they do know about skeletons in
their cupboard.
MW Nicholls: That is if this consent or absence of a veto allows that to happen.
Mr D.L. SMITH: If the information is on the files of the department and the like, that
information is not available as identifying information. Quite frankly, a lot of that
information does not become relevant, understandable or valuable to a person until it can
be related to particular individuals and circumstances and be identified in that sense. It is
wrong to treat one's family history - the history of one's parents that may be available on
the files - in a different way. I am sure that the adoptive parents in the main sham with
the adopted child all the information about themselves. Most adoptive parents treat the
child as their own and they share all the family secrets.
Mr Nicholls: There may be information on there that the people do not even know
themselves.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Or have forgotten. But it is part of being family that we share with the
family information that we would not share with anyone else. We want people in the
family to understand who we ame as individuals and to respect us as Weing people who are
prepared to keep family secrets within the family itself. The nature of that information
and the nature of the right to access that information is quite different and for an entirely
different purpose from that described in the FO1 legislation.
The Minister made the valid paint that he is concerned that, if this extra information was
available, more people may use the veto than would otherwise be the case. The simple
answer to that is to have two or three different types of veto: One vetoing the
information that is non-identifying; one vetoing the identifying information that is
available on the court record, and one vetoing the sort of information that might be under
this clause.
People are not dumb. If they ame told that there are three different kinds of veto - that we
can veto all information, court record identifying information, court record non-
identifying information or identifying information in the director general's files but not
that on the court fles - people find that easy to understand. They understand that they all
mean different things. If they cannot understand the written pamphlet that they would
probably receive, counselling would ensure that they understand the nature of those
vetoes and that they can place different forms of vetoes.
The answer to achieve what the Minister wants to achieve is to do it by different types of
veto rather than say. "We will provide certain amounts of information that are available
under this legislation and we will throw the rest to the wolves in terms of FOI legislation
and hope that somehow or oilier that provides access." The purposes of, the objectives of
and, most importandly, the rights to the information ame of an entirely different character.
We should not confuse the character of those rights and the reasons and objectives for the
information. The provisions must be in this legislation and not accessed somewhere else.
Mr RIPPER: Some confusion has arisen in this debate. When we were discussing
initially the proposed insertion of this new clause 88A, the Minister and I were debating
the question of an information veto. My amendment begins "Subject to section 82(2)".
Mr Nicholls: This applies only where there are no vetoes.
Mr RIPPER: Yet. Of course, the Opposition tried to amend clause 82(2) to delete
reference to an information veto. Had the Opposition's amendment been successful, this
information would have been available without restriction via an information veto. But
the Opposition's amendment to clause 82(2) was not successful, so clause 82(2) does
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contain reference to an information veto. The Minister is in a position to consider
accepting this clause, if not tonight. in another place, because clause 82(2) now includes
the concept of an information veto. I have made my amendment, as it reads, subject to
clause 82(2). Perhaps the argument made by the member for Mitchell is the one that
should be considered most closely. The member for Mitchell is asking: why have two
information veto systems, one in the Freedom of Information Act and one in the
Adoption Act? Why not make the whole process consistent and more readily
understandable by people dealing with adoption by having access to information
provisions all within the one Act rather than subject to two different schemes? As I
pointed out, clause 82(2) includes some reference to an information veto.
I do not agree with the concept of information vetoes. We have had that argument. The
Government's will on that matter will prevail, but it is a separate question of
practicalities when we come to consider whether the Freedom of Information Act
provisions or provisions within this Act should apply.
If the Minister accepts this amendment, he can still have the information veto, but the
process will be more easily understandable by applicants, more consistent and more user
friendly if my amendment is accepted. The Minister has not only restricted the
availability of information by allowing an information veto but also restricted the range
of information which could be available by making people go through the Freedom of
Information Act and by deleting this clause from the Bill which I seek to have inserted by
this amendment.
Mr Nicholls: That is right. We are restricting the information to court records and birth
certificates. Any access to any other information would be the same as for any other
person whether they be parties to adoption or outside it.
Mr RIPPER: I argue that parties to adoptions are in special circumstances which are
different from chose of other citizens who might seek information about other citizens
with whom there is no connection via adoption. The Minister has stated on many
occasions that the information is other people's information. I dispute that. It is
something to which all parties to the adoption have a right. I am concerned that people
will be deterred from seeking information within departmental files because of the
difficulties that the Freedom of information Act will create in these circumstances.
In conclusion, I take up the point made by the member for Mitchell that people who are
not adopted cake all this sont of infornation for pranted. It comes to us in the course of
family life. We leamn all sorts of things about our parents, or about our children if we are
parents. All of us have available to us informuation about what has gone on in our
families and in the lives of our family members, because we are members of the family;
but it is not available to outsiders. The difficulty for people who have been involved in
adoption is that they have been cut off from that information about their family and
themselves, and chat restriction on the information that is available to them has been very
distressing to many people who have been involved with adoption. An amendment such
as this goes some way towards giving people who have been involved with adoption
some of the same rights that those of us who have not been involved with adoption take
for panted.

Division
New clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Mr K Barnett Mr Grill Mr Ripper
Mr Bridge Mrs Hallahazi Mrs Roberts
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr DL. Smith
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
My Cunningham Mr Marlborough MS Warnock
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Wehy (Feller)
Mr Graham Mr Riebeling
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Noes (26)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Kienath Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaii Mr Marshall Mr Stricklan
Mr Bard Mr McNee Mr Trewoden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Nicholls Mr flabby
Mr court Mr Omodel Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Dr Names Mr Pendal Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Mr House Mr Prince

New dause thus negatived.
Clauses 89 to %6 put and passed.
Clause 97: Request to prevent release of information to be lodged with Director-
General -

Mr RIPPER: The Opposition opposes this clause on the same basis on which it has
opposed previous clauses embodying the concept of an information veto. We think there
is a fundamental human right to access information about oneself and one's family.
Denial of this right causes people considerable unhappiness and can in fact severely
hamper people's psychological development and/or emotional wellbeing. I acknowledge
that this clause is restricted by the operation of clause 98 and that insofar as new
adoptions under this Bill are concerned the information veto provisions are much less
onerous than those applying to old adoptions. It is not nearly so substantial in terms of
the debate between the Opposition and the Government as the same concept regarding
old adoptions. If I fail in my opposition to clause 97 1 can assure the Minister I will not
proceed to oppose the restrictions to the operation of the information veto in clause 98.
The Opposition opposes the application of information vetoes in the adoption
information system.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 98: Registration of statements and requests -

Mr NICHOLLS: I move -

Page 72, lines 4 and 5 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -

Director-General if he or she is satisfied -

(a) as to the identity of the applicant; and
(b) that the proposed contact veto will not be inconsistent with the

provisions of any adoption plan affecting the persons proposed to
be affected by the contact veto.

The amendment seeks to avoid any potential inconsistencies between the provisions of
the adoption plan and the effects of an information or contact veto. Without the
amendment there may be some ambiguity as to the intent of this clause. It is intended,
for example, to cover where futwt step-adoptions take place but there may be a
separation of the custodial parents, and the non-custodial or the custodial parent may try
to apply a contact veto. This would be inconsistent with the adoption plan. If it is, the
director general is required to take into account the provisions of the adoption plan
before, or at least on, the request of a registration of a veto and to recognise the intent of
the adoption plan, rather than allow a contact veto to be put in place.
Amendment put and passed.
Mr RIPPER: As I indicated in my remarks on the previous clause, I intend not to
proceed with the amendment to this clause standing in my name on the Notice Paper.
The meason is that the information veto is now in the legislation and since I oppose that
infonnation veto I will not oppose restrictions on an information veto - to do that would
be defeating my own purpose. I acknowledge that although there is an information veto
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in die legislation relating to new adoptions it is applicable only in highly restricted
circumstances. I applaud the Minister - and I will not say this too often - for moving as
far as be has in restricting the information veto provisions for new adoptions in this
legislation.
Mr NICHOLLS: I move -

Page 72, line 22 - To delete "and'.
Page 72, line 27 - To delete the full stop and substitute the following -

;and
(f) where there is an adoption plan affecting the persons who will be

affected by the proposed information veto, the information veto
will not be inconsistent with the provisions of the adoption plan.

Mr&Ripper: We support that.
Amendments put and pased.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause "9: Register of contact and information vetoes.-
Mr RIPPER: The amendment appearing in my name on the Notice Paper was a
consequential amendment flowing from our intention to try to delete all reference to
information vetoes. Since that intention has now failed it does not seem relevant to
proceed with this amendment.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 100: Duration of contact vetoes -

Mr NICHOLLS: I move -
Page 73, line S - To delete "vetos" and substitute ".vetoes".
Page 73, line 13 - To delete "or".
Page 73, line 15 - To delete the comma and substitute the following -

; or
(d) where the statement of wishes was lodged by a guardian on behalf

of an adoptee who was less than 18 years of age at the time of
lodgement, until die adoptee attains 18 years of age,

This amendment clarifies the intent of the Bill. Where a veto has been put in place by
adoptive parents but die adoptee turns 18 and decides that he or she does not wish to
place a veto and is happy for information to be made available, the amendment will allow
that information to be provided. However, the information must be provided in a way
that recognises the restrictions on the information veto that is in place by the adoptive
parents. The idea is to prevent a situation where an information veto by adoptive parents
or information pertaining to die adoptive parents may be part of the identifyiYng
information, which may mean that, potentially, information cannot be provided by the
adoptee. This amendment clearly identifies the facilitation of this information by the
adoptee while deleting any information that may identify the adoptive parents. It simply
recognises the wishes of those parents.
Amendments put and passed.
Mr RIPPER: I oppose this clause because it will allow a person to lodge a contact veto
which is valid for life. That imposes a very heavy burden on the person who is thus
denied contact. We should recognise when dealing with contact vetoes that they have
two effects when applied. The person who applies the contact veto naturally feels that
there will be protection against unwanted contact. On the other hand there is a negative
effect on the person who very much wants to make contact, but is denied contact by the

oeain of the veto. We must always consider that. In this circumstance theme is a
poiieeffect for one person and a negative effect for another. A person who is denied
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contact is devastated by that. We should provide plenty of opportunities for people to
rethink whether they wish to apply a contact veto. I suggest that a contact veto should
have a maximum duration of five years from the time it is registered. At the conclusion
of that period the person would have the opportunity to renew the contact veto if that is
his desire. In other words, theme should be some automatic prompting for a person to
reconsider whether he wishes the contact veto to remain in place. The reason for an
automatic prompting mechanism is that a person would have the opportunity to
reconsider the effect the contact veto may have on the person denied contact.
Earlier today I was speaking to a representative from Adaption Jigsaw WA Inc and 1 was
told about the expeuiences that organisation has had in mediating between people seeking
contact with other parties to the adoption triangle. Approximately 95 per cent of the birth
parents are happy to have contact with their natural child and are happy when outreach is
made by Jigsaw. In some years the statistics have been as high as 97 per cent. Its
experience is in accord with that of other jurisdictions; that is, that most people, even
though some of them have not been actively looking for contact are happy when contact
is made and it is an experience they do not regret even though they may not wish to
continue the contact. There are fears and prejudices and they have not been borne out in
practice in other jurisdictions or in Western Australia where contact has been made
through people taking advantage of the existing information provisions. If we protect
people from fears which art unjustified on the basis of research and experience we are
running the risk of imposing an unnecessary burden on other people. In this case, it is
imposed on those people who may be desperately seeking contact but may not be able to
have it because a lifetime contact veto has been applied.
I am aware that the Bill embodies a message box system and it will help to ameliorate the
effects of the lifetime contact veto and information veto system. I understand there is
provision for counselling for people before they lodge vetoes. Those two aspects of the
Government'*s Bill help to ameliorate what I would otherwise regard as a format which is
unnecessarily harsh.
My proposal will provide the opportunity for automatic reconsideration of a contact veto.
Circumstances change and people change their attitudes to adoption as they hear about
other people's experiences. The lifetime contact veto weighs the balance too much in
favour of the people making the claim to privacy and too much against the person who
may be desperately searching to make contact.
Mr BROWN: I agree with the member for Belmont. This Bill should be about balancing
*rights. Both the Government and the Opposition believe the adoptive parents should be
given the opportunity to lodge a contact veto. We axe one on that point. However, we
part company on the question of whether there should be an opportunity for a lifetime
contact veto, If we are interested in balancing people's rights, it is not appropriate that a
lifetime contact veto be put in place. By doing that we ame giving exclusive rights to
those people who wish to put such a veto in place and we have not given any
consideration to those people who will be affected by that contact veto. The minimal
consideration such people are entitled to is at least the opportunity to reconsider the
effects of the imposition of the contact veto on a periodical basis. The Government
should give some consideration to making that a five year period. People must
reconsider the impact their decision is having on other people and it is not a great deal to
ask in balancing the rights between the parties to the adoption triangle.
I fail to understand how the Opposition's amendment imposes such harsh conditions that
it cannot be accepted by the Governiment, especially if we are trying to balance the rights
of each person. Declaring that contact cannot be made for life can be very hurtful to
some people.
I said earlier that the Minister's counterparts in the Northern Territory have accepted the
view that contact and information vetoes should be for a set time and not for life. The
member for Belmont pointed out that people's circumstances change. If that occurs the
minimum requirement is to go to the person who has lodged a contact veto to ascertain
whether they are prepared to revoke or continue it. Nothing in the proposed amendment
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says that contact vetoes cannot remain in place. It simply requires that after a fairly
lengthy period some consideration is given to the oilier parties involved. 1 will be
interested to hear the Minister's comments about why he considers it unreasonable for
that to occur.
Mr Nicholls: We have had that debate.
h& BROWN: We have had a long debate on information vetoes. We have not debated
why a contact veto should remain in place for life. The difference in opinion between the
Government and the Opposition on information vetoes is that the Goverrnent believes
they should exist and the Opposition believes they should not. There is no difference of
opinion between the Government and the Opposition on contact vetoes. We agree that
there should be a contact veto provision. The difference is in regard to the life of such a
veto. The absolute minimum life that one should give to a contact veto, when we give
consideration to that member of the adoption triangle who is seeking contact, is not less
than five years. Why does the Minister think that provision is harsh?
Mr Nicholls: The same mechanism is in place. Thie message box provision will allow
outreach and reconsideration, and essentially the decision to remove the contact veto will
be reassessed every time there is an outreach situation. However, if people are in
hospital or overseas and forget to renew the contact veto, they will not suddenly find they
no longer have the protection that they wish to keep in place.
Mr BROWN: That begs the question in this way: It may be that shortly after this Bill is
proclaimed, theme is a flurry of activity where contact and information vetoes are put in
place, applications are made for information, and messages are sent and rebuffed.
Messages may be rebuffed at that time because of the particular circumstances in which a
family finds itself. That rebuff may cause a person to be hesitant about reapplying or
making another inquiry to ascertain whether the veto is still in place. It will not
guarantee that there will be an ongoing review by the person who has placed the contact
veto.
Mr Nicholls: No, but every time there is an outreach, that person will be asked whether
he or she wants to continue with the veto. That is the same mechanism that you are
suggesting would happen every five years. A person would make a conscious decision
about whether to keep the veto in place.
Mr BROWN: T7here is a difference between a person making an approach and being
rebuffed and that person inquiring some years later to see whether a veto is still in place.
Mr Nicholls: A person can still do that. A person can still leave messages.
Mr BROWN: I know that, but if a person who was rebuffed the first time, perhaps for
good reason, then made inquiries and found that a lifetime veto was still in place -

