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i4rgtalatiur Assrmbly 
Wednesday, 20 March 1996 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers. 

VISITORS AND GUESTS • DOMINGO·ALBERT, DELIA, AMBASSADOR 
TO THE PHILIPPINES; AGMAT A, MARLENE; REMT A, PETER 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I welcome the Ambassador for the Philippines, Her Excellency Delia 
Domingo-Albert, and also the Second Secretary and Consul from the Embassy in Canberra, Marlene 
Agmata, and Mr Peter Remta, Honorary Consul General for the Philippines in Western Australia. 

[Applause.] 

PETITION • EATON, CLIFTON PARK, AUSTRALIND, PROPOSAL TO 
ANNEXE FROM EXISTING SHIRES AND BE PART OF BUNBURY CITY COUNCIL 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [11.02 am]: 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. 

The petition of residents, business people and property owners in the Eaton, Clifton Park and 
Australind areas of Western Australia, draws to the attention of the House: 

That we are strongly opposed to any move to annexe Eaton, Clifton Park or Australind 
from their respective shires to make them part of the Bunbury City Council on the 
grounds that this move would have little or no advantage for the residents of these 
suburbs. 

Your Petitioners therefore request the House ... 

To immediately reject any proposal for Bunbury City Council to annexe Eaton, Clifton 
Park or Australind from their respective shires. 

The petition bears 491 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 11.] 

PETITION· ALINTAGAS 50 PER CENT REBATE TO PENSIONERS 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [11.03 am]: 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: 

1. Calion the State Government to arrange with AlintaGas to provide a 50% Rebate to 
Pensioners on the 10 units of gas used by them each day. 

2. Calion the State Government to pay for this by rebating to AlintaGas, a proportion of the 
State Government's levy on AlintaGas. 

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

The petition bears 95 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 12.] 

PETITION • FIREARMS AND OTHER WEAPONS LEGISLATION 

DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.05 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned people of West em Australia request that legislation be enacted which: 

requires that firearms and other weapons be surrendered or confiscated by police when 
informed that the owner is violent, has a restraining order in force or has breached a 
restraining order; 
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requires that ftrearms licences will never be issued to anyone convicted of an assault charge. 
The petitioners urge the Government and Opposition to work towards gun free homes in the metropolitan area. 
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 46 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 13.] 

PETITION - DEATH PENALTY 
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.06 am]: 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 citizens of Western Australia, are most concerned that the Western Australian government is considering reintroducing the Death Penalty as, 

a) Signiftcant research indicates that the death penalty plays no deterrent role whatsoever. b) With the fallibility of the justice system there is the risk that an innocent person will be killed. 
c) The death penalty would not affect all members of society equally. It would impact most devastatingly on those unable to afford the best legal representation. d) The cycle of violence can be broken - not by meeting violence with violence but by love, compassion and understanding. 

We urge the W.A. government to show responsible leadership and reject the death penalty as an option for Western Australia. 
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 82 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 14.] 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - PREMIER Justice. Ministry of. Request by Member for Morley for Inquiry into Appointment of a 
Senior Officer 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [11.07 am]: In July 1995 the member for Morley, Mr Clive Brown, the then shadow Minister for Justice, wrote to the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards requesting that the commissioner initiate an inquiry into the appointment of a senior offtcer in the Ministry of Justice. A copy of that request is tabled here today. In that letter the member for Morley outlined a sequence of events from October 1993 that led to the appointment of Mr Michael Ryan to the position of Director Risk Management and Special Operations in the Ministry of Justice. The member considered that the sequence of events he outlined raised a number of questions about the integrity of the selection and appointment processes in the Ministry of Justice. 
The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards in response advised the member that he intended to inquire into those events that occurred following the proclamation of the Public Sector Management Act on 4 October 1994. The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards advised the member that he could not inquire into those events that occurred prior to the proclamation of the Public Sector Management Act as he had no jurisdiction over events that occurred prior to that proclamation. The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards advised the then acting chief executive of the Public Sector Management Offtce on 18 August 1995 of the letter from the member and of his intention to inquire into some of the events raised. He also advised the acting chief executive that he considered the events that occurred prior to the proclamation of the Public Sector Management Act lay within his general authority to investigate. The events outlined by the member were of such a nature that it was impossible to respond to the member without further inquiry. 
In order to provide that response, the Public Sector Management Office commissioned Mr Owen Middleton, a retired senior public servant and former president of the Civil Service Association, to inquire into and report on four questions raised by the member. Mr Middleton subsequently reported to the Public Sector Management Offtce on those four questions on 4 January 1996. That response is tabled here today. 
Mr Middleton also provided the Public Sector Management Office with a conftdential response on matters outside his original brief. During the course of his inquiries Mr Middleton was made aware of a number of 
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matters which he considered to be of such a serious nature that they required a further more formal inquiry 
to deal with them. Those matters arose from allegations of improper conduct against officers of the 
Ministry of Justice in relation to the selection process for a senior position in 1993. 

As I mentioned earlier, the Public Sector Standards Commissioner agreed to and duly inquired into the 
events that occurred after the proclamation of the Public Sector Management Act. The Commissioner 
provided me with a copy of the report of his inquiries on 11 January 1996, which I now table. 

The report considered the allegations serious and recommended that they be further addressed. I am 
advised that the appropriate avenue for dealing with these matters, which occurred in 1993, is through the 
former Public Service Commissioner, Dr Ken Michael. 

The Public Sector Management Act enables the former Public Service Commissioner to exercise his 
powers under the repealed Public Service Act as though that Act were not repealed. In particular, Schedule 
5 of the Public Sector Management Transitional Regulations 1994 continues his powers as commissioner 
under the repealed Public Service Act 1978 in the area of discipline for matters that occurred prior to the 
proclamation of the Public Sector Management Act A copy of the transitional regulations relating to this 
issue are now tabled for members' information. Accordingly the matters were referred to the Public 
Service Commissioner for his determination. 

I have been informed by the commissioner that he has delegated sufficient of his powers to enable an 
investigation into whether it appeared that any officer was guilty of an offence under this Act and, if so, to 
commence disciplinary proceedings. I now table a copy of this advice. 

I have now been advised that charges have been laid against a senior officer of the Ministry of Justice. It is 
for this reason that I will not table at this time Mr Middleton's confidential report to the Public Sector 
Management Office. To do so may prejudice those proceedings. I have requested that the Public Service 
Commissioner advise me when he has determined this matter and I will advise the House accordingly. It 
was and remains the intention of this Government to ensure the highest standard of honesty and integrity of 
all public employees. 

[See papers Nos 134A to F.] 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT • MINISTER FOR WORKS 
Building Management Authority and Department of State Services - Merging 

MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for Works) [11.15 am]: I rise to announce the formation of a new 
agency. The agency will be established from I July 1996 as a centre of excellence for government 
contracting. The Western Australian Government will use this new body -

Several members interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I notice that the shadow minister is not here today, which is interesting. 

Mr Ripper: Yes he is. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Graham interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Pilbara will come to order. 

Mr MINSON: The Western Australian Government will use this new body to streamline contracting 
arrangements and improve accountability for agencies, clients and suppliers. It will also assist in the 
effective management of the State's assets, including vehicles, computers and buildings. It will be formed 
by merging the Western Australian Building Management Authority and the Department of State Services. 
These two government agencies have undergone significant changes in their roles. This included moving 
from a direct service provider to greater utilisation of the private sector for the provision of more cost 
~ffective services. As a result, considerable expertise has been developed in contracting and, more 
Importantly, contract management. 

The agency will provide procurement services on behalf of the Government and those agencies that do not 
have current purchasing authority. It will also ensure better coordination and consistency throughout 
90vef!1ment. The efficiency of providing a single point of expertise for government contracting will result 
10 sav10gs through the lower cost of service delivery. The shared knowledge and experience will make 
co";tracting easier and more uniform throughout Government Direct savings of about $4 million will be 
den~ed from the elimination of duplication of support services such as rent, a reduced executive structure 
and 10tegrated corporate services. 

The ne,w ~ngement will enable the separation of the regulation and policy functions of the State Supply 
CommIssIon, This will result in more effective contracting arrangements for agencies and a clear policy 
and c0!llpliance role for the State Supply Commission. I intend to undertake a review of the State Supply 
Com~ls~ion Act The review will strengthen the agency's policy and regulatory roles and place the 
com!ll!SSIO~'S current contracting roles with the new agency. The new agency will operate 
adm10lstrauvely from today, but the Western Australian Building Management Authority and the 
~partment of State Services will operate as two separate entities until the end of the financial year. After 
thIS, the budgets will be combined. I will be working with all parties concerned to develop fully the 
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structure and role of the new agency. On completion, details of the new agency will be tabled in this 
House. -

MOTION - LAPSED BILLS 
Restoration to Notice Paper 

MR C..J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.17 am]: I move-

That under the provisions of Standing Order No 416 the following Bills be restored to the Notice 
Paper at the stages which they reached in the previous session of Parliament -

Censorship Bill 

Dog Amendment Bill 

Financial Legislation Amendment Bill 

Human Tissue and Transplant Amendment Bill 

Plumbing Services Corporation Bill 

Telecommunications (Interception) Western Australia Bill 

Veterinary Surgeons Amendment Bill 

Witness Protection (Western Australia) Bill 

Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.18 am]: The Opposition will support the motion and trusts that the 
Government will support the Opposition's motion to restore opposition business to the Notice Paper. 

Question put and passed. 

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House) resolved -

That a message be sent to the Council requesting that consideration of the following Bills be 
resumed -

Coroner's Bill 

Education Amendment Bill 

Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 

Guardianship and Administration Amendment Bill 

Hospitals and Health Services Amendment Bill 

Iron Ore Beneficiation (BHP) Agreement Bill 

Iron Ore Direct Reduced Iron (BHP) Agreement Bill 

Litter Amendment Bill 

Planning Legislation Amendment Bill 

Security and Related Activities (Control) Bill 

Supreme Court Amendment Bill 

COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION, MEMBERSHIP 

MR C..J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.19 am]: I move -

That for the present session -

(a) The House Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for Marangaroo, 
Mitchell, Murray and Roleystone; 

(b) The Library Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for Collie and 
Maylands; 

(c) The Printing Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for Darling Range 
and Nollamara; and 

(d) The Standing Orders and Procedure Committee shall consist of the Speaker, the 
Chairman of Committees and the members for Belmont, Rockingham and Whitford. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.20 am]: I wish to make a very brief comment as my name has been put 
forward for membership of the Printing Committee. I have some uncertainty about this, but that is not 
because of the heavy workload involved in being a member of the committee - I have served on the 
committee for seven years and have had the onerous task of attending three meetings. My difficulty is that 
those meetings and the very existence of the committee are in doubt Yesterday, Mr Speaker, you 
announced that a decision had been made regarding the printing of Hansard. There was no meeting of the 
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Printing Committee to discuss that proposal and to give you advice as to what decision might be taken. It 
is my clear recollection that at one of the previous meetings at which that issue was discussed we agreed to 
a proposal and that advice was taken up by you and the President. A decision was subsequently made to 
have the daily Hansard printed in an A4 format because that would save money. My clear recollection of 
that meeting was that there would be some follow up and discussion with all members prior to any change. 
No such discussions took place and the decision appears to be a fait accompli. I am concerned that 
members have not been given the opportunity to voice their opinions with respect to this change to the final 
format of Hansard. 

I appreciate that there is pressure on the Presiding Officers to reduce costs, and that clearly has been a key 
factor in moving to this new format I am not sure whether in the longer term -

Mr Strickland: Do you support the reduction in costs? 

Mr KOBELKE: As I said, there is a need to keep an eye on costs and to reduce them where possible. 
However, many other considerations must be taken into account. Will we find that because of the size of 
the existing shelving in this building we will have to buy new shelving to accommodate the different size 
of the volumes? There is a whole range of ancillary issues that may mean we are simply shifting the cost 
out of the budget of the relevant department of the Parliament and placing it somewhere else. We must 
also consider whether the new format will make the Hansard more available to people by making it more 
or less readable. The Hansard will be far less readable in its current format. That is a matter which goes 
beyond the pure consideration of cost In a properly managed and constructed system these sorts of issues 
should be debated by the Printing Committee before decisions are made. If decisions of this nature are not 
to go before the Printing Committee, why have such a committee? It is simply a charade if the committee 
has no role. If that is the case, we should admit there is no need for it and it should be disbanded. If there 
is to be a Printing Committee, it is sensible and reasonable that this issue should have been on its agenda. 
Although the Printing Committee has met on very few occasions, I have attended every meeting that has 
been called. It is not difficult to get a quorum. If we are to continue with the Printing Committee, it should 
have a role to play in issues such as a major change to the format of Hansard. Clearly, this was a matter 
for its agenda. 

Question put and passed. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON HEAVY TRANSPORT - REAPPOINTMENT 

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

(1) That the Select Committee on Heavy Transport originally appointed during the second 
session of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed; 

(2) that the committee have power to call for persuns and papers, to sit on days over which 
the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place and to report from time to time; 

(3) that the members for Armadale, Collie, Northern Rivers, Roleystone and Swan Hills be 
appointed members of the committee; and 

(4) that the committee report to the House by 4 April 1996. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE - REAPPOINTMENT 

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.22 am]: I move -

(1) That the Select Committee on Procedure originally appointed during the second session 
of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed; 

(2) that the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on days over which 
the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place and to report from time to time; 

(3) that the members for Avon, Belmont, Pilbara, Scarborough and Whitford be appointed 
members of the committee; and 

(4) that the committee report to the House by 27 June 1996. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.23 am]: I look forward to a government response on the interim report of the 
Select Committee on Procedure and I hope it will be delivered to the House fairly soon. 

Question put and passed. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ROAD SAFETY - REAPPOINTMENT 

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

(1) That the Select Committee on Road Safety originally appointed during the first session of 
the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed; 

(2) that the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on days over which 
the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place and to report from time to time; 
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that the members for Balcatta, Bunbury, Darling Range, Perth and Roe be appointed 
members of the committee; and 

that the committee report to the House by 1 December 1996. 

Leave to Sit 

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

That this House grants leave for the Select Committee on Road Safety to sit when the House is 
sitting on 20 March 1996. 

BILLS (2) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING 

1. Criminal Law Amendment (Stalking) Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Dr Watson, and read a first time. 

2. Criminal Law Amendment (Stalking) Bill (No 2) 

Bill introduced, on motion by Dr Constable, and read a first time. 

On motion by Mr Ripper, resolved -

MOTION - LAPSED BILLS 
Restoration to Notice Paper 

That under the provisions of Standing Order No 416 the following Bills be restored to the Notice 
Paper at the stages which they reached in the previous session of Parliament -

Domestic Violence Protection Bill 

Financial Administration and Audit Act Amendment (Commission on Government 
Reform) Bill 

Freedom of Information Amendment Bill (No 2) 

Medical Care of the Dying Bill 

Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Amendment Bill 

Parliamentary Commissioner (police Investigatory Powers) Amendment Bill 

Statute Repeal (Secrecy Provisions) Bill 

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from 19 March. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.27 am]: I take this opportunity to refer briefly to the fact that the 
former member for Kalgoorlie, Ian Taylor, is no longer in this House. Ian Taylor is held in high esteem by 
members on both sides of this House and his contribution to this Parliament and to the people of Western 
Australia is one which people will look back on favourably. His departure from this House to stand for the 
federal seat of Kalgoorlie is indicative of the approach he took to many things. He sought to do what he 
could for the people of this State and the Labor Party so that he could better serve this State. That is what 
he did when he was in this place irrespective of whether he was a member, Minister, Deputy Premier or 
Leader of the Opposition. I certainly wish Ian well in whatever endeavours he embarks on. 

I take this opportunity to raise the concerns I have about the functioning of the Freedom of Information 
Act The legislation was put in place by the former Labor Government, but it was left to the incoming 
Government to implement the legislation by establishing the Freedom of Information Commission, and 
ensuring that the legislation was up and running and that government departments and agencies fulfilled 
their responsibilities under the Act. It was a large undertaking and, as opposition spokesperson, I was 
willing to give it time to run its course. The commission has an important role to ensure that an education 
program is available to government agencies and the general public so that they can understand how the 
Act will function. In introducing a new system one understands that it will take time for it to function 
properly. Adopting an approach of encouragement and education rather than using a big stick to jump on 
people who do not comply with the Act is the way to go. Therefore, I supported the Information 
Commissioner in her approach to educate and encourage the various agencies to do the right thing. Now 
that we are in the fourth year of this conservative Government, we should look critically at how the 
freedom of information legislation is working. There are many reasons for disquiet about whether it is 
providing a ready means of access to information held by government agencies. 

The current commissioner was appointed under a bit of controversy because the system that had been set 
up to appoint a commissioner was overturned by the incoming Government, which began the process again 
and came up with another name. While that produced some disquiet at the time, the commissioner settled 
into the task with a great deal of energy and professionalism. However, there have been many complaints 



[Wednesday, 20 March 1996] 175 

about how government agencies are using the Freedom of Infonnation Act to stop people getting 
infonnation. They use bureaucratic means to delay and thwart people's access to infonnation. A totally 
new approach should be adopted to ensure that the Act serves the purpose for which it was put in place. It 
is not a bureaucratic means to chop off access to infonnation. 

In order to drive home the problems that exist. I wish to use a case as an example of one in which the 
Freedom of Infonnation Act is not working. An application was made by Mrs Rhonda Ashton under the 
Freedom of Infonnation Act to get infonnation from government agencies. In order to explain why she 
was after this infonnation and the different problems she ran into, I must say a little about Mrs Ashton's 
case and what led her to make application under the FOI Act. In 1990 Mrs Ashton made a complaint of 
sexual harassment to the Equal Opportunity Commission. She found that, in the processes that took place, 
she had not been treated fairly and that proper and just process had not taken place. As the matter went 
from the commission to the Equal Opportunity Tribunal, one of the hearings occurred without her being 
notified. A fonnal hearing of her case was set up, everybody was told about it, but she, the complainant. 
was not advised of it. That is hardly a proper and fair process. Further, she was requested by the 
commission to provide a whole lot of personal medical details which were not relevant to her complaint 
After checking and double-checking, and after her doctor checked why this infonnation was needed and 
was told it was to provide the commission with infonnation on the background to her case and that no-one 
else would get it, she provided that infonnation to the commission. Members can imagine, therefore, her 
utter disgust and disappointment when that personal medical infonnation was provided to the person about 
whom she had made a complaint of sexual harassment. She had been the victim and took a complaint to 
the commission and now found that she was the victim of the processes through the commission and the 
tribunal. 

At the time she took her complaint to her local member, the member for Kingsley, who listened to her 
sympathetically and provided her with a great deal of assistance. Later she took the matter to the then 
Minister for Justice, Mr David Smith, whose office pursued the matter for her. She was happy about how 
things were going at the time of the change of Government That being the case, she thought there would 
be some resolution of her complaint and the matters would be sorted out. The member for Kingsley was 
working for her in her capacity as the Attorney General and the Minister for Justice. However, as 1993 
went on she found she was not getting anywhere. She provided infonnation to her local member, who told 
her that the matter was being considered. The member for Kingsley suggested she get a lawyer and 
recommended one whom Mrs Ashton engaged to pursue the matter. 

I am just sketching the issue, because this matter went through a number of hearings in the tribunal. There 
were also court cases about the matter. It was a lengthy and trying time for Mrs Ashton and her family. 
Through it she had the support of the member for Kingsley, who took up the case on her behalf and 
indicated to Mrs Ashton that something was wrong and that the case should be pursued. However, the 
assistance did not actually culminate in any clear advice on how the matter could be resolved. After the 
matter had gone on for two or three years, Mrs Ashton felt that the bureaucracy, either with the support of 
the then Minister for Justice, the member for Kingsley, or through some means not known to her, was 
preventing her case from being heard and clearing up the matter. At that stage, the Attorney General 
suggested referring the matter to the Crown Solicitor for advice so that she would have a legal basis on 
which to take further action to try to gain justice for Mrs Ashton. To do that, Mrs Ashton was again asked 
to provide infonnation to the member for Kingsley - infonnation that she had already provided. She again 
made out the statutory declarations, collected all the supporting written evidence and again presented it to 
the member for Kingsley, who was also the Minister for Justice, to get clear advice on how the matter 
could be sorted out. The Attorney General also asked her to resubmit a fonnal complaint, which she did. 
Members can understand that a person who had made a complaint because she had been victimised by the 
system and then further victimised would not want the matter left to rest at that stage. She and her family 
had suffered a great deal of personal stress and pain. However, she also felt that she had a responsibility to 
ensure that the system was improved. Even though the outcome at the end of day may not have brought 
true justice to her, at least she could ensure that the system would be improved and ensure that other people 
would not have to suffer the fate that befell her when they took their cases to the Equal Opportunity 
Commission. She was, in a public spirited way, seeking to ensure that the system did not continue to fail 
the people it was set up to serve. 

Finding that no progress had been made, Mrs Ashton decided to avail herself of the Freedom of 
Infonnation Act to try to establish what had happened to her case and to see whether all her personal 
papers were on the files, and whether comments made about her reflected the issues she had raised or 
w~e~her the matter had been pushed aside. She perceived that, even with her local member being the 
Mmlster, nothing was happening. It was being put aside. Her claims were substantial and she had 
thoroughly substantiated them, but there was no response to the matters she had raised. I wish to refer to 
the objectives set out in the Freedom of Infonnation Act It states -

The objects of this Act are to ... make persons and bodies that are responsible for State and local 
government more accountable to the public. . 

It further states -

The objects of this Act are to be achieved by -

(a) creating a general right of access to State and local government documents; 
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(b) providing means to ensure that personal information held by State and local 
government is accurate, complete, up to date and not misleading; 

They are only two of the objectives in that section of the Act Clearly Mrs Ashton has every right to know 
that the documents on her files were complete, up-to-date and not misleading. That is what the Act was put 
there for. What do we find with her application? The application, because of the lengthy proceedings, 
which I will not canvass in detail, cut across a range of government departments. Therefore, one can 
understand the complexity. She made an application to the Attorney General so she could see all the 
personal information on files within the Attorney General's Department She also made a separate 
application to the Equal Opportunity Commission seeking all the documents containing personal 
information that that body held. There were cross-references to other agencies, the details of which I will 
not provide here. However, I will provide them if members are interested. She made that application, and 
she then went on holidays. 

I will now outline the chronology of events so that we can see the delays that took place and the total lack 
of sympathetic assistance given to Mrs Ashton in her endeavour to gain access to those documents. I will 
refer first to that part of the application which was to the Attorney General, and if time permits I will deal 
with some of the other agencies. The application was made in a letter dated 23 June 1995 and addressed to 
the Minister for Justice and Attorney General. Mrs Ashton had received no response by 20 July, nearly a 
month later, when she left Western Australia to go on an extended holiday with her husband. On 28 July, 
Mrs Ashton received a letter from the Attorney General requesting an extension of time and, because she 
was away, she advised the Attorney General's office indirectly that she was happy to grant that extension 
because she would be away from Perth for some months. 