Mr Nicholls: Then the outreach would happen again. If a person made contact to inquire
about information and the contact veto was still in place, that inquiry would trigger an
outreach, unless there had been an outreach recently.
Mr BROWN: Except to the extent that the outreach will occur when a message is left.
Mr Nicholls: No. A person does not necessarily have to lodge a message to get an
outreach. A person can inquire and seek information and be told that a veto is in place,
but a person can also seek information and that can trigger an outreach to find out
whether the other person still wishes to continue with that veto.
Mr BROWN: Using that logic, where the person who placed the veto is in a de facto
sense required to reconsider whether that veto should remain in place or be removed,
why is it then inappropriate to have that done every five years?
Mr Nicholls: Because a person may travel overseas or be in hospital and not renew the
veto, and the person seeking the information may say, "it lapsed a week ago; I can now
have contact because the veto is no longer in place." A person may intend to maintain
the contact veto, and to suggest that just because that person does not meet that deadline
he orshe no longer wants to have aveto isto gothe other way. The idea here is mot to
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put a time limit on it but simply to say that a person can register a contact veto, and
periodically when a message is left or there is a request for contact, that can stimulate an
outreach and that person will then make a conscious decision about whether to maintain
the veto. We are both going in the same direction. The difference is that where there is a
five year period theme is an automatic lapse. We arm saying that the outreach will ask the
person to consciously consider whether to maintain the veto.
Mr BROWN: There are two possibilities: The message is not responded to, or the
contact veto is for life. A person who finds that a contact veto has been lodged for life
may never try again.
Mr Nicholls: But such a person will know how the system works.
Mr BROWN: If the person who sought to make contact knew that every five years there
would be a review by the person who had placed the contact veto, that would be a
mechanism for that person to come back after that period and perhaps try again to see
whether the other person has made a conscious decision to keep that veto in place. My
concern is that there are already a lot of anxieties, and if the people who made inquiries
were rebuffed and told that the contact vetoes were in place for life, they might never try
again.
Mr Nicholls: But under your amendment we may have a situation where people
postpone making a decision about a veto because they know that they do not have to do
that for five years.
Mr BROWN: It could be argued with some force that it is not a lot to ask an individual
to make a conscious decision.
Mr Nicholls: Under our proposal, that conscious decision may be made more than once
every five years.
Mr BROWN: It may well be. I cannot see what the problem is, unless it is suggested
that the department would not advise people close to the expiration of their veto that their
veto would expire.
Mr Nicholls: T7he problem then is that the department would have a responsibility to
ensure that people were aware, and that would create another administrative mechanism.
It is my view that if a veto were in place until someone removed it, people would not
have the convenience of saying, "I have got five years and I can worry about it in five
years' time." Although we are going in the same direction, the member perceives one
mechanism. I am saying that the other mechanism will probably facilitate more
reconsideration than having a five year period.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I listened in part to what the Minister was saying. Although I can
see that he genuinely believes that this is a reasonable mechanism, it remains a very
unsatisfactory aspect of this Bill. For the people in the Public Gallery who have been
here for the duration of the debate, this area remains one of huge concern.
Mr Nicholls: Contact vetoes?
Mrs HALLAHAN: Information vetoes. Why does the Minister look at mue like that?
Mr Nicholls: T7he assumption I make is that the Opposition supports the notion of
contact vetoes as well.
Mrs HALLAHAN: We have an amendment.
Mr Nicholls: You are talking about a five year reconsideration. We say that with a
message box and outreach, people will be required to make a considered decision. When
a request is made for information, it will be reconsidered more than once every five
years-
Mr Ripper You should allow a speech from the Opposition member and then make your
own.
Mr Nicholls: I am trying to facilitate the debate by answering statements made.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I do not know whether I missed something earlier, but I heard the
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Minister say in the last few minutes that an approach would be made to the person who
was asking for information. What is the outreach?
Mr Nicholls: That is a contact authorised by the director general from the agency.
Mrs HALLAMAN: What is its nature? It is not obligatory for a person to have
counselling on the effects of the veto on other persons.
Mr Nicholls: When a veto is put on, the counselling is mandatory. The outreach will
generally acknowledge that a message is in place and ask the party whether he or she
wishes to maintain that veto.
Mrs HALLAHAN: My concern is that the effects on other persons of maintaining the
veto should be made clear to the people who place the veto. It is not a matter of whether
such people wish to maintain the veto - that is a very simplistic approach. I am more
concerned tonight after what I have heard than I was previously. The Minister says that
the people will be contacted and asked whether they wish to maintain the veto; that is not
how I understood the matter from an earlier clause.
Mr Nicholls: Clause 102(3) outlines that the director general may arrange for a party or
parties affected by a contact veto or an information veto to be offered such counselling.
Mrs HALLAHAN: It says that the director general "may" do so.
Mr Nicholls: The director general will offer such counselling as he or she thinks fit.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I have had a great deal of experience with legislation. If one wants
something to happen, the words "shall" or "will" should be used rather than "may".
Mr Nicholls: It is not mandatory.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Why not?
Mr Nicholls: It is only mandatory so that they understand what they are doing. Outreach
would ask whether they want to maintain it because these people already understand why
they have the veto.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Counselling should be maintained at that point. It is a matter of the
quality of service. Good practitioners are cognisant of the effects of the veto on other
people. When debating this issue late last night, one had the feeling of running up
against a brick wall regarding gaining information and the effect this has on people and
their self-knowledge.
The relinquishing mothers' association conducts an annual survey. The result is that on
avenage five per cent of relinquishing mothers indicated that they do not want contact.
However, I understand that the figure was as low as three per cent last year. Therefore.
95 or 97 per cent do want information. I emphasise that that is separate from contact.
The legislation is denying people significant rights.
The Government has made significant changes to the previous Labor Government's
legislation. If the Opposition amendments had been accepted, it would have been
something; nevertheless, I feel that to some extent the Opposition's amendment does not
go far enough. Even so, we do not have the numbers in this Chamber to have it passed.
Therefore, we will be in the hands of practitioners of today and tomorrow for some years
to come. They must make clear to people the effects of the denial of information, and the
lack of knowledge people will have about themselves.
I amn concerned that through the sperm bank and the in-vitro fertilization programs
children will suffer the same dilemmas as adoptecs regarding their sense of identity.
Their problems will be the ones with which we have attempted to deal over the years in
relation to adoption. Even in 1994 we do not seem to be able to address this matter
thoroughly. We should be going further than the intent of the Opposition's amendments.
The debate so far indicates that the Government will not accept this amendment.
Mr Nicholls: You cannot move it. It was foreshadowed and we gave licence for the
Opposition to explain it. Our amendment has been made.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I thank the Minister for the clarification.
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People have spoken to me two or three times during the course of this debate, and some
semblance of their concerns must appear on the record. These people approached me
directly and are distressed about the tenor of this debate which they say does not respect
or understand their position or life experience in the adoption triangle.
Mr RIPPER: Will the Minister give us a succinct explanation of why he believes the
lifetime veto is the right way to go. The inister has responded to other people by way
of interjection. However, he should place on the record his views on this matter. This is
an issue of great concern and controversy amnong those concerned with adoption law.
The Minister should give a summary of his views.
Mr Nicholls: I do not mind giving my views. However, we have canvassed the issues
and I do not want to repeat debate.
MrT RIPPER: The Minister's concern could apply to information vetoes, which have been
debated on a number of occasions. However, the matter of the lifetime contact veto is a
new issue in the debate.
Mr Nicholls: It was mentioned in the second reading speech.
Mr RIPPER: It is a new issue to the Committee debate. We are not repeating ourselves.
We are simply asking the Minister to justify this lifetime contact veto. The inister may
be irritated by the length of debate, but this matter has not been adequately explained.
MrT NICHOLLS: The principle upon which we are working in this legislation is that
people can lodge vetoes, whether they be for information or contact, provided they have
received counselling regarding the effects of the veto. In that way people will not place a
veto without an understanding of its impact on other parties. These people will be able to
reassess that veto at any stage in the future. The terminology of a lifetime veto presents
one perspective. My perspective is that the vetoes are in place until those people remove
them or when the adoptee turns 18. or in special circumstances where the adoptee dies
that information can be provided. Where a veto is put in place, whether contact or
information, this Bill provides mechanisms to allow for reconsideration of that veto. For
example, if somebody makes contact with the department and requests information they
will be told there is a contact or information veto in place. That can stimulate an
outreach where the person is asked whether they wish to reconsider that information or
contact veto or both. The other mechanism is that the parties can utilise the message box.
When a message is lodged, the outreach happens again.
Mrs Hallalian: Why art you going the way you are going?
MrT NICHOLLS: All parties should have the right to protect their privacy if they feel
vulnerable, and to access information or contact where there is no veto in place. The
message box facility is a way of facilitating non-identifying information where there is
no information veto, or information to a party where a contact veto is in place. Parties
can leave a message, but the other party is not compelled to receive it and is informed of
a message should they wish to pick it up.
Mrs Hallahan: Is the right to privacy more important than a person's sense of identity?
Mr NICHOLLS: We have had the debate on the information and contact vetoes. The
premise we are working on is that all panies of the Mrangle have a right to prevent their
personal information being provided if they so wish or to veto contact.
Mrs Roberts: They also have a right to information' about their identity, do they not?
Mr NICHOLLS: They have a right to ask about their identity and they can get
information about their own identity. If they want information about other parties those
other panics also have a right to their privacy.
Mrs Roberts: That affects their identity.
Mr NICHOLLS: We have been into that debate. I understand the member for
Glendalough has been in the Chamber for only part of the debate, and I do not wish to go
over that issue. The key issue is that the mechanisms exist for people to reconsider
vetoes, and a five year span does not achieve what the Opposition is trying to achieve.
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The five year span the Opposition wants would require a mechanism whereby all those
people would have to be contacted to ensure they know the five years is up. If we had to
rely on those people resubmitting a veto after five years we could have die very
unfortunate situation where contact is made, not because the person consciously made a
decision to remove the veto, but simply did not renew it and found whey had unwanted
contact. I do not believe that is what die Opposition would like to see happen. Even
though the Opposition cannot move its amendment, I do not believe it would achieve that
aim. That is why we have gone down the track of not po tig a five year span. We
have looked at ways of getting people to reassess that=cso on an infrequent basis
whenever a message is lodged.
Mr RIPPER: Can die Minister explain whether it is obligatory for a party to an adoption
to be informed that there is a message in the message box?
Mr Nicholls: Yes, unless they are getting messages one after another. It will be
obligatory that die person who is intended to receive the message is awart that a message
is dieme - that is, as long as we can locate them.
Mr RIPPER: At what stage is die judgment made that repeated placement of messages in
die message box constitutes harassment?
Mr Nicholls: That will be covered under the regulations. A three to six month period
would not be repetitive for a repeat outreach.
Mr RIPPER: A person who is affected by a contact veto, and who is desperately seeking
contact, might be allowed to leave a message every three or six months saying, "I am in
deep distress" but all die person who lodged the veto would get is a letter saying there
was a message?
Mr Nicholls: It will not necessarily be a letter. In many cases it may be a personal
contact if that is possible; but the member for Belmont is right, it may be by letter. They
will be informed that a message has been lodged and asked whether they wish to recive
the message, and during outreach whether they wish to reconsider their veto.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 101: Duration of information vetoes -

Mr RIPPER: An amendment is foreshadowed on the Notice Paper because die clause is
an integral part of die information veto system, which we oppose in its entirety.
However, I note that this clause embodies same quite severe restrictions on the operation
of the information veto. For example, the information veto expires once the adoptee
attains 18 years of age. Given that the veto is entrenched in the legislation, [ do not find
myself with the same intense emotional opposition -to this clause as when I was
considering the whole veto system.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 102: Confirmation, cancellation or variation of vetoes -

Mr RIPPER: The amendment standing in my name on the Notice Paper is a
consequential amendment designed to delete the operation of information vetoes from the
legislation. I am not intending to subject the Minister to another educational session on
die evils and iniquities of information vetoes, although I hope he may consider at sonic
lacer stage the wisdom of my remarks on this issue in previous parts of debate.
T'herefore, I will not be proceeding with the amendment as this issue has been decided in
this Committee debate. The amendment I was to have moved was a consequential
amendment flowing from the position we took on the earlier parts of the Bill.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 103 put and passed.
Clause 104: Offence to breach undertaking or harass -
Mr D.L SMITH: 1Tis clause is another which deals with penalties. The penalties
provided for in this case are $10 000 and 12 months' imprisonment. In relation to the
nature of the offences and the nature of the relationship between the person who might be
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offending and the person who is being harassed by the provision of information, my view
is that the penalties in this clause and many of the other clauses in this legislation are too
high, and in the main could be at least halved. Five thousand dollars is a substantial
amount.
Mr NICHOLLS: I took guidance from the 1992 legislation for this provision. It has not
been changed.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 105 put and passed.
Clause 106: Licences to conduct contact and mediation services -
Mr D.L. SMIH: I still have a concern that the legislation and division 5 to some extent
prohibits people such as lawyers being involved in acting for people who are negotiating
adoption plans and the like without having a licence. I do not believe that is advisable
and there should be some provision in the legislation to enable lawyers to provide legal
and interpretive advice on the meaning and effect of the clauses without obtaining a
licence. I am also concerned that the qualifications to be satisfied for non-lawyer
applicants for licences as contact mediation agencies is left to regulation. The nature of
the services being provided for contact and mediation agencies under this legislation is
important enough for it to have been included in the principal legislation, and not to be
the subject of decisions by the Minister through the regulations, with the only role of the
Parliament being to disallow those regulations when they come before it.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 107 to 109 put and passed.
Clause 110: Review by Director-General -

MrT DL. SMITH: I use this clause as a means of referring to the whole of part 5 and the
review of decisions and appeals that appear in the processes. I am loathe to say in any
circumstance that the rights of appeal are extensive. Experience will probably teach us
that they are probably too extensive. A person may well be quite obstructive in the
review of the process. I urge the Government to keep that under review.
Clause put and passed.
Clause I11 to 130 put and passed.
Clause 131: Protection from liability etc. -
Mr D.L. SMITH: This clause prohibits persons from taking action against the Minister,
the director general, a private adoption agency, an officer of the department, an adoption
application committee or a person who performs a function under this Bill. The Minister
delivered a report today in relation to an incident. Part of that report referred to dhe rights
of t children, and perhaps the natural parents of those foster children, to be
compensated for errors that occurred in the management of that case. This clause would
exclude compensation from being payable in those sorts of situations.
Mr Nicholls: Only where it is admitted in good faith.
Mr D.L. SMITH: In good faith does not mean without negligence. It means that one's
intentions are right, even if the quality of the work is poor. I have no doubt that
everybody involved in the case that came before us today acted in good faith; the
problem was that the decision making was not up to a professional standard. That sort of
situation should no: exclude people from compensation opportunities. That is the effect
of clause 131. Clause 129 which deals with other evidentiary matters also concerns me.
As far as possible it should be a matter of evidence and not for presumption under
legislation.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 132: Distribution of property not affected without notice -
Mr DL. SMITH: This clause states in effect tt a trustee or personal representative can
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distribute assets in an estate or trust fund without regard for the fact that an adoption
order may or may not have been made. It seems an odd provision.
Mr Nicholls: It is part of die original Bill.
Mr DL. SMITH: I know; it seems odd. Once an adoption is made, and it has the effect
provided for in terms of who die child is then a child of, it should apply and one should
not be able to distribute property in the way suggested by this clause without anything
else. What was the origin of this provision? Who asked for it and why is it necessary for
it to be included at all?
Mr NICHOLLS: It is a transfer from the previous Government's Bill. It will facilitate
the transfer of property and ensure that it is done in a manner covered by the appropriate
procedures. I am not aware of any problems with this provision in the current Bill;
therefore, I see no reason it should not be included
Clause put and passed.
Claus 133 to 137 put and passed.
Clause 138: Recognition of non-Australian adoptions -
Mr D.L. SMITH: This clause introduces a couple of provisions in relation to
requirements that a person must have been either domiciled in the place where the
adoption was made, or a resident for at least 12 months. The clear intent of those sorts of
provisions are to discourage foreign adoptions and to make them more difficult in a legal
sense. They are quite artificial constraints. It should not be beyond the pale of our courts
and the director general in the assessment processes to overcome any doubts about the
efficacy of overseas adoptions without the kinds of artificial constraints in this clause.
Mr NICH-OLLS: The provisions establishing guidelines for adoption orders which are
made in overseas countries ensure that people go through the assessment procedures and
also that the guidelines conform to the Hay convention and there axe no adoptions outside
those procedures. It is a procedural guideline.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 139 put and passed.
Clause 140: Financial assistance -

Mr D.L. SMITH: I said in debate on an earlier clause that clauses 140 and 141 should be
expanded when the legislation is reviewed to ensure that the director general has a
capacity to provide financial assistance over and above legal aid to assist people to obtain
the services of lawyers, counsellors and the like without having to try to fit in with somne
of the categories that are herein expressed.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 141 and 142 put and passed.
Clause 143: Regulations -
Mr D.L. SMiTH: The regulation making power under this provision is very wide; it is
not constrained by particular headings. It relates to things that are necessary or
convenient to be prescribed for the giving of effect to the purposes of this Bill. The
penalty has been set in the regulations at $2 000, which is too high a penalty to be
imposed by regulation. I ask that those matters be reconsidered when the review occurs.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 144 and 145 put and passed.
Clause 146: Review -

Mr DL. SMITH: The review is to be held two years from the commencement day of the
legislation. We have been told by the Minister that he does not expect the legislation to
be proclaimed for six months from the date of its passage through the Parliament. That
means that the first review will take place in about two and a half yews' tine and the
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implementation of the report will be subsequent to that. I do not think it is necessary to
bring the statutory review forward, but we should adopt the attitude with this legislation
that it should remain as it is for the whole of the two year period. I hope that as the
Minister reconsiders the information vetoes, contact vetoes and other matters that are
raised in submissions which he wil receive the day the Bill passes, that he will introduce
amending legislation when it is required and not put it off until the review period is over.
Mr Nicholls: The review is an important part of the BUil. It is not my intention to
introduce amendments simply because submissions have been made. However, if
anomalies need to be addressed, I will take those up when they occur.
Clause put and passed.
Schedule 1 -
Mr D.L. SMITH: Earlier I referred to my concern about the certificate that is required to
be given to witnesses under clause 3 of the schedule. If we are going to require a
certificate of the kind referred to in the clause, and it is not just a matter of witnessing the
signature, the witnesses should be more limited than they arm currently. Certainly, all of
the persons who are commissioners of declarations and such other persons who are
prescribed by regulations are far too wide, The people who provide certificates of that
kind which will be used as evidence in the court when making adoption orders need to be
in a position to read the affidavit, distinguish between hearsay and other evidence, and
ensure that they are absolutely satisfied that they should give the certificate in those
circumstances. The range of witnesses who are provided for under clause 2 is too wide.
Many of those people would not understand what are their obligations for that certificate
and would be unable to distinguish between what is good evidence and the varying
weight that should be attached to evidence or whether the affidavit is correctly worded
for the certificate to issue. As part of the review, I ask die Minister to look at the list of
witnesses and see whether it could be narrowed in some way.
Schedule put and passed.
Schedule 2 put and passed.
Schedule 3 -
Mrs HALLAHAN: I remain concerned about information being made available. I
understand that this schedule relates to past adoptions. Will the message box system to
which the Minister has referred apply equally to past adoptions?
Mr Nicholls: Yes.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Many people will be dissatisfied with the outcome of the debate on
this legislation. They see pants of the Bill as an improvement and welcome them.
However, they also believe that the information vetoes are not fair and equitable and they
feel that, in large part, information which they have a human right will be denied them.
The Bill is to be proclaimed "as soon as practicable". Who will interpret that? Will the
Minister give an undertaking about what that time line will be?
Mr Nicholls: It is my intention to have the review after two years of the Bill coming into
operation.
Mr RIPPER: I move -

Page 116, line 1 to page 118, line 20 - To delete the lines.
All members of Parliament are aware that when adoption legislation was first brought to
the Parliament people were sitting in the Public Gallery waiting until the early hours of
the morning for the legislation to be considered by this Chamber. As we all know, those
people were very disappointed. They have since been lobbying members of Parliament
and many have been present during portions of the debate of this Bill. Why were those
people in the gallery? In the main, it was because they were parents who relinquished
children for adoption in the past, and they were looking for access to identifying
information about the children they relinquished. This part of the Government's Bill will
be the most disappointing to them because it allows that information to be denied to the
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birth parents when another party to the adaption places a veto on the release of the
information. The information veto allowed in the transitional provisions for past
adoptions is particularly draconian because it can last for the lifetime of the person
lodging the veto. Therefore, it is possible for a birth parent to be denied the information
for which she has longed for many years during the lifetime of another party to the
adoption. It will be very disappointing to the birth parents as a group, and very
distressing to individual birth parents who are denied the information by a veto. The
Minister will agree it is potentially die most controversial section of the Bill because the
Government has come down on the side of people who make a claim to privacy against
those who make a claim to some information which is personal and fundamental. They
want to know what has happened to a child they carried for nine months and gave birth
to. People have a right to that information, and that right should not be outweighed by a
claim to privacy which is based on unwarranted fears and prejudices about what might
happen should the information be released The history of relations between parties to
adoptions is a positive one on the whole. Their is no evidence which justifies the
draconian restrictions on the release of information, which restrictions are possible under
these transitional provisions.
I have no confidence that the Minister will change his mind at this stage but, as the
review proceeds, an opportunity should be provided to reconsider these transitional
provisions. They potentially impact on many more people than any other section of the
Bill. We know that relatively few adoptions are proceeding currently, so the provisions
of the Bill relating to new adoptions will affect only a small number of people. However,
in the past, hundreds of adoptions took place every year and tens of thousands of people
still living in Western Australia have been affected by adoptions and, therefore, might be
affected by these provisions. They are potentially the most painful provisions for people
and the most restrictive of a fundamental human right. The Opposition strongly opposes
these provisions, which were not in the Bill introduced in the Parliament in 1992. The
previous Government did not allow a lifetime veto on information, and thought a contact
veto system was sufficient. It is absolutely essential to place on the record the
Opposition's strong resistance to this clause of the Bill. There is every possibility that an
incoming Labor Government would attend to the need to amend these provisions with a
great deal of enthusiasm and vigour.
Mr BROWN: I add my weight to the comments of the member for Belmont. I do not
simply reiterate them but endorse them wholeheartedly. This schedule displays the
degree of bias against relinquishing parents having access to information. It does so very
clearly in one area of the schedule which is sought to be deleted; that is, the last line of
clause 9(9). At the end of the schedule we see a last gasp attempt to ensure that
relinquishing parents do not obtain the information. It can be seen in the way the
schedule is worded that subclauses (3) and (4) deal with the situation where an
application has been made for information. -The adoptive parents are given an
opportunity to inform the adoptee that he or she has been adopted, the department wil
check within three months that the adoptee has been given that information, and, just to
make doubly sure that an information veto can be lodged, not only will the information
that the adoptee knows he or she has been adopted be checked, but also a check will be
made that the adoptee has had an opportunity to lodge a request for an information veto.
Mr Nicholls: But that works on the premise that if a person does not know he or she is
adopted that person will not appreciate the opportunities. That point was touched on by
the New South Wales law reform report
Mr BROWN: I have no problems with the process, including that the opportunity should
be given to the parent to provide information to the udoptee, that he or she is adopted.
That is a laudable recommendation by the New South Wales Law Reform Commission.
I accept it. I have difficulty coming to terms with the balancing act required by this Bill;
not only is an opportunity given for the adoptive parent to inform the adoptee of his or
her status, not only is provision made for the director general to check that the adoptee
has been provided with the. information within thre months - that is fine - but also the
adoptee has had an opportunity to lodge a veto. We are talkcing here about adoptees over
the age of 18. We are talking about a situation where adoptive parents have lodged a
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veto. In both of those circumstances one would expect that in any discussion between the
adoptive parents and the adoptee, the reasons that the information has not been made
available previously would be disclosed including the fact that the adoptive parents have
put in place an information or contact veto.
Mr Nicholls: That is a presumption.
Mr BROWN: It is a logical presumption given the way this legislation will work. Not
only do we have an adult who can make decisions in relation to this matter but also we
want to go one step further and reverse the test applied elsewhere in the Bill. Elsewhere
in this legislation it is up to the individual to lodge a veto, and that may require
counselling.
Mr Nicholls: They would still have to lodge a veto but they must be made aware that
they are able to do so.
Mr BROWN: Yes, but the distinction here is that the department says to people, "You
now have the information but incidentally you can lodge a contact or infonnation veto."
That suggests to the people who are particularly opposed to the information vetoes that
the bias of this provision is almost an encouragement to say they can continue with what
the parents put in place. It is not coming from the parent whom one would expect it to
come from; it is coming from the bureaucracy because that is what it is instructed to do
under this legislation. It seems to me, and to some people involved in the adoption
community, to be way beyond a balance, and seeks to provide a bias to the non-provision
of information or die implementation of a contact veto. To that extent it is unfortunate
because if the clause set a time within which an adoptee should contemplate his position -
that is, the department wishes to ascertain after three months that the person had been
informed and had a reasonable time to contemplate that position, such as a month or six
weeks - that might be reasonable. However, it does not do that. It goes to the next step
and says that not only does a person have to consent but also we must check whether the
person wishes to lodge an information veto. It shifts the goal posts dramatically in favour
of the non-provision of information. One could say that it almost encourages the non-
provision of information.
I urge the Minister to consider the crucial provisions of subclauses (7), (8), and (9) of
clause 9 of the schedule between now and when the Bill goes to Mnother place because in
the eyes of some people in the adoption community it appears that the goal posts have
been shifted dramatically.
Amendment put and negatived.
Schedule put and passed.
Schedule 4 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, with amendments, and die report adopted.

Third Reading
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah - Minister for Community Development) [12.41 am]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read athird time.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [12.49 am]: During the Committee stage the Opposition raised
a number of very significant issues. We have drawn attention to some deficiencies in the
proposals brought to Parliament by the Minister. However, we welcome the passage of
the Bill because it will mark a significant improvement in our arrangements for adoption,
particularly those relating to new adoptions. The major deficiency of the Bill relates to
provision for accss to information. The most disappointing part of the information
provisions is the area relating to information arising out of past adoptions.
As I said during Committee, many people who have lobbied hard for new adoption
legislation will be particularly disappointed that, as a result of this legislation, birth
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parents may still be denied identifying information about the child or children they have
relinquished for adoption in the past, and we think this matter will need further reform. I
hope the Minister will consider that need for reform in the review as a matter of priority.
Naturally, many people in the community would like to see the Minister and the
Government consider the need for reform in those provisions even earlier.
With regard to new adoptions, there are also some matters which the Opposition would
like to see changed. We regard the absence in the Bill of any mention of Aboriginality,
of any special recognition of the rights of Aboriginal children, and the need for special
protection of the welfare of Aboriginal children as a major deficiency. Other States have
legislated to include the Aboriginal child placement principles in their legislation. The
Adoption Legislative Review Committee report indicated thac New South Wales, South
Australian and Victorian adoption legislation have incorporated Aboriginal child
placement principles. During the debate someone indly sent us the extracts from the
Northern Territory Hansard to indicate that the Aboriginal child placement principles are
incorporated in its new legislation as well. We continue to have concerns. in that area.
Equally we believe the legislation should have included a reference to the need for
ethnically and culturally consistent placement, if possible, with the backup that
placement can be made when people are prepared to give due recognition to the child's
ethnic and cultural heritage.
We disagree with the Government on the presumption that in the legislation there should
be any provision for adoption within t family. We have stated the position that that
should occur in only very exceptional circumstances. Throughout this debate the
Opposition has taken up the positions recommended by the Adoption Legislative Review
Committee. That committee adopted a very thorough approach to the preparation of its
report which was based on substantial consultation, expert advice and, in some cases, the
result of specially commissioned research. We believe that committee arrived at a very
fair and balanced report which should have been more comprehensively reflected in the
legislation which the Government put before the Parliament. That is not to say that we
have supported every last comma in the recommendations of the Adoption Legislative
Review Committee.
The Opposition's position has been more in keeping with the spirit of the Adoption
Legislative Review Committee report that has been adopted by the Government. The
Government has given too much weight, in our view, to the unwarranted fears and, in
some cases, prejudices of some of those who have been interested in the adoption area,
and not enough weight to the results of change in other jurisdictions, the practical
evidence and the research findings.
Despite those criticisms which the Opposition makes of the Government's Bill, I repeat:
We welcome the passage of this Bill through this House. It marks long awaited reform to
our adoption legislation which, in the final analysis, dates from 1896. It is not enough
reform and there is more to be done, but we look forward to the outcome of the review
and the action which we hope the, Minister will take following that review.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [12.54 am]: Without wishing to delay the House or to
repeat much of what has been said already, this is a fairly conservative version of a fairly
conservative Bill which was prepared by the previous Government. Nonetheless, it is a
very substantial advance in terms of reforms of the adoption law required in this State. I
take the opportunity to congratulate all of the people who have been involved in
achieving the reform that has been achieved by this legislation. That includes the
members of the original Legislative Assembly committee, chaired by the member for
Rockingham, that looked at the matter; all of the various Ministers - Keith Wilson, the
member for Annadale, the member for Belmont and I who have been involved in the
matter, and, of course, t current Minister. It is my great regret that it has taken so long
for the Bill to come before the Parliament and that it still must go through the other place.
It will be another six months before it is proclaimed. I also very much regret that Jacie
Watkins is not a member of the House when the legislation is being passed. I
acknowledge her contribution and that of the members of Adoption Jigsaw WA Inc, the
relinquishing mothers group, and everybody else who has been involved in this process,
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including the members of the committee who prepared the report that was the basis of
this review. Every member of chat committee deserves our congratulations, including
Liza Newby who chaired the committee for much of its operation.
When debating this kind of reform one often talks about the rights of the relinquishing
parents and of the attitude of bureaucrats and of things being bureaucratic and the like.
When we do that, we do not wish to cast aspersions on adoptive parents. We must
remember char adoptive parents have taken on that role and by and large they have been
very successful in their endeavours to ensure that the children are provided with a secure
home. In a great number of cases they have been absolutely successful in achieving
everything that they consider to be in the best interests of the Child.
There are a number of adoptive parents in my extended family. I am aware of the
success that many of them have had in bringing up their adopted children. I do not think
the fact that, in this legislation, we have started to recognise the rights of relinquishing
parents should in any way diminish the valuable role played by parents or every member
of every Government agency or other organisation who has been involved in the adoption
processes in the past. We have all heard dhe horror stories of the mistakes that have been
made, the pressures that have been applied and the very real grief felt by relinquishing
parents. In recognising that, we should not say that all of those who have been involved
in the adoption process in the past have been acting in bad faith or in any way contrary to
what they perceived to be in the best interests of the child. In the vast majority of cases
those people have done everything they could to ensure that the interests of the child
have been protected. In this legislation we are only redressing some of the grievances of
relinquishing parents. We have made it a more balanced triangle in respect of the
relationships which existed in the past. We have certainly given an opportunity for a
much more progressive form of adoption to exist in the future which we hope will
prevent much of the grief and distress whtich has been caused to relinquishing parents in
the past.
As I have said on a number of occasions, this legislation only takes us to the position of
being among the nick in terms of reform. It is certainly not progressive or at the leading
edge of reform. I very much hope that the Government and those responsible for the
future administration of adoption law and processes recognise that, and that they continue
to provide all of the changes that the Opposition sought and chose additional changes for
which many in the adoption community have been asking us and perhaps that we, as an
Opposition, have been prepared to accede to them officially. As I said to the Minister
during Committee, the two year period should not be a fobbing off period. The Minister
should not say to people, "[ have heard what you have got to say. [ will refer it to the
review committee in two years' time." I want the Minister to seriously consider this
legislation from the day that it is enacted and, as soon as the problems become apparent,
as I am sure they wI in some aspects, move to reform it at each and every sitting of the
Parliament until we get it into a shape and form that will take us to the leading edge
rather than leaving us in the nick as it currently does.
MR BROWN (Morley) [1.01 anm]. The Bill represents an advance on current
legislation relating to adoptions in this State. It does not contain all the provisions that
we would have liked. However, we can say that our views have been put strenuously and
frequently during the course of the debate such that there is a clear record of the
Opposition's position. Although the Act will be reviewed two years after its
proclamation, it will be important during the course of the next two years for the
provisions of the Bill to be monitored. I hope that reports will be made available in this
place about the impact of the provisions of the new Act, particularly where that impact
relates to the exchange of information and contact being made between parties to the
adoption triangle. I hope that that information which is non-identifying and statistical
will be forthcoming on a regular basis so that an assessment can be made by this House.
I hope that, by that statistical information being made available, one can see whether the
new Act is working as intended by the Government or whether it is working with the
reservations expressed by the Opposition.
The Bill in large part is based on a Bill which was introduced by the previous
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Government. It is appropriate at this stage to give recognition to the professionalism and
the knowledge of the departmental officers who assisted in drafting the Bill introduced
by the former Government which has been the basis of the Bill introduced by this
Government.
Mr D.L Smith interjected.
Mr BROWN: As my colleague the member for Mitchell reminds me, I acknowledge the
assistance of other staff who have been involved in the development of the Bill. It has
not been an easy process. As I said in the second reading debate, one of the saving
graces of this legislation taking so long to get through the Parliament is that a number of
original objections that the Government had to the original Bil seem to have disappeared
with the effluxion of time and the Bill, even in the form in which it is today, is certainly
more progressive than would have been the case had the former Government's Bill been
amended with the then Opposition's amendments. I look forward to a review of the Act
and hope that the review will take into account all the issues that have been raised during
the course of this debate. Many of them relate to the provisions of the Bill directly and
others relate to administrative and policy decisions that accompany the Bill. I hope that
the review, when it takes place, is broad ranging and that it can be based on not only what
was said here but also on statistical information which will be provided to this place
during the time that the Act is in operation.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (1.05 ani]: As we
are closing the debate on this important, complex and long piece of legislation, I place on
record commendation for the member for Belmont for the very important role that he had
in the development of the legislation. In 1988, 1 established the review, which gives
members an indication of the time that significant reforms of a sensitive nature can take.
Earlier, I commended the Government for retaining as much as it has of what was a very
progressive piece of legislation. At the same time, I express my regret at the changes and
omissions it has made and the amendments that it has been determined to carry through,
despite many very sound arguments made during Committee and in the second reading
debate.
As has been said, the Bill is a great improvement on the current legislation. I commend
all the people who have played a significant role in its development, including my
colleagues, the present Minister, departmental officers and all the community groups who
have been very responsible and thorough in the research they have carried out. They
have been mature in the lobbying they have conducted to put forward their case, to the
extent that it is now being passed by the Parliament without any resistance. Our only
regret is that the legislation is not more progressive to the extent that it meets with the
wishes of all the groups associated with adoption.
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah - Minister for Community Development) [1.07 an]: I
thank members opposite for their support for the legislation. I also extend my thanks and
appreciation to the people who have been involved in the drafting of the legislation. it is
a privilege to be at a point at which the Bill is about to pass through this House in
keeping with the commitment given by the Premier when in Opposition that we would
introduce this Bill in our first term. I simply urge that, when the Bill goes to the other
place, it be not unduly delayed and that the legislation be passed so that the
implementation mechanisms can take place and that those reforms which I believe wili
be advantageous can be shared by all Western Australian people involved with adoptions.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

REPRINTS AMENDMENT BILL
Returned

BUi returned from the Council with amendments.
House adjourned at 1.09 amt (Thursday)

15751-15
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

GOVERNMENT TRAVEL - FOREIGN INVESTMENT PROMOTION
1295. Mr KOBELKE to the Premier

(1) Have Ministers or officers representing the Government undertaken as a
part of their duties on any international trip the promotion of the sale of
land or projects which would involve a degree of foreign ownership of
land in Western Australia?