On 10 August 1995, the Attorney General made a decision, which was, in large part, to deny Mrs Ashton 
the information on her file and which she was seeking to see. At the end of September, Mrs Ashton 
returned to Perth and wrote to the Attorney General, requesting an internal review of the decision so that 
she could pursue her right under the Act to gain access to that information. However, Mrs Ashton made a 
small technical mistake. The letter had advised her that she had to make an application for an external 
review within 60 days. However, although she made her application within 60 days, so she met the time 
requirement, she wrote to the wrong agency and asked for an internal review. These two requests had 
spread across a number of government agencies because there had been referrals, so it would be very easy 
to get confused about which agency required an internal review and which agency required an external 
review. In this case, because the decision had been made by the Attorney General, Mrs Ashton had the 
right to only an external review. 

On 5 October, Mrs Ashton's letter to the Attorney General was replied to by an officer of her department, 
who indicated that the department was not permitted under the Act to undertake an internal review; and 
that is correct In late October, Mrs Ashton wrote to the Freedom of Information Commissioner, Ms 
Keighley-Gerardy, asking whether she could have an external review of her application to the Attorney 
General. That was followed by a range of correspondence, until Mrs Ashton received a letter from the 
information commissioner on 21 December giving her preliminary view that she would not accept Mrs 
Ashton's application for an external review. The Act clearly gives the commissioner that power. 
However, the commissioner could have said, "You are out of time, but I am happy to take it up because 
there was a bit of a mix-up; you sent your application for a review to the wrong body. However, you were 
within time, and if it had come to me, I would have initiated it." The commissioner did not do that. 

The commissioner asked Mrs Ashton to give reasons why she should use the sections of the Act to take up 
her appeal. Mrs Ashton gave those reasons in a letter dated 5 January 1996, which states, in part-

When I returned I made what I thought was my application for Review and this was within the 
time allowed, but as you are aware, due to lack of knowledge re FOI I made a mistake in my 
application and wording and for this I am to be disadvantaged. 

I came to you for help when it became clear that my personal files were not complete, certain 
documents and letters were missing from them and I was being denied answers or access. 

I would ask that you show some compassion and understanding here. I appeal to you to 
reconsider and use your discretionary powers to help me with this matter and to assist through FOI 
to have my personal files made complete and correct. 

As a result of Mrs Ashton's application to the Attorney General, some papers had been made available and 
a schedule of all of the documents had been prepared, most of which were denied to her on the basis of 
legal professional privilege, but it did not seem to be complete, because Mrs Ashton had on her file copies 
of documents that she had given to the Attorney General, as her local member, which were not on the 
Attorney General's file. Therefore, she wanted the information commissioner to take up the appeal to see 
where those documents were. The information commissioner said, "Bad luck; you are out of time because 
you referred it to the wrong agency." The commissioner had written to Mrs Ashton on 2 January saying 
that she would not take up the appeal and she considered Mrs Ashton's case to be closed. 

That would appear to be the end of the matter. However, the Act does not prevent a person from 
reapplying, so Mrs Ashton, who was determined to get justice in this matter and to ensure that our systems 
work better, started allover again with the Attorney General. By this time, we had a new Attorney 
General, Hon Peter Foss, but the system did not appear to have changed. Mrs Ashton reapplied on 22 
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January with exactly the same form of application seeking the same documents from the Attorney General. 
On 12 February, Mrs Ashton received a reply from the Principal Private Secretary to the Attorney General, 
Ms Karry Smith, which states, in part -

I have been advised by my Freedom of Information (FOI) Coordinator that a search of our records 
did not reveal any documents in this office that may be relevant to your application. 

It is strange that after months of correspondence and telephone calls, and after receiving schedules of 
documents that were held by the Attorney General regarding her case, Mrs Ashton received a letter from 
the new Attorney General saying that his office could not fmd anything. Mrs Ashton pursued that matter 
with telephone calls, and I understand that she was given an undertaking by Ms Karry Smith about a month 
ago that what she had been told on the telephone would be committed to writing, but so far there has been 
no letter from the Attorney General. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr KOBELKE: We can see in just one part of Mrs Ashton's FOI application a travesty of what the 
Freedom of Information Act is supposed to be, where because a person who has no legal training and who 
is receiving no legal advice makes a simple mistake by making her application for review to the wrong 
agency, but within time, she is fobbed off and told that no appeal will be considered by the information 
commissioner. Further, when there is no possibility of her pursuing that appeal and she recommences the 
process with a new application, she is told by the Attorney General's office - the office from which she had 
received schedules outlining all of the documents on its files - that no documents can be found. When she 
telephones to inquire about that, she is fobbed off and given a lot of stories that do not go anywhere, and 
when she is promised it in writing, nothing is forthcoming. 

Is this how our Freedom of Information Act is supposed to work? It is not. As I indicated at the outset, 
there will be problems ensuring that the FOI system is up and running and working properly. There may 
be small problems and errors in misplacing files, and clerical problems which can cause difficulties in 
gaining access to information. However, when Mrs Ashton meets these problems at every tum, one can 
understand why she feels there is a conspiracy against her and that there is a reason she has been denied 
justice; that is, a conspiracy among certain sections of the bureaucracy to ensure that the information does 
not come out into the open. Mrs Ashton has been denied the opportunity to clear her name. Until we 
establish a better way of operating the system, that matter will stand open. It will be up to the relevant 
officers and Ministers who have been involved to assist Mrs Ashton to ensure she has open access to all the 
information on her personal files and we do not have a continuation of this process of thwarting her at 
every move. 

I will relate briefly some of the other things that have happened to Mrs Ashton's application. Part of her 
application to the Attorney General was referred to the Ministry of Justice. The ministry claimed that most 
of the documents on her personal files could not be made available because they attracted legal 
professional privilege. That is a difficult issue, because legal professional privilege is a total blanket in the 
area of freedom of information. One cannot judge from the outside whether it was legal advice or whether 
the umbrella has been placed over it simply because it was contained within the Attorney General's 
department. One understands that professional privilege is an important principle that cannot be 
overthrown. However, people on the outside are at the least suspicious of whether it is legal professional 
privilege or an excuse for not making the information available. 

The schedule that was provided to Mrs Ashton showed that documents she had sent to the Attorney 
General were not on the file. Perhaps it is a different file and some clerical error might have placed the 
documents somewhere else. However, the Act gives Mrs Ashton the right to expect that her personal files 
are complete and accurate, and that is not the case. She knows what information she gave, and that what 
her local member and the Attorney General told her was happening is not reflected in the evidence on her 
files. A limited number of possibilities arise for the evidence not existing on her file: The FOI system is 
being abused to prevent her getting it; more likely it is an administrative or clerical error that the files 
~nnot be found; or perhaps the Attorney General deceived Mrs Ashton and told her things were happening 
WIth her file that did not happen. That is the range of possibilities. Mrs Ashton has the right to know why 
she is being denied access to those files within the Ministry of] ustice. 

Mrs Ashton also made a separate application to the Equal Opportunity Commission. She telephoned to 
obtain advice on whether she needed to make one application to the Equal Opportunity Commission and 
the Equal Opportunity Tribunal or separate applications, because they are separate legal entities although 
administratively they work in the same office. She was given clear advice on the telephone that one 
application would be sufficient, and that is what she did. Following that application she was given access 
to h~r personal files. Access in this case was not a photocopy of the content of all the files. She went to 
see If all the information was there, and was allowed to look through the files. She may have taken copies 
of certain parts, but not a copy of the files in total. Again there were documents which she had provided to 
the commission which were not in her files; in particular, one whole file in which she had put together her 
case was not shown to her. A woman who had been sexually harassed and had gone to the Equal 
Opportunity Commission to seek some form of justice, then became a further victim to the system after she 
set out to discover whether her files were accurate and contained the case she had put. Her file was not 
there and she was told verbally that the President of the Equal Opportunity Tribunal had taken the file and 
would return it to her. That is something I find rather hard to believe; however, I do not mistrust Mrs 
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Ashton, that is what she was told. She continued the process of asking how she could get access to her file. 
At a later stage of this process Mrs Ashton received a letter from the Ministry of Justice advising that the 
tribunal is not able to deal directly with her application because it comes under the Ministry of Justice. The 
matter must now be referred to the Ministry of Justice, and officers there who have denied her access to 
what she wanted now take over the whole process. One of the letters halfway through the process states 
that the commission is seeking legal advice on her application. She was not told that at the start of the 
process. They accepted the application. They gave her access to what was on file. However, when she 
found that the files were not complete and she started to pursue them, she received a letter advising that the 
commission was seeking legal advice. A result of that legal advice is that the commission is no longer 
responsible for providing the information. Her application is now to be dealt with by an officer in the 
Ministry of Justice. 

One can see step after step thwarting the efforts of an ordinary citizen to check the correctness of her file. 
One must wonder what we are doing with the Freedom of Information Act. Is it freedom of information or 
freedom from information? The bureaucracy is simply using every step available to try to thwart an 
ordinary citizen from fulfilling her rights under the FOI Act I could say a great deal more about Mrs 
Ashton's case, but I hope that the little I have outlined here today will lead the new Attorney General to 
ensure that Mrs Ashton's files are found, and that she has the right to look at them save, perhaps, for some 
matters which may have been legal advice from officers within the department, so she can ensure that they 
are accurate and complete. 

I will refer briefly to one other Freedom of Information application. That is the application I made on 12 
February to the Minister for Planning on a planning appeal. Some 35 days later my office telephoned the 
Minister's office to ask why we had not heard anything, whether the Minister was seeking the approval of 
third parties and, if not, why nothing was happening. The response was, "We have 45 days, just sit and 
wait." That is the maximum time. The FOI process is not to delay; it is to provide the information as 
expeditiously as possible. However, the Minister for Planning and his office do not believe that. They will 
drag it out as long as they can. In a previous application I had to wait six months to get something from the 
office of the Minister for Planning. The Freedom of Information Act is not working as it was intended. Its 
whole management should be revised to ensure that it does work. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr KOBELKE: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the House -

(1) condemns the shadowy and sinister role of the Premier's key but seemingly 
unaccountable adviser, Richard Elliott, who has tried to protect Liberal 
Ministers and members from proper public scrutiny of their activities; and 

(2) demands that Mr Elliott's role be made a term of reference of the inquiry into 
Liberal corruption in Wanneroo. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12 noon]: I formally support the 
amendment In so doing, I wish to pose a number of questions. Who is employed in the Premier's office 
and does not write anything down? It is an interesting question. Who said, "My work is logistics, 
practicalities, and putting policy into order"? Who was described by the Commissioner of Police in this 
way: "He was in a position roughly equivalent to that of a Minister and indeed to that of the Commissioner 
of Police"? Who attended a meeting between the Commissioner of Police and the then chief executive 
office of the Ministry of Justice, Mr David Grant, and who apparently does not have to account to anyone 
for his attendance at that meeting? Of course I am referring to Richard Elliott, but Richard Elliott himself 
is not employed by the Government of Western Australia. Dover Consultants is employed by the 
Government to the tune of $140000 a year. That information is revealed in the tabled reports on the 
consultancies that have been taken on board by the Government. 

Before I move on to say a couple of things about Mr Elliott and the role he has played in our system of 
government, I remind the House of what the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of 
Government and Other Matters said about people who are political appointees to the Government: Their 
employment cannot be a private matter between themselves and their Minister. The royal commission also 
said that there could be no retreat from the principle that those who assume to exercise public power, 
whether through command, the exertion of influence or otherwise, be held accountable to the public for 
their actions. In other words, if a person is employed by the Government of Western Australia that person 
is accountable. 

Let us consider the role of Richard Elliott/Dover Consultants in the Government of Western Australia. The 
only public comment that has been made by the Premier about the role of Mr Elliott is, "He assists us with 
the negotiations on outstanding litigation against the Government from the W A Inc deals, and provides 
commercial advice on some issues when required." 

Mr C.J. Barnett Is this the same Richard Elliott that your Government, and perhaps you, as Minister, 
appointed to the Harman committee? 

Dr GALLOP: I did not appoint him; the previous Labor Government did. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: You were a member of that Government. 
Dr GALLOP: I was not. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: You were the Energy Minister. 
Dr GALLOP: It all happened before my time as Minister. 
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That individual, in the last days of the Labor Government, became an operative of the Liberal Party in this State and helped the Liberal Party in its efforts to gain government, and was rewarded when the Liberal Party came to government. 
Let us consider what the Premier said about the role of this person: He assists with some commercial issues. Let us consider also the public record that is available on his activities. We are very fortunate because The West Australian on 23 January listed the sorts of things that Mr Elliott had been up to. I will go through them to get a picture of his role in government in Western Australia. He was the intermediary between Wayde Smith's accountants and the Premier in relation to the Mann and Fowler reports in 1993. There were no W A Inc deals there; we are talking about Wanneroo Inc. 
In September 1994 it was none other than Richard Elliott who requested Cheryl Edwardes to have the Director of Public Prosecutions hand over the confidential appendix to the royal commission reports. She did so at his bidding. It was Richard Elliott who edited the secret report into the Aboriginal housing organisation headed by Brian Mahon Easton. In reality that report was a dirt job on the former Premier of this State, Carmen Lawrence. It was Richard Elliott who visited the lawyers, Parker and Parker, regarding matters associated with the Easton affair. It was Richard Elliott who discussed the Easton affair with the staff of the Royal Commission Into Use of Executive Power before they began their inquiry. Richard Elliott was involved in the notorious meeting between the Commissioner of Police, Mr Bob Falconer, and the former CEO of the Ministry of Justice, Mr David Grant. We will hear a lot more in this place about that meeting. It was Richard Elliott, it was revealed in The West Australian this morning, who rang the journalists exploring the so-called barbecue affair. 
That is what we know about the activities of this individual, remembering that he never puts anything to paper. He has a mobile phone constantly stuck to his ear but he never writes anything down. What are the common elements about his behaviour which have been placed on the public record? First, he collects and manages dirt files for the Government. That is his first task. That is the sort of individual we are talking about. His second task on behalf of the Government is what can be best described as damage control. His role is to try to put out the fires, to fix the problems, to talk to people, to influence the way they will operate in relation to matters of controversy that affect the Government. In doing those things he refuses to account publicly for his behaviour, nor are the lines of accountability in which he operates clear. I put to the House a proposition about this individual: He is an unrestrained political animal who operates in a moral and ethical vacuum. 

I return to the comments by the royal commission about the role that political appointees can play in government. They have a role in government but because they are employed by the taxpayers, they must be accountable for that role. We have already seen in the small number of comments I have made today that the public role of Mr Richard Elliott, which has been revealed through the activities of the media and others in this State, is completely different from the role that the Premier says that the individual plays in government. Questions must be asked about this affair and the role of Mr Richard Elliott and Dover Consultants. What is the job of this individual in government? Members opposite should not talk in generalities. They should tell us who set Mr Elliott onto the Aboriginal housing report. Who put him up to editing that report? Who put him onto the matters related to the finances of Wayde Smith so that he was an intermediary between the accountants and the Premier? Who had him ring the journalists yesterday regarding the so-called Wanneroo barbecue affair? Who involved him in the Wanneroo Inc affair in general terms? Who set his tasks? To whom does he report? Who determines whether his actions are ethical? I ask that question because his involvement in the whole of the Falconer-Grant meeting has not been subject to any accountability. The Premier said that he did not know about that meeting. He also said that his consultant did not report back to him about that meeting. If that is the case, what is this man actually doing in government in Western Australia? To whom is he accountable? To whom does he report? Who sets his daily tasks? These questions must be answered. It is dangerous when individuals run around in secrecy with the authority of the Government of Western Australia. It is completely unacceptable in politics in Western Australia in 1996. 
Another question to the Premier is: What interests does Dover Consultants have? Richard Elliott is not employed by the Government of Western Australia; Dover Consultants is employed by the Government of Western Australia. Dover Consultants is a very active consultancy in this State; it is engaged by many firms throughout this State to give advice. This firm has commercial interests. I want the Premier to tell this House whether those interests were declared to the Government when Dover Consultants was employed to work for it. During its term of office, has the Government been informed of interests held by Dover Consultants? The whole question of consultants is fundamental to the politicisation of the Public Service in Western Australia. Under this Government, public servants have been replaced by consultants who have interests; they work for other people. They are compromised in all sorts of ways by their other interests. They have nowhere near the degree of neutrality and objectivity in their dealings with government as do trusted, loyal public servants. 
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Mr Board: I cannot believe you are using the Address-in-Reply to make character assassination. 

Dr GALLOP: This is not a character assassination. It is an objective analysis of the Government which 
the member for Jandakot supports. Every member of this Parliament should detest the Americanisation of 
politics in this State. Members should detest the intrusion into this Parliament of a style and the politics 
that operated only too well under Watergate. In other words, people are being given tasks of an undefined 
nature by a Government and are unaccountable for their actions. What we have is not Watergate but 
Dovergate. The Premier of this State has sanctioned this behaviour. He stands accountable for his 
acceptance of the intrusion into our politics of this American style so-called "attack" politics where dirt 
files are compiled on individuals. 

In the comments to be made by the member following me in this debate we will hear of how individuals 
going about their normal duties are put under pressure when reporting to government That is not 
acceptable. The people of Western Australia do not want that style of politics. It is totally unacceptable to 
and out of character with the Australian political tradition. However, this Premier has brought that style of 
politics into the heart of his Government. In doing that, the very core of his Government is being cau~ht up 
in the Wanneroo Inc fiasco. There is no question that Mr Richard Elliott is playing a role 10 the 
Government's damage control approach to Wanneroo Inc. The Opposition claims that that role should be 
subjected to inquiry br the royal commission set up to examine Wanneroo Inc. There can be no doubt that 
at the highest levels 0 the Government of Western Australia the damage control approach to Wanneroo Inc 
is bordering on the unethical and unacceptable. We want that matter investigated by the royal commission. 
If it is not, a smell will be associated with the Government of Western Australia which will do great harm 
to this State's reputation. 

Mr Omodei: If not, you will go down to the royal commission and give it to them, won't you? 

Dr GALLOP: The Labor Party gave all its information to the Kyle inquiry. 

Mr Omodei: You talk with the protection of Parliament Go outside and say these things. 

Dr GALLOP: An individual whose role and accountability requirements are unclear is working as a 
consultant to the Government of this State. However, it is clear from the public record that he has been 
engaged in what can be best described as dirty tricks style politics in the Western Australian system in the 
three years of the coalition Government 

The second issue that must be addressed is what conflicts of interest face the Government when it engages 
a major consulting firm which works on behalf of all sorts of other corporations and commercial interests. 
Have those interests been declared? Are they being declared on an ongoing basis? If they are not, the 
Government of Western Australia is not being conducted on proper foundations. 

MR MARLBOROUGH (peel) [12.17 pm]: Mr Elliott's role-

Mrs Parker: I wish you would come up with facts. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): There are too many aside comments. The member for Peel has 
the floor. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not know what evidence the member for Helena needs. All I know is that it 
took two and a half years of constant debate to get this Government to open its second inquiry into the 
corrupt activities of her fellow running mates, the member for Wanneroo and the members for Wellington 
and Kingsley. However, it took only another three months during the parliamentary recess for the 
Government to agree to hold a royal commission of inquiry into Wanneroo Inc. I do not know what 
evidence the member for Helena needs. Obviously someone has been convinced that sufficient evidence 
exists. I do not know how stupid the member for Helena wants to be in this House, but she has not made a 
bad track record of it in the past 14 months she has been here. If she continues she will be permanently 
labelled a fool. 

The reality is that under directions from the Premier and on his behalf and supported by him Mr Elliott has 
played a significant role in covering up the corrupt activities of the friends of the Premier. He has done it 
in numerous ways. Over the next week I will reveal all the different ways. I will not tell members all the 
ways in the next 20 minutes; I will spread them out over the next week. Members should be prepared for 
them - as we get closer to the end of the week the story will get even better. 

It is a litany of bullying, of threats, of a misuse of a position by somebody who is no more than the 
subcontractor. Let us boil down Mr Elliott's position with this Government: He is a subbie. He is no 
different from the plumber who comes to fix the pipes. The Premier tells us that he gets paid on a hourly 
basis to do work for the Government. Some people in the media, some on this side of the House and 
witnesses before the Kyle inquiry are concerned about the instructions he is given by the Premier to carry 
out Irrespective of whether it is Mr Grant, the ex-head of the Justice Ministry, or people who have been 
before the Kyle inquiry, or those on this side of the House, there is growing concern about the role of Mr 
Elliott 

Every time we come up with problems associated with Mr Elliott, the Premier says that he has no 
know~edge of them. The Premier has no knowledge of Mr Elliott being in a room with Falconer and Grant. 
Here IS the Premier's senior adviser, who we are told by everybody else - the evidence will bear this out - is 
across every political issue that involves the Premier. When it comes to Mr Elliott causing problems for 
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the Premier, the Premier does not want to know. Suddenly the Premier drops his subcontractor, and does 
not want to know him. 

I suggest - we will be able to demonstrate this as time goes by - that the Falconer-Grant meeting has 
changed the nature of policing, Parliament and politics in this State, but I will save that for another time. 
We need a lot of time to explore it, but explore it we will. The Premier is up to his neck in it, led, like a 
dog on a lead, by the septic tank he employs as a subcontractor. The Premier has been doing that for years 
when it suited him. When the smell of the septic tank got right up the Premier's nose, he dropped him; he 
distanced himself. Like any septic tank that is on the nose, nobody wants to go near it, including the 
Premier who employs Mr Elliott 

Let us look specifically at how the Premier's subcontractor has used his political muscle with just one 
individual involved in the Wanneroo Inc inquiries. That individual is Mr Laurie Fowler, an accountant 
who owns a company called Levy, Fowler & Co. Although the Premier may know this, I will just jog his 
memory. Under massive pressure from members on this side of the House over the financial position of 
the member for Wanneroo and his lies to the people of Western Australia and this Parliament initially that 
he had no business links with Dr Wayne Bradshaw -

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: The member for Peel has accused the member for Wanneroo, who is not present, of 
telling lies to the public and to the House. I suggest that is unparliamentary and that he should withdraw. 
It is not proper parliamentary procedure. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): If the member said that - I confess, I missed what was said - I 
ask whether he will withdraw the statement 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy to withdraw because the people of Western Australia know all about 
the ability of the member for Wanneroo to tell the truth - it is non-existent 

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: When this Premier was dragged kicking and screaming, embarrassed by the 
position taken by the member for Wanneroo - on the steps of Parliament House he initially told the people 
of Western Australia that he had no business links with Dr Wayne Bradshaw and at one stage he said that 
he did not even know who he was - and when the Premier was forced to look at the financial activities of 
the member for Wanneroo, he called on Laurie Fowler, the accountant for the member for Wanneroo and 
also Dr Wayne Bradshaw, to do a financial report 

History shows that financial report led the Premier to call the Mann inquiry. Members on this side of the 
House, those involved in the Kyle inquiry, the people of Western Australia and I are concerned that strange 
things started to happen to Mr Fowler while he was carrying out those duties on behalf of the Premier of 
this State. 

First, his home and office were broken into on numerous occasions. Those break-ins were carried out, in 
Mr Fowler's words, by a professional, someone who knew how to intimidate others; someone who on 
occasion was quite happy to break into Mr Fowler's house while the family was at home, and to make 
noise. On one occasion when this person broke into the house, he was confronted by the owner. Mr 
Fowler was confronted by a man who was obviously professional in his ability to carry out his work, who 
stared Mr Fowler in the eye and then slowly turned around and walked out the door through which he had 
entered the house. The evidence of those events is before the Kyle inquiry and the State and Federal 
Police. 

Mr Fowler is a small time accountant, nicknamed around the town as the Laurie Connell of accountancy. 
If people wanted to use the last resort to get their books fixed, they would go to him. I certainly would not 
know about his reputation, other than what I hear. Regardless of his reputation, when he came to do a 
report for this Premier, who had been embarrassed by the member for Wanneroo, strange things started to 
happen to him, things that he wished had never occurred, not the least of which being his meeting Mr 
Richard Elliott. 

What Mr Richard Elliott did was as professional as the break-ins. Even 18 months ago Mr Elliott was 
carried away with the power of his position, with the arrogant knowledge that he could do anything, that he 
could pull whatever political muscle he wanted and be answerable to no-one bar the Premier - not to this 
Government, not to any Minister, not to the head of the Public Service Commission. This arrogant fool -
that is all he is - whom the Premier employs as a subcontractor in political muckraking, knew he had in his 
web a frightened being in Mr Fowler, and he was not averse to making sure that he remained frightened. 
At at least three meetings with Mr Fowler and others, Mr ElliOlt used words which were deemed by Mr 
Fowler to be a threat to his very existence. 

Mr Elliott's words to Mr Fowler went something like this: "You are out of your depth; you have no idea of 
what's going on; and you are expendable." On at least three occasions at different meetings before 
witnesses, the Premier's right hand political man used those words to the accountant whom the Premier 
told the public of Western Australia he would ask to write a professional document regarding the financial 
activities of the member for Wanneroo, a member who in the first Kyle inquiry was labelled a liar, who 
was willing not just to lie but to use those lies to damage other people who were involved in the inquiry. 
Mr Kyle told the Premier in writing following his ftrst inquiry that those people were innocent. That is 
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what Mr Kyle said about the member for Wanneroo. He also said it about the ex-Attorney General's 
husband, Colin Edwardes. He said that Edwardes and Wayde Smith, the member for Wanneroo, acted 
together to mislead and lie to the inquiry. For what purpose? They did that to damage the reputation of 
individuals. When I get to my feet and members opposite say, "Here he goes again," it is water off my 
back because I can read, as can the people of Western Australia, what Peter Kyle in his first inquiry said 
about the people the Premier has set out in the past two and a half years to protect We know why he has 
set out to protect them: They are his political mates. 

When the Premier dumped the member for Kingsley from the position of Attorney General in December 
last year, it would have been interesting to see how he fared if he had had to dump her not only as the 
Attorney General, but as his deputy. I remember, as all of us should, that it was the Premier who wanted 
her as his deputy. It was only by way of a drawn vote in caucus and a toss of a coin that the member for 
Cottesloe won the position of Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party. It is the only toss he wishes he had 
never won. Now, every time anyone throws two coins in the air he faints. He has not recovered because 
he has had the Premier hanging around his neck like a carcass ever since. The deputy leader tried for the 
first 12 or 18 months to prop him up but realised that it was a waste of time. He realised that he would do 
better to get rid of the carcasS and be Premier himself. 

Have members seen such a miserable sight as that in the dining room yesterday? Imagine the dining room 
with all the round tables, and at the top end on the left hand side were Jesus and his 13 disciples. The word 
had got around about what Jesus was capable of doing. The most miserable face in the dining room 
yesterday afternoon was not the Premier's - although he was miserable enough - but that of the member for 
Cottesloe. He was saying, "Why haven't they invited me to the table? I've done all the work for them. 
I've delivered two seats to them." 

Point of Order 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I do not know whether I am being impugned. I do not feel particularly insulted. 
However, the member opposite has just made the comment that I was in the dining room. I was not in the 
dining room; I did not have lunch here yesterday. The member for Peel's statement reflects his pure 
fantasy. I was not with Jesus and the 13. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): That is not a point of order; however, I am grateful to the 
member for clearing up a fact. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am glad he cleared up a fact because he was still looking miserable at 3 o'clock 
yesterday afternoon. Let us get back to the facts. 

Mr CJ. Barnett: This is about as good as the mystery barbecue reported in the The West Australian that 
no-one had and no-one went to, but which made the front page. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: No, it is not. The member for Cottesloe should listen to what I am saying. Let me 
put the member straight on one thing: This has nothing to do with the story - this is all about fact. Let us 
look at the fact. This is about Mr Fowler being confronted by Mr Elliott at three meetings on three separate 
occasions. This is about the evidence of those threats already before the Kyle inquiry and already before 
the State and Federal Police. Let us consider the events. I understand that the first meeting took place in 
Mr Elliott's office. The second meeting with Mr Elliott took place in Mr Fowler's office. Other parties 
were at each of those meetings. Mr Levy, Mr Fowler's partner, was at the second meeting. The third 
meeting, the most interesting meeting of all, was held at Julie Bishop's office. We all know who Julie 
Bishop is. At the time she was Wayde Smith's lawyer at Kott Gunning. At that meeting in the office she 
was representing Wayde Smith. Laurie Fowler, Mr Elliott and Mr Mann were there also. Elliott, unable to 
restrain himself, once again threatened Mr Fowler with similar words to those I have already read to this 
Parliament: "You are out of your depth. You have no idea what is going on. You are expendable." 

I will make Mr Elliott's position clear. Mr Fowler knew whom he was dealing with. By the third meeting 
he was already aware that he was dealing with the right hand man of the Premier. As far as he was 
concerned, he was under threat from the Premier's office and the Premier. These threats had no bounds. 
This uncontrollable lieutenant of this Premier, this political hatchet man, so full of his own confidence to 
trample over the body and reputation of anyone who got in the way of the cover-up of Wanneroo Inc - a 
cover-up led by the Premier - had no bounds. Why not? He was not answerable to anyone except the 
Premier. The Premier was not going to tell anybody: He said in this House for two and a half years that 
there was no corruption and there were no links; that Dr Wayne Bradshaw, the member for Wanneroo and 
the Attorney General had done nothing wrong. There was no stain on her reputation until of course last 
December when the Premier had to sack her - then he had to tell the truth. She was affected by her 
activities with and links to corrupt people in Wanneroo, the links of her husband in the Wanneroo City 
Council and the role he carried out over the years. 

I use as one example a small, but important, player in getting to the truth of Wanneroo Inc. Laurie Fowler 
in this instance was not a small bit player on the Wanneroo council who could be trampled over by the 
Edwardeses, who issued writs at the drop of a hat as they came out of the Kellogg's Cornflakes packet each 
morning; he was an accountant asked to do a job by the Premier. However, even under those instructions 
from the Premier he soon learnt that the Premier either had no control over Mr Elliott, or had total control 
over Mr Elliott. I think the latter applied. I think the Premier knew about every meeting Mr Elliott had 
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with Mr Fowler and that he knew about the threats. I suggest to the Premier that when we get to the end of 
the Kyle inquiry, the people of Western Australia will believe it. The Premier will not be able to break the 
political link that exists between him and Richard Elliott. He is on the Premier's payroll. The Premier is 
answerable for everything he does, and he is as crooked as he is. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.l. BARNETT: The member for Peel referred to the Premier as crooked. I ask him to withdraw that 
It is unparliamentary. 

Mr BROWN: The member for Peel did not refer to the Premier as crooked. The member for Peel said that 
he was "as crooked as he is". If you ask the member for Peel to withdraw, Madam Acting Speaker (Ms 
Warnock), by implication it means that the other person with whom the comparison is made is crooked. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): I ask the member for Peel whether he implied that the Premier 
was crooked in any way. If he did, I believe it is his duty to withdraw. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not imply that, but I am happy to withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [12.40 pm]: I have come to expect in this House quite outrageous, 
unsubstantiated, personal attacks on individuals who cannot defend themselves in this Parliament 

Mr Marlborough: How dare you, you hypocrite? You have no control over Elliott or your deputy. What 
do you have control over? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel, the Premier has the floor. The member had 20 
minutes in which to speak. 

Mr COURT: I listened to the member in silence. I hope he will extend to me the same courtesy. I have sat 
and listened to two members make some quite outrageous allegations. The member for Peel particularly 
was prepared to get up in this Parliament and make those comments under privilege about an individual, 
not having the courage to go outside and make the same comments. 

Dr Gallop: That was the line you used in the eighties. 

Mr Marlborough: I will repeat to you the comments you made about W A Inc. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr COURT: During the W A Inc years I was prepared to go outside the Parliament and make those 
comments. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr COURT: I listened to the members in silence and I would like the same courtesy extended to me, if 
that is possible. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The Premier has the floor and has the opportunity to speak. 

Mr COURT: Richard Elliott is a very decent, honourable person. I have no difficulty in standing by him. 
I have heard Richard Elliott referred to as an arrogant fool and as a septic tank, because he is American. 
That is hardly the sort of language a member of Parliament should use. The member then went on to say 
that he was an unrestrained political animal who operated in a moral and ethical vacuum. 

Dr Gallop: That is what I said. 

Mr COURT: That is absolutely wrong. As I said, Mr Elliott is a decent, honourable person. Anyone can 
come into this Parliament and make outrageous allegations and personally abuse someone. Richard Elliott 
is a professional person. 

Mr McGinty: He is a shady character. 

Mr COURT: If the Leader of the Opposition thinks he is a shady character, why did his Government 
employ him as a consultant? 

Mr McGinty: He was not acting the bully boy in those days. 

Mr COURT: It was okay for him to work for the Labor Government as a professional person, but he 
cannot work for this Government. 

Mr Marlborough: His instructions were different. We did not tell him to assassinate people who wanted to 
tell the truth about Wanneroo. Those are his instructions from you. "I have tried it in Parliament, and I 
have not succeeded. You go out and do the hatchet job for me." 

Point of Order 

Mr BLAIKIE: I direct your attention, Madam Acting Speaker, to Standing Order No 137 which states -
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Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): Order, members! 

Mr BLAIKIE: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker, for silencing the members. Standing Order No 137 

states -

No member shall interrupt another member while speaking unless to call attention to a point of 

order or to call attention to the want of a quorum. 

The Premier has been speaking for about three minutes and has been subjected to incessant interruptions. I 

ask that you understand Standing Order No 137 and act appropriately. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am grateful for the member's wisdom. However, I have been here for three 

years, and my experience is that many speakers are interrupted. I am aware of the fact that interjections are 

disorderly by definition. However, I would be extraordinarily naive to think that this is the first time 

someone has interrupted in this Parliament I also caution the member for Peel to keep his remarks to a 

low roar. 
Debate Resumed 

Mr COURT: If the member thinks he can win a debate by yelling over the top of the person on his feet, 

that is a matter for him. He cannot deal with facts so he personally abuses someone. He has described Mr 

Fowler as the last resort of accounting and the Laurie Connell of accounting. The member cannot simply 

say that Mr Fowler is an accountant; he must describe him in that type of language. That is the way the 

member wants to handle issues, and it is typical of what we have come to expect 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has said that it is okay to have political advisers. I am glad he has 

said that because half the members sitting in this Chamber were political advisers on the taxpayers' payroll 

when the Opposition was in government Among them were Mr McGinty, Michelle Roberts, Tom Butler, 

Ted Cunningham, John Kobelke and Judyth Watson, all of whom were on government payment All of 

those advisers now just happen to be in Parliament. When the Opposition is in government it is okay to 

have consultants and political advisers. I have said from day one that Mr Elliott is a political adviser and 

consultant who works in my office. No secret has been made about that. I have explained what he does in 

different areas. One of his most time consuming jobs in his first few years has been helping us negotiate 

our way through the W A Inc legal actions, with which the Opposition left us and which are costing 

hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Dr Gallop: He is a lawyer! 

Mr COURT: If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants me to discuss all the legal messes we have had 

to get ourselves out of because of such things as the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deals and the 

Dempster cases, I will do so. A Cabinet subcommittee spent the first two years that we were in office 

trying to get us out of those legal messes opposition members got us into. Opposition members now come 

into Parliament with their foul mouths to make these personal attacks. They have come up with some 

meetings between Mr Elliott and Mr Fowler. They then say that Mr Elliott has threatened Mr Fowler. Mr 

Fowler was providing a report for Mr Smith, the member for Wanneroo. I asked the member for 

Wanneroo to provide me with details of his financial arrangements. During the height of the WA Inc years 

did any Labor member give his leader any financial details of what he was involved in? 

Mr Thomas: You are showing your orders from Richard. 

Mr COURT: This document is from Mr McGinty. It reinforces the comments about consultants of the 

now Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr COURT: We are talking about consultants. The Leader of the Opposition wrote that Derek Schapper 

should be appointed as a consultant from mid-January to oversee amendments to the Workers' 

Compensation Act to be processed in the autumn session. He also wrote that no worthwhile changes would 

be made through the Workers Assistance Corrmission and the matter would not receive sufficient priority 

unless Schapper was engaged. He then referred to the Industrial Commission. He wrote that Owen 

Salmon should be appcinted to the Commission that year. He wrote that Bill Brown and Liz Harman 

should be appointed as soon as the legislation was proclaimed in 1984. He then wrote in regard to Judyth 

Watson that it should be ensured that in addition to a salary in the range of $40000 to $50 000 she be 

provided with a government vehicle with private plates. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition also wrote that the appointment of Gerard Overman to any 

mediator role in the commission is silly and should be forgotten. These were the words of the Leader of 

the Opposition when he referred to political advisers, consultants and so on. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr COURT: That is the next point I will raise. The honourable member said that there was a conflict of 

interest in what he was doing. 
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Dr Gallop: I said there was a potential conflict of interest 

Mr COURT: The potential conflict of interest is the member's getting up in the morning. As a 
professional person, when Mr Elliott worked for the Labor Government he would have declared any 
conflict of interest and when he works for this Government he would declare any conflict of interest 
Members opposite come in here with personal abuse and then say there is a potential conflict of interest 
They have tried to build up a case about Mr Fowler and they cannot help themselves; they abuse him and 
eall him the last resort of accountants or the Laurie Connell of accountants. I find it an unpleasant side of 
this business when members use this Chamber to indulge in personal abuse, to make unsubstantiated claims 
and to abuse a person doing a professional job as a consultant The Labor Party was prepared to use Mr 
Elliott's services to carry out inquiries into the energy operations, but it does not have the decency, when 
he works for this Government, to accept it. All of a sudden he is a bad person. The personal standards of 
members opposite stink. 

Dr Gallop: Give us his job description. 

Mr COURT: I will finish my comments where I started: Mr Elliott is professional, honourable and 
accountable. 

Mr McGinty: And you are the court jester if you expect us to believe that 

Mr COURT: If members opposite continue to use this Chamber to abuse someone personally, to call him 
an arrogant fool, a septic tank or whatever and then think they are winning points in the community, they 
are mistaken. Their standards are down in the gutter; they are the absolute pits. I sat in this Chamber for 
10 years exposing the corruption of the former Government yet all members opposite can do is come into 
this Chamber, abuse someone and talk about a function in the parliamentary dining room. How pathetic 
can they be! 

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr M. Barnell 
Mr Bridge 
MrBrown 
Mr Catania 
Mr Cunningham 
Dr Edwards 

Mr Ainswonh 
Mr C.l. Barnetl 
MrBlaikie 
MrBoard 
Mr Bradshaw 
MrCoun 
MrCowan 
MrDay 
Mrs Edwardes 

Mrs Hallahan 
MrRippcr 
MrThomas 

Question thus negatived. 

Ayes (\8) 

Dr Gallop 
MrGraham 
MrGrill 
Mrs Henderson 
MrKobclke 
Mr Marlborough 

Noes (27) 

Dr Hames 
Mr Kierath 
Mr Lewis 
Mr Marshall 
MrMcNee 
Mr Minson 
Mr Nicholls 
MrOmodei 
MrOsborne 

Pairs 

MrMcGinty 
MrRiebcling 
Mrs Robcns 
MrD.L Smith 
Dr Watson 
Mr Leahy (feller) 

Mrs Parker 
MrPendal 
Mr Prince 
Mr Strickland 
Mr Trcnorden 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
MrWiese 
Mr B loff witch rr eller) 

MrShave 
Mr House 
MrW. Smith 

Sitting suspended/rom 1257 to 2.00 pm 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

Debate (on motion) Resumed 

MR BRIDGE (Kimberley) [2.33 pm]: I take this opportunity to focus on important considerations about 
the parliamentary process in Western Australia. I refer to the view put forward by many Western 
Australians recently in the lead-up to the federal election that a timely opportunity was being presented to 
politicians to show clear leadership in identifying issues to address the future needs of this country. 

When I talk about future needs, I am not talking about today, tomorrow or the day after; I am speaking 
about the nation up to at least 100 years from now. That is an essential part of our duties and 
responsibilities. Parliament in this country commenced 200 years ago. As we rencct upon the words that 
have been recorded in lIansard about the proceedings of the Parliament, it seems as though the events that 
happened in that time, happened only yesterday. When we think in terms of the future of the nation, we 
should focus on the next 200 years - on the distant future - and not just the immcdiate f uturc. 

We are unable to do that simply because wc are caught up in thc chains of paralysis. This nation is 
endowed with enormous natural rcsourccs and it is crying out for Icadership which will allow that wealth to 
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be utilised. Our political leadership should establish the foundations upon which a long term strategy can 
be based. We must also ensure that the defence of this country is securely in place in 50 years and beyond. 
I put to all members that security of the nation is not just about accommodating us, but about protecting 
those who come after us and those who follow them. 

We in this Parliament are ignoring these fundamentals, and we must focus on strategies that will address 
them. We must contemplate policies for the future of this country. We tend to talk about each of the 
fundamentals as being complementary to one another. Why do we do that? We do it because we are 
caught up in this so-called microeconomic reform, with economic rationalism being the buzz words. 
Because this is the juggernaut of some people in power and it is creating indecision, there is uncertainty in 
the community and, as I said, the nation is now in a state of paralysis in its endeavours to seek out ideas for 
the long term future. 

Let us look at the statement made last year by Mr Bernie Fraser. It is a wonderful example of city driven 
thinking, of academic thinking, of the so-called professionalism in which we are caught up. He said that 
the economics of this country are sound. If we were able to look through a window now and see St 
George's Terrace, we could make an assessment of the wealth that exists in the companies that are located 
in the Terrace. We would probably conclude that the economy of this State is pretty good because we 
could identify a huge amount of wealth. However, the hinterland and the regional areas are dealing with 
fundamentals such as drought, as well as an economic base that is declining on a daily basis. 

That is the difference, yet the security for our future is based on the fact that three parts of Australia will 
have to rely significantly on this area to protect its children - the cities of Australia will not protect us in the 
years to come. The regional parts of Australia hold the key to our security, yet the rural areas are in 
decline. The situation is fine on St George's Terrace, in Sydney and in Melbourne but, when it comes to 
the people of Australia, huge efforts are being made to contribute to national growth. We find that the 
vision is not there; the national focus is not there; the long term strategies are not there. During the last 
federal election campaign the two major parties failed to make one statement that promoted hope - that 
here, at long last, someone was speaking with vision, with a long term aim and a commitment to do 
something about this situation. We had six weeks of shifting the deck chairs on the Titanic and a 
regurgitation of the issues that you and I, Mr Speaker, in our years in this Parliament have shared, debated 
or observed. 

It is not just the lead-up to the federal election that deserves condemnation. Yesterday, during eight hours 
of debate in this place, we did nothing collectively that was exciting in relation to the future of this State 
and nation. People say to me, "You look bored stift" I am not bored stiff. The simple fact is that I do not 
like what I see or hear because I have a powerful commitment to this country's future. I am not speaking 
out of turn and trying to be bold in describing my commitment to this country because it is not the first 
time I have spoken in these terms. On many occasions I have made reference to the likes of Henry Lawson 
and others in my desire to create some inspiration and to provoke some support in this Parliament for 
national strategies and projects. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

Mr BRIDGE: That comment is very consistent and true of the parliamentary system, but it is not true of 
the masses in Australia. It is the Australian public whose voice I am hoping to present here today. 

I refer again to the problem of massive indecision. We now have a nation that through its overindulgence 
in microeconomic reform is creating a paralysis. Not only that, it is creating a nation of angry and selfish 
people. It is easy to understand. If we live each day in the belief that we must refine this and that, that we 
must cut back and restructure our processes, in the end a culture or mental attitude develops that creates the 
basis upon which the wrong processes are established. Sadly, this country is caught up in that web. We are 
not caught in a web that gives long term ideals an opportunity to flourish. As soon as people talk about the 
big picture they are ridiculed by the so-called professionals, be they in institutions or part of the "brains 
trust" of the nation. This process completely removes from the debate the capacity of the practical voice to 
have an influence. 

That is the danger because it would be reasonable for you, Mr Speaker, and me to say publicly that we have 
a greater degree of wisdom and knowledge today than we shared when we first came into this House. The 
reason is that we have gained through our contacts, experience and involvement the wisdom which others 
possess and which we now share. Therefore, the practical people of our country remain the most important 
people to be steering it. However, that is not happening because we have a nation that believes that the 
academics know best If the member for Wellington, the member for Roe, the member for Peel or the 
member for Mitchell were to come up with a good idea - and I have done so for countless years - our 
practical knowledge and skills would be put to the test. We run off and seek the opinion of the experts. As 
a result, our ideas go to the wall or become part of the juggernaut. One expert has a bit of a go at the idea 
and then bounces it to another expert and so it goes on. In the end, it disappears in the mists of time. That 
is why our country now finds iJself in this predicament. 

If we talk about the decline in the rural sector, there is an answer. If we talk about the high rate of crime in 
this country, there is an answer for that as well. It is a fact of life that the practical approach - the wisdom 
that we can share in this country to deal with policies and directions - is being denied because of this 
system that searches for an outcome. The sad part about it is that we as short term thinkers fall for this 
notion. It is convenient for us in this Parliament to throw ideas to the experts and to let them come back 
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with a report or two because it is too difficult for us to challenge their knowledge. Finally, we are 
invariably driven in the wrong direction by people who may be able to put a line or two on the board but 
who, when it comes to know-how, do not have a clue. We have allowed ourselves to be caught up in this 
paralysis, indecision and inability to focus positively beyond the short term. We deal comfortably with this 
process and make no attempt to overcome it. 

Economic rationalism creates this situation; it creates the need to go to the various experts. We have to 
justify ourselves and, thus, retreat into a period of indecision while some professional looks at the idea 
instead of saying that our focus is clear and what we have is a magnificent country with people who are 
capable of being friendly and constructive, not hostile, selfish or greedy. 

Australia was built on the basis that its people share each other's interests. This country would not be 
where it is today had that not been the case. Mr Speaker, you would not be wearing that interesting gown 
nor would you be listening to me now had it not been for the endeavours of those people. I can see that 
you are taking an interest in my comments. 