(2) If yes, who were the Ministers or officers?
(3) What were the dates of the overseas trips?
(4) flat particular projects or parcels of land were promoted?
Mrt COURT replied:
(1)-(4) Foreign investment is a major source of capital for the development of the

Australian and State economy. Controls over foreign investment are the
responsibility of the Federal Government. The State Government. in
efforts to foster economic development of our State. deals with numerous
foreign Government and corporate organisations. In the process, the
Government may promote projects which will involve some level of
foreign ownership. In all of my overseas visits I promote new private
sector investment for our State in a wide range of areas including
investments in tourism projects.
Government travel is already detailed in quarterly reports for Parliament.
As there is no impropriety in Government representatives encouraging
economic development through foreign investment, there is no
justification for the Government to allocate resources to providing details
concerning every discussion which may take place during such trips.

FORMER OPPOSITION PARTIES - APPLICATIONS TO PREMIER'S
DEPARTMENT FOR ADDITIONAL STAFF, ACCOMMODATION. RESOURCES

1654. Dr WATSON to the Premier
(1) On what occasions between February 1989 and February 1993 did the

former Opposition parties apply to the Premier's Department for
additional staff, accommodation, equipment or resources, upgrades of
accommodation or upgrades, improvement or replacement of equipment?

(2) flat was the nature of each application?
(3) flen was each application made?
(4) flat was the outcome of each application?
(5) Were plans approved in 1992 for the upgrade of the Opposition annexe

known as the "Summer Palace"?
(6) If so,

(a) what was the extent of these plans;
(b) why did they not proceed?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(4) [See paper No 958.1
(5)-(6) No. On becoming Leader of the Opposition I requested refurbishment of

the Summer Palace. The request was assessed by the Ministry of the
Premier anid Cabinet and the Building Management Authority and
recommendations put forward to undertake some modest refurbishment.
Unfortunately the then Premier took no action on the recommendations
and I subsequently withdrew my request.
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MARANDOO IRON ORE PROJECT - RESERVE, TRANSFER APPROVAL
1889. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) Was Government approval required for the transfer of the reserve
containing the Marandoo iron ore deposit?

(2) Iso-
(a) on what date did the Government approve the trnsfer,
(b,) who was the previous owner of the reserve;
(c) to whom was it transferred?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr CJ. BARNETT' replied:
(1) Government approval was required for the transfer of the tenement which

contained the Marandoo deposit from the Iron Ore (Wittenoom)
Agreement to the Iron Ore (Hamersicy Iron) Agreement.

(2) (a) The date of assent of the 1992 amendments to the Iron Ore
(Hamerstey Range) Agreement Act; that is, 2 October 1992.

(b) Hamersley Resources Limited, previously known as Australian
Mining and Smelting Limited owned 50 per cent of the tenement,
and Hamerslcy Iron Pty limited owned 50 per cent. Hamersicy
Resources Limited is a wholly owned subsidiary of CRA Limited.

(c) Hamersicy Iron Pty Limited.
(3) Not applicable.

HAMERSLEY IRON PTY LTD - MARANDOO PROJECT
Mining, Original Proposals, Submission Date

1890. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Resources Development:
On what date did Hamersicy Iron Pty Ltd submit its original proposals to
mine the Marandoo project?

Mr CiJ. BARNETT replied:
7 September 1992.
RETAIL SHOPS ADVISORY COMMITTEE - MEETINGS

1916. Mr HILL to the Minister representing the Minister for Fair Trading:
(1) Did the Retail Shops Advisory Committee only meet once in the last 12

months?
(2) Did the Minister instruct the Minister's department to refrain from

convening meetings of this committee until recently?
(3) Did the agenda for the recent meeting refer to the Government's policy in

favour of deregulation of retail trading hours?
(4) How does this stated policy reconcile with the Liberal Party policy prior to

the last elections, which did not make a commitment to deregulation?
(5) Given the Liberal Party policy prior to the last election referred to an

intention to consult with the Retail Shops Advisory Committee before any
decision was made to use section 5 of the Retail Trading Hours Act 1987,
why did the Minister not consult with this committee before deregulating
trading hours in Mandurah?

(6) Does the Minister support the retention of the Retail Shops Advisory
Committee?

(7) If no, why not?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:
The Minister for Fair Trading has provided the following reply -

(1) Yet.
(2) No.
(3) The agenda detailed all Government policies in relation to trading

hours that were released as part of the election platform.
(4) These policies were identical with the Liberal Party platform

released piot to die election.
(5) There is no mention of the committee, in the election platform.

The platform states -
Country towns will be empowered to make their own
decisions on trading hours

and as such there is no need to consult the committee.
(6)-(7) The operations of the committee are the subject of a statutory

review under the provisions of the Act and it would not be
appropriate to pre-empt that review.

MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION - $50 LEVY
Revenue; Payments: Domestic Registrations: Households without Motor Vehicles

1925. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance.
(1) How much revenue has the Government received from the $50 motor

vehicle registration levy from the dare the levy was first imposed to the
present day?

(2) How many people -

(a) paid the levy;
(b) were excused from paying the levy; or
(c) refused to pay the levy by deducting the levy themselves from

their registration payment?
(3) How many domestic motor vehicles are currently registered in Western

Australia?
(4) How many households in Western Australia do not have a motor vehicle?
Mr COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -
(1) $27.9m to 28 February 1994.
(2) (a) 861 829 to 28 February 1994.

(b)-(c) Nil.
(3) Motor Car (class 1 A) - 815 696 - as at 28 February 1994.
(4) These statistics are not held by the Police Ucensing and Services

or the State Government Insurance Commission.
STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - MOTOR VEHICLE

THIRD PARTY INSURANCE CLAIMS, PAYOUTS
1930. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance:

(1) What was the total payout of third party insurance claims by the State
Government Insurance Commission in each year from 1988 to the time of
the changes introduced to the third party insurance system last year?

(2) (a) What is the total payout of third party insurance claims by the
SGIC since the changes were introduced,
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(b) what is the percentage change in payouts since these changes?
Mir COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -
(1) 1988 $120.374m

1989 $122.559m
1990 $153.022m
1991 $168.009m
1992 $190.503m
1993 $223.862m

(2) (a) $141l.652m to 28 February 1994.
(b) Proposed amendments have not yet been passed by

Parliament. Once passed, the proposed changes will be
effective front 1 July 1993. Percentage change in payouts
cannot yet be identified.

HEALTH DEPARTMIENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - PSYCHIATRIC
TREATMENT FOR ADOLESCENTS

193 1. DT CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) What was the total number of adolescents who received in-patient and

out-patient psychiatric treatment in each year from 1988 - 1993?
(2) What is the current waiting time for out-patient psychiatric treatment for

adolescents?
(3) How many adolescents are on the waiting list for out-patient psychiatric

treatment?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply
(1) Adolescents 13 to 18 years

1988 1 822
1989 1 766
1990 1 787
1991 1 710
1992 1 821
1993 not ye: available

(2) The current waiting time depends on the urgency of the case.
Cases are discussed in clinic intake meetings on a weekly or twice
weekly basis and allocated to clinical staff Urgent cases are seen
as soon as possible. Other, less urgent cases are generally seen
within four to six weeks, with a reported avenage of 34 days.

(3) The outpatient clinics do not have waiting lists, since all cases are
dealt with quickly and allocated the first available appointment
time on the basis of need.

RETIREMENT VILLAGES ACT - PERSONS CHARGED UNDER SECTION
16(1), 16(2)

1937. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Fair Trading:
(1) Has any person been charged or had a penalty imposed on them under

section 16(1) or 16(2) of the Retirement Villages Act 199 requiring a
memorial to be lodged?

(2) If so -
(a) how many people;
(b) whit penalties were imposed?

11135



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

(1) No.
(2) (a)-(b) Not applicable.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CHAIRMAN;
MEMBERSHIP

1982. Mr GRAHAM to die Minister for Energy:
(1) Who is die chairman of the State Energy Commission?
(2) What is die term of the appointment of die chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the State Energy Commission?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration was paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr C.J. BARNETIT replied:
(1) Mr Stuart L.G. Morgan.
(2) The chairman's term of office expires an 30 June 1995.
(3)-(5),(7)

The State Energy Commission does not have a "committee". The
additional non-executive members of the board are -

Board Appointment Term of Nominated by
Member Date Appointment

(Expiry Date)
S.L.G. Morgan
Assoc Comm 1.7.79 Minister for Fuel & Energy
Chairman 18.7.89 30.6.95 A/Minister for Fuel & Energy
R.E. Blanckensee 1.7.82 30.6.95 Minister for Fuel & Energy
Assoc Comm
R.A.Keegan, 1.7.88 30.6.94 Minister for Fuel & Energy
Assoc Comm
D.P.Buckland, 4.2.92 4.2.95 S.L.G. Morgan, Chairman
Assoc Comm SECWA
B.P. Flanagan, 14.9.93 30.6.95 Minister for Energy
Assoc Comm
H.I. Stebbins, 14.9.93 30.6.96 Minister for Energy
Assoc Comm
M.H. MacPherson, 14.9.93 30.6.96 Minister for Energy
Assoc Commn
(6) The remuneration of the chairman and associate commissioners is

determined pursuant to die Salaries and Allowances Tribunal AcL. The
remuneration levels of each member fails within the following bands.-
Chairman $65 0004- 75000
Associate Commissioners $25 000 - $35 000.

BOARDS AND COMMITITEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2073. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Albany Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who art the committee members of the Albany Cemetery Board?
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(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr L Abbott
(2) Until June 1998.
(3) Mr W. Roth

Mrs A. Dunn
Mrs M. James-Wallace
Cr1J. Redshaw
Cr F. McKail.

(4) Until June 1998
(5) Nominated by

Mr L. Abbott Shime of Albany
Mr W. Roth Self
Mrs A. Dunn Albany Historical Society
Mrs M. James-Wallace Anglican Church
Cr1J. Redshaw Town of Albany
Cr F. McKail Shire of Albany

(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mr L~e Abbott 1973
Mr W. Roth 1989
Mrs A. Dunn 1989
Mrs M. James-Wallace 1989
Cr1J. Redshaw 1978
Cr F. Mcl~ail 1993

BOARDS AND COMMITITEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2074. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Building Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Building Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODE! replied:
(1) Mr J. Lynch, delegated to Mr M. Gilovizz.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Mr P. Airey Mr A. Buckley Mr M. O'Dohenty

Mr W. Jolley Mr G. White
Mr S. Roatch Mr R. Torrance
Mr J. Macey Mr 0. Holmes
Mr 0. Glick Mr L. Kruize

(4) Indefinite.
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(5) Mr J. Lynch/
Mr M. Giloviti Department of Local Government
Mr P. Airey Australian Consulting Engineers Association
Mr W. Jolley Health Department of WA
Mr S. Roatch WA Fire Brigades Hoard
Mr J. Macey City of Perth
Mr C. Click Building Owners & Managers Association
Mr 1. Buckley Building Management Authority
Mr G. White Royal Australian Institute of Architects
Mr R. Torrance Master Builders Association
Mr G. Holmes WA Municipal Association
Mr L. Kruize Housing Industry Association
Mr M. O'Doherty Australian Institute of Building Surveyors

(6) Chairman and nominees from City of Perth, WA Fire Brigades Board,
Health Department of WA, Australian Institute of Building Surveyors,
Building Management Authority: Nil. All others paid meeting fee: $146
full day. $73 half day.

(7) Appointments approved October 1992.
BOARDS AND COMMIT1TEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

2075. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Who is the chairman of the Bunbuiy Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Bunbury Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr D. Lutterdll.
(2) Until June 1995.
(3) Ms C. Manca Mr M. Hancock

Ms P. Manson a 1. Jones
Mr E. Barrett Cr M. Buswell

(4) Until June 1995.
(5) The City of Bunbury.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mr D. Lutterell June 1992
Ms C. Manea
Ms P. Manson
Mr E. Barrett
Mr M. Hancock
Cr 3. Jones
arM. Busell September 1993

BOARDS AND COMMITT'EES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2076. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Chowerup Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the termn of the appointment of the chairman?
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(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
Mr
(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

2077. Mr
(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
Mr

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

Who are the committee members of the Chowerup Cemetery Board?
What are the trmns of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
When was each member first appointed?

OMODEI replied:
Not appointed as yet.
Until June 1998.
Mr F. Tuckett Mr W. Mend
Mrs W. De Landgmfft Mr C. Evans
Mr D. Spencer Mr K. Connor
Until June 1998.
By seeking expressions of interest from community under dhe Cemeteries
Act 1986.
Not applicable.

Appointed
Mr Tuckett 1974
Mrs Ne Landgrafft 1980
Mr Spencer 1974
Mr Mead 1966
Mr Evans 1980
Mr Connor 1994

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

Who is the chairman of the Control of Vehicles (Off-Road Areas) Act
Advisory Committee?
What is die term of die appointment of the chairman?
Who are the committee members of the Control of Vehicles (Off-Road
Areas) Act Advisory Committee?
What are the terms of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
When was each member first appointed?

OMODEI replied:
Mr R. Dymock.
Until 30 June 1994.
Mr K. Agar 1MI . Sharp
Mr J. Wood Mr W. Ryan
Mr W. Scott Mr S. Wilke
Until 30 June 1994.
Mr Dymock Minister for Local Government
Mr Agar WA Beach Buggy Association
Mr Wood WA Motor Cycle Association
Mr Scott Country Shire Councils Association
Mr Sharp Minister for the Environment
Mr Ryan Local Government Association
Mr Wilke WA Association for Four Wheel Drive Clubs
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(6) Remuneration to each member - $108 full day, $73 half day, chairman,
nil.

(7) Mr Dymock Febnuary 1988
Mr Agar February 1988
Mr Wood February 1988
Mr Scott July 1991
Mr Sharp July 1991
Mr Ryan November 1993
Mr Wilke July 1991.

BOARDS AND COMMITTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMEBERSHIP
2078. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:,

(1) Who is the chairman of t Dudinin Public Cemetery?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the coniiee members of the Dudinin Public Cemetery?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member firs: appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1)-(7) There is no public cemetery at Dudinin.

BOARDS AND COMMITIES - CHAIRMAN: MEMBERSHIP
2079. Wr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Dwellingup Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chai-mnan?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Dwellingup Cemetery Board?
(4) What are die terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and dhe chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mrs M. Kelly.
(2) Until June 1998.
(3) Mrs E. Douglas

Mr E. Watts
Mrs V. Brown
Ms 1. Allen

(4) Until June 1998.
(5) By seekcing expressions of interest from community under the Cemeteries

Act 1986.
(6) No: applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mrs Kelly 1984
Mrs Douglas 1965
Mr Wants 1986
Mrs Brown 1979
Ms Allen 1993
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN;, MEMBERSHIP
2081. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Geraldton Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Geraldton Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr M. Coffey.
(2) To June 1998.
(3) Mr G. Matchent Mrs W. Farrington

Mr R. McNaught Mr H. Thuijs
Mrs H. Shields Mr C. Baker

(4) To June 1998.
(5) Nominated by

Mr M. Correy Uniting Church
Mr G. Matcheut Church of Christ
Mr R. McNaught Salvation Army
Mrs H. Shields Geraidton Cemetery Board
Mrs W. Farrington Geraldton Cemetery Board
Mr H. Thuijs Mr G. McLoughlin
Mr C. Baker City of Geraldton.