If the governing class does not get Australia moving into the future all the debates that have taken place 
and will take place, hour after hour and year after year, will mean nothing in the end. The wisdom of those 
people who came before us compares favourably with the wisdom and knowledge of some people today, 
but the difference is that in 1996 we must question where Australia is headed. The regional areas of this 
country are in trouble, and while they remain in trouble Australia will progressively go backwards. We 
will perch on the shores of our nation for years to come and when the time of judgment comes along we 
will cease to exist. 

I will read to the House what Henry Lawson said. I know that you, Mr Speaker, will allow me the time to 
read the following verse because you enjoy his poetical works. It is important that members realise that the 
following was written more than 100 years ago -

The rain comes down on the Western land and the rivers run to waste, 
While the townsfolk rush for the special tram in their childish, senseless haste, 
And never a pile of a lock we drive - but a few mean tanks we scratch -
For the fate of a nation is nought compared with the tum of a cricket match! 

There's a gutter of mud where there spread a flood from the land-long western creeks, 
There is dust and drought on the plains far out where the water lay for weeks, 
There's a pitiful dam where a dyke should stretch and a tank where a lake should be, 
And the rain goes down through the silt and sand and the floods waste into the sea. 

That is what Henry Lawson said more than 100 years ago, but very few people see that vision today -

I saw a vision in days gone by, and would dream that dream again, 
Of the days when the Darling shall not back her billabongs up in vain. 
There were reservoirs and grand canals where the sad, dry lands had been, 
And a glorious network of aqueducts mid fields that were always green. 

I have pictured long in the land I love what the land I love might be, 
Where the Darling rises from Queensland rains and the floods rush out to the sea. 

The following is very important -

And is it our fate to wake too late to the truth that we have been blind, 
With a foreign foe at our harbour-gate and a blazing drought behind? 

M.embers should make no mistake that Henry Lawson's message of more than 100 years ago sits neatly 
With Australia today. In fact, it is more relevant today than ever before. The relevance lies in the inability 
of the people in this country to see beyond tomorrow. If we were able to do that it would not be relevant. 
We would say it was past history and that we had been clever cnough to realise what Henry Lawson meant 
and had done something about it. Apart from one or two cxamples in the country, unfortunately that has 
not been the case. 

Mr .Speaker, I speak with a great deal of pride in addressing you today because I am not guilty of not 
haVIng a vision. When one is not guilty of something one advocates for the benefit of the nation one feels 
~ood when onc speaks about it. I have set my sights and I have always had aims and objectives which fit 
Into Henry Lawson's vision. In years to come there will be a great surge of public support for my plan and 
Australia's vision will be realised. The challenge facing Australia is being taken up by the people in the 
bush who are forming themselves into groups. This is happening more so in New South Wales and 
Queensland than in Western Australia. The people in New South Wales and Queensland have had enough 
of ~he recurring droughts and the devastation they bring and they do not want to hear prominent people 
tellIng them what will be done for them in the future. I was present when a prominent person addressed the 
people of Cobar in April last year and he told them not to worry because when the next drought occurred a 
number of petrol tankers would be converted to carry water and, if necessary, a train would bring water to 
them. This is also what the people of Kcmpsey in northcrn New South Wales were told. 

Last year I visited the goldficlds and attcnded a bricfing by representatives of thc Water Authority of 
Western Australia. They said if the area encountered problems with a shortage of water in the years to 
come the inner lining of the existing Kalgoorlic pipeline would be painted to make the water run faster. 
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They said this action would cut down on the friction. These promises are causing the people of regional 
Australia to face the challenge. In the years to come that challenge will be mounted by a group of people 
who will be driving the big national water plan. At the moment this plan does not have the support of 
members in this House. I urge my colleagues and members on the other side of the House to contemplate 
embracing that challenge so that in a united way the plan can be implemented for the good of all 
Australians, not only in the short term, but also in securing the hinterland of Australia and building the 
foundations upon which Australia will continue to grow. The potential of Australia will then be realised. I 
put that challenge to every member in this House. This is not a political game. I am no longer interested in 
the politics of this institution; I am interested in it only because I am able to reflect the feelings of the 
people in this country. As a result, I have come into this place today with a predetermined position to ask 
members to find ways to capture the big picture. If some members were to do that it would be tremendous 
because people are searching for leadership. Like Henry Lawson said, "They will follow in your footsteps 
while you are probing for the light." He also saiq that they run to get before you if they see you are going 
right. 

That is so true. If collectively in a bipartisan and non-political way we could combine our energies and 
resources and focus our charter correctly, that situation would come about. People are searching for the 
light, for leadership, and they will follow eagerly when they see that leadership. I am acting on behalf of 
all Australians, and I am proud to do so. I would be proud if my fellow politicians around Australia took 
the same course of action, irrespective of their political inclinations. A nation cannot develop with the 
political divisions we have in Australia. Australia will never reach its true potential and prosperity if 
forever and a day, Mr Speaker, you and I obsess ourselves in political division, infighting and point 
scoring, because that means that you and I must spend a lot of time managing our immediate area of 
defence or attack. As a result of that it removes our ability to go into the community and seek the majority 
opinion in this country. 

Mr Speaker, do you believe that one of the exciting areas in this State's long term future and sustainability 
is the potential for irrigation and agriculture in the goldfields? If you do not, I would not be surprised, 
because the so-called experts would not tell you that. They would be saying that the goldfields is a 
significant part of Western Australia and the economic hub of the State, based on its mineral resources. 
Nobody denies the wealth of the goldfields, which lies predominantly in minerals. That is not a false 
picture. However, if one understands the nature of the goldfields, as I have come to understand it, one 
realises that in the years to come it also will be one of the most significant areas of this State in sustainable 
irrigation and agriculture. I can make that comment because I have sought out the big picture, the broad 
vision. I have sought to establish in my mind the parameters upon which we can target this big picture. 
The Kimberley region and the Fitzroy valley are the premier areas of this State. I do not need anybody to 
tell me that; everybody knows that. That is why I have been careful in managing that area. I am absolutely 
and steadfastly committed to caring for and structuring the development of the Fitzroy valley, because it is 
a magnificent part of our State. However, if we diversify our industries, broaden our vision, and direct our 
focus as we should be, rather than at all these definitive industries, and look at the big picture, the likes of 
the goldfields will share the excitement and potential of the Fitzroy, as will other areas of this State. 
However, I do not see that debate within the context of how we perform currently. 

On behalf of the people of Australia I say to each member in this place that they have a duty to share in and 
commit to the focus of a long term strategy for this country. While this forum gives me the opportunity to 
say that, I will continue to address this issue. 

MR BRADSHAW (Wellington - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.03 pm]: I will take up some of the 
comments made by the member for Kimberley. He is right, we should be pulling together as one instead of 
continuing the divisiveness that takes place in our community. When I visited China over a year ago our 
delegation met a senior Communist Party member in Shanghai. A member of our delegation asked if 
China had democracy, and he was told yes. However, when he brought up the multiparty system he was 
told that multiparty systems are divisive in the community. That is happening with the multiparty system 
in Australia, which is one of the downfalls of democracy in Australia. The member for Kimberley is right, 
we should all be pulling in the one direction. The member's vision is not the problem. Many problems 
will never be solved; however, if we all pull together in the one direction, we can achieve great things. 

Mr Riebeling: When are you going to wake up and join us? 

Mr BRADSHAW: We have philosophical differences about how we will achieve that and we will never 
come to that arrangement. 

I congratulate the member for Kimberley for his tenacity and the fact that he has a vision. With his 
tenaciousness, in the long term, he might win out. He talked about the goldfields' potential for vegetable 
and fruit growing. He is right, it is a good plan for the long term. However, if all that area were turned 
over to horticulture production, people in areas such as the south west would go broke because the markets 
do not exist, and the return would be little. 

I want to talk about the state of finances in Western Australia. I congratulate the Government on the way it 
has tried to get those finances under control - unlike the previous Government with its system of borrowing 
and more borrowing. That is an easy system. The Government has taken control of the finances to bring 
them under control. It has reduced each Budget it has brought down so far and balanced the Budget, not 
with borrowings but a true balanced Budget. The Government has shown a surplus in those years, and has 
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managed to bring down the state debt The Government will reduce the state debt by a further $lb with the 
sale of BankWest. That will release $70m or $8Om a year from interest payments it was paying out under 
the current system. As with everybody's household budget, if one borrows to buy a house or a car, one 
must meet those capital and interest payments. If we can balance our budget without borrowing more 
money, it will be beneficial in the long term for the people of Western Australia, because we are not 
hocking future generaticns to pay those debts. Congratulations on the job well done so far. 

I have noticed the effect in the south west of the petrol tax that this Government foisted onto the people of 
Western Australia It was not an easy decision to make; however, the roads were in such a poor state and 
deteriorating at such a rapid rate that we had to do something. The Federal Government was cutting back 
year after year on the amount of finances for state roads. Under those circumstances, eventually the people 
would revolt Over the past few years all I have heard are complaints about the South West Highway. The 
roads were in an unacceptable state and something major had to be done, so we made the hard decision and 
added 4¢ a litre to the price of petrol. In the same year the Federal Government whacked up its taxes on 
fuel by 7¢ a litre and we did not get one extra cent spent on W A roads. I could not understand how the 
Federal Government got away with a 7¢ a litre increase as well as twice yearly CPI increases, but as soon 
as the State Government imposed a tax of 4¢ a litre to be used on our roads it was criticised. Many people 
appreciate the roadworks that are taking place on the South West Highway, and anybody driving up and 
down that highway will see new stretches of road plus work gangs improving that road by putting in 
passing lanes. 

The dual carriageway is progressing at a great rate along the Old Coast Road. One of the problems on that 
road is the number of road accidents and the deaths that occur as a result of those accidents. At one stage 
the average was about one a month in the Harvey area. I do not know the reason for that situation, because 
even without the dual carriageway I thought the road was reasonably safe; but, for some unknown reason, 
horrific accidents have occurred. It is a sad state of affairs. The dual carriageway will reduce the number 
of accidents but owing to human nature we will never be able to completely prevent accidents. However, I 
am pleased that the dual carriageway is progressing at such a rate along the Old Coast Road. 

Recently we have seen a great deal of publicity about a major outbreak of Ross River virus. A few years 
ago we experienced similar outbreaks at the same time as a mosquito plague occurred in the south west. 
My electorate has been affected. The mosquito plague has spread from Mandurah to Lake Clifton, down to 
Capel where there are many wetlands which provide breeding grounds. Even though previous 
Governments and the current Government have continued the mosquito eradication program - by spraying 
the larvae so that the mosquitoes do not hatch in plague proportions - somehow this summer the program 
has not been as effective as in other years. Recently people from Lake Clifton phoned me saying that they 
could not go outside their houses in the middle of the day because the large swarms of mosquitoes strike 
and they run the risk of contracting Ross River virus. It is very important that more research is applied to 
how we can control the situation, whether biologically or in other ways, to ensure the mosquito plagues are 
kept under control. 

One theory is that the Dawesville Cut has caused higher tides in the Harvey-Mandurah estuary. When the 
tide recedes, pools of water remain and within six or seven days the mosquitoes hatch. A group has been 
formed comprising various shires such as Mandurah, Murray and Waroona, to work out the best way to 
treat the mosquito larvae. At high tide a helicopter sprays the area. I believe it was planned to use a 
hovercraft. I do not know whether that has happened. I know that it was ordered, and I assume it is in 
action in the Mandurah area. Plans are in place to reduce the number of mosquitoes. This is very 
important because of the large number of people who have contracted Ross River virus, a very debilitating 
disease. People can suffer the disease for many years. I read in the newspaper recently about a person who 
claimed that he had had the disease for 10 years. He suffers weakness, fevers and rashes. As a result of 
this disease productivity in the State decreases, not to mention the continual discomfort suffered by people 
with the illness. Therefore, more work must be done on mosquito control. Dr Tony Wright is undertaking 
research in this field at the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre. Perhaps more funds are required to 
increase the research in order to eliminate the problem. 

I refer again to the member for Kimberley's dream. In the south west we have the south west irrigation 
scheme, which comprises just over 12000 hectares of irrigated land. It consists of the Waroona, Harvey 
and Collie districts and stretches from Waroona to Dardanup. This is a very important part of my 
electorate. I wish to talk about many issues today but one of the most important is our irrigation system. 
Currently management of the system is changing. In the early 1990s the then Water Authority held public 
meetings to consult farmers and other people with an interest in the irrigation system to work out the best 
way to manage the system. The Government considered that it was not receiving enough funds from the 
farmers to pay for the system, which was running at a loss. The farmers said that they could not afford to 
pay any more; it would be an unviable proposition. 

About a year ago the south west irrigation committee was set up comprising farmers and officers from the 
then Water Authority and Agriculture Western Australia to consider setting up a private farmer-based 
~roup to take over management of the irrigation system. One of the reasons that the Government is keen to 
Involve the farmers in the running of the irrigation system is so that people are aware of the costs involved 
and can suggest ideas to reduce them. Apparently the scheme was running at a loss of $3m a year, and no 
Government likes such a situation. Some of the costs are attributed to the infrastructure, which is between 
40 and 80 years old. To some extent the farmers do not consider they should pay for past capital costs. 
However, that is taken into account in the system. Therefore. a $3m loss is recorded. 



190 [ASSEMBLY] 

Another problem is that the irrigation system itself is up to 80 years old in some areas. It is starting to 
break up and needs replacement, upgrading and improvement. I will explain the cost later. It is a major 
cost which must be addressed and worked out. 

Mr Riebeling: What is the charge per hectare for access? 

Mr BRADSHAW: One is a ratable cost The charge is so much a hectare. Another charge is per kilolitre 
of water used. These costs are more expensive than those in Kununurra. I think it is five to 10 times dearer 
in the south west I have the figures: The rates are $99 per rated hectare, and the consumption rate is 
$22.10 per megalitre; so it costs a lot to use the system. 

Mr Riebeling: Do all farmers with access to the system use it? 

Mr BRADSHAW: No. One problem is that because the costs are great and beef prices are depressed the 
farmers cannot afford to buy the water. Their paddocks are brown. This results in low productivity for the 
State because the farmers are not producing beef. It is a sad situation because the farmers must still pay the 
basic rates, even though they do not pay for the water. Beef prices in Western Australia have not increased 
for probably 12 to 14 years. In the past few months the price has dipped even more as a result of the bad 
markets in Japan and America. 

There are problems with the irrigation system -

Mr Thomas: Do you favour the proposal to hand the system to the users? 

Mr BRADSHAW: It would be a combined group comprising officers from the Water Corporation, 
Agriculture Western Australia, and farmers. I do not see many problems if the cost can be reduced and the 
system runs efficiently. The Labor Government set this in train; we are just following on with it. I support 
it I must admit that I did not think it would eventually turn out because I thought farmers would be more 
interested in running their farms than running the irrigation system. It is a big challenge to take on. The 
people there are dead keen to do it, and I know that the people there are capable of doing it. However, like 
all things, they will move on in due course. Whether there is continuity will remain to be seen. 

The final decision has not been made to take that over. The farmers are working out the cost to upgrade 
and are waiting to see whether the Government will contribute. Until they get those decisions out of the 
Water Corporation they cannot say what the water will cost in the future. If they find out that there is to be 
no contribution from the Water Corporation, they will decline to take it on because the farmers will go 
broke through the charges required to keep it running. 

The irrigation system was put into place during the Depression when there was a lot of unemployment and 
the Government of the day set up sustenance labour. People were brought in from allover the place. I 
think the married people worked two weeks on and a week off and the single people worked a week on and 
a week off. They dug the irrigation channels as well as the Harvey River diversion by hand using shovels 
and wheelbarrows. That would have been hard going because the clay and heavy soil would have stuck to 
the shovels. They lined the channels with concrete and the irrigation system was put into place. When I 
first went to Harvey the open irrigation channels ran through the streets of Harvey past people's front 
fences. They used to be good for the kids to swim in. It was amazing that relatively few people drowned 
in those channels; it was probably due more to luck than to anything else. 

Gradually those open channels were closed and piped, and they are no longer seen in the town. However, 
they can be seen from Collie Hill at Roelands and at other places. The water runs at a fair rate. When I 
first went to Harvey I swam in the channel. People can go for a ride in the channel and get out down the 
track. The Harvey district piped most of its irrigation system at great expense about 14 years ago. They 
are high pressure pipes. Some houses have been connected to those pipes. It is good for irrigation for 
horticulture because there is more control over the water than with the normal flood irrigation. Waroona 
and Collie still have the open channel and flood irrigation setups, not the high pressure pipes. 

Apart from the Harvey section, which was upgraded about 14 years ago, the irrigation system is getting 
very old. The most efficient method would be to pipe it all; however, the cost would be substantial if the 
farmers had to charge for the cost involved in putting that into place. The South West Irrigation 
Committee is considering taking over the running of the irrigation system. Changes have been established. 
A person from the Water Corporation has been moved from Bunbury to Harvey to oversee the 
arrangements. A series of meetings has been held. Only about a week ago another meeting was held with 
the farmers to explain where the committee was at. The main factor that will determine the end result is 
how much the Water Corporation will help this committee with upgrading, and perhaps a subsidy for the 
future. It is costing the South West Irrigation Committee money. To off-load it would mean that the 
commiUee would hand it back to the corporation. That would be sad. Many changes have occurred; 
therefore, if the Water Corporation took it back totally, it may be able to implement some of the things that 
have been suggested. 

It is important to keep that water as a viable option for the people of the south west for irrigation. I would 
like to see it put in place through legislation that the irrigation land is totally committed to future farming 
practices. As I said to the member for Kimberley, if all the land were turned into horticulture areas, 
everyone would go broke because the prices of the produce would fall due to overproduction. The land 
would not sustain it. 

Mr Thomas: What about export markets? 



[Wednesday, 20 March 1996] 191 

Mr BRADSHAW: I can give the member a prime example. Currently the south west produces many red 
globe grapes - a magnificent product. Five years ago they were about $8 a kilo to export, last year they 
were about $3.80, and now they are down to $3 because of the extra production. They are exported to Asia 
and other countries. Even if the area got into the export market, which Sumich's is in, the markets would 
still be oversupplied. There is world population growth, Australian population growth, and Western 
Australian population growth. It worries me that gradually some of that land is being nibbled away with 
subdivision. 

The Ministry for Planning plans to turn the Waterloo area into an industrial area, which I totally oppose. 
As with national parks, legislation is required to tie up that land to keep it there in perpetuity, so that in 50 
or 60 years when the land is required for horticultural production, it will still be there. If it is subdivided 
and turned into an industrial area, it will be gone, and it will be difficult to turn it back into an irrigation 
area 

Mr Trenorden: Some of the best farming land in Australia is under the suburbs in Melbourne. 

Mr BRADSHAW: That does not surprise me. Beef farming is becoming non-viable on the irrigated land. 
The south west irrigation area is probably the most productive area for dairying, although milk is produced 
further south. The quality and productivity is better, but a cost is involved; that is, the cost of irrigation. 

. Also in the area more horticulture, such as citrus tr . ..;s, is becoming established. Gradually we are getting 
. more horticulture and intense productivity off that land, and it is slowly keeping up with markets. Many 
red globe grapes, oranges, mandarins and vegetables have been planted. One fellow has planted 30 or 40 
acres of tomatoes. His daughter has an acre or two (. . roses in production. I believe that gradually this land 
will become more productive for horticulture. It will take a long time because still only just over 4 per cent 
of the land is used for horticulture. I have been trying to work out the best way to tie up the land so that it 
is kept as farmland and not subdivided. Large r'ocks are probably not required. When the Harvey 
irrigation area was first settled around the 1900s it was seen as a citrus area and was subdivided into 10 
acre lots, and a lot of citrus production occurred. Gradually 10 acres by 10 acres were put together and 
dairy farming evolved and citrus took a back seat. Citrus production is on the move again, as is 
horticulture. 

It is very important that we do not just tie up that land in some legislation but that we say it is there for 
farm produce. We must ensure also that the water is provided to those farmers at a viable price. It is no 
good tying up the land for farming if the cost of the water is so high one cannot have a viable farm. I am 
concerned to tie the two together. I certainly intend to look at ways of doing so. I might bring in a private 
member's Bill to overcome that difficulty. Some way might be found for tying up the land for farming and 
providing water at a viable rate so that the farmers can continue to use the land. Gradually the area will 
become more and more horticulturally orientated and the dairy industry and others will move off to other 
areas where they can carry out their activities as successfully as they have in the Harvey area. I hope some 
sympathetic ears will listen if I bring in legislation of that type. 

MR RIEBELING (Ashburton) [3.32 pm]: Before I start on the subject of my speech on the Address-in
Reply debate, I will take a couple of minutes to express my appreciation of my former colleague, Ian 
Taylor, for his performance and the services he has given to this State. I wish him all the very best in 
whatever he chooses to do in future years. I wish his wife, Sandy, and his children, Andrew, Brendan and 
Rossie, all the best. No doubt they are in the process of learning what it is like to have a normal family 
relationship with a husband and father who has given so much benefit to the State. Over the past few 

, weeks I have been working with Ian in a campaign for the federal seat of Kalgoorlie, which we lost. I 
express my appreciation for the quality of the man and tell him through this Parliament what an easy 
candidate he was to work with; what an absolute gentleman the man is; and what a great loss it is now that 
he is out of politics. Perhaps he will return in the not too distant future and we might get him to run again. 

Mr Bradshaw: If he believes the newspapers, he might have an opportunity soon. 

Mr RIEBELING: That is a possibility. 

I do not know whether the Minister for Housing is likely to return, but I hope to address many of my 
comments to him. Before I touch on the portfolios for which he has had responsibility and for which he 
currently has responsibility, I will quickly touch upon two other ministries, the Ministers of which are not 
here either. One of those Ministers' portfolios covers fishing and the other covers ecotourism through the 
Pilbara Development Commission. 

It is of great concern to me that a number of actions are occurring in my electorate which will have a long 
~erm detrimental impact on the ecotourism and fishing industries, both amateur and professional. They are 
10 three different categories. The first is the impact of trawling out of Point Samson port, which is 
affecting fish breeding areas off the coast in my electorate. Areas such as the Rowley Shoals and some of 
the areas near the oil rigs are being netted at the moment by trawlers. They fall within the areas they are 
allowed to trawl. My understanding of the restriction is that trawlers can trawl waters deeper than 50 
metres and shallower than 100 metres. Unfortunately, within those broader areas are certain areas of reef 
which rise to a level under 50 metres. As I understand it, fish breeding occurs in those areas. Food stock ror the whole fishery is generated from within coral reef structures, which are quite deep. They are vitally 
Important to the long term viability of the fishing industry. The Fisheries Department, I understand, is 
looking at a system of vessel monitoring using a satellite to pinpoint where the trawlers are fishing. I urge 
the Government to speed up that process, so that we may find out where those trawlers are fishing and, 
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therefore, have some long tenn viability for the fishing industry. My great fear is that a huge amount of 
damage has already occurred. A long line fishennan carne to see me. He said that two years ago he could 
catch 600 kilos of quality fish a week from his wet line. The same fishennan said that in the same area 
today he is getting 200 kilos of fish, about half of which is quality fish. He said that the wet line fishing 
industry has been almost destroyed. We are now experiencing the birth of charter boat operators out of 
Dampier and Point Samson port. They will rely heavily on quality fishing grounds to enable tourists to 
catch quality fish, which in the past have been taken for granted. My fear is that if the fish breeding areas 
are damaged to that extent, the fledgling industry will be destroyed before it starts. 