(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mr M. Corfey 1988
Mr 0. Matcheut 1982
Mr R. McNaught 1979
Mrs H. Shields 1993
Mrs W. Farrington 1989
Mr H. Thuijs 1992
Mr C. Baker 1992

BOARDS AND COMMI=TES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2082. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Kalgoorlie Cemetery Boardi?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Kalgoorlie Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr D. Johnston.
(2) Until June 1998.
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(3) Mr G. Vukovich Fri F.ires
Mrs M. Jones Rev L. Gibb
Mr P. Swrugnll

(4) Until June 1998.
(5) Nominated by

Mr D). Johnston Community service groups
Mr 0. Vukovich Self
Mrs M. Jones General public
Mr P. Stnignell City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder
FriJ. Fires Roman Catholic Church
Rev L. Gibb Church of Christ

(6) No: applicable.
(7)Apone

Mr D. Johnston 1990
Mr G. Vukovich 1988
Mrs M. Jones 1992
Mr P. Strugnell 1992
Fri F ires 1988
Rev L. Gibb 1991.

BOARDS AND COMNMTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2083. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Keep Australia Beautiful Council?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Keep Australia Beautiful Council?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr J.F.R. McGeough.
(2) Three years, expiring on 8 November 1995.
(3) Mr J.F.R. McGeough Mr R. Newell

Mr 0. Bennett Mrs B. Males
Or R. Knapp Mr P. James
Mayor 0. Major Mr T.C Wright
Mr T Neel Mr G. Rundle
Mr L Cowie Mrs B. Backhouse
Mr G. Heberle Mr J. Sewell
Mr F. Sweeney

(4) Each member's term expires on 8 November 1995.
(5) Mr J.F.K. Mc~eough Minister for Local Government

Mr 0. Bennett Education Department
CrRK Knapp Country Shire Councils Association
Mayor 0. Mjr Local Government Association of WA
Mr T. Neel The Soft Drink Manufacturers Assoc of WA
Mr L Cowie Department of LoalW Government
Mr 0. Heberle Department of Conservation and Land

Management
Mr F. Sweeney Packaging Council of Australia (WA Division)
Mr K. Newell Chamber of Commerce and Industry of WA
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Mrs B. Males
Mr P. James
Mr T.C. Wright
Mr G. Rundle
Mrs B. Backbouse
MrSJ. Sewell

(6) Chairman

Members
(7) Mr J.F.R. McGeough

Mr G. Bennett
Cr R. Knapp
Mayor G. Major
Mr L Cowie
Mr G. Heberle
Mr P. Sweeney
Mr R. Newell
Mrs B. Males
Mr P. James
Mr T.C. Wright
Mr G. Rundle
Mrs B. Backhouse
Mr J. Sewell

2084. Mr
(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

Chamber of Commerce and Industry of WA
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of WA
Chamber of Commutce and Industry of WA
Conservation Council of WA
Consumers Association of WA
Trades and Labor Council of WA.
$5 100 per annum - $4 500 per annum
plus $600 expense of office allowance
Nil.

1989
1988
1992
1992
1990
1993
1992
1992
1993
1993
1984
1993
1992
1992

BOARDS AND COMMITIES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

Who is the chairman of the Local Government (Long Service Leave)
Regulations Board of References?
What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
Who are the committee members of the Local Government (Long Service
Leave) Regulations Board of References?
What are the terms of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
When was each member first appointed?

OMODEI replied:
Mr . Carrigg.
Indefinite.
Mr L Beech
Mr D. Jones
Ms M. Dwyer.
Indefinite.

Mr J. Canigg
Mr L. Beech
Mr D. Jones
Ms M. Dwyer
Not applicable.
October 1990.

Nominated by
Industrial Relations Commission
Trades and Labor Council
Confederation of WA Industry
Municipal Officers Association.
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2085. Mr
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
Mr
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

BOARDS AND COMMITIEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

Who is the chairman of the Local Government Auditors Board?
What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
Who are the committee members of the Local Government Auditors
Board?
What are the terms of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
When was each member first appointed?

OMODEI replied:
Professor A. Davison.
February 1995.
Mr P. Eastwood Mr A. hrewing
Mr A. Yukdch Mr J1. Gilfellon
Mr T.X Harken
February 1995.

(5) Mr P. Eastwood Institute of Chartered Accountants
Mr A. Yuldch Australan Society of Certified Practising

Accountants
Mr T. Harken Institute of Municipal Management
Mr A. hrewing WA Municipal Association
Mr J. Giffe llon Department of Local Government.

(6) Member's remuneration $108 full day, $73 half day.
Chairman's remuneration $145 full day, $97 half day.

(7) Professor A. Davison March 1989
Mr P. Eastwood .February 1983
Mr A. Yukich March 1989
Mr T. Harken March 1992
Mr A. Frewing March 1992
MrSJ. Gilfellon January 1993.

BOARDS AND COMMITTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Who is the chairman of the Local Government Boundaries Commission?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Local Government Boundaries

Commission?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr . Lynch.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Dr. J. Parry

Mir R.Rowell.

2086.
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(4) Indefinite.
(5) Mr J. Lynch Department of Local Government

Dr J. Parry WA Municipal Association
Mr R. Rowell WA Municipal Association

(6) Member's remuneration - sitting fee of $108 full day, $73 half day
Chairman's remuneration - nil.

(7) Mr J. Lynch April 1992
Dr J. Parry April 1992
Mr R. Rowell April 1992

BOARDS AND COMMITT7EES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2087. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Local Government Grants Commission?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Local Government Grants

Commission?
(4) What are the terms of appointnent of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
('7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr Humphery Park CAM.
(2) 1 August 1993 - 31 July 1996.
(3) Mr John Lynch Deputy chairman

Cr Rosanne Pimni - Shire of Collie Member
Mayor Peter Campbell - City of South Perth Member
Cr Bill Scott - Shire of Cape! Member

(4) 1 August 1993 - 31 July 1996.
(5) Nominated by

Mr Humphery Park Minister for Local Government
Mr John Lynch Executive Director, Department of Local

Government
Cr Rosanne Pimni Country Urban Councils Association
Mayor Peter Campbell Local Government Association
Cr Bill Scott Country Shire Councils Association.

(6) Chairman $23 600 per annum
Members $5 625 per annum sitting fees - excluding

John Lynch.
(7) Mr Huniphery Park 1.8.92

Mr John Lynch 12.5.92
Cr Rosanne Pimm 1.8.92
Mayor Peter Campbell 1.8.91
Cr Bill Scott 1.8.92

BOARDS AND COMM=lTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2088. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Local Government Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Local Government Board?
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(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member frst appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1)-(7) Existence not known.

BOARDS AND COMMITIEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2089. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Metropolitan Cemeteries Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Metropolitan Cemeteries Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr J. Mailer.
(2) Until June 1995.
(3) Mr J. O'Dea Jnr Mrs R. Wheatley

Mr I. Handcock Mr B. James
Mr K. Colbung Ms M. Clark-Murphy

(4) Until February 1997.
(5) Minister for Local Government, under the provisions of the Cemeteries

Act 1986.
(6) Remuneration of each member - $2 250 per annum.

(7)

2090. Mr

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

office expenses.
Appointed

Mr J. Moiler 1990
Mr J. O'Dea .Jnr 1988
M 1 Handcock 1989
Mr K. Colbung 1989
Mrs R. Wheatley 1994
Mr B. James 1994
Ms M. Clark-Murphy 1994.

BOARDS AND COMMITITES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
GRAHAM to the Minister *for Local Govenment:

Who is the chairman of the Municipal Building Surveyors Qualifications
Committee?
What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
Who are the committee members of the Municipal Building Surveyors
Qualifications Committee?
What art the terms of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
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(7)
Mr
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

2091. Mr
(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
Mr
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

When was each
OMODEI replied:

Mr J. Lynch.
Indefinite.
Mr T. Holton
Ms E. Karol;
Mr W. Jones
Indefinite.
Mr T. Holton
Ms E. Karol
Mr W. Jones
Mr K. Naull
Dr P. Evans
Not applicable.
MrSJ. Lynch
Mr T. Holton
Ms E. Karol
Mr W. Jones
Mr K. Paull
Dr P. Evans

BOARDS AND COMMITEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

Who is the chairman of the Municipal Clerks and Treasurers
Qualifications Committee?
What is die term of the appointment of the chairman?
Who are the committee members of the Municipal Clerks and Treasurers
Qualifications Committee?
What are the terms of appointment of each member?
By whom was each person nominated?
What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
When was each member first appointed?

OMODEI replied:
Mr J. Lynch.
Indefinite.
Mr S. Tindale
Mr T. Lyons
Mr R. Dawson
Mr G. Ludemann.
Indefinite.
Mr J. Lynch Department of Local Government
Mr S. Tindale Institute of Municipal Management
Mr T. Lyons Director of Technical and Further Education
Mr R. Dawson Minister for Local Government
Mr 0. Ludemann WA Municipal Association.
Not applicable.
WrJ.Lynch March 1991

Mr S. Tindale March 1994

member firt appointed?

Mr KC. Paull
Dr P. Evans

WA Municipal Association
Minister for Local Government
Royal Australian Institute of Architects
Direc tar of Technical and Further Education
Curtin University.

March 1991
November 1987
December 1989
November 1991
August 1992
August 1992.
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Mr T. Lyons April 198Mr R. Dawson September 1981
Mr G. Ludtmann October 1993.

BOARDS AND COMMITIEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2092. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Municipal Engineers Qualifications
Committee?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who art the committee members of the Municipal Engineers

Qualifications Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr J. Lynch.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Mr J. Bonker Mr P. Basanovic

Mr P. Bombak Professor D. Clyde
Mr G. IKeay

(4) Indefinite.
(5) Nominated by

Mr J. Lynch Department of Local Government
Mr J. Bonker Local Government Engineers Association
Mr P. Bombak Minister for Local Government
Mr G. Keay. Curtin University
Mr P. Basanovic WA Municipal Association
Professor D. Clyde University of WA.

(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed
MrJ. Lynch March 1991
Mr J. Bonker March 1989
Mr P. Bombak March 1989
Mr G. Keay May 1989
Mr P. Basanovic November 1992
Professor D). Clyde July 1991.

BOARDS AND) COMMITIEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2093. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is die chairman of thei Nabwa Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of die Nabwa Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
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Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Not appointed as yet.
(2) Until June 1998.
(3) Mr B. Jupp Mr C. Gould

Mr E. Shields Mr W. Forbes
Mr 1. .Jupp Mr L. Gray
Mr V. Norris

(4) Until June 1998.
(5) By seeking expressions of interest from community under the Cemeteries

Act 1986.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mr B. Jupp 1980
Mr E. Shields 1974
Mr 1. Jupp 1984
Mr V. Norris 1970
Mr C. Gould 1988
Mr W. Forbes' 1993
Mr LGray 1988

BOARDS AND COMM=lTES -CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2094. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the South Caroling Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the South Caroling Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member frst appointed?
Mr OMOOBI replied:
(1) Not appointed as yet.
(2) Until June 1998.
(3) Mr 0. Hall Mr C. Squiers

WrA. Hall Ms A. Stone
Mr D. Richards Mr G. Stone
Mr G, Richards

(4) Until June 1998.
(5) By seeking expressions of interest from community under the Cemeteries

Act 1986.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) Appointed

Mr G.Hall 1989
Mr A. Hall 1965
-Mr D. Richards 1989
W G. Richards 1989

Mr C. Squiers 1989
Ms A. Stone. 1994
-h&G. Stone 1989
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2095. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Strelly Station Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of die appointment of die chairman?
(3) Who art the committee members of die Strelly Station Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and die chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI repied:
(1)-(7) This board is non-operational.

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2096. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Upper Preston Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of die upper Preston Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointmnent of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and die chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODE! repied:
(1) Not appointed as yet.
(2) Until June 1998.
(3) Mr K. Fowler Mr N. Murat

Mr L Atherton Ms C. Pugaley
Mr F. Atherton Mr C. Atherton
Mr P. Getd

(4) Until June 1998.
(5) By seeking expressions of interest from community under die Ccmeteri

Act 1986.
(6) Not applicable.

2113.

es

(7) Appointed
WrK. Fowler 1961
M L Atherton 1973
A& F. Atherton 1973
A&rP. Gerde 1991
Mr N. Murat 1989
Ms C. Pugsley 1993
Mr C. Atherton 1976

BOARDS AND COMMITEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
Mr GRAHAM to die Treasurer:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the Gold Banking Corporation Board of

Directors?
(2) Whtat is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
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(3) Who are the committee members of the Gold Banking Corporation Board
of Directors?

(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) The Chairman of Gold Corporation is Mr T.A. Lang.
(2) Three years, expiring on 25 July 1995.
(3) The other directors are -

Mr B.F. Bath - Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Mr R.G. Bowe
Mr D.P. Buckland
Mr W.H. Clark
Mr P.K. Lalor
Mr D. Mackay-Coghill - Chief Executive Officer.

(4) Mr Bath, Mr Bowe and Mr Mackay-Coghill hold office ex officio, as,
respectively, managing director of the corporation's subsidiary, the
Western Australian Mint, Under Treasurer and Chief Executive Officer.
Mr Mackay-Coghill's three year appointment as Chief Executive Officer
expires on 20 July 1996. The three year appointments of the other
directors expire on 25 July 1995.

(5) Directors other than the ex officio directors were appointed by the
Governor on the nomination of the Minister who, at that time, was the
Minister for State Development. Hon I.F. Taylor, MLA.

(6) The chairnan receives $30 000 a year and nonexecutive directors receive
$19 000 a year, except for Mr Bowe who, in accordance with Government
policy, does not receive a fee. The two executive directors do not receive
any directors' fees in addition to their salaries as employees of the
corporation.

(7) Mr Lang, Mr Bath, Mr Buckland, Mr Clark and Mr Mackay-Coghill
became directors with the proclamation of the Gold Corporation Act on 30
June 1988. Mr Bowe and Mr Lalor joined the board on 25 July 1989.

BOARDS AND COMMITITEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2114. Mr GRAHAM to the Treasurer:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Government House Foundation?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Government House Foundation?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member firt appointed?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) Mr D.R.Aitken AS ISO.
(2) A maximumof four consecutive years.
(3) The members of the council of the Government House Foundation of

Western Australia are -
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EX officio
Mrs M. Jerry - president
Mr ILL. Skipworth iiP - official secretary
Appointed members - appointed by the Premier -
Mr D.H. Aitken AS ISO - chairman
Sir J.W. Cruthers - deputy chairman
Mrs L.N. Hughes JP
Mr B.D. Mickle AM
Mrs SrP. Watson
Elected members - two members of die Friends of Government House
elected at an annual general meeting -
Mr W.P.J. Handmer, AM - hon trasurer
Mrs J.R. Rushton.

(4) Maximum of two terms each of two years. and no mome than four
consecutive years.

(5) Appointed members -
Recommendation of council to die president.
Elected members -
Nominated by members of the Friends of Government House at an annual
general meeting.

(6) Nil - all are volunteers.
(7) Mr D.H. Aitken AS ISO 13.5.91

Sir James Cruthers 3.6.91
Mrs J.N. Hughes JP 19.4.93
Mr B.D. Mickle AM 24.2.92
Mrs S.P. Watson 4.5.92
Elected members -
Mr W.P.J. Handmer AM 25.3.93
Mrs J.R. Rushton 25.3.93.

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2115. Mr GRAHAM to dhe M~inister representing the Minister for Finance:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Parliamentary Superannuation Board?
(2) What is die term of the appointment of die chairman.
(3) Who are die committee members of die Parliamentary Superannuation

Board?
(4) What are die terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

(1) Under section 6(3)(a) of die Parliamentary Superannuation Act
1970, the Treasurer is die chairman of the board. Under section
6(5) of the Act die Treasurer may nominate a member of either
House to act as chairman. The Treasurer has nominated Hon Max
Evans TALC, Minister for Finance, to act as chairman of the board.

(2) The term of the appointment of the chairman is the term of office
as Treasurer. The term of die Treasurer's nominee to act as
chairman of the board is from the date of nomination to the date
when the nomination is revoked by the Treasurer.
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(3) The board members are -
Hon Max Evans NRC - chairman.
Hon Clive Griffiths MWC
Hon Mark Nevill MLC
Mr GJ. Strickland MLA
Mr N.M. Catania NLA

(4) Each member is appointed to the board by the respective House
and holds office until the member is removed by the House by
which he was appointed, resigns by notice in writing to the
Presiding Officer at the House, or ceases to be a member of
Parliament.

(5) Hon Clive Griffiths NRC and Hon Mark Nevill MLC were
nominated by the Legislative Council. Mr Gil. Strickland MLA
and Mr N.M. Catania MILA were nominated by the Legislative
Assembly.

(6) The chairman and board members are not paid any remuneration in
their capacity as members of the board.

(7) Hon Max Evans NRC Chairman 17.6.93
Hon Clive G3riffiths MWC Board member 7.9.93
Hon Mark Nevili MWC Board member 7.9.93
Mr GJ. Strickland MLA Board member 8.9.93
Mr N.M. Catania MLA Board member 8.9.93

BOARDS AND COMMITT'EES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2116. Mr GRAHAM to the Treasurer:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Parliamentary Superannuation Trust Fund?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Parliamentary Superannuation

Trust Fund?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairmlan.
(7) When was each member firt appointed?
Mr COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -
(1)-(7) The parliamentary superannuation miust fund was the name

sometimes given to the parliamentary superannuation fund. The
fund was abolished on 15 December 1989 when the Acts
Amendment (Parliamentary Superannuation) Act 1989 came into
effect, and the assets/liabilities of the fund were transferred to
CRF.

BOARDS AND COMMIIEE - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2117. Mr GRAHAM to the Treasurer:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the R &I Bank of Western Australia Board of
Directors?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are dhe committee members of the R & I Bank of Western Australia

Board of Directors?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
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(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) Dr Ross Gregory Garnaut.
(2) Appointed for a five year term from I April 1988. A further two years

appointment from I April 1993.
(3) The nan-executive directors of the bank art -

Dr Ross Garnaut - chairman
Mr Denis Cullity- director
Mr Trevor Eastwood - director
Mr Simon Lee - director
Mr John Thompson - director
Mr Ron Turner - director
Mr Leigh Warnick - director

(4) Mr Denis Culiby- reappointed 20.9.93 for 3 years
Mr Trevor Eastwood -5 years from 1.4.90
Mr Simon Lee - 3 years from 20.9.93
Mr John Thompson - 5 years from 1.9.9 1
Mr Ron Turner -4 years from 1.4.90
Mr Leigh Warnick 3 years from 1.4.93

(5) Pursuant to section 1(4) of schedule I to the R & I Bank Act 1990.
(6) Chairman $60 800 per annum; non-executive directors $24 300 per

annum. Provision is made for the payment of an additional fee where
extra board meetings are attended.

(7) Dr Ross Garnaut - 1.4.88
Mr Denis Cullity- 20.9.88
Mr Trevor Eastwood - 1.4.90
Mr Simon Lee - 9.9.93
Mr John Thompson - 1.9.91
Mr Ron Turner.- 1.4.90
Mr Leigh Warnick - 1.4.93

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2118. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Salaries and Allowances

Tribunal?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) Bruce Joseph Collier AM, JP.
(2) Three years.
(3) Raymond Henry C. Turner, Jeffrey Mews.
(4) Three years.
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(5) Minister.
(6) Member $ 10 800 per annum; Chairman $16 200 per annum, plus $600

expense allowance per annum.
(7) 8.1. Collier 1.12.90

R.H. Turner 1.9.87
J.A. Mews 29.9.93

BOARDS AND COMM~rITEES. CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2222. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Western Australian Technology and Industry
Advisory Council?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Western Australian Technology

and Industry Advisory Council?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) The Chairman of the Western Australian Technology and Industry

Advisory Council is Mr John Thompson, Managing Director of the
Australian Assay Laboratories.

(2) The chairman Mr John Thompson was appointed for a termn of four years
expiring in May 1997.

(3)-(4). (1)
Name Expiry Date First Appointed
Mr J. Thompson May 1997 May 1994
Dr L. Borowitzka October 1994 October 1992
Mr A. Bowden May 1994 May 1989
Mrs L. Chalmers October 1994 October 1992
Dr P. Deschanap October 1994 June 1990
Prof J. Maloney May 1994 May 1989
Dr T. Sala October 1994 June 1990
Mr A. Tate November 1996 November 1993
Mr R. Unsworth February 1997 December 1987
Mr L. Zampaui October 1994 June 1990
The Chief Executive Officer, Department of Commerce and Trade, is an
ex officio member and is currently represented by Mr Steve Arnomt Mr
Jack Marks' term of appointment expired in February 1994.
Consideration is currently being given to the appointment of a
replacement representative from the trade unions. I anticipate that this
appointment will be fornmalised shortly.

(5) All nominations have been made by the Minister of the day in accordance
with the Technology and Industry Development Act 1983 (as amended).

(6) Each member is paid $800 per sitting, with a maximum of $8 000 per
annum, and the chairman is paid a salary of $40 000 per annum.

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2227. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Rotmrest island Authority?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
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(3) Who are the conmnittee members of the Routnest Island Authority?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) Whut remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member firs: appointed?
Mr CJ. BARNETT replied:
(1) Mr Kevin Harrison.
(2) The chairman was appointed for a one year term frm 31 May 1993 to 30

May 1994.
(3) Mr K. Harrison

Mr J. Barnett
Mr J.B. Callow
Mr R. Hughes
Mrs K. Sanderson
Mr 1. Snooks

(4) Mr K. Harrison 3 year term concluding 30.5 .96
Mr J. Barnett 3 year term concluding 30.5.94
Mr J.B. Callow 3 year termn concluding 30.5.94
Mr R. Hughes 3 year term concluding 30.5.96
Mrs K. Sanderson 3 year term concluding 30.5.94
MrSJ. Snooks 3 year term concluding 30.5.96

(5) The Minister for Tourism.
(6) Chairman - daily rate $145, half daily rate $97; members - daily rate $108,

half daily rate $73. Remuneration is for attendance at board meetings and
the three subcommittee meetings of the authority. Members who are
employed under the Public Service Commission Act do not receive
payment; that is, Mr Harrison and Mrs Sanderson.

(7) Mr K. Harrison 3 1.5.93
Mr John Barnett 3 1.5.91
Mr LB. Callow 31.5.88
reappointed 31.5.91

Mr R. Hughes 31.5.93
Mrs K. Sanderson 31.5.88
reappointed 31.5.91

Mr . Snooks 31.5.91
reappointed 31.5.93

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHWP
2228. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Western Austraian Tourism Commission?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Western Australian Tourism

Commission?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr CJ. BARNEIT replied:
(1) Kevin Harrison
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(2) Mr Harrison's term of appointment expires on 31 December 1994.
(3) The current acting members of the Western Australian Tourism

Commission ame -

Mrt Kevin Harrison (Chairman)
Mr Brian Toihurs: (Deputy Chairman)
Ms Jo-ann Cross
Ms Helen Creed
Mrs Linda Marquis

(4) The members' appointments expired on 31 December 1993 and in
accordance wit section 6 of dhe Western Australian Tourism Commission
Act 1983, they have been appointed as acting members until such ine as
appointments are filled in compliance with section 5(1)(b) of the Act

(5) In accordance with section 5(1)(b) of the Act, no: more than six members
are appointed by the Governor. The Minister for Tourism provides a
recommendation to Cabinet.

(6) $3 750 pt. Currently the chairman/chief executive officer is a salaried
position.

(7) Mr Harrison 1 January 1987
Mr Tolhursi 22 January 1992
Ms Cross I May 1991
Ms Creed 22 January 1992
Mrs Marquis 2 June 1993

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2229. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is die Chairman of die Benger Swamp Regional Advisory
Committee?

(2) What is die term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of die Benger Swamp Regional

Advisory Committee?
(4) What are die tenns of appointnent of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODET replied:

The committee has ceased to operate and all terms of appointment have
expired.

BOARDS AND COMMI1TEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2230. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Board of Examiners Metropolitan Plumnbers
Licensing?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Board of Examiners Metropolitan

Plumbers Licensing?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
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Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) The. Person. holding or acting in the position of engineer, plumbing

servces, regional services directorate.
(2) Indefinite
(3) Members of the boardlare -

Engineer, plumbing services, regional services directorate
Plumbing superintendent, Perth north region
Plumbing superintendent, Perth south region

and the following -
Mr M.J. Wynne
Mr G Hocking

(4) The tens of appointment ame indefinite for Water Authority members and
for Messrs Wynne and Hocking a term ending on June 1994.

(5) Authority members - nominated by the director, regional services.
Mr Wynne - nominated by the Master Plumbers and

Mechanical Services Association of WA.
Mr Hocking - nominated by the Plumbers and Gasfitters

Employees Union (WA).
(6) No remuneration is paid to Water Authority employees. Messrs Wynne

and Hocking are paid at Public Service pay rates and time worked is
determined by the number of examination candidates.

(7) Members were fzrst appointed as follows -

Authority members 16 April 1992
Mr Hocking 5 August 1991
Mir Wynne 1 July 1985

BOARDS AND COMMI=ITES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2231. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Broome Groundwater Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Broome Groundwater Advisory

Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Regional services engineer, north west region, Water Authority of

Western Australia.
(2) Indefinite
(3) representative of the Department of Planning and Urban Development

representative of the Department of Agriculture
representative of the Department of Land Administration
It Hantigan - representative of the Broome Shire Council
P. Frater - representative landowner, Cable Beach
E. Wallis - representative landowner, Coconut Wells
R. Kirby - representative landowner 12 Mile.
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(4) Government deparments indefinite
Broome Shire Councillor three year term
Landowner representatives between one arnd three year trs

(5) Government departments not required cit-officio
Landowner representatives Broome Shire Council calls for

nominations from interested parties
via Council newsletter.

(6) Landowner representatives $108 for a full day meeting. No remuneration
for Government representatives.

(7) Oovernment departments Not applicable as position not person
R. Hanigan 1 July 1991
P. Frater I Jly 1990
E Wallis 1 January 1990
RIKirby I July 1987

BOARDS AND COMMIlTEES - -CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2234. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is die Chairman of the Canning-Wungong-Soudiern River Irrigation
Advisory Committee?

(2) What is the zem of die appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Canning-Wungong-Southern

River Irrigation Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member fu-s appointed?
Mr OMODEY replied:
(1) Regional service engineer, Perth south region, Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite
(3) Name Expir of Term Nominated by

Regional services engineer Indefinite Water Authority
Principal engineer source
operation Indefinite Water Authority
Cr P.Hart 305June 1996 City of Armadale
J1. Elliott 30 June 1994 City of Canning
R. Matthews 30 June 1995 City of Gosnells
1. Blackburn 30 June 1995 City of Annadale

(4)-(5) See (3)
(6) No remuneration paid to Government members. Private members are paid

$73 per half day and $108 per full day.
(7) Cr P. Hart 1994

J1. Elliott 1982
R. Matthews 1983
1. Blackburn 1993

BOARDS AND CO0MM1TrEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2235. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resourcs:

(1) Who is the Chairman of ie Carnarvon Irrigation District Advisory
Committee?

(2) What is the term of die appointment of the chairman?
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(3) Who are the committee members of die Camnarvon Irrigation District
Advisory Committee?

(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and die chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr K Bradley, regional manager, Midwest region. Water Authority of

Western Australia.
(2) Indefinite
(3) Mr K. Bradley Waxer Authority

Mr T. Fitzgerald member
Mr P. FahI member
Mr R. Otway member
Mr B. Teede member
Mr T'. Hill Department of Agriculture
Mr R. Carr Water Authority
Mr C. Neretlis Water Authority

(4) Water Authority Indefinite
Department of Agriculture Indefinite
Mr T. Fitzgerald expires 3 1.12.95
Mr P. Fahi expires 31.12.95
Mr R. Otway expires 30.6.95
Mr B. Teede expires 30.6.96

(5) Government members Not applicable
Mr T. Fitzgerald Appointed by the board of the

Water Authority ftrm a panel of names
submitted by the Gascoyne River
CDoapcrau ye.

Mr P Fahl Appointed by the board of the
Water Authority frm a panel of names
submitted by the Carnarvon Growers
Association.

Mr R. Otway Appointed by the board from a panel of
names submitted by the Carnarvon Shire
Council.

Mr B. Teede Appointed by the board frm a panel of
names submitted by the Carnarvon Shire
Council.

(6) No remuneration to Government members. Other members $73 for half
day and $108 for full day.

(7) Mr T. Fitzgerald appointed 19.2.90
Mr P. Fahi appointed lA4.85
Mr R. Otway appointed 17.6.93
Mr B. Teede appointed 5.8.82.

BOARDS AND COMMIlTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2236. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Cockburn Groundwater Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Cockburn Groundwater Advisory

Commgittee?
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(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Regional service engineer, Perth south region. Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite
(3) Name Expiry of Term Nominated by

Regional service engineer Indefinite Water Authority
R. Lees 30 June 1995 City of Cockburn
K. McMenemy 30 June 1995 WA Farmers Federation
D. Glenister 30 June 1996 Kwinmna Industries CnI
L. Sumich 30 June 1994 Town of Kwinania
Manager, Kwinana. Pollution
Control Unit, EPA Indefinite EPA
Director, Special Projects
Department of State
Development Indefinite State Development

(4)-(5) See (3)
(6) No remuneration is paid to Government members. Private members are

paid $73 per half day and $108 per full day.
(7) R. Lees 1989

K. McMenemy 1989
D. Glenister 1989
L Sumnich 1989
EPA representative 1989-
State Development rep. 1989

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MMBERSHIP
2237. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Land Drainage Rating Objection Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Land Drainage Rating Objection

Committee?
(4) What ame die terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:

The committee was abolished as at August 1993.
BOARDS AND COMMI'IT7EES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

2238. Mr GRAHAM to dhe Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the Ord Irrigation District Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairm an.
(3) Who are the committee members of the Ord Irrigation District Advisory

Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
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(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Elaine Gardiner
(2) Term expires 31 March 1994
(3) Name Expiry of Term

Elaine Gardiner 31 March 1994
Jim Hughes 31 March 1995
John Buchanan 31 March 1996
David Bradley 31 March 1994
Ian Cross 31 March 1995
Spike Dessert 31 March 1996
Karl Henggcler 31 March 1996
John Zolopa ex-officio
Peter McCosker ex-officlo
John Morrisey ex-officio

(4) See (3)
(5) A selection panel consisting of Water Authority, Department of

Agriculture. Ord Development Council and two local irrigators selected
the irrigator membership.

(6) No remuneration is paid to committee members.
(7) The committee was officially appointed by the board of the Water

Authority on 31 March 1993.
BOARDS AND COMMflTES -. CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

2239. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the Preston Valley. Irrigation District Advisory

Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Preston Valley Irrigation District

Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Regional operations engineer, Water Authority, Bunbury.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Manager, finance and management services (MFMS), Water Authority,

Bunbury
Advisor, Department of Agriculture, Bunbury
Mr K. Cross, district representative
Mr F. Drake-Brockinan, district representative
Mr N. Riising, district representative

(4) Chairman Indefinite
Manager, MFMS Indefinite
Mr K. Cross 3 years
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Mr F. Drake-Brockmnan 3 years
Mr N. Rising 3 years

(5) District representatives nominated by the shire and appointed
by the board of the Water Authority.

Chairman and other officers appointed by the board.
(6) No remuneration to Government members. District representatives arc

paid $73 per half day and $108 per full day. Travel allowances at Public
Service rates also apply.

(7) Mr K. Cross appointed 30 June 1990
Mr F. Drake-Brockmnan appointed 7 February 1969
Mr N. Rilsing appointed 30 June 1989

BOARDS AND COMMflTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2240. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Serpentine-Dandalup-Murray Rivens
Irrigation Advisory Committee?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Serpentine-Dandalup-Murray

Rivers Irrigation Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Regional services engineer, Perth south region, Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Name Expiry of Term Nominated by

Regional services engineer Indefinite Water Authority
Principal engineer,
source operations Indefinite Water Authority
L. Mullins 30 June 1994 Shire of Murray
G. Manning 30 June 1996 Shire of Serpentine-

Jarralidale
District Engineer, Mandurab Indefinite Water Authority

(4)-(5) See (3)
(6) No remuneration paid to Government members. Private members are paid

$73 per half day and $108 per full day.
(7) L. Mullins 1985

0. Manning 1990
BOARDS AND COMMITTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

224 1. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the South West Coastal Groundwater Advisory

Committee?
(2) What is the tem of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the South West Coastal Groundwater

Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?

t5'52-e
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(5) By wham was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr T. Rigden, regional services engineer.
(2) Indefinite
(3) Mr T. Rigden Water Authority

Mr R. George Department of Agriculture
Mr J. Cooling Landowner representative
Mr G. Threlfafl Landowner representative
Mr P. Collins Landowner representative

(4) Water Authority representative Indefinite
Department of Agriculture rep. Indefinite
Landowner representatives 3 year term of appointment

(5) Landowner representatives are nominated by their shire or council.
(6) Landowner representatives are paid a travel allowance and a sitting fee of

$73 per half day and $108 per full day. No remuneration to Government
representatives.

(7) Mr T. Rigden February 1994
Mr I. George February 1992
Mr G. Threlfal 1982
Mr J. Cooling 1982
Mr P. Collins July 1991

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2242. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Stakehill Groundwater Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Stakehill Groundwater Advisory

Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEK replied:
(1) Regional services engineer, Perth south region. Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Name Expiry of Term Nominated by

Regional services engineer Indefinite Water Authority
P. Stallwood Indefinite Department of Agriculture
R. Smith 30 June 1995 City of Rockingham
R. McCamish 30 June 1994 City of Rockingham
S. Calaxueri 30 June 1994 City of Rockinghami.

(4)-(5) See (3).
(6) No remuneration paid to Government members. Private members am paid

$73 per half day and $108 for full day.
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(7) P. Staflwood 1989
R. Smith 1989
R. McCamish 1989
S. Calameri 1989

BOARDS AND COMMI 17EES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2243. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Stony Brook Groundwater Advisory
Committee?