Another area of concern to me and amateur fishennen in the area is aquaculture in the Dampier 
Archipelago. I heard yesterday the member for Avon describe the benefits of aquaculture. Perhaps land 
based aquaculture may be of great benefit in certain areas. However, ocean based aquaculture which relics 
upon the introduction of foreign species to our coastline should be conducted with a great deal of caution. 
One aquaculture venture is thinking of bringing in trochus shells. The commercial trochus shell is about 
four times the size of the natural one. The problem with the trochus shell is with the way it feeds. Most 
shells will dissolve their food but the trochus shell uses a crushing type method which chews up the coral 
food before it eats it. Some people are very concerned about the introduction of a species which breeds 
very well in the warmer waters of the north. It may mean that we are introducing a species like the crown 
of thorns starfish. 

Mr Minson: Who is introducing it? 

Mr RIEBELING: The Fisheries Department has approved an aquaculture lease. 

Mr Minson: So it is an intentional introduction. 

MrRIEBELING: Yes. 

Mr Bradshaw: Is it where they occur naturally? 

Mr RIEBELING: I understand that the natural trochus shell, because of its size, has not bred prolifically 
and has been there as long as the reefs have been there and the environment is in balance with that shell. 
The feeling is that any introduced aquaculture venture, if contained within the boundaries of the lease, will 
not be a problem. However, it is never the controlled introduction of other than native species that causes 
the problem; it is those that get out of the contained area that eause the problem. The other problem we 
have with the expansion of aquaculture is that virtually all land available underwater in the archipelago has 
been pegged by the aquaculture industry. I am not saying all the aquaCUlture leases will proceed. 
However, if half of them proceed, half of the area available to the reereational fishing people who live 
mainly in the Dampier, Karratha and Wickham area will be removed because an aquaculture lease enables 
the leaseholders to prohibit people going over the top of the leases, unlike pearling leases where 
leaseholders have the right to make sure that no-one goes across their leases. That is of great concern to 
the recreational fishing people in my area. 

The expansion of the pearling industry, which I have raised with the Minister for Fisheries, remains a huge 
problem. The attendance at a meeting of 400 fishermen from towns the size of Karratha and Dampier 
about six months ago was a huge response. The Government would do well to remember that this area of 
water is really the major recreational area for the most productive area in the State. The people guard it 
very jealously. It is not an area that is anti-development by any stretch of the imagination. The majority of 
people in my area will fight to develop shore-based operations. However, when the major natural 
recreational facility in our area appears to be being attacked, they will fight like hell and have done so. 

Mr Bradshaw: How close will they be to the main population? Surely they could move 100 kilometres 
away and do their thing? 

Mr RIEBELING: The aquaculture people tell me that the transport problems involved in moving the leases 
a considerable distance away from port facilities would make the ventures no longer profitable. The people 
in my area would have no problem with aquaculture leases a hundred kilometres up or down the coast or 
offshore. The best place for aquaculture leases just happens to be also the best place for recreational 
fishing, ecotourism and the like. The Deputy Premier will know that an ecotourism study has been 
released. That study is a carbon copy, but thicker, of an interim report that was issued about six months 
ago. The interim report was released with a huge backlash against the recommendations. The final report 
that was released some two weeks ago was quite clever. Il was much thicker and much harder to read. 
However, it contained all of the same recommendations. Il basically did some strange things, to which 
people have objected. The first thing it recommended was that a levy be placed on everyone who uses the 
archipelago so that the local people who use the islands would be charged for that, and that the private 
shacks that have been built by individuals over the years and maintained to an excellent standard would be 
confiscated by the State and given to tourism operators. It also stated that the major focus of ecotourism 
was on the surface of the land mass that makes up the islands. It showed scant regard, if any, for the 
impact of commercial activities under the water. I think all of those recommendations are not acceptable. I 
know they are not acceptable to the local populace. We will be fighting hard to make sure that those 
recommendations are not carried through, especially the ones about confiscating people's beach houses. 
These are owned by 28 different families on the islands. They do not lock those shacks up for the entire 
year. They are more than happy to allow other people to use the islands. In fact some of the shacks have in 
excess of 100 different families going through them in a 12 month period. They are used by the broader 
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community, ralher lhan being locked up. The lhought that a department could confiscate them and give 
lhem to a commercial operator whose primary focus is on profit and not the protection of lhe environment 
as is, believe it or not, the main focus of lhe shack owners, is a cause of great concern. I lhink that is 
outrageous. If tourist operators want to operate shacks on lhese islands, they should do what lhe shack 
owners have done; that is, pay for and construct their own establishments. That is about all I wanted to say 
about the fishing and tourism industries in my area. 

I wish to now tum to the housing industry in my area. I was hoping that the Minister for Housing would 
have returned by now. This House and especially members on lhe government side of the House should be 
aware of a number of issues,. The Pilbara and especially my area has been referred to, particularly over the 
last three years, as an area which has the potential for new developments. A number of major resource 
developments have been announced in the last three years. In fact, a number of those projects have been 
announced on a regular basis. Every six monlhs or so lhey get announced again. I am sure some people in 
the soulh lhink 30 or 40 different projects are occurring in my area. However, when one looks at the 
proposals, one sees probably five have been looked at seriously. Of those, none is occurring at the 
moment. I hope that all occur and I am sure that it is the Government's hope that all of lhose projects go 
ahead. 

In Karralha there is a crisis in housing. People are paying exceptionally high rents if they can get hold of a 
house. However, the thing that is unusual about Karratha is that 20 per cent of the accommodation in town 
is empty. That docs not make a lot of sense to members and none to me. The empty housing is tied up 
wilh the resource-based companies. They refuse to let accommodation onto the market for whatever 
reason. They eilher want to use it themselves one day or do not want to have an adverse impact on lhe 
housing market. However, we are trying to convince companies to base lheir work force in lhe Pilbara, 
predominantly in Karratha. We have found that because of lhe inactivity of government departments such 
as the Department of Land Administration, approximately 30 blocks in Karratha are vacant. BHP's 
melhanol project will have a construction work force of about 1 800 people. The mineralogy project will 
have a construction work force of about 3500. Aussie Steel will have a work force of about 1 800. 
Woodside's expansion onto either a supertrain system or two liquefied trains will employ about 1 200 
workers. If Hamersley Iron goes down the hi-smelt road, it will employ probably anolher 2 000 people. If 
we are serious about making sure that this work force is predominantly based in the area in which the 
development will occur, we must find accommodation for some 7 000 workers. 

The Government's response to what I regard as a crisis has been to do nolhing. It has not investigated the 
possibility of working out a head lease which will give lhe resource companies access to lhe vacant 
accommodation. I will tell members the basic problem wilh doing nolhing. BHP's melhanol project will 
be ready by this time next year, and 1 800 workers will come to that area. These workers will be paid 
substantial amounts of money, and lhey deserve to be. They will also be paid a housing allowance. We 
have found in previous projects in Karratha that four or five of these workers will band together and pay 
$150 each to rent a four bedroom house, so lhe rental price of a four bedroom house will go up to $600 a 
week. That is good for lhe people who own lhose houses, but it is not too good for those people in the 
rental market who are on ordinary wages and are not part of lhe construction work force because they will 
have to pay $500 to $600 a weck for accommodation, so lhey will move away because lhey cannot afford 
to pay lhose exceptionally high rental charges. 

I presume lhe Government has looked at lhe resource based projects which are likely to occur, because 
each time there is an announcement, lhe Government seems to claim some credit for it. However, if the 
Government claims credit for encouraging development in this area, it must also claim credit for the lack of 
planning by government departments to enable them to respond to future demands. 

I understand that about 350 Homeswest homes in Karralha have been sold in lhe last four years and only 20 
homes have been constructed to replace those homes. That leaves 330 homes that are no longer available 
to Homeswest in lhe town where most of lhese projects are based. Therefore, the Government's ability to 
respond to future demand in the Karralha area has been reduced severely, particularly over the last few 
years, when lhere has been almost no commitment to provide sufficient resources to cater for what has, 
pre~umably, been planned. There is a lack of money for not only capital works but also day to day 
mam~enance in the housing industry. It gives me no great comfort to know lhat lhe current Minister for 
Housmg, Mr Kieralh, is the same Minister who had absolutely no comprehension of what is required in the 
health industry. This Minister, who was sacked from lhe Health portfolio last December, has demonstrated 
no. understanding of the problems in the Housing portfolio. In fact, the policies that were in place and 
domg great damage to the Pilbara have continued unabated. The Government appears to have done no 
forward planning for the region, and in every area where we could reasonably expect some investment if a 
~m were to occur, we have seen lhe reverse, particularly in regard to housing, heallh, education, police, 
SOCIal services and community facilities. 

Pe<?ple are being forced to move into substandard accommodation because lhere is no money for 
!llamtenance. There is a growing trend within Homeswest to get tenants to make the necessary 
Improv?ments to bring their properties up to scratch. An increasing number of people are making 
complamts to my office that lhey have been billed for damage lhat occurred prior to lheir tenancy. 
Homeswest appears to lack lhe ability to get an accurate picture of what a property is like prior to new 
tenant~ m~)Ving in. We are seeing the ridiculous situation where a person who is living in a 40 year old 
house IS bIlled for a broken towel rail, or a person whose house needs painting is given a can of paint. 
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Stupid economic measures are being put in place. I presume the Minister knows the lengths to which 
Homeswest will go to recoup bad debts from errant tenants. A person who owed the huge amount of $2.60 
for a water account was sent an enforcement letter. I do not know how much it costs a government agency 
to send out such a letter, but I presume it would be at least $2.60. I find it staggering that a government 
agency would pursue a family in welfare accommodation for an amount of $2.60. I do not know, because 
the Minister has not answered the question that I sent to his office, how low the debt must be before . 
Homeswest will not pursue it. The Minister is now in the Chamber, and perhaps he can tell me what the 
bottom limit is. 

Mr Kierath: I do not know, but I will find out. 

Mr RIEBELING: Another matter which is causing concern is the increasing trend in the metropolitan area 
to place mentally ill people in Homeswest accommodation. In some ways it appears reasonable to try to 
get those people back into the community, but before that takes place, the tenants of the neighbouring 
properties should be advised about the problems that they might encounter in regard to that tenancy, and, 
more importantly, there should be a support structure so that both the neighbours and the government 
agencies that are involved can support tenants who have difficulties so that they are not left to cope on their 
own with problems that they might not be equipped to handle. 

Homeswest's response to tenants who exhibit antisocial behaviour is to kick them out and not deal with the 
problem. . 

Mr Bloffwitch: That is unfair. 

Mr RIEBELING: Yes, it is. Homeswest should have a plan to deal with those problems. Homeswest 
tenants cannot transfer from one area to another. If they refuse one tenancy, because of its condition, they 
are taken off the waiting list. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr RIEBELING: I move -

That the following words be added to th~ motion -

but we regret to inform Your Excellency that this House has no confidence in the 
continued presence in Cabinet of the member for Riverton and former Minister for 
Health because of his appalling mismanagement of. our health and industrial relations 
systems, characterised by utter disregard for the needs of patients and workers. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]: It is sad to report to the 
Parliament of Western Australia that the once great Western Australian health system is currently in tatters. 
When members opposite came into government a major survey was conducted of health outcomes 
throughout the Australian federation by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. I am sure everyone 
in this place would agree that is the premier health research body in Australia. Its study, which was based 
on health outcomes in the early 1990s, concluded that Western Australia led the way in the federation. I 
will quote an article in the The West Australian of l3 January 1995 which states -

WA tops health study. 

West Australians are above average health in almost every study conducted by the Australian 
Institute of Health and Welfare. 

That is what this Government inherited when it came to power in 1993. Since then we have seen three 
Health Ministers and major problems in our health system. The problems that existed under the ministerial 
control of Hon Peter Foss pale into insignificance compared with what was imposed on the health system 
of Western Australia by the tenure of the mem ber for Riverton last year. 

Let us point to some facts in relation to health in Western Australia today. First, there are real monetary 
shortages throughout the public health system. Corners are being cut everywhere in the health system to 
enable hospitals to make ends meet. No hospital in Western Australia has yet seen the $81m that was 
promised by the Premier on the eve of the recent Kalgoorlie by-election. Secondly, we see a continuation 
of the crisis in the management of the health system. Last year 12 of the most senior officials in the Health 
Department left the public health system, including the commissioner and all the deputy health 
commissioners. At the same time, there was yet another major administrative overhaul of the system. All 
of the major positions within the Health Department remain unfilled today. There is still uncertainty about 
who reports to whom in the accountability arrangements that operate. 

Thirdly, and most importantly, it is an undeniable fact that staff morale in our health system is at an all 
time low. The disrespect shown towards those who work in the health system, those who created those 
figures which meant Western Australia was the leading State in health outcomes, has led to a massive 
decline in morale. Many long-serving members of the health system have been forced out by the 
privatisation and contracting out process. Staff losses are significant in the health system with the 
announced closure of Mt Henry and Sunset Hospitals. We see a drain of nurses from the system through 
the failure of this Government to settle nurses' wages for over 12 months. Many skilled nurses went to the 
Eastern States where those Governments had negotiated a better outcome. Real monetary shortages, the 
continuing crisis in management, and major problems in staff morale mean that our health system today is 
unable to meet the challenges that face it. It is unable to respond to the health issues of the day to improve 
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the outcomes. Of course, even with the injection of $81m that has been announced it will be enonnously 

difficult for the system to respond, because of the damage that has been done in the past 12 months. 

Health is not just about money, it is about the people who work in the system and the administrative 

structures that they have. So much damage has been done in that system that it will be hard to turn it 

around. The Opposition asks a simple question: Who will take responsibility for that crisis? Who will 

carry the can for what exists in our once great state health system? We do not believe the decision of the 

Premier to simply shift the member for Riverton out of the Health portfolio is enough. The relationship 

between a Minister and his or her portfolio of departments and agencies is a complex one. It is partly 

defined by the Public Sector Management Act, which lays down the laws that should govern the 

relationship. It is partly governed by a series of conventions and understanding about how a Minister 

should operate. The perfonnance of a Minister is a key element in the overall perfonnance of that 

portfolio. It is not the only element, but it is a key element in the system. The Opposition will argue here 

this afternoon that the perfonnance of the member or Riverton in the Health and Labour Relations 

portfolios is such that responsibility for some of the major problems in those areas must rest at his feet He 

must accept responsibility for those failures. If he will not accept responsibility, the Government should 

enforce a responsibility and take him out of the system. 

The member for Riverton has been a complete disaster for our health system. He has not governed the 

health system on the basis of a realistic appraisal of the way that system operates and what are its needs. 

He governed the Health portfolio on the basis of a narrow ideology which said that privatisation and 

contracting out was absolutely central. He based his administration on prejudice against unions, blue collar 

workers, nurses, and health staff in the administrative part of the Health Department. Those prejudices that 

he applied to his job led to the crises that I referred to earlier, the main one of which was the drain of 

people from our health system. It was not only senior management, but senior doctors and nurses who 

were drained from the system. It is not just a question of government policy; it is a specific question 

related to the way that he perfonned in the portfolio. 

I will illustrate this by going back to the first days of his administration of the Health portfolio. The 

member for Riverton went to the then Commissioner for Health and literally made him shift out of the 

Health Department two of the senior administrators, Paul Solomon and Jan White. That action of the 

Minister for Health sent shock waves through the health system. It undennined the authority of the 

Minister from day one in his dealings with administrators. 

Following on from that decision we saw a series of mistakes, the first of which was his failure to negotiate 

with nurses. It is interesting that weeks after he left the portfolio, the Government suddenly found it had 

some money to spend on increased nurses' wages; however, who will carry the responsibility for that 12 

months when nurses were treated with contempt; were told that the only basis on which they could get a 

wage increase was through full productivity trade-offs; and when their managers were told that no extra 

money would be put into the health system for wage increases besides productivity trade-offs that could be 

discovered? This Minister instigated the process of contracting out and privatisation which is using scarce 

health dollars on transaction costs. Let us remember all the money spent on the process of looking at the 

possible privatisation of Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, which we said could not be done and was not. 

Money was spent on consultants. Time was wasted in that process relating to Sir Charles Gairdner 

Hospital and we see the continuing fiascos in the hospitals at Mandurah and Wanneroo. 

All of these things happened: The loss of authority from the Minister to senior staff, which led to a brain 

drain; his failure to negotiate on a basis of trust with the nurses, which led to a major problem in that 

profession and another brain drain; and the loss of many senior blue collar workers in the health system 

through the privatisation and contracting out process. This Minister's management style is based on 

prejudice against blue collar workers, against nurses, and against public providers rather than private 

providers. No wonder those people left the health system. There was no trust in the relationship between 

the Government and people who work for the Government. 

If that was not bad enough, there was another major exit of funds from the health system in the 1995-96 

Budget. What was the Minister's response when, from all over the State, doctors, blue collar workers, 

nurses and health administrators went to him and said that this budget would not work? His response was 

to attack those people, to attack the unions that pointed to the realities of the 1995-96 Budget, and to attack 

the. health administrators who told the truth about the way in which the system was working. In the 

Estlmates Committee debates in September 1995 the Opposition told the Minister that the Health budget 

was unsustainable; but he confidently predicted in those debates that the targets would be achieved even 

though at that stage there was no agreement with the health service providers about the outlays for 

1995-96. 

yv~ have only to look at the headlines in the newspaper during 1995: "Health staff fear more budget cuts"; 

'L1~tle patience is left for Kierath"; "Hospitals in crisis: Report"; "Hospitals in crisis: AMA"; "Budget cuts 

~gm to bite"; "Outrage over surgery cuts"; "Hospital care fears grow"; "Hospital budgets under attack"; 

Health money to 'run out'''; "Patients suffer as system decays". That is a summary of headlines from July 

to January in respect of the Health budget. 

Of course, the message did not get through to this Minister because of his prejudice against the public 

sector and against the Health Department in favour of private rather than public providers. As far back as 

18 December 1995 when The West Australian newspaper and others made it absolutely clear that the 
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Health budget ~ould run out for the hospitals because it was completely insufficient to meet their needs, 
what was the Minister's response? The newspaper article on that day states that the Minister played down 
the concerns; that hospitals had beaten up the issue and exaggerated their financial position; and that some 
of those screaming loudest about their budgets are the ones making the least reforms. 

Right up until December he failed to confront the reality which was leading to the loss of staff and 
undermining morale, which meant that patients were suffering in corridors, that our elective surgery 
waiting times were growing, and that our mental health system could not cope with the pressures placed on 
it by those who suffer mental illness. What did the Minister say? He accused the hospitals and public 
health workers of exaggerating the problem and their financial situation. He was wrong when the Budget 
came down and he was wrong at the end of the year when it became clear that that Budget was 
unsustainable. 

People can make mistakes; however, the consequences of their mistakes should be a matter of concern to 
all of us in this Parliament The consequence of the mistakes is that our health system today, which was 
once a finely tuned machine, capable of responding to the crises that presented themselves to it, is now in 
tatters. Even when $81m goes into the health system, its ability to absorb that funding, to ensure it is 
properly spent, will be put to the test. There are no longer any health officials in place. Currently this 
system is going through another administrative overhaul. The senior health officials have yet to be 
appointed. Major administrative upheaval has been created by this Minister. There are major problems 
emanating from the Budget and the system is in tatters. 

The fact that the Opposition, the trade unions and the Australian Medical Association were all right is 
revealed by the backflip done by the Premier earlier this year in announcing that $81 m would go into the 
health system. Only a week before that, the Premier denied there were any problems in it. It is not good 
enough for those opposite to say that they were wrong. 

Another question must be asked: Who wiIl take responsibility for the mistake? Who will take 
responsibility for the fact that our health system today cannot respond to the issues that present themselves 
to it because of the administrative upheaval, the loss of staff and the budget cuts? It is our view that the 
member for Riverton must take responsibility for those problems. He was the Minister for Health and his 
style led to the problems at the senior level of the department, and to the then Commissioner for Health 
breaking the law to make sure that Solomon and White were no longer employed in the Health Department. 
This Minister's style led to a total disrespect within the health system for the Government of Western 
Australia because he showed no respect for people who worked within the system. He abused them and he 
accused them of telling lies and spreading misinformation, when all along the Minister was telling the lies 
and spreading the misinformation about our Health Department. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows that it is not acceptable to imply 
that members in this place are telling lies. I ask him to withdraw. 

Dr GALLOP: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr GALLOP: Is it not most interesting that press release after press release put out by this Minister last 
year used the word "lies"? In press release after press release he accused people of not telling the truth, of 
lying. When we get into this Parliament we see the reality of this Minister's performance - the health 
system in tatters. This Government must make sure that someone carries the can for that result and I 
believe the case we will present this afternoon about both health and industrial relations makes it absolutely 
clear that it must be this Minister. His style, his approach, his prejudices, his failure to come to grips with 
the realities of the system can lead to one, and only one, conclusion; that is, he is primarily responsible for 
the problems that exist, and he must accept responsibility for that. 

It was not enough that the health system was put into a state of ruin by this Minister. We can also tum to 
the industrial relations system and see what he did in that area with a similar style: Prejudice against 
particular types of people, a failure to confront realities when they are presented to him, and an abuse of 
those who have the temerity to point out to him the consequences of what he has done. The Opposition 
makes it clear that it will not rest until there is some degree of responsibility in this Government and until 
the Premier accepts that the public of Western Australia are very angry about what has been done to the 
health system. The member for Riverton must carry the responsibility for that disaster. 

MR OSBORNE (Bunbury) [4.20 pm]: I want to be involved in the debate on this amendment because I 
believe that in the health system in Bunbury is what can be described only as a good news story, largely 
due to a year of unremitting work by the former Minister. I refer of course to the development of plans and 
the imminent construction of the joint health campus which the Government has agreed to build with the 
Order of St John of God on the location of Edith Cowan University. It is an enormously stimulating 
project and it has been universally applauded and accepted in Bunbury and the south west as probably the 
most exciting advance in health care we are likely to see in this century. The amendment the Opposition 
proposes, in common with the two amendments we have already heard in this debate, stands on flimsy 
grounds. 

We heard yesterday an amendment that was not even divided on by the Opposition. That is how much 
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members opposite thought of it They have come into this place and made an unremitting attack on the 

program of the Government That attack has not been sustained by anything approaching a factual basis. 

In fact, the performance we saw this morning from the member for Peel was built around two pillars and 

two pillars only - invective and noise. That was demonstrated when the Premier got to his feet to make a 

reply and there was an immediate and continual deafening wall of noise from members opposite. It was 

plain that they had no intention of debating, in the true sense of the word, the facts. Their only intention 

was to drown out whatever response the Premier was about to make. That is the sense they have brought to 

this entire debate. 