(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Stony Brook Groundwater

Advisory Committee?

(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Regional services engineer, Perth south region, Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) Name Expiry of Term Nominated by

Regional services engineer Indefinite Water Authority
Manager. Surface water bch Indefinite Water Authority
ft. Stubbs 30 June 1995 City of Armadale
Rt. Saffioti 30 June 1995 City of Annadale
A. Trifonoff 30 June 1994 City of Armadale
A. Marchetti 30 June 1994 City of Armadale

(4)-(5) See (3).
(6) No remuneration paid to Government members. Private members are paid

$73 per half day and $108 per full day.
(7) R. Stubbs 1973

Rt. Saffioti 1973
A. Trifonoff 1979
A. Marchetti 1989

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2244. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Swan Advisory Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Swan Advisory Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointmient of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr. J. Brown, regional manager, Perth north region, Water Authority.
(2) Indefinite
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(3) J. Brown Water Authority
M. Taylor Landowner representative
J. Beros Landowner representative
J. Lovreta Landowner representative
J. Elezovich Landowner representative
P. Staliwood Department of Agriculture
ar C. Aloi Swan Shire Council

(4) J. Brown and P. Stallwood appointed indefinitely. AUl other members
appointed for three years.

(5) Shire and landowner representatives are nominated by die Shire of Swan.
(6) Landowner representatives and Cr C. Aiqi are paid $73 per half day and

$108 per full day.
(7) J. Brown 17 March 1994

M. Taylor 8 August 1991
J. Beros 18 December 1981
1. Lovreta 8 August 1991
J. Elezovich 15 October 1992
P. Stallwood 10 June 1988
C. Aloi 9 June 1988

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2245. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Wanneroo Groundwater Advisory
Committee?

(2) What is the ternm of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Wanneroo Groundwater Advisory

Committee?
(4) What are the ternms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr J. Brown, regional manager, Perth north region, Water Authority of

Western Australia.
(2) Indefinite.
(3) J. Brown Water Authority

M. Hamilton Landowner representative
N. Trandos Landowner representative
B. Duffy Landowner representative
F. Tedesco Landowner representative
Or R. Waters City of Wanneroo

(4) J. Brown appointed indefinitely. All other members appointed for three
years.

(5) Shire and landowner representatives are nominated by the City of
Wanneroo.

(6) Landowner representatives and Or R. Waters are paid $73 per half day and
$108 per full day.

(7) J. Brown 31 July 1990
ar R. Waters 21 October 1993
B. Duffy 3 September 1987
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M Hamilton 17 February 1987
N. Trandos 1 July 1982
F. Tedesco 7 October 1988

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2246. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Water Authority of Western Australia?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Water Authority of Western

Australia?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Mr K.C. Webster.
(2) 3 years from 1 July 1993.
(3) Name Term Appointed

Dr W.J. Cox Indefirtite-ex-officlo, 26.9.89
Mr D. Kuzmanovich 3 years from 26.2.94 17.2.88
Mr M. Lloyd 3 years from 1.6.92 1.6.92
Mrs M. Macfarlan 3 years from 1.7.92 1.7.92
Mr P. Ryan 3 years from 21.7.92 21.7.92
Dr A. Peck 3 years from 1. 1.94 19.2.9 1
Mr G.White 3 years from1. 1.94 1.1.91
Mr D. Young 3 years from 1.7.93 1.7.93
Mr J. Waddington 10 months from 8.12.93 8.12.93

(4) See (3).
(5) Mr D. Kuzmanovich - elected by the wages employees of the

Water Authority.
Mr J. Waddington - elected by the salaried employees of the

Water Authority.
All other members Minister for Water Resources.

(6) Chairman - $10 250 pa
Members - $3 750 pa except for members on Government payroll

(7) See (3).
BOARDS AND COMMITTES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

2247. Mr GRAHAM to the M inister for Water Resources:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the Water Resources Board?
(2) What is the termi of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Water Resources Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEI replied:

No known board of this name exists.
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
2248. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Who is the chairman of the Western Australian Water Resources Council?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Western Australian Water

Resources Council?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman.
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODEl replied:
(1) DrvA. Peck.
(2) 3 years, 1.I1.94 to 31.12.96.
(3) Ex-offlcio Members Organisation

0. Suttie
T. Martin
C. Branch
B. Sadler
G. Gabbedy
D. Viol
S. Shea

Appointed Member
0. Major
R. Neaves
J. Payne
W. Sashegyi
W. Dinnie
D. Norton
K. Taylor
0. King

Department of Resourcs Development
Department of Planning and Urban Development
Department of Minerals and Energy
Water Authority of Western Australia
Department of Agriculture
Environmental Protection Authority
Department of Conservation and Land
Management.

Organisation Date Appointed
Local Government Assoc 1.1.91
Chamber of Mines and Energy 1.1.83
Conservation Council of WA 30.4.90
Chamber of Commerce & Industry 10.12.92
Country Shire Councils Asscn 7.10.9 1
WA Farmers Federation 1.9.89
WA Farmers Federation 7.10.91
WA Farners Federation 5.10.92

(4) Ex-officio - Government members, membership is determined by position
held - no fixed term. Appointed members - three year term.

(5),(7) See (3).
(6) Chairnan - $4 500 and $600 expense of office allowance per annumn. Ex

officio members - nil. Appointed members - $73 per half day or $108 per
full day. Members chairing standing committees - $98 per half day and
$145 per full day.

GOVERNMENT PUBLIC RELATIONS OFFICE - GERALDTON, ROLE
2235. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier:

(1) What will be the specific role of the proposed Government public
relations office in Geraidron?

(2) Will similar offices to promote the Government be established in other
regional centre?

(3) If so. which regional centres. have been targeted?
(4) What is the estimated establishment cost and annual operating cost of the

proposed Government public relations office in Geraldton?
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(5) Has the Minister considered whether this sum may have been more
effectively spent in controlling Geraldton's crime wave?

(6) Will the Government promotion office in Geraldbon be funded from the
existing Government Media Office budget or will additional funds be
allocated for this purpose?

Mr COURT replied:
(1) The media and public relations consultant will be responsible for

providing media services to the Government, including monitoring and
assisting with ministerial requirements in Geraldton and the mid west
region.

(2) Not planned at this stage.
(3) Not applicable.
(4)-(5) The contract price of $40 000, plus costs, is all inclusive. It is part of the

Government's policy of using the private sector where the service can be
provided more cheaply than by Government. The member would be
aware that the Government closed the Geraltiton office of the Ministry of
the Mid-West which had a staff of three including a media officer. As a
result of these considerable savings the Government will be able to
provide a better service for far less cost.

(6) From the existing GMO budget.
GOVERNMENT MOTOR VEHICLES - 7WA-085, ALLOCATION

2265. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
To which officer is vehicle 7WA-085 allocated?

Mr COURT replied:
For reasons of security it is not appropriate to divulge details of the
allocation of individual vehicles attached to the Government garage.

DOG ACT - AMENDMENT, INTRODUCTION DATE
2270. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Local Government:

When will legislation be introduced to amend the Dog Act 1976?
Mr OMODEI replied:

I would expect totbe in a position to introduce amendments in lawe 1994 or
1995.

CATS - NEW LEGISLATION
2271. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) When will legislation be introduced in relation to cats?
(2) What resources have been allocated to facilitate the proposed Bill?
(3) Will the proposed Bill make sterilisation of cats compulsory?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) The time line for the introduction of cat control legislation is yet to be

finally determined. A peak advisory committee is currently considering
public submissions and will report to me shortly.

(2) On average, one FTE at the Department of Local Government has been
working on cat control issues. However, several officers were involved
for a short period during the review of public submissions.

(3) This is yet to be determined-
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SPORT AND RECREATION - GRANTS TO SPORTING ORGANISATIONS
2301. Mr TAYLOR to die Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Sport and

Recreation:
(1) How many grants to sporting organisations have been authorised since

February 1993?
(2) What was the date of authorisation of each grant?
(3) To which clubs were the grants made?
(4) What was the value of each prant?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Sport and Recreation has provided die following
response -

(I)-(2) The information sought would require considerable research and I
am not prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If die
member has a specific question about grants to sporting
organisations, I will be pleased to respond.

SCHOOLS - BELLEVUE PRIMARY
No Closure Guarantee

2318. Mr HILL to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
Will the Minister guarantee that the Bellevue Primary School will not be
closed?

Mr TUIBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

No Government schools in Western Australia will be closed under the
rationalisation process unless the majority of parents of students at that
school agree.

SCHOOLS - HELENA VALLEY PRIMARY
No Closure Guarantee

2320. Mr HILL to the Parliamentary Secretary to die Mirister for Education:
Will the Minister guarantee that the Helena Valley Primary School will
not be closed?

Mr TIJBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

No Government schools in Western Australia. will be closed under the
rationalisation process unless the majority of parents of students at that
school agree.

HOSPITALS - MT HENRY
Budget Allocation

2322. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What was the budget allocation for Mt Henry Hospital in -

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94?

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

The Government's subsidy budget for Mt Henry Hospital is as follows -

(a) $15495500.
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(b) $15727000.
HOSPITALS - SUNSET

Relocation of Patients
2323. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Is it true that "Sunset Hospital provides a comprehensive range of quality
Health Services to elderly and disabled people whose needs cannot be
catered for in the private and voluntary sector" - Sunset Hospital Annual
Report 1993?

(2) If yes, how does the Health Deparment propose to relocate the patients by
June 1995 as announced by the nonth metropolitan health management
region?

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

(1) No. Although there are elderly and disabled people whose needs
are not catered for currently in the private and voluntary sectors, it
is not true to say that they cannot be.

(2) Not applicable.
HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH

Delivery of Services, Contestability Benchmarks
2324. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:.

(1) Is Royal Perth Hospital developing benchmarks to establish contestability
in the delivery of services?

(2) If yes, which ones?
(3) On what basis are the benchmarks being developed?
(4) Was anyone employed as a consultant to assist in this task?
(5) If yes, who?
(6) What was the cost of the con sultancy?
MW MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) All heads of departments have been requested to develop

benchmarks suitable for their services.
(3) Benchmarks are being developed to be the basis of contestability

of services.
(4) No consultant has been employed; however, housekeeping has

contracted a private cleaning company to comment on the
hospital's specifications for cleaning services and provide
estimates of what resources would be required to meet those
specifications.

(5) Delron Cleaning Pty Ltd.
(6) 54000.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MANAGEMENT
REGIONS, ISSUING OP PRESS RELEASES PROTOCOL

2326. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Does a protocol exist for the issuing of press releases by the Health

Department's management regions?
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(2) If yes, what is the protocol?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

SCHOOLS - TEACHERS, EMPLOYMENT
Temporary Positions, Re-employment Statistics

2333. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
How many teachers employed in temporary positions in the 1993 school year -

(a) sought re-employment;
(b) were not re-employed;,
(c) became permanent employees

for the 1994 school year?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(a) 1 897;
(b) 1 068;
(c) 475.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CONSUMER ADVISORY
COUNCIL

Promotions Cost
2368. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:

What was the cost of the Water Authority's advertisements promoting and
seeking nominations for the Consumer Advisory Council?

Mr OMODEI replied:
Cost of the advertisements for che Consumer Advisory Council was
$8 525.65.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - SEWERAGE
Dardangp, Free Deep Sewerage Scheme; New Treatment Plant Site

2369. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Did the coalition undertake to provide a free deep sewerage scheme to

Dardanup?
(2) Were capital costs to be met by the Western Australian Water Authority?
(3) Will the undertaking be honoured?
(4) Is the WAWA considering a new sewerage treatment plant site closer to

the town in order to save money?
(5) What saving would be achieved by locating the treatment plant at a closer

site?
(6) Will the WAWA survey the opinions of local residents on the location of

the treament plant?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Yes, with the usual rating provisions to apply.
(2) Yes, with contributions in kind by the Shire of Dardarup.
(3) Yes.
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(4) Yes. The Water Authority of Western Australia preferred site on reserve
302 Garvey Road has not been accepted by the Shire of Dardanup. The
full range of options is being reviewed.

(5) Savings in the order of $90 000 estimated based on WAWA preferred site.
(6) Yes, as required by preliminaries to works formalities.

ELECTIONS - GLENDALOUGH BY-ELECTON
Minister's Unauthorised Letter to Electors of Italian Origin

2373. Mr McGINTY to dhe Minister for Local Government:
Did the Minister use any public funds or any public servants in the
production and distribution of the Minister's unauthorised letter to
Glendalough electors of Italian origin?

Mr OMODEI replied:
The letter was drafted by me and produced and distributed by die Liberal
Party.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BECK, RICHARD - GOVERNMENT CONSULTANT
598. Mr TAYLO)R to the Premier:

I refer to the Premier's appointment of his Dalkeith Liberal Party mate Mr
Richard Beck to a $100 000 a year consultancy. In view of Mr Beck's
improper statement in today's The West Australian that "In this position,
as the Premier's representative organising real estate issues, there will be a
lot of real estate work handed out by myself to agents so if I hear any
adverse criticism .. ." I ask -

(1) Has the Premier sacked Mr Beck from the public payroll for
suggesting that he will use his privileged position to settle scores
against his critics?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) Does the Premier condone this improper conduct, which

undermines confidence in the impartiality of Government decision
making?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(3)

I am aware of the article in today' newspaper. It caused me some concern.
I contacted Mr Beck because under no circumstances would anyone in this
Government be in any position in which they talked about favours.

Mr Marlborough: Thacisn't favours; it is scandover tactics.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Mr Beck said that he was contacted by people from the media

yesterday who asked him some questions about the appointment. He was
told that many real estate people had alleged he would be in a position
where he would be handling real estate deals. His comment was made in
a light-hearted way -

Mr Marlborough: The West Australian is telling fibs.
Mr COURT: As far as I know The West Australian reported the matter

accurately. I said to Mr Beck that the Government does not treat any of
these martens in a light-hearted way. I make it clear to the House that no
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real estate deals am done in die position Mr Beck is working in. The
Government has made it clear that over the next year it wil be
implementing a number of projects in the central business district.

Mr Marlborough: You should be making clear that your mate has not got a job as
from today and that you are not going to have bovver boy tactics in your
Governent.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mri COURT: 'The member for Peel would be the right person to say chat, would

he not?
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call to order the member for Peel.
Mr Marlborough: You have employed an incompetent. You have dragged him

up from the Liberal Party gutter.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the third time the member for

Peel.
Mr COURT: Those sorts of comments have been made by members opposite

about virtually every appointment that has been made by this Government.
If members opposite did their homework they would know that this
gentleman is highly regarded in his profession.

Mr Marlborough: What a load of' nonsense.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: I said that we would never condone that sort of behaviour. No

favours have been given. The person is not involved in real estate.
Mr Taylor What is he actually doing if he is not involved in real estate?
Mr COURT: These people are negotiating with all property owners of empty

blocks of land or empty buildings to get them to do short term
improvements to those properties so that we do not have empty blocks of
land with barbed wire and hoardings on them in the central business
district.

Mr Kobelke: The Minister for Local Government answered a question on notice
yesterday in which he indicated that he had no understanding of that.

Mr COURT: The Government has been dealing with the property owners. It has
had some success already and we hope to have arrangements in place with
all of the owners to improve the look of the central business district.

ELECT IONS - VOTE WEIGHTING SYSTEM
McGuinness, P.P., Article; Met erfor Victoria Park's Comments

599. Mr TRIENORDEN to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:
The Minister also happens to be the Leader of the National Party. Did the
Minister see the article in The Weekend Autralian on 26 March by the
esteemed journalist P.P. McGuinness? T'he article describes the internal
factional system of the ALP as having "nothing to do with democray but
with fighting over the spoils of a rotten borough system." He also said,
'There is also nothing democratic about the ALP preselection system" and
said that the Labor Party is an unrepresentative cabal of activists.

The SPEAKER: Order! To date, it seems the question the member is asking is
not directly relevant to the Deputy Premier's portfolio. I assume the
member will make it so before he completes his question.

Mr TRENORDEN: My point is that the Minister is the Leader of the National
Party in this House and therefore has a responsibility to this House. Most
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irnportandly, the article states, "The National Party has a greater claim to
being a democratic electoral organisation . .. ". Given those statements,
how does the Minister equate them with misguided utterances of the
member for Victoria Park?

The SPEAKER: Order! I have been advised that if the Minister is asked a
question in his role as Leader of the National Party, the practice is that the
question should be of a policy nature. Therefore, I pass the question to the
Minister for answering.