I was disturbed yesterday to hear some of the things that were said, particularly about the south west 

policy. However, that is not the subject of this amendment Some of the things mentioned in the debate 

yesterday about that policy were inaccurate and I will address them at a later stage in this debate when I 

have my opportunity to do so. 

I repeat what I said at the outset: The joint health campus project in Bunbury is universally applauded and 

accepted. I recall that in an infamous speech in this place on 28 August last year the member for Mitchell 

made three distinct accusations about the south west health campus. He said, firstly, that previously there 

was an association called the Friends of the Hospital in Bunbury. His view was that there should have been 

a Friends of St John of God because St John was being done over by the Government, it was friendless, and 

the leadership of St John was striking out in a direction that was not supported by the sisters, the staff or the 

population of Bunbury. That was wrong. 

I attended a meeting on 29 September last year at which we were given a thoughtful and thought provoking 

address by Dr Jim Breheny. He set out clearly what he saw to be the advantages of collocation with the 

Government on a health care campus in Bunbury. There were clear savings advantages to the Order of St 

John. It expected to save something like $400 000 a year in operating costs. The Government expected at 

that time to save about $800 000 a year in operating costs by going into a joint health campus. Over and 

above the money, the Order of St John believed· and the sisters said this also - that it was a vision of the 

future that was most attractive to it. It gave St John the opportunity to be involved in a dynamic, vital and 

stimulating project which would have enormous beneficial impacts on health care in the south west for 

many years to come. It understood the rationale behind the collocation. It understood that it was a growth 

option. Weare talking about up to 40 more patients - a total development of about 230 beds on that 

campus. St John understood - and still understands clearly - that that is a great opportunity. The sisters 

agree. They stand 100 per cent behind the leadership of the Order of St John. My examination of this issue 

completely refuted what the member for Mitchell said in this place last year when he said that the Order of 

St John was upset about it. That was confirmed at a ceremony in Bunbury on 12 March when the current 

Minister came to Bunbury and signed the combined facilities agreement. A terrific ceremony was held in 

the sunken garden at the Bunbury Regional Hospital. All the people there were in full agreement that this 

was an outstanding project and the future offered enormous promise for both the Government and St John. 

The second accusation the member for Mitchell made last year was that the Minister at that time was 

instituting a cost cutting regime at Forrest Lodge, which was denying towels to its patients. 

Dr Gallop: Why won't you talk about the Health budget? 

Mr OSBORNE: This is my speech. The member for Victoria Park has had his go. That was a completely 

baseless accusation. The member for Mitchell should have been thoroughly ashamed of himself. Not only 

did he make the accusation in the first place without adequately checking his facts, but even when the facts 

were explained to him by the Minister, the management and the staff of Forrest Lodge - I attended a 

meeting at Forrest Lodge at which the staff told that man how bitterly disappointed they were with what he 

had said and how totally inaccurate his accusation was· he did not resile from what he said. He doggedly 

stuck to his guns and said that as a member of Parliament he was entitled to raise those issues, and that it 

was his responsibility to do so to ensure that they were debated. Of course the answer is that a member of 

Parliament has a responsibility and is entitled to raise issues of public concern; however, no-one is entitled 

to be wrong about the facts. When it is pointed out that one is wrong with one's facts, one should back off 

and say, "I made a mistake. I am sorry. I do not mean to do any damage." However, that did not occur in 

this case. The damage continued to be done. 

The third accusation made at that time was that the former Minister for Health attended a function at the 

Bunbury Regional Hospital and while he wined and dined - I think it was on crayfish and champagne -

patients at the Bunbury Regional Hospital went unfed. That was also a fallacy. It transpired that the facts 

were that a new catering system was in operation in the regional hospital that week. The new caterers were 

coming to grips with the new menu and some patients had not been served sausages when they had ordered 

them. The accusation was made, and it was never retracted. 

Dr Gallop: You are out of touch. 

Mr OSBORNE: I am not out of touch at all. I am exactly in touch with this issue because I have done my 

research. The member for Victoria Park does not know what is going on. Not only was that accusation 

~gainst the former Minister made at the time and not retracted when it was pointed out that it was 

mcorrect - we did that in this place by way of parliamentary questions and by the Minister speaking in the 

debate about that time - but the Miscellaneous Workers Union in a publication some months afterwards in 

~tober repeated the untruth; that is, that the patients had gone unfed and shivering while the Minister was 

wmed and dined at a function in his honour at the regional hospital. That is the sort of approach the 
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Opposition brings to debates like this. Members opposite make accusations; we heard them this morning. 
They are nothing other than invective, accusation, slur and innuendo, with nothing to support them. 
Undoubtedly, that is the train of thought that this debate will take. The people of Bunbury and the south 
west region applaud the Government, the Health Department, the former Minister for Health and the 
current Minister for the decision they made. 

Dr Gallop: We have won your seat in one hit. 

Mr OSBORNE: The Labor Party will not win the seat of Bunbury on this or any other issue. In fact, I will 
give members a free message and they should take it in the spirit in which it is given: The person who will 
lose his seat over this issue is the member for Mitchell. I said earlier in my speech that there is universal 
approval for this projcct, but I should qualify that by saying that there is near universal approval. The one 
person who continually stands in the way of this project is the Labor Party's representative in the region, 
the member for Mitchell. I will give members opposite some free advice: That member is discrediting 
himself in the south west over this issue. He is the only person who not only stands in the way of this 
project, but also made representation to the Bunbury City Council for the land at the Edith Cowan 
University not to be rezoned. Why did he do that? There is no reason for it It is a reflexive, oppositional 
frame of mind that he and members opposite have brought to this project in the south west 

Mr Kierath: Staunch Labor people support the collocation of the hospital and they disregard what their so
called elected representatives are saying. 

Mr OSBORNE: I am happy for that interjection to go on the record because it is true. To determine whose 
reputation is at stake on this and other issues, I recall that only yesterday in this place the member for 
Mitchell was bemoaning the fact that this Government does not have a Minister for the south west when 
provision was made for that position in the south west policy. I am also sorry about that. However, it 
happens to be the view of the Government that all members of Parliament should represent the south west 
region. Why is the former Minister for the South-West not the shadow Minister for the south west? It is 
unbelievable that Hon John Halden, with his glittering indifference to the truth, is the Opposition's 
representative for the south west region. I know the Opposition did not appoint Hon Doug Wenn to that 
position because he intends to retire. Undoubtedly the member for Mitchell will be retired at the next 
election. I advise members opposite that there are young Turks with their eyes glittering like assassins, 
circling around him. He most certainly will not be in this place even if the Labor Party wins that seat at the 
next election because it is common knowledge that he will be replaced. That is another reason he has not 
been appointed the Labor Party's shadow Minister for the south west region. That illustrates the sort of 
credibility that the Labor Party brings to the contributions to the Address-in-Reply debate. 

I will conclude my remarks; suffice to say that the people of Bunbury and the south west are full score 
behind the joint agreement which was signed on 12 March. They are fully behind the south west campus 
and I and all reasonable people in the region believe that what the former Minister did by getting the 
project to the stage that it is at the moment was of incalculable benefit to the region. The project is about to 
go to construction and major contracts will be let in October this year. In addition, by Christmas this year 
there will be significant construction of this major project which will be of enormous benefit to this State 
and it will be completed on schedule in 1997. 

Mr c.J. Barnett: The Bunbury region is booming. 

Mr OSBORNE: Absolutely! 

MRS HENDERSON (Thorn lie) [4.34 pm]: I have pleasure in supporting this amendment because there 
is no other Minister in this House who has distorted the truth or embarked on such a vindictive campaign in 
the areas of health and industrial relations than the Minister for Labour Relations. 

Five days ago an electrician with a young family won a case in the Industrial Magistrates Court, claiming 
that he had been coerced into signing a workplace agreement That result came as no surprise to members 
on this side of the House because they know that this kind of behaviour is rampant in the community. In 
the past, other employees have found it extremely difficult to win such cases because it has always been 
their word against the employer's word. Often no-one else has been present during the so-called 
negotiations in which a person was offered a workplace agreement or nothing. In this case the magistrate 
made it very clear that the case succeeded because the potential employee had with him a hidden tape 
recorder. He recorded the conversations of the employer as he sought to coerce him into signing the 
workplace agreement. 

What was the response of the Minister whose Act this offence arose out of! He said that it indicated the 
Act was working. This Act was supposed to promote genuine negotiation and trust and goodwill between 
employers and employees and prevent coercion, yet here is a case of coercion which the employee wins 
and the Minister says it indicates that the Act is working. This Minister has a bizarre sense of reality when 
he thinks it is a good thing that a case indicates that coercion is occurring in the community. It is 
interesting that the Minister's response to that result was to recommend that employees carry hidden tape 
recorders or take with them a third party when they apply for a job. It is an extraordinary comment from a 
Minister who claimed that his legislation was about promoting greater trust and confidence between 
employers and employees. He said that they should work together so that they can trust each other and 
negotiate in good faith. Now he is advising people to take a hidden tape recorder with them if they do not 
:-vant ~ be coerced. Will we have employers demanding to search people before they conduct a job 
mtervlew? 
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It is a joke that the Minister is advocating this sort of action. He is advocating this after he introduced 

legislation that was designed to get third parties out of the process. He did not think that union officials 

and others should be involved in the negotiating process. He said that they would be interfering and that 

there should be direct negotiation between the employer and the employee. However, now that we have a 

case like this the Minister is suggesting that a prospective employee take with him a third party to protect 

his rights so that if he is coerced and wants to take up the case he has someone who can argue in his favour. 

Mr Bloffwitch: What do you suggest they do? 

Mrs HENDERSON: I have had literally dozens of constituents come to me who have been in this 

circumstance. This case is of no surprise to me whatsoever. I advise the member for Geraldton that young 

employees are the most affected by this Act and they are the group most likely to be coerced and told to 

sign the agreement or there is no job. It is what the Minister intended to introduce and that is what he got. 

Of course, his problem now is that he has led a double life. He has tried, as he always does in his slippery 

way, to distort the truth and occupy two positions which were in direct contradiction. On the one hand he 

was saying to employers that he has put this legislation through the Parliament and it is a wonderful 

mechanism which they can legally use. This is a legal way in which overtime, penalty rates, leave loadings 

and weekend penalties can be cut out. All of those things can be got rid of and labour costs can be reduced. 

That is what the Minister has been saying. However, at the same time he has been telling the public that it 

is illegal to coerce anyone into signing a workplace agreement. Why would anyone sign away conditions 

of employment that are to their benefit? 

Mr Minson: To get a pay rise. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I am interested that the member for Greenough indicated he thought it was to get 

more money. In a moment I will quote from a study done by the University of New South Wales about 

workplace agreements in Western Australia. Members will see how frequently people get more money. 

That does not happen very often. Not only was the Minister caught in that contradictory situation of 

persuading employers to sign up for these things to reduce wages costs - particularly attractive to small 

businesses which compete in a very competitive marketplace; if they can get one up on their competitors 

by cutting their wages bill they will go for it - but also he needed somebody in the bureaucracy to do that. 

So he appointed a so-called independent Commissioner of Workplace Agreements who is meant to be the 

umpire. The legislation gives him the task of vetting all the workplace agreements and of satisfying 

himself that the persons who sign them understand them and that they were not coerced, intimidated or 

placed under duress. That is supposed to be his job. If he were independent, acting as an umpire between 

two parties, he would not take sides. I will read a notice sent out by the Workplace Agreements 

Commissioner in Port Hedland. The notice states -

To the Business Proprietor 

Are you aware that you can increase your productivity and profitability if you maximise the return 

on your relationship with your employees, through a workplace agreement? ... 

I will be conducting a information session in association with the Pt Hedland Chamber of 

Commerce -

A very independent body -

- to explain the opportunities from Workplace Agreements. 

He then gives the time and place of the meeting and says -

Since the Workplace Agreements Act was introduced ... nearly 16,000 agreements have been 

lodged with this office. This suggests that a large number of companies believe that, in 

discussions directly with their employees, they can improve the productivity and efficiency of 

their organisation. This is done by "tailoring" the employment conditions to the wishes of the 

employees .... 

Do members get the impression from that notice that the commissioner was promoting workplace 

agreements over awards? I got that impression. He is supposed to be the independent umpire and the 

person who vets these workplace agreements. However, he is out there promoting them. If that is not a 

conflict of interest, I do not know what is. Apart from the fact that he is doing the Minister's bidding, even 

though he is supposed to be an independent commissioner, rounding up business for workplace 

agreements, his other task, which is much more serious, is to examine every agreement submitted for 

registration to satisfy himself that it does not contradict the Act. Let us look at correspondence from the 

Commissioner of Workplace Agreements. I have a letter that went to someone who complained that a 

particular agreement was in conflict with the minimum conditions. It did not provide the minimum 

standard of sick leave. We all debated the Minimum Conditions of Employment Bill and know that it 

provided for 10 days' sick leave a year. . 

Mr Bloffwitch: I thought it was eight. 

Mrs HENDERSON: The member can check the Bill; it was 10. It is clear that if a workplace agreement 

does not provide for 10 days' sick leave, it is in direct contradiction to the Minimum Conditions of 

Employment Act. The following letter was sent to the person who complained -

I know you are also aware that any provision in a workplace agreement which purports to provide 
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less than the Minimum Conditions of Employment Act 1993 does not for that reason alone 
prevent registration ... 

Such matters are of concern to me however and when we find such provisions -

That is, provisions that do not meet the minimum standards -

our usual practice is to advise employees and the employer, that it is an invalid provision and 
ought to be changed so as not to confuse the parties about their true entitlements. In most cases 
the agreement is usually changed but failure to change it would not prevent registration, providing 
the parties appeared to understand that the provision is invalid and the Minimum Conditions of 
Employment Act 1993 would apply. 

Is that not extraordinary? It is this man's job to vet workplace agreements to make sure they are legal, that 
they meet the requirements of the Act and that they have not been entered into under coercion, yet he says 
in his letter that the commission is finding workplace agreements that do not meet the minimum standards, 
but is not rejecting them for registration. He says that the commission is registering them and it is writing 
to the parties saying that they should fix them. He is saying that he will accept for registration workplace 
agreements that are invalid! It is an extraordinary state of affairs for a so-called independent umpire to 
register a contract when upon checking it against the legislation, he finds it is invalid because it does not 
meet the minimum conditions. That is disgraceful. He is supposed to safeguard the conditions of the 
employee who signed the workplace agreement. What copy does the employee get? He is given the copy 
that contains the invalid provision, which in this case is not enough sick leave. The Commissioner of 
Workplace Agreements is not acting as an independent umpire at all. He is acting only as a lackey of the 
Minister whose main aim in life is to get the maximum number of workplace agreements registered, 
regardless of whether they contain invalid provisions that directly conflict with the Act. I never thought I 
would see a letter on the letterhead of a commission like this that states that the commissioner is registering 
workplace agreements that are invalid. The Workplace Agreements Commissioner looks at the agreements 
and, if there is a suggestion that the person has been coerced into signing the agreement, it is the job of the 
Department of Productivity and Labour Relations -

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

Mrs HENDERSON: Why does the member not make a speech? 

Mr Bloffwitch: I am going to when you sit down. 

Mrs HENDERSON: The member should do that. I promise I will listen without constantly interrupting 
him. If someone wants to raise a prosecution, they go to the Department of Productivity and Labour 
Relations. DOPLAR's job is to investigate the complaint and then, if necessary, to conduct the charge 
against the party who offended against the Act. In relation to some of the people who have complained 
about being coerced into signing a workplace agreement, I have a notice under the signature of Mr Cooper, 
the Commissioner of Workplace Agreements, that states -

It is an offence to dismiss or disadvantage someone who refuses to sign the agreement. 

That is quite clear. I have a letter to Mr Bob Cooper from someone who was coerced into signing a 
workplaee agreement. It states -

I would particularly draw your attention to the words: "This offer of employment is conditional 
upon you becoming a party to the Agreement by signing it of your own free will." 

In other words, if a person wants the job he signs the agreement and, further, agrees that he signed it of his 
own free will, so that the person cannot claim he signed it under duress or was coerced. 

The Commissioner of Workplace Agreements was asked whether this constituted intimidation to enter an 
agreement. He replied -

I have now received a legal opinion on this matter which provides guidance as to the construction 
of the terms "threats and intimidation". To intimidate is to "render timid, inspire fear; to overawe, 
cower ... or to deter from some action by threats or violence" ... 

The circumstances to which you are concerned do not contain any suggestion of the use of threats 
or violence, the feature of the action is better described as an inducement. 

In other words, the person could not get a job if he did not sign saying that he was not coerced. The 
Commissioner of Workplace Agreements continued -

Although the employer sought to induce the prospective employee to enter into a workplace 
agreement and the inducement offered was a strong one, because it did not in any way reduce the 
existing legal rights of the prospective employee and in no way threatened the prospective 
employee's enjoyment of his or her existing rights, I do not believe that the terms upon which the 
workplace agreement was offered constituted a threat or intimidation ... 

I have read the notice from the Commissioner of Workplace Agreements, who said it was an offence to 
disadvantage someone. What greater disadvantage ean anyone suffer than to be told that if he wants the 
job offered - and the belief is that he is qualified and the best person for the job, the interview process has 
occurred - unless the person signs the workplace agreement agreeing that he was not coerced into signing 



[Wednesday, 20 March 1996] 201 

it, even if he were, the person will not get the job? How can anyone say that does not disadvantage 
someone? Of course it does. It means the opportunity for the person to eam a living is seriously curtailed. 
It is a severe disadvantage. It is the Minister's double-talk. 

I have another example. When we debated the workplace agreements Bill there was much discussion about 
migrant workers, people who might not understand what is being put in front of them. An agreement was 
signed with Thai people at a restaurant There was some publicity about it. I understand these people had 
virtually no command of either written or spoken English. I have seen a copy of the workplace agreement 
which was presented to these people, although these documents are normally secret. The headings of the 
sections are in Thai and English but all of the conditions in the agreement are in English. Amazingly some 
of the requirements under the workplace agreements Act, such as a requirement to nominate someone to 
resolve disputes, are blank. There are a number of blanks in the workplace agreement; however, it was 
registered. The workplace agreement was found to satisfy the commissioner - the tame lapdog of the 
Minister. It did not matter that there were blanks in the agreement or that people did not speak English, let 
alone read it. He was prepared to register the agreement as a workplace agreement entered into without 
coercion or threats, but it was not understood by the people who signed it. 

Finally I mention a constituent of mine who worked at the Buttercup Bakery in Canning Vale for two 
years. He was a casual employee, about which the Minister expressed his views the other night on 
television saying that such people are employed from hour to hour. No doubt this man was happy to have a 
job to support his family. He worked 42 hours a week on average on the crumbing machine. Four or five 
other people worked on the same machine. The employer said that he would like the five people to sign a 
workplace agreement. Despite the Minister's promises, there was no negotiation. A document was put in 
front of them, decreasing conditions. They were told to sign or they would not have a job. The five 
refused because the conditions were worse than they had, and they did not want the agreement. They 
wanted to negotiate. The manager said there was no room to negotiate; he had already drawn up the 
agreement for presentation. For several weeks the five men resisted. They said it was not fair because they 
were all middle-aged and had mortgages, and they had families to look after. Their pay would be reduced 
and they refused to sign. Eventually one person was bought off, and the others were told that if they did 
not sign, their jobs would be advertised in the newspaper. The man's hours were cut to 20. How can 
anyone support a family on 20 hours' work a week? That is this Minister's idea of industrial relations! 

[The member's time expired.] 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.55 pm]: I want to put this amendment in its correct perspective. The 
amendment rence!s opposition members' hate and vilification of the Minister for Labour Relations. It is 
interesting to consider the history of this Minister and the Opposition's attitude. When we came to power 
and the member for Riverton was appointed Minister for Labour Relations the attitude of the Opposition 
was one of shccr mirth. The attitude was that members opposite would cut the Minister to pieces, chew 
him up and spit him out. Members opposite were delighted that the Premier could be so stupid as to 
appoint this member as the Minister for Labour Relations. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr TRENORDEN: Privately, on many occasions, members opposite had to admit that the reverse 
occurred. The Minister chewed up opposition members and spat them out. The Minister was recognised as 
one of the most strongly performing Ministers in this House. That stunned opposition members, and 
privately they were saying in the corridors of this House that they could not believe the defeat they faced. 
The member for Peel admitted that before the member for Riverton was appointed as the Minister for 
La~ur Relations there was animosity between the individuals. The Opposition has allowed personal 
fcclIngs and hatred to bubble to the surface in this Chamber. 

It is interesting that the amendment addresses health, when the Minister is not the Minister for Health any 
more. He was months ago, but opposition members are so focused on the man, not the ball, that they are 
not thinking rationally. The member for Victoria Park, who constantly lectures us on the standing of this 
Parliament, led the charge of vilification and hate. It was totally unparliamentary. This action has nothing 
to do with the debate. It is all about attacking the man. The Opposition would do better to heed its rhetoric 
and pay some attention to the ball. Politics is all about playing the ball. Members opposite are not carrying 
the day as much as they believe by attacking the man. 

Members opposite constantly ignore the Minister when he rises to his feet. They tum their backs to him. 
On.many occasions the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition deliberately tum 
thelf backs to the Minister when he rises to speak. This is against the fundamental principles of this 
Chamber. It is an extremely childish attitude. However, members opposite cannot resist it; they must tum 
around and bite eventually. 

My main point is that the amendment is about health matters. It is not about industrial relations. It is a 
motion about playing the man, and it is unparliamentary. 

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [4.58 pm]: I support the comments by the 
~e~be.r for Avon. I am greatly encouraged because while members opposite engage in personal and 
vmdlctl~e attacks, they have lost the plot. They show that they do not have any hope of ever forming a 
responSIble Government as long as they play the man and not the ball. 



202 [ASSEMBLY] 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Hames): Order! Member for Victoria Park, I noticed when I looked -

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Victoria Park for the third time. 

Dr Gallop: Rubbish! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I was about to remind the member for Victoria Park that when I 
assumed the Chair and saw the front of the sheet I noticed that he had been called to order twice. 

Point of Order 

Dr GALLOP: I have not been called to order and I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to correct your statement. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am perfectly happy to check with the Clerk to see whether the member whose 
name has two ticks next to it has been formally called to order previously. That has been checked and he is 
now called to order for the third time. I remind him therefore that it would be very sensible for him to stop 
interjecting in the manner in which he was previously. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr Omodei interjected. 

Mr KIERA TH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should take some advice from an earlier speaker. 

Dr Gallop: The Minister for Local Government should get back to his seat He does not have the guts. 

Mr KIERATH: The performance of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition shows that he is not capable of 
being a Minister of this State again. He has become so ideologically obsessed that he has lost his sense of 
judgment and his balance. 

There is always something good in everything, no matter how bad. The group opposite have shown 
themselves to be such incompetent rabble that they have no hope of forming a Government in this State 
while they continue to act the way they are. Although it will be very difficult, they must develop some 
vision by looking to the future rather than at their feet 

Dr Gallop: Why are you not Minister for Health? 