Mr COWAN replied:
I san sure that the member for Avon is referring to the National Party's
policy on vote weighting in Western Australia. On that basis, it is a
legitimate question. The point that the member for Avon is making to the
House -

Mr McGinty: We could not get it. so you had better explain it.
Mr COWAN: The member for Fremantle would not get it in 100 years because

he does not want to. I am sure that other members of this Parliament have
some interest in the reference that the member for Avon was making to
National Party policy.
I do not normially read the articles by P.P. McGuinness that are published
in The Australian. I do not know that he has ever favoured the National
Party. However, in this case, he has made a relevant point in relation to
the ALP's internal electoral system and to the conclusions drawn by the
member for Victoria Park about Western Australia's vote weighting
system and his incorrect references to corrupt electoral practices. The
member for Avon was seeking to remind the member for Victoria Park
about the very corrupt internal practices of the ALP.

SEWAGE - SWAN RIVER, MINISTER'S RESPONSIBILITY
600. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:

I refer to the raw sewage pollution of the Swan River last week and ask -

(I) Does the Minister agree with the Premier's recent assertion on
ABC television news that "as far as I am concerned the Minister
has the final responsibility for what takes place in those portfolio
areas"?

(2) On learning of the expected duration of the power failure, what
action did the Minister or his agency take to try to prevent this
pollution incident?

(3) In view of the abolition of the free water allowance, the proposed
new sewerage tax and the substantial increase in Government
revenue from other taxes and charges, does the Minister agree that
water taxes on Western Australian families should be raised again
to prevent his authority from polluting the Swan River?

Mr OMODEI replied:

It is a very strange question because the member opposite knows too well
that we had a power blackout last week which resulted in the sewage spill
into the river. Within half an hour of the power going out, the Water
Authority put a crisis mechanism in place. All of the players which care
for die river, including the Environmental Protection Authority and the
Swan River Trust, are advised. The result of the blackout was that 600
tonnes of effluent entered the river. The design of the pump station at
Armagh Street, which is adjacent to the Victoria Park area, caused an
overflow. It has a storage capacity of between four to six hours depending
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on the inflow patterns. The power blackout and the spill occurred at
probably the worst time they could occur that is, that time of the day
which is peak flow period. Everything that could be done was being done
to try to stop chat flow entering the river. The alternative -

Mr Ripper: What was done?
Mr OMODEl: I have described to the member what was done: AUl of the players

were alerted. The State Energy Commission was approached and ongoing
updates of the situation were provided up to the time of the flow.
Although five other stations had also reached a critical level, the effluent
from them was trucked away.

Mr Ripper: Why was it not trucked away from Armnagh Street?
Mr OMODEI: Because the facilities were not available. The trucks were used at

die five ocher stations but not at Armagh Street. This (Vas a one-off
situation; it has occurred once in 40 years. Immediately following it, I
asked the Water Authority to review the mechanisms and contingency
plans to counteract such a flow. I have been very public in the statements
that I have made about that crisis. Investigations are being conducted by
SECWA and by the Water Authority and reports will be made available to
the House at a later daze.
T'he member referred to proposed taxes. During the Glendalough by-
election, the l.Abor Party lied its way to victory.

Mr McGinty: Did you hear that, Mr Speaker?
Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Does die member wish to bring the matter to my attention?
Mr MoGINTY : I should not need to, Mr Speaker. Everyone in the House heard

it
The SPEAKER: The member brought it to my attention and he could have asked

for its withdrawal in a formal way. I think the member is right and I call
on the Minister to withdraw the remark.

Mr OMODEI: I withdraw, Mr Speaker.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr OMODEI: On the morning of 15 March, the shadow Minister for Water
Resources issued a statement about a $50 bore tax. By lunch time the
Leader of the Opposition was referring to a $50 sewerage tax and the loss
of the free water allowance of $35 which totalled $135. By the evening,
those taxes had grown to $150 to each household. The truth of all those
allegations is that the only increase to consumers will be to cover the
formerly free water allowance, which will be charged at a rate of 19c a
kilolitre and will amount to approximately $29 a household. Pensioners
will receive a subsidy that was not received previously, and they will pay
an additional $14.

Mr Taylor Axe you ruling out a sewerage tax?
Mr OMODEI: The Government has made clear its intentions. It will fix die

sewerage system. When members opposite were in Government they
failed to do chat, with the result that the shadow Minister, the member for
Belmont, has raw sewage running down his street on a yealy basis.
However1 members opposite can only talk this rubbish and make these
allegations. I have a sheaf of letters sent to the previous Minister
complaining about sewerage problems. yet die then Government did
absolutely nothing. 'That has led to the situation where sewage runs down
backyards, into neighbours' properties, onto die streets and into the river
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ad infinitum. Members opposite should not talk to Government members
about fixing the sewerage problems in this State. This Government
intends to take action, which the previous Government failed to do.

RAVENSWOOD INTERNATIONAL RACEWAY - NOISE PROBLEM
601. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister for the Environment:

Will the Minister inform the House about the noise problem associated
with the Ravenswood International Raceway and what role, if any, the
Government is playing in finding a solution?

Mr MINSON replied:
I know a number of members in this House are interested in this matter
because my office has received a number of representations. That
raceway has been in the area since 1969. and it has been very well
tolerated although occasional complaints have been made about the noise,
In recent times some important changes have taken place; the first being
the advent of the jet powered trucks using aircraft engines which create an
enormous amount of noise - apparently more than 100 decibels at peak
performance. Secondly, a development has been proposed for the area
which would bring residential subdivisions to within 750 metres of the
race track. That has resulted in considerable division between various
pants of the community.
I inform the House that I am leaving this matter for the moment in the
hands of the Shire of Murray which is wrestling with the problem. It
wants the raceway and the land development, and it is appropriate that the
problem be sorted out at a local level. I have asked the Environmental
Protection Authority to provide any advice requested and act as mediator
where possible, but have said that the Government should be involved
only as a last resort. I have no plans to become involved other than in that
way. I understand the shire council has told the developers it will, not
approve the subdivision until they have negotiated a settlement with the
raceway operators.

BECK, RICHARD - GOVERNMENT CONSULTANT
602. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier

In response to the first question I asked the Premier this afternoon, the
Premier said that Mr Beck was involved with dealings in vacant blocks
and office blocks in the central business district. If that is not dealing with
real estate, Elvis Presley is not dead, bearing in mind that the people who
must deal with Mr Beck may have read the comments in The West
Australian about what he may or may not do if he hears adverse criticism
about himself - that report did not indicate that Mr Beck said it jokingly -
how does the Premier expect those people to take him seriously? It is now
up to the Minister to take Mr Beck seriously and to get rid of him.

Mr COURT replied:
I wish the Leader of the Opposition would get his facts straight. Dealing
with the owners of property to ask whether they will landscape a block or
provide a short term solution for a vacant block is not buying and selling
real estate. Landscaping St George's Terrace is not dealing in real estate.
Doing a heritage project on the Town Hall is not dealing in real estate.
ROADS - ROE HIGHWAY, CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS

603. Mr BOARD to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
Will the Minister inform the House whether the construction program for
Roe Highway is on schedule to ensure that the 1997 target is met for Roe
Highway to meet South Street?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
As the member will know, Roe Highway is part of the Pert metropolitan
ring road system, and the section from Great Eastern Highway to Tonkin
Highway was constructed between 1983 and 1987 at a cost of $9.2m. The
section from Great Eastern Highway to Great Northern Highway was
completed in 1990 at a cost of $8.2mi. Those costs are quite relevant to
the further information I shall give. The section currently under
construction between Tonkin Highway and Welshpool Road is scheduled
for completion in July 1994 at a cost of $22.1m. The estimated cost for
the remaining sections between Welshpool Road and South Street is
$112m in 1993-94 dollars.
In recent years the Federal Government has reduced road funding to the
States and local government and, although it collected $8b from excise on
motor spirit and fuel in the States, it returned a little mome than $l.5b for
expenditure on roads. It is dreadful that the Federal Government collects
roughly 10 per cent of that excise revenue front Western Australia, yet
returns only seven per cent of the funds collected for expenditure on
Western Australian roads. Obviously Western Australia, with its huge
area and long distances between towns, is being dealt with most unfairly,
in that it is losing three per cent of the funds collected and absolutely no
recognition is given to the vast distances and geographic area of this State.
On that basis, it is obvious the Federal Government does not recognise
that the State requires an increase in road funding and, as a result, many
projects planned by Main Roads Department - including the Roe Highway
extensions - unfortunately must be delayed.

BECK, RICHARD - GOVERNMENT CONSULTANT
604. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier

I mice it from the Premier's responses to my two questions that he will not
sack Mr Beck and, given that he is of the opinion that Mr Beck is not
involved with real estate, Mr Beck is being paid $100 000 a year as a
landscape gardener?

Mr COURT replied:
The members opposite might treat the condition of the central business
district as a joke, but this Government does not. It has a total commitment
to lifting the central business district into something of which all Western
Australians can be proud.

Mr Taylor: What does Beck do?
Mr COURT: The Opposition did nothing in 10 years to improve the situation.
Mr Taylor You were happy to open Central Park and to take pride in what we

did.
Mr COURT: I did not take pride in the fact that Central Park was built because it

cost the taxpayers of this State a lot of money as a result of the previous
Government's deals.

Mr Taylor: A landscape gardener earning $ 100 000 - what a joke!1
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Leader of the Opposition not to inteiject in that

way - too loudly and too often. It is impossible to hear the person trying
to answer the question.

Mr COURT: In a few years members opposite can pass judgment on whether we
have improved the capital city; I will be prepared to accept any criticism
at that stage.

Mr McGinty: Answer the question about Beck!
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INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS LEGISLATION, FEDERAL - ADVANTAGES OR
DISADVANTAGES

605. Mr DAY to the Minister for Labour Relations:
In view of the fact that the new Federal industrial relations system comes
into forte today, can the Minister advise the House briefly of the
advantages or disadvantages of that new system?

Mr KIERATH replied:
Today is a black day for industrial relations laws in this State. It is a very
sad day because the Federal legislation has been proclaimed. I will give a
couple of comparisons. The first question to be asked is whether the
Federal legislation will help the work force to have a say in the
workplace? The answer is no. Under the Federal legislation if 51 per cent
of workers at a workplace vote to have an agreement, the remaining 49 per
cent will have that agreement foisted on them. Under our State system,
each worker has a choice about an agreement. T 'at is much better from
the individual's point of view. Under the Federal lcgislation, a third party
can interfere. That means if a particular work site has only a handful of
union members, the union has a right to interfere. Under the State system
unions can enter a workplace only by invitation. If a work site has no
union representation, under the Federal legislation "relevant' unions have
the right to intervene - even though the union has no representation at the
workplace. The union has the divine right to interfere.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: That falls the test of democracy whichever way we like to look at

it. When it comes to flexibility, federally the workers have a no-
disadvantage test and a public interest test. Under our State system,
providing the parties agree, it is legal. flat is what I call flexibility. The
Federal system is a highly restrictive and inflexible system. This shows
what the Labor Party is all about. The Labor Party is fiddling at the edges
of industrial relations reforms; it has never had the courage to make the
changes that deep in their hearts members know they should make. They
cannot make chose decisions for fear of offending their mates and their
political masters. Labor members have never been able to achieve true
industrial relations reform.
The Federal legislation is a recipe for disaster. Mr Brereton should be
ashamed of himself. Thbis proves that the Labor Party has never really
understood how business operates. That has never been understood, and
putting members opposite in charge of governiment is like putting children
in charge of a tally shop.

KYLE REPORT - PECUNIARY INTERESTS, GOVERNMENT ACTION
606. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Local Government:

With reference to the Kyle report which the Minister has attempted to
sweep under the carpet, and the fact that breaches of the Local
Government Act fall within the Minister's area of responsibility, what
specific action has the Government taken to pursue prima facie findings of
breach of pecuniary interest provisions contained in the Kyle report into
the City of Wanneroo?

Mr OMODEI replied:
I have answered the question relating to the Kyle report at length at a
previous time in this place. The member will recall that the Premier asked
me whether I was organising Dorothy Dix questions from the Opposition.
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This question has been adequately answered in the past. Eleven
recommendations were made, eight of which related to local government.
They have been answered in the best way that the department and my
office can. All issues relating to pecuniary interest were investigated.

BRADSHAW, DR WAYNE - EXTRADITION PROCEEDINGS
607. Mr DtL SMITH to the Attorney General:

I refer to the warrants out for the arrest of the former Mayor of Wanneroo
and Liberal Party donor, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, now in seclusion in the
Maldives.
(1) Has die Director of Public Prosecutions advised the Attorney

General to request the initiation of extradition proceedings against
Dr Bradshaw?

(2) If yes, when did that happen and what has the Attorney General
done about the matter since then?

(3) What is the current state of these extradition proceedings?
(4) Has the Attorney General sought advice from the DPP about the

reasons for the delay in dealing with these extradition
proceedings?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

I wrote to the Director of Public Prosecutions in relation to the extradition
proceedings, particularly regarding the process and role of the Attorney
General. It was the subject of some interest last year, and I felt it was
important to place information on the public record again from the DPP. I
have here both my letter and the response from the Director of Public
Prosecutions, which I can table-

Mr Taylor. Both letters?
Mrs EDWARDES: Yes. Given the fact that there was a good deal of public

interst both by the media and the Opposition, I asked for a summary of
the law and the procedures relating to extradition of Australian citizens,
both Commonwealth and State legislation; practices and procedures; die
State Attorney General's role and legal power -

Mr Taylor: What is the date?
Mrs EDWARDES: 17 March. The letter refers also to the role, if any, of the

State police in extradition matters. My comment was that the Western
Australian Government firmly believes that all Australian citizens
including Western Australians overseas should voluntarily return to
Australia to assist in any investigations and answer in the courts any
charges that may be brought against them. That is, Australians should not
have to be returned to Australia as a result of extradition proceedings; the
Government considers that this is merely part of their community
obligations and responsibilities as citizens to assist in law enforcement.
The DPP's response is dated 22 March. He deals with particular matters.
He not only goes through the process and role of the Attorney General, but
also he refers to the discussion regarding extradition proceedings in
relation to Dr Bradshaw. He indicates that he is aware of the public
interest and discussion about Dr Bradshaw. He states that -

In accordance with established practice I have declined to make
any public comment on the status of investigation into
Dr Bradshaw's activities. I can confirm that investigations are
continuing and the police are consulting with my office.
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He goes on -
[ am concerned that continuing public references to Dr Bradshaw's
alleged activities may prejudice the right of that accused person to
a fair trial.

He also states that a matter is listed for trial in the District Court on 30
May 1994 which will involve reference to Dr Bradshaw. T1hese are
matters which members of the Opposition need to take seriously.
The Director of Public Prosecutions refers to the relevant Commonwealth
and State legislation indicating the pertinent provisions and requirements.
He goes through the practices and procedures, including any involvement
of the Commonwealth in such extraditions. He scares that the office of the
DPP routinely prepares the evidence or submissions and transmits them to
the Commonwealth Attorney General's department for consideration. He
does that without coming to me, as State Attorney General. The manner
in which an extradition request is prepared will depend upon the country
from which the fugitive is sought and the terms of any extradition treaty or
arrangement.

Mr D.L. Smith: What has been initiated and what is the current status?
Mrs EDWARDES: I have referred to the response by the DPP; that is, in

accordance with established practice he has declined to make any public
comment on the status of investigation into Dr Bradshaw's activities. The
DPP said that he can confirm that investigations are continuing and the
police are consulting his office. That is the present status.

Mr Ripper: So, you will not tell us the status of the extradition proceedings.
Mrs EDWARDES: Mr Speaker, it is obvious members opposite are a little hard

of hearing this afternoon. Obviously they do not want to listen to the
statements by the DPP.

Mrs Hallahan: What is the date on the letters?
Mrs EDWARDES: I have answered that twice; but, for the benefit of the Deputy

Leader of the Opposition, it is 22 March 1994.
Mr DL Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: The Director of Public Prosecutions also has identified the

fact that he has published guidelines in relation to the extradition process.
He has also outlined the role of the State Attorney General, if any, in that
extradition law and process.

Mr McGinty: Have proceedings commenced? It is a simple question. Answer
yes or no.

Mrs EDWARDES: I have now twice read out the paragraph from the letter of the
DPP.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I sake it that the Minister might be approaching a

conclusion since these letters are to be tabled.
Mrs EDWARDES: I am. It may be easier for members of the Opposition to read

these letters, given that they seem to be hard of hearing. The DPP also
goes through the role of the State Police, if any, in extradition matters.

Mr Ripper What is your knowledge? Do you know the statws of these
proceedings?

Mrs EDWARDES: I have received my advice from the DPP. I have read the
response of the DPP in relation to this matter three times now.
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Mr Taylor intexjecwed.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Kalgoorlie.
Mrs EDWARDES: The DPP has declined to make any commnent. He is

paruicularly concerned Given some of the comments that have been made
from time to time by members opposite, we need to look very carefully at
the sub judice rule once warrants have been issued, particularly in criminal
mattens. With his letter the DPP enclosed an extract from the statement of
prosecution policy and guidelines and a statement of extradition
guidelines. I seek leave to table those papers.

Leave granted. [See paper No 960.]