Mr KIERATH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised a number of issues. It is true; health is under 
tremendous pressure. However, he failed to tell us that the health systems in every State in this country are 
under great pressure. When the Health Ministers get together, including Labor and coalition States, they 
collectively say the problem is at federal level because of the decline i~ private health insurance 
membership which is putting pressure on the public health system. The Labor Party in New South Wales 
says that. Keith Wilson said that from this side of the House when the former Labor Government was in 
power. Any sensible, thinking person knows that. If members opposite say otherwise they reveal their 
ignorance. All the political brains in this country, irrespective of which side they are on, say that is the 
fundamental problem with the health system. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to some health administrators who have left the system. 
Health employs 27 000 people. If 12 or 13 of them happen to leave, so be it Those who are left behind are 
deeply offended at being labelled by the Opposition as the B team. As they say, they are extremely capable 
people who have given their lives to the health system and all the ALP can do is call them the B team. The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition also said that I failed to negotiate with the nurses. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. I have negotiated with building unions, metal unions, and the Trades and Labor 
Council. The only union to flatly refuse to negotiate for almost 12 months was the Australian Nurses 
Federation. At the same time we were able to reach agreements with the Hospital Services Union of 
Australia, the Civil Service Association and the Australian Workers Union. I can go on about the unions 
which were prepared to reach agreement. However, the ANF was running another campaign. I did not 
enjoy the lack of fruitful negotiations with the ANF. 

Towards the latter part of last year we did the same with the nurses as we did with the teachers. As the 
union would not agree to the changes, we asked what we could do that did not require the union's 
agreement. In other words we considered what we could do with administrative action. We could give at 
least a 5 per cent pay increase from, I think, 1 March - the Minister for Health can tell me the exact date. 
That was set in train last December before the Christmas break. 

Mr Riebeling interjected. 

Mr KIERATH: I am not concerned about how it affects me personally. I care about solving the issues in 
health and doil1g the right thing. Members opposite can call me all the names in the world. At the end of 
the day I will have the satisfaction of seeing real changes. People have said the changes in health are the 
best thing that has happened and they should have been done a long time ago. During the last two months 
of last year four senior health people in this State said to me that privatisation and contracting out should 
have occurred four or five years ago. At Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital we contracted out the orderly 
service and that saves $1.6m every year. That highlights the difference between the Opposition and the 
Government. We want to provide additional health services, but members opposite are hell-bent on 
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protecting their ideological mates because they are members of the Miscellaneous and Hospitality Workers Union. Their work performance might be very poor but Opposition members do not care as long as they enshrine their mates and the collection of union dues. 
I am delighted that we finally achieved a breakthrough in negotiations with the nurses. That came when agreement was reached with mental health members of the HSUA. That was the key factor. It was suddenly apparent that it was not the Government which was refusing to negotiate; it was the ANF. How was it that all the other unions could reach agreement with the Government, but not the ANF? It has been shown for what it really is. During the budget process last year I said that health needed an additional $5Om. 

Mr McGinty: The Premier was not aware of it until you were no longer the Minister. 
Mr KIERA TH: He said he did not say that. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that I had shown prejudice against various groups of people, such as blue collar workers, nurses, administrators, and the like. The Government managed to reach agreement with the hospital administrators and the HSUA in an enterprise deal. In so doing we were able to agree on a good pay rise that benefits both the health system and the employees. We have also been able to do that with the nurses and the various doctors and specialists, whether under contract or on salaries. We have been able to reach agreement with almost every sector of the health work force on pay rises. When we could not reach agreement with the union we were prepared to pay the increase to show genuine and willing faith on our part. 
I strongly reject the suggestion that the health system is in tatters. We have a wonderful health system. That docs not mean to say it docs not suffer pressures from time to time and have problems that should be resolved. People in other parts of the world have no doubt that we have the best health system in the world, bar none. Nonetheless, that docs not mean it cannot be improved. 
A common complaint to me by the various hospitals and health service providers was that the bureaucracy at head office was not listening to the main players. I was the first Minister in 10 years, including the previous Labor Health Minister -
Mrs Henderson: It must be 50 years. 
Mr KIERATH: It may even be 50 years. I did not look back that far. A health administrator who has been in the system for about 20 years said that I was the first Minister who met with the teaching hospitals on a regular basis. I met with them on a weekly basis so that they had direct access to the Minister rather than just the bureaucrats. I set in motion a plan to reorganise the Health Department to make it more responsive to the people it serves. The administration in place now may not be perfect but it will deliver a service far more responsive than the bureaucracy in place before that. In any event that is the final criterion for judgment. 

Mrs Henderson interjected. 
Mr KIERATH: I will read out some of the achievements in health, bearing in mind I was Minister for 10 months and for the first five months operated under a budget set by the previous Minister. I brought down one Health budget but was transferred to Housing in December. Members opposite cannot blame all the ills on me. 

I commissioned a major review of the W A ambulance services during my time as Minister. Surgeons at Royal Perth Hospital carried out Western Australia's first heart transplant. We officially opened the Swan District Hospital's $14.8m extensions. 
Mr McGinty: They should have put one in you. 
Mr KIERATH: I cannot believe that the Labor Party would denigrate and run down our heart transplant program. We have arguably the best heart transplant surgeon in the country conducting a fantastic program. All the Labor Party can do is to denigrate it and run down those people. I was about to say something unchristian. I hope that the members of the Opposition, having made those comments, never need those services. We announced capital works funding of $3.1m for the construction of new health facilities at Dongara and Kalbarri and a ministerial task force on mental health. The State Government and the Variety Club became joint venturers to upgrade children's facilities at two hospitals at Kalgoorlie and Fremantle. 

Mr Ainsworth: They arc Labor seats. 
Mr KIERATH: I know. We go where there is a need and not according to the colour of the representation. We also announced major improvements to mental health services in regional W A, and a community centre for the Kimberley region at the beginning of 1995-96 for the first time. We launched a campaign for reducing excessive alcohol consumption in remote areas of Western Australia. We also launched a booklet to h?lp schools promote the benefit of good health for students. We announced that the Gaseoyne health service was the successful tenderer to provide a nursing post at Coral Bay. We announced the 1995 Respect Yourself campaign which targets 18 to 24 year olds who frequently drink to excess. As part of our plan to free up more funds for vital patient care, we instigated a pilot study at two metropolitan hospitals and one country hospital to determine the best practices in engineering, cleaning, security, etc, and to see what f~~her savings could be made. A brand new Northam Region Hospital was opened by the Premier and Minister. I am sure the member for Avon remembers that. 
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Mr Trenorden: I am more than the member. 
Mr KIERATIl: We announced $lm expenditure towards expanding mental health services in the wheatbelt area. 
Mr Trenorden: They are much needed. They were never there before. 
Mr KIERATH: The State and Federal Governments announced a grant of $400 000 to the Youthlink Health service in W A. A special one off grant of $353 000 has been made to provide locum relief for specialists working in rural and remote Western Australia. When one looks at country health areas the biggest requirement of doctors is locum relief so that they may have breaks from time to time. 
Dr Watson interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 
Mr KIERATIl: We established an item on the Budget for the Bunbury, Joondalup and Peel district hospitals. I will refer to that in a moment We released the publication "Guidelines for Pesticide Use in Schools and School Grounds". We launched two kits to assist health care workers to better understand the needs of people from non-English speaking backgrounds. One is entitled "A Guide for People Working in Health and Nursing Homes" and the other is entitled "Hostel Care: A Multicultural Resource Kit". We launched Travel Safe for overseas travellers in order to make them aware of the risks of contracting the HIV infection. Most importantly, and as Minister I will take full credit, I fast tracked the health services conciliation review legislation and brought it into both Houses. It has been passed, and it will be a milestone. The Leader of the Opposition laughs, but some of the members of the Labor Party have congratulated me personally on that. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr KIERA TIl: I am having difficulty hearing myself. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Hames): Order! The Leader of the Opposition must come to order. 
Mr KIERATIl: Mr Acting Speaker, you took a very vital interest in that piece of legislation and also gave me support in fast tracking it, bringing it into the House and getting it passed. It was completed in less than 10 months. That was something the Opposition could not do in 10 years in government. I confess that I did it in 10 months, and I am very proud of it The member for Bunbury referred to St John of God Hospital. Apart from the odd Labor MP, 99 per cent of the Bunbury community are right behind that collocation proposal. They realise the community will have a far better health service than it would have had with two separate health service facilities, which together would not be anywhere near the standard they have. When I went to Geraldton I found the people there were saying, "We would like a model like you have in Bunbury. We would like to look at new facilities being collocated to see if we can get those facilities as well." So the idea is already expanding around the State. 
We have also developed and made announcements for the Joondalup Hospital and the Peel Hospital. All those three projects were given the go ahead in the 10 months when I was Minister. Those three were behind the eight ball, as it were. A mission the Premier asked me in February of last year to accomplish was to get them going and get construction happening. I did that one thing. I set in place a ministerial overview panel to fast track those three developments in order to have them up and running. In five years' time no member of the Opposition will knock those projects because the community wants those projects. They will provide them with better health service facilities than the Opposition was ever able to provide when in government. 

Mr Blaikie: You are getting cooperation from the federal Minister for Health. 
Mr KIERATH: We are now. Previously we had nothing but obstruction from the federal Minister for Health. I mention the mental health nurses' pay increase, upon which agreement had been reached before the end of last year. Just as importantly, we released a comprehensive study on alcohol consumption right across the State, which is entitled "Measurement of Alcohol Problems for Policy," which was coordinated by Curtin University's National Centre for Research. One of the reasons we released that is that it gives facts and figures on alcohol consumption and it enables us to see what measures can be taken and, if necessary, we will bring in a pilot program to see the effects those measures will have. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 
Mr KIERA TH: In the few minutes I have left to me I want to focus on industrial relations. I can spend hours and hours discussing industrial relations with the mob opposite, but I will remind them of two things: On this policy they lost a state election and also a federal election. They have been done like a dinner twice. Approximately 49 000 workplace agreements are in place in this State. That represents nearly 50000 and more than two and a half seats. Those people involved by and large have had an improvement in their pay and conditions. Although the Opposition continues to knock it, I and my colleagues on this side of the House think it is great. Every time the opposition members knock it they deliver votes to our side of the House. It is fascinating to look at the Labor vote in the traditional areas of the Pilbara and to see how the Labor vote went in the areas where Labor has been attacking workplace agreements. The Opposition is doing more to win the coalition votes in traditional Labor areas than anything we would ever 
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do. When I was at Carnarvon people said, "They keep knocking these agreements that we are getting, which have been delivering higher increases in pay. What is wrong with them?" One man said that Labor members were supposed to represent the working class and asked what had happened to them. The unions learnt their mistake the first time around. 
The unions in the nonh west opposed workplace agreements and two of them had to close down their offices because they did not have enough members. Tony Cooke has said nationally, "00 not make the same mistake that we made, because we have had a drop off of over 50000 paying union members. We have become irrelevant." He s~d nationally that what the union had to do was to work with those people and help them negotiate their workplace agreements. I do not care when they see the li~ht as long as they finally see it. As long as the Opposition continues to adopt such a stupid attitude It will make itself politically irrelevant. Unions have been studying workplace agreements. They will mirror them in a section 41. 

There are 45 000 people in this State working under section 41. In a very short time, just a little over two years, we have 100 000 Western Australians working under our industrial relations programs that are delivering very real benefits. If members opposite want to persist with that attitude they will become even more politically irrelevant. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Hames): I call on the Premier. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Morley. The responsibility of being in this Chair is to call -

Mr McGinty: Is to be fair and impartial, and you did not do that then and you know it! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The role of this position is to recognise the person who is first on his feet and to do that with fairness. It is true that it would have been fairer to give the call to the member for Morley. The fact is that the -
Mr McGinty interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition will come to order. The point that I am making is that the Premier was on his feet well before the member for Morley who, while he leapt to his feet very speedily, was well behind the Premier. I had no option but to give the call to the Premier. 

Points of Order 
Mr KOBELKE: I would like to point out some facts that I think you should consider before allocating the call to the Premier. It is the job of the Speaker or the Acting Speaker to control this debate in a fair and impartial way. If you give the call to the Premier, he will be the third government speaker in a row when members on this side have been seeking the call. One can understand that if people seek the call at the same time the person occupying the Chair might have to differentiate by a fraction of a second and decide to give the call to one side or the other. However, when that has happened twice in a row, any test of fairness would suggest that you would try to glance to this side when giving the call. Let me return to the events. It is not up to you, Mr Acting Speaker, or any Speaker -
The ACTING SPEAKER: I am waiting for the member to make his point of order. So far he is questioning my ruling. I direct him to make his point of order. 
Mr KOBELKE: I will. My point is that whoever is the Speaker or the Acting Speaker can give the call to a member only after the previous speaker has either sat down or their time has expired. When the previous speaker, the Minister, sat down, two members were standing in this Chamber - the member for Morley and the Premier. They were both standing some seconds before the Minister sat down. Therefore, it is not for you to say that the Premier was on his feet first. To do that is to totally misrepresent the situation in this House in order to make a biased decision. I hope that you will uphold the standing of the Chair and make an unbiased decision, which can only result in the call going to the member for Morley. 
Mr COWAN: Every member of this place knows that the Speaker has the prerogative in absolute terms to determine who it was who attracted his eye. It is not a race to see who can leap to his feet first and it is not a competition to see who can shout the loudest. It is purely and simply a matter of the Speaker or the person in the Chair determining who catches his eye first, and that requires a very simple response. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I shall seek advice. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The point made by the member for Nollamara is accurate. The member for Riverton was on his feet and still speaking when the Premier sought the call about 10 seconds after the member's time had expired. It is also true that the member for Morley has twice leapt to his feet and not been given the call because he was beaten by members on the other side. The role of this Chair is to promote fairness, and I concede that fairness would not appear to have been done in this case by giving the call to the Premier. However, having given the call to the Premier that leaves me with two options: First, I can ask the Premier to concede the call and I will then call on the member for Morley. Secondly, if the Premier chooses not to do that, as I have already given him the call, I would be prepared after he has spoken to give the call to consecutive members on my left to balance the call. 
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Mr COURT: I have no difficulty in conceding the call. I thought that members opposite might actually 
want to hear what I have to say. 

Debate Resumed 

MR BROWN (Morley) [5.28 pm]: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Mr Lewis: Why do you not apologise now? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BROWN: When the rabble opposite quietens down -

The ACfING SPEAKER: I can understand that the situation has been inflamed by what has occurred, but 
I do not think cross-Chamber discussion of this point will achieve anything further. I ask members for a bit 
of peace to allow the member to make his speech. 

Mr BROWN: I want to start where the Minister finished in relation to the last federal election and 
comparing the policies of the Federal Government with the policies of this Government and the Minister 
for Labour Relations. This Minister said that in the last federal election workers voted for the federal 
coalition because of the coalition's promise to introduce Australian workplace agreements. He made that 
statement in this Chamber so that we could all hear it. What the Minister did not do - it slipped his mind -
was to delineate some important differences between the John Howard model of workplace agreements and 
this State Government's model. 

What is that difference? The then Leader of the Federal Opposition, now the Prime Minister, if he is to be 
believed, spelt it out in a couple of lines in the newspaper very early in the campaign when Liberal Party 
support was slipping because of the industrial relations agenda. The new Prime Minister, John Howard -
known as "Honest John" - said before the federal election, "I give a rock solid guarantee that no worker 
who enters into an Australian workplace agreement will be paid lower than the award rate, including all 
leave loading, overtime, sick leave and other benefits." We will have to wait and see whether the Prime 
Minister is a man of his word and was telling the truth. We will have to wait and see whether he said those 
words merely because the polling that had been done for the last three years by Andrew Robb indicated 
that if the Liberal Party went to the people of Australia and recommended the Jeff Kennett model or the 
Western Australian model, they would vote against it, so it had to distinguish itself from the policies of 
those two State Governments by giving workers a guarantee that they would not be affected adversely. 

The coalition was elected to government 18 days ago. However, Mr Reith, the federal Minister for Labour 
Relations, has already said that in the federal Industrial Relations Commission he will seek to change 
public sector paid rates awards to minimum rates awards. The coalition has already broken the promise 
that no worker will receive wages and conditions that are lower than those contained in awards. 1 can tell 
those people who get some comfort from the fact that there was a so-called big swing to the coalition by 
blue collar workers that that was because of that guarantee, and that guarantee has been broken within 18 
days of the election. 

The Minister for Labour Relations has said that the Opposition in this State has no vision because it 
opposes the workplace agreements legislation. 1 will tell the Minister about my vision for Western 
Australia under the Workplace Agreements Act That Act operates on the basis that all employers will 
treat their employees fairly and reasonably. They will pay fair wages and provide fair conditions. They 
will not be rogues or rip-off merchants. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

Mr BROWN: The member for Geraldton does not know, and 1 will educate him. The Workplace 
Agreements Act provides for a much lower minimum wage than most awards. The minimum wage for 
shop assistants is $317 a week rather than the award rate of around $400 a week. Therefore, employers 
will have the right to decide whether to pay a shop assistant $400 a week or $317 a week. Members 
opposite want the public to believe that all employers will, out of the goodness of their hearts, bargain 
equitably with their employees. To enshrine in the Workplace Agreements Act rates and conditions which 
are way below the award standard requires, firstly, a belief that people will, out of the goodness of their 
hearts, behave fairly toward others all of the time. Who believes that? Members opposite do not believe 
that. Members opposite do not even believe people will show courtesy on the roads by moving to the left 
unless we fine them. Members opposite do not believe people will act fairly in regard to neighbourhood 
disputes. Members opposite do not believe people can deal fairly with their medical practitioners, so they 
have introduced a mediation Bill to get medical practitioners to come to the party. 

Mr Kierath: Do you support that Bill? 

Mr BROWN: I do, but it makes a lie of the industrial relations theory of members opposite that in the 
employer-employee relationship, everyone will be fair to everyone else and it will be a loving and caring 
relationship because employers want to do the right thing by their employees. 

Mr Court Have you ever been on the stage? 

Mr BROWN: No. 

People in the United States of America, where the same industrial relations policy operates, have the same 
belief that their employers will negotiate fairly and that their companies, many of which are represented in 
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Western Australia, will negotiate fairly. However, President Bush found in his last analysis of poverty in 
the US that one in five ordinary workers, or 19.2 per cent of the population, lived in poverty. In a recent 
speech on the American economy, President Clinton quoted the number of new companies, the number of 
new millionaires, the reduction in bankruptcies and the increase in the number of jobs, and he said that 
according to those factors, the economy appeared to be doing very well. He then said that half of the 
middle class had not received a real wage increase in 20 years and was shrinking, and the underclass - not 
the working class - was increasing rapidly. 

Mr Court What wage increases did you give in your last five years in government? 

Mr BROWN: I do not know because I was not there. 

Mr Court The Labor Party. 

Mr BROWN: I have not gone through those things. 

Mr Court Is this an argument against what you did in government? 

Mr BROWN: I have been thinking about this and I must say, as a former union official, that the union 
movement was stupid. It was conned by the Business Council of Australia, the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia and the conservative forces, who said, "You must have wage restraint", and 
the union movement - me included - went to workers and said, "You must have wage restraint", and the 
workers believed it. We are finding now that under workplace agreements, where there is an opportunity to 
get workers away from unions and to enter into individual contracts, suddenly there is more money. For 
years, the business council, the CCI and other forces said that we must have wage restraint, but all of a 
sudden, there is more money. We need look only at the New Zealand experience to see what happens. 

Round one is the buyout round where the employer buys out the unions. It is very easy. The employer 
goes to a worker who is struggling and says, "Here is another $6 000 a year, but we want you to sign an 
individual workplace agreement." The struggling employee will sign it and the employer is happy about 
that, because that has got rid of the union. The union is out the gate. The company is now deunionised and 
it starts to claw back conditions year after year. If members opposite do not believe me, they should look 
at the United States experience. Even the member for Geraldton would understand it if he read about it. 
This is just round one. 

The Minister for Labour Relations and the Government believe every worker has the same bargaining 
power; that the 16 year old negotiating with the Commonwealth Bank has the same bargaining power as 
the bank. They ask people to believe that! Whoever believes that still believes in the tooth fairy. What 
does the Government do about unfair bargaining? Nothing. This Government's policy is based on the 
premise that everyone has the same bargaining power, and can bargain equitably. I will show members 
opposite how their system really works. I have here a classic workplace agreement. This is the workplace 
agreement from hell. This is not from a two bob employer. This is from one of the most powerful 
employers in this State. What is in this agreement? It contains six clauses. It states -

The terms and conditions of employment that apply to the employee while this Agreement is in 
operation are those contained in the employees's relevant letter of offer, the contract of 
employment and ... Human Resource Policies as amended from time to time. 

This workplace agreement says that all those things in the contract of employment and in the company's 
human resources policy are part of the terms and conditions of employment. The company reserves for 
itself in those company documents the right to change terms and conditions unilaterally at any time. This 
agreement contains absolutely not one ounce of protection for the employee. If that company wanted to 
reduce the rate~ of payor the conditions, it could do so. 

Mr Court: Is that company a good employer? 

Mr BROWN: Does the Premier know which company it is? 

Mr Court: What is the first initial? 

Mr BROWN: The letter "R". 

Mr Court: Robe. 

Mr BROWN: The Premier has got it. I will let the Premier judge whether Robe River Iron Associates is a 
good employer. It is a huge company, a multimillion dollar company, yet it has that sort of workplace 
agreement. It is not worth two bob. It is about as valid as a $3 bank note in providing protection to 
employees. It is hopeless. The Premier sits on the other side and says that the Minister for Labour 
Relations has done well, because he thinks he has conned the workers in this. Some workers have a 
received a few bob in round one. The only problem for the Premier - if he goes the full term and does not 
go to an early election - is that round two will start, and employees will see their conditions fall. 

This, workplace agreement contains some interesting provisions. The target based incentive plan is a 
claSSIC condition. It provides for a lump sum payment to employees who achieve agreed objectives which 
challenge them to perform beyond their essential requirements for the job. Payments are available up to 9 
per, cent of an employee's base salary. In the first year of the plan ending 30 June 1997 the base salary 
rev~ew w~ll be reduced by 2.5 per cent to partIy fund the cost of the target incentive plan. The company has 
an mcentlve plan and will reduce an employee's salary to pay for it. This is a good agreement! The 
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workplace commissioner was pretty astute when he went over this with a fine toothcomb to make sure that 
people were not disadvantaged. We can see what a charade the agreement is. 

In all respects this is an individual contract. In all respects the labour market has been deregulated in every 
conceivable way. Another thing that the Premier said before the election was that people could tailor 
workplace agreements to meet individual employee requirements. How does that work in reality? These 
agreements are scrutinised, prepared and drawn up by the company's lawyers. Is there any negotiation? If 
prospective employees want the job they must sign their name on the bottom line. If they do not want the 
job, they move on down the line. That is the system of which the Government and the Minister for Labour 
Relations are so proud. I have spoken to a number of people who have entered into workplace agreements, 
some of whom are close to the end of their working lives, and are about to retire, so they have not been too 
concerned that their conditions of employment have gone, that they have lost annual leave and other bits 
and pieces because, basically, they are getting out of the work force. 

Mr Bloffwitch: They cannot reduce annual leave. 

Mr BROWN: They can. Why docs not the member for Geraldton read the Act? Docs the member for 
Geraldton recall the provision relating to benefits in lieu of those conditions? I despair of the member. 

Mr Bloffwiteh: How many people has the member for Morley put on workplace agreements? He is telling 
me that he knows all about them. I have put 20 people on workplace agreements. 

Mr BROWN: I can imagine the member for Geraldton putting them onto workplace agreements and 
signing them up with great gusto. The dollar signs would be lighting up in his eyes. The member for 
Geraldton can now screw all the young kids who come in and polish his cars. He would certainly like the 
Minister for Labour Relations. The member for Geraldton would be out there signing them up; he could 
not wait! With a compliant workplace commissioner he would have no problems. 

[The member's time expired.] 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [5.47 pm]: I apologise to the member for Morley for getting onto my 
feet too early. I will make only a short contribution to this debate. The member for Morley gave another 
one of his performances when he left the Chamber. It was one of the best exits I have ever seen. However, 
he would have been outdone when it comes to those sorts of theatrical moves by the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition. During the federal election campaign when we were talking about health matters I was invited 
to speak on Howard Sattler's program. 

Mr Ripper: You got stood up. 

Mr COURT: The media was there and I was to make some comments after the SattIer program, and in 
came superman out of the sky. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition jumped in front of cameras, yelling 
and screaming, "Yes, Mr Premier, this is the problem." I have never seen a person more uncomfortable in 
carrying out a stunt. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition had it all worked out, and wherever I went he 
would jump out alongside me and stick his face in front of the cameras and yell and scream. I was going to 
report the member for stalking! That is how bad it was. 

Mrs Roberts: Stalking is a very serious matter and the Premier should not make fun of that. 

Mr COURT: It was serious. During the last federal election campaign the coalition ran quite heavily on 
industrial relations matters. It detailed a policy on industrial relations reform, and the people of Australia 
had the opportunity to make a decision on whether the coalition should be able to implement its policy. 
There will be a change in industrial relations in this country. The member for Morley, who has had a lot of 
experience in industrial relations, made a quite telling comment when he said that the workers were conned 
during the 1980s. 

Mr Brown: No, I did not. I said that the union movement was conned. 

Mr COURT: The day the union movement can be conned, we will be doing pretty well! 

Mr Brown: They listened to business. 

Mr COURT: No, it was Paul Keating and Bob Hawke; it was the Accord. I will tell members opposite 
where I think the problem lies, and I have said this before: The union movement is no different from any 
other organisation; it must be relevant and it must move with the times. More and more in industrial 
relations the negotiating is being done at the workplace between the employer and the employee. That is a 
healthy trend. During that change, difficulties will be experienced. I agree with those opposite about that. 
There will be some unscrupulous employers and we hope the law will clamp down hard on them under the 
industrial relations changes. However, wages will increase and there will be improvements in conditions 
and they will all be by negotiation. 

Those opposite are working on the assumption that if we do not operate under a centralised system, wages 
will go down. The workers got a dud deal during the eighties and nineties. The working people of this 
c.ountry were not able to share in the growth. Now the union movement will just have to move with the 
tImes. 

Mr Brown: Tell me one country that has a deregulated labour market and is decentralised that has seen real 
wages increase. 
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Mr COURT: The member will see one in Lhis country. There were no increases for government workers 
under Labor. When those opposite were in power, Lhey did not give workers in government wage 
increases. These people went Lhrough a period when Lhere were no wage increases at all. 

Mr Brown: There was a wage increase in 1983 after your freeze. 

Mr COURT: We are now in a position where we can sit down and start to negotiate reasonable increases 
in Lhe system. More and more Lhose negotiations are occurring in work practices and conditions to suit 
individuals. We need only look at Lhe Department of Conservation and Land Management where people 
who work during weekends in Lhe national parks are only too willing to negotiate an agreement Lhat suits 
their needs. 

All I say is that industrial relations is going Lhrough a period of change. There is no perfect system. I have 
operated under Lhe collective bargaining system in Lhe United States. It does have its pitfalls, but by and 
large it has the flexibility Lhat is important to assist businesses. In Lhis country we should be getting back to 
5 per cent unemployment, but we will do that only if there is more flexibility in the wages system. 

I will now briefly comment on health matters. When we made Lhe announcement of additional funding to 
be put into the healLh system, a lot of hoo-ha was put around about our doing a backflip. I will put a few 
facts on the record. First, in Lhe public hospital system over Lhe past Lhrre years Lhere has been a huge 
increase in the number of admissions. In 1992-93 Lhe public hospitals attended to 290 000 cases. This year 
the number will be 330000. There is a very large increase in activity. We have been able to fund the 
increase in that activity largely by bringing about productivity improvements in Lhe operation of the health 
system. The two former Ministers for HealLh have played Lheir role in bringing about that change. 

At Lhe same time Lhe growLh in public hospital admissions has been increasing quite dramatically while the 
number of admissions of private patients has been declining, as can be seen from the figures I have with 
me. There has also been a quite dramatic drop in the number of people covered by private health cover, 
and Lhat has put more pressure on Lhe public hospital system. Yes, the system has been under pressure; yes, 
changes and reforms necded to be introduced to ensure that the health dollar gocs furLher. 

The Health budget is in excess of $1 b. We have been able to handle this big increase in activity, plus all of 
the initiatives just outlined by Lhe former Minister which occurred during his 12 monLhs in the portfolio -
more initiatives than were implemented by Lhose opposite in lO years - without having to borrow. We had 
to put in a considerable injection of funds to cater to a number of areas, such as Lhe increased activity and 
the wage increases Lhat have gone through the system. The important thing to recognise is Lhat the 
additional money went into the system and we did not have to borrow it. We did not have to do what Lhose 
opposite did - borrow money for maintenance programs and the like. WiLh good management we have 
been able to put in place that additional funding wiLhout having to borrow. 

It was reported Lhat we were not aware of any problems in the hospitals until Lhere was a change of 
Minister. That is absolute nonsense. Every month a Minister must kccp an eye on his portfolio with a 
budget of $1 b. A pretty tight control is kept, particularly for public hospitals with budgets of about $200m 
or $300m. They are very big businesses. The former Minister for Health made it very e1ear that, with all 
the improvements that were coming Lhrough the system, there would be a need for additional funding to 
meet Lhe activity. 

Mr Ripper: To make up for the budget cuts imposed on them. 

Mr COURT: No. The former Minister kept me informed. I took Lhe trouble to go around to Lhe hospitals 
because I do not obtain advice for noLhing. I got the hospitals to make a presentation about the way in 
which they saw Lhings happening. It is a pity that those opposite were not sitting in on Lhose presentations -

Mr Ripper: Perhaps you could have invited me. 

Mr COURT: Perhaps I will do that next time so Lhat the member gets a good understanding of some of the 
pressures Lhat we are under from a health funding point of view. Instead of being critical, those opposite 
should be plea'ied that we have been able to handle Lhis increased activity wiLhin the hospital system within 
very tight budgetary constraints. We did put additional funding into the system because there is a limit to 
how much improvements in productivity can take care of Lhe increased activity. 

I want to know what those opposite did when Lhey were in government about pay increases for nursing 
staff. They did not do a whole lol. Because Lhe HealLh budget is very large, similar to Lhe Education 
budget, Lhe Government must kecp a very tight control on what is taking place. Huge pressures come to 
the Treasury from areas wanting more funds. We have a responsibility to make sure that we get the best 
value for the dollar. 

Mr Graham: The Minister was so good that you sacked him. 

Mr COURT: No-one was sacked. The previous Minister and the one before him have done a good job, 
and the current Minister is doing a very good job, in a very difficult portfolio. I will return to Lhe fact that 
we have been able to put in additional funds wiLhout having to borrow. Financial management under Lhosc 
opposite was such that they spent $1.5b-plus on failed business dealings, allowed our hospital system, our 
education system and our Police Service to run down - an absolutely appalling record. When we go to the 
next election, the people will be able to sec a very clear distinction between a Treasury that has been able 
to run the State's finances in a responsible way to ensure that all Western Australians can enjoy economic 
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growth, and the way that the mob opposite ran the Treasury when they spent $1.5b on their mates in their 
failed business dealings. There is a very clear difference between the two. 

Sitting suspended/rom 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [7.30 pm]: I will say a few words about the industrial relations debate 
that has occurred here tonight. If all the industrial relations Ministers in Australia had the courage and 
forethought that our Minister for Labour Relations had, I believe Australia would be a far better place. I 
believe we would have moved a lot further in a productive way in this country. The criticism I have heard 
tonight does not apply only to workplace agreements. There will be unscrupulous employers whether there 
are awards, an accord or workplace agreements. I ask members to consider which is the better system. In 
my case as a small business owner employing 10 mechanics is it better for the central industrial court in 
Canberra to judge what is a suitable wage for my motor mechanics in downtown Geraldton, or would it be 
a better proposition for me to strike through a workplace agreement something that means they are happy 
with the situation? What input did I have into setting the motor mechanics' award? What input does any 
small business have? The metal trades union certainly had plenty. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: It represented its members who perhaps were employed in the Alcoas and the larger 
industries. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cockburn must think that I am here to waste my breath. He 
made an interjection. I did not say anything about that interjection. He said it again, but I did not say 
anything. It was when he said it three times that I did. I think that if he were in my place, he would do the 
same. Having called him to order, he then interjected again. I do not think it is typical of the member for 
Cockburn, but I ask him not to do it. It is inappropriate. 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: Whether it is local government or workplace reform, there is no better place for any 
issue to be discussed than at the local area. What flexibility has the Minister given me as a small business 
owner? He has given me the opportunity to say to my mechanics that I would like them to work 40 hours a 
weck instead of 38 if they are prepared to do so. People ask me why that is so important to me. I open the 
workshop at my business from 8.00 am until 5.00 pm, five days a week. It was a damned annoyance that 
those two hours could be taken on a Friday or Monday. It would be much better in the industry and the 
retail market in which I work to have a 40 hour week. I said that if I booked out those two hours in the 
workshop at $50 an hour, I could get $100 if they were productive. I said I would go halves with the 
workers: At $25 an hour they would take $50 for the extra two hours. Half the mechanics said that they 
liked it. The other half said that they were happy with the 38 hours. As it turns out that suited me fine 
because I did not need them all there at eight o'clock in the morning. Flexibility was available to us for the 
first time. Members opposite can tell their bad stories about horrible employers forever. I condemn and 
dislike such employers as much as members opposite do. However, why punish the 99 per cent of good 
employers with a system that did not work because it took no account of my local conditions? It took no 
account of what I was doing in the local scene. This system does. It has been a long time in coming. I 
often look at the federal system the Labor Government put in place for collective bargaining. Brereton had 
the temerity to say that there would ~ some workplace agreements in which the union would not be 
involved. It was like the Third World War - shock and horror. Let us be honest. I have seen no union 
representatives in Geraldton around the smaller workshops. After this I probably will. They want the big 
workplaces. That is where they concentrate. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Market driven, are they? 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: They are very much market driven. Small business owners say, "Let us have the 
flexibility." I thank the Minister for Labour Relations for giving us the opportunity to do it. I, like 99 per 
cent of business owners, not only in Western Australia, but in Australia, will not abuse anything - we have 
not before - and I will try through productivity to give my people a better chance to have a decent standard 
of living. Members opposite do not understand that I realise it is damned difficult to live on $450 a week. 
That is why I do not want anyone on $450. I want the minimum wage in my place to be around $600. I am 
not there yet, but we are making a lot of progress in working towards it. I believe hundreds of business 
have the same approach; however, I do not hear that reflected by members opposite. I hear only that 
government members are the leeches; we are the people who will screw them to death. Federally we will 
see a similar system. The Opposition says that John Howard said that workers would not receive less than 
the award. Our Minister could have said that. 

Mr Riebeling: He did. 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: He did not. Between 90000 and 100 000 people in this State are not under any 
award. In many cases in factories and such places they are on the miserable award minimum of $343. God 
knows how anyone lived on that. If I were a member of a federal Labor Government, I would be ashamed 
that for the 13 years I was in power I allowed people to be bludgeoned to work under that system. This 
Government is trying to get rid of the $343 minimum. 

Mr Kierath: Five federal awards pay less than our minimum wage. 
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Mr BLOFFWITCH: Perhaps they do. That depends on the pressure that is put on the various industrial courts. We can argue about these matters forever. All I want to do is put on the record that the Government is constructively trying to raise wages. It is not trying to screw workers. We appreciate them and we are trying to give them a better lot. 
I turn now to health. Since I have been a member of Parliament the hospital in Geraldton has always run at a deficit of half a million dollars a year. The first year I was a member in this place the deficit was $750 000 and the previous year it was $lm. I did what any member of Parliament would do and said that if the hospital was operating with that sort of deficit each year, it needed another $lm. The manager told me that some cuts would be put in place and I said I would agree with them so long as they did not affect the provision of services. I was told that would not be the case. However, in the ensuing years some services were cut and I immediately confronted the Minister for Health. In each case the issue was sorted out and the service was restored. 

I advise members that I was not in favour of the cuts to the patient assisted travel scheme when they were first made. 

Mr Graham: You voted for them. You damned hypocrite! You voted for them. 
The SPEAKER: Order! I will not ask the member for Pilbara to withdraw his remarks, but I advise him that they do not add anything to the debate. He made his point quite clearly, but he continued to strongly criticise the member. I reiterate that members make their point when they first interject and there is no point in repeating it. 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: I certainly did not like the idea of the funding to the patient assisted travel scheme being reduced. However, at a subsequent briefing I was told that because of the money saved from the cuts to this scheme improvements would be evident in the health services provided to the people of Geraldton. As a result Geraldton now has ear, nose and throat specialists and the waiting list for elective surgery has decreased. 

It is painful that because of the scarcity of money, the Government has had to cut benefits to people who really need them. The PAT scheme is an absolute joke because it applies only to the patient. A pensioner lady in Geraldton approached me and asked from where she could obtain assistance to be with her husband who was in Perth having medical treatment. The PAT scheme does not cover the costs incurred by the carers; it covers only the costs incurred by the patient. 
Mr Graham: That is not true. In the case of a pensioner couple one of them is deemed to be a carer and is entitled to benefits. 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: I repeat that when I applied for assistance for this lady I was told that the PAT scheme was only for outpatients from public hospitals. I was told that that is the way it has been in the past and will continue to be. 

I agree that more funding should be available to country people. The PAT scheme was established to provide some sort of equality for country people. It goes a small way to helping patients, but it does not go far enough. I, like every country member, will be pushing for improved health services. One way to overcome some problems is to have dialysis units and cancer treatment units available in regional centres. It means that people do not have to travel to Perth for these treatments. I am confident that with the savings that will be made by providing treatment facilities in regional centres the Government can look to providing a broader range of assistance. I encourage the Minister for Health to look at this issue. As the Minister is from Albany I am sure that he is as conscious as are other country members of the health services that have been provided in the past. I hope these services will continue to be provided. 
The health system has improved over the last two years. For example, previously Geraldton did not have a CAT scan machine, but now it does and it has made a tremendous difference to the people of Geraldton. I have heard people from other regional centres make similar comments. I do not know how members opposite can condemn a man who is responsible for these changes. All I can say is that they are jealous and envious of him. What really gets up the Opposition's nose is the success that the previous Minister for Health is having in health and industrial relations. I will certainly vote against the amendment. 
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [7.45 pm]: I support the amendment and will start my comments with a small quote which is attributed to George Bernard Shaw. He said, "We are all liars to people we don't care for." While such pithy little statements contain a truth and encourage us to think about the issues at hand, one does not accept that in all respects it is totally true. However, there is an underlying truth in that quote. If we lie to people, we really do not care about them. If we cannot speak the truth to somebody and we set out to deceive that person, it is a clear indication that we do not care for him. 
The. Minister for Labour Relations continually seeks to deceive people and says things which are either P~tIally or totally untrue. This Minister does not care about this Parliament. He has continually said thIngs In this place which are not true and in many cases he knows they are not true. He demonstrates, through his total rejection of any truth, that he does not care for this Chamber or the members in it. It is cl~ar t~at the Minister does not care about the people of Western Australia because time and again he has said thmgs that have sought to deceive or create a misunderstanding in the minds of Western Australians. ~n sOf!le cases he has clearly said things knowing that they are not true. We see in this Minister a clear Intenlion which the Opposition can interpret only as his not caring about the people of this State. 
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The Opposition can judge the Minister's intentions only by the results of his actions, which have been to 
cause a range of problems across the public sector of this State. His actions have resulted in the loss of 
jobs even though he gave a clear undertaking before the last election that he would resign if Public Service 
jobs were lost. The people in the Public Service know he has broken his promise, but he has not resigned. 
Many thousands of jobs have been lost from the Public Service, which is totally contrary to the undertaking 
given by the Minister. In addition to that, thousands of public sector workers are living with the fear of job 
insecurity. They are not sure whether next week, next month or next year they will not have a job. These 
people are committed public servants who see themselves as delivering a quality public service. 

In the hospital system the staff, patients and users of a range of health services have suffered because of 
this Minister's decisions. He clearly does not care about the people of this State because he believes he 
does not have a responsibility to speak the truth. As many people acknowledge, even members on his side 
of politics, he is a motor mouth. He puts his mouth into overdrive and does not worry about the veracity of 
the statements he makes. He believes he can talk people into submission and that all he has to do is to keep 
talking at people and somehow what he is saying will become the truth. The Minister in his verbose way 
browbeats people and believes he will, in the end, win the day. We are fortunate that the ordinary people 
of Western Australia know a little more than the Minister gives them credit for. They know that many of 
the things the Minister says are not true and many of those things have now come back to visit the 
Minister, who has been sacked because he has no credibility in this place or in the wider community. 

I need to go through some facts because I am making allegations about the Minister. However, they can be 
substantiated with specific instances and in a little time I will do that. I want to generalise a little further on 
how this Minister treats this House and the truth. He does not address the issues. When he is asked a 
question, he may say things that are true, but he does not address the issues put to him unless he has 
something positive to say because the Government has had a small win. He then addresses the truth of the 
matter. But in the serious issues where the Government has not lived up to its promises, the Minister fails 
to address the issue. That is the first way the Minister treats the truth lightly. More seriously, he twists and 
distorts the truth in debate. He uses half truths and uses facts totally out of context, which do not answer 
the matters being debated. The answers he gives may be true and factual. However, they are not true in 
relation to the issues being discussed. That avoidance of the issues, that distortion of the truth and that 
insidious twisting of the truth to present it as something else, is a tool of trade of the Minister for Labour 
Relations. 

Thirdly, there have been numerous occasions - not one or two occasions - when the Minister has used 
blatant untruths; he has consistently stood in this place and gone into the community and said things that 
were not true. I am not allowed to say in this place that they are lies. I can go outside and say it and he 
cannot successfully take me to court because I will have the defence of truth. However, in this place I 
cannot say the Minister has lied. All I can say is that time after time he has said things that are not true. A 
Minister in his position should know those matters are not true. However, he has never corrected the 
statements; he has let them lie. He has put forward matters that are totally untrue and has not been willing 
to correct them. 

I want to give to the House two examples to substantiate what I am talking about. It is ironic that these 
two examples are the first question which the Minister for Labour Relations answered in this place as the 
Minister and the most recent question that the Minister has answered in this place. In both of those 
answers and in most of the answers in between he has said things which are either half false or totally false. 
Let us go to the first question answered by the Minister for Labour Relations in this place. It was 
Thursday, 17 June 1993 when he was asked a dorothy dixer by the member for Scarborough. Regardless 
of the question, the Minister, as is his wont, used it to attack someone else. 

Mr Bloffwitch: How do you know it was a dorothy dixer? Do you assume nobody else has any interest in 
industrial relations? 

Mr KOBELKE: I accept that some questions asked by government backbenchers have value and are of 
interest to the community. However, any objective observer would have to say that the majority of 
questions asked by government backbenchers are dorothy dixers in that they are written or checked by the 
Minister and are used to waste the time of this House. The Press Gallery and any objective observer of the 
proceedings of this place know that. So much for the member's interjection. This was a dorothy dixer 
because it was the opening day of Parliament and it was a question which the Minister used to attack the 
then Leader of the Opposition, Dr Carmen Lawrence. Without going into the details, I will take one quote 
by the Minister for Labour Relations. On the first day in answer to his first question he said -

The teachers were on strike today, and I went through some records and found some interesting 
information. The first strike by teachers in 69 years took place when the Leader of the Opposition 
was Minister for Education. 

Mr Speaker, as a former Minister for Education and as an opposition spokesperson on education, you 
would know, as anyone who is interested in education would know, that that is not true. There was at least 
one strike in the 1970s. I as a teacher at Scarborough High School went out in 1981 or 1982. I went out 
for a whole day as did many other schools. It is factually wrong for the Minister to say that before 1988 
when Carmen Lawrence was the Minister there had not been a strike for 69 years. The Minister did not 
make a slip because he said in the first part that I read that he had sorted through some records and found 
some interesting information. So either he is lying or he misled the House by saying he looked up the 
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information when he did not, or he is totally incompetent and he looked up the book and could not read it, 
or he deliberately, for the purposes of attacking the then Leader of the Opposition, said something that he 
knew to be false. In the very ftrst question he answered in this Chamber as a Minister, he sought to deceive 
people. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Order! To accuse the Minister of deceiving the Parliament deliberately is to impute 
improper motives by the Minister, and of course that must be withdrawn. The member has spoken at 
length about questions of veracity and mostly has been cautious in the way he has said that; a couple of 
times he was on the margin. I would like him to move away from the margin. I know he can do that. No 
doubt he will bring his argument back to the core of the motion, which refers to the Minister's appalling 
mismanagement and uses other words. 

Mr KOBELKE: I will certainly do that. However, ftrst allow me to move to the most recent question 
answered by the Minister for Labour Relations. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I asked the member to withdraw the accusation that the Minister had deceived 
Parliament. 

Mr KOBELKE: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr KOBELKE: I am happy to go outside and say so because it is demonstrably true and I will have the 
defence of truth. 

I now wish to refer to the answer given by the Minister today when he attacked Tony Cooke, the Secretary 
of the Trades and Labor Council, by suggesting that he had his ftgures wrong when he spoke about the 
quantum drop in the level of unionism. He then used ftgures that related to previous years, not the current 
year, because he knew that Tony Cooke was correct. He came in here and said Tony Cooke had misled 
people. The Minister knew Tony Cooke had it right and he quoted figures from previous years. However, 
Tony Cooke was not talking about previous years. He was talking about the latest Australian Bureau of 
Statistics ftgures available, which are for 30 June 1995. The Minister set out to create the impression that 
Tony Cooke had said something that was incorrect by using ftgures from another year. That illustrates the 
level of contribution to the debate in this place by the Minister for Labour Relations. He has no regard for 
the truth. He did not have any regard for the truth on the first day in 1993. He did not have it today, and I 
have not seen it on any day in between. We could go through each day and show where the Minister has 
no regard for speaking the truth in this Chamber. Mr Speaker, you have ruled that we cannot say what are 
the motives of the Minister or other members when they do things, but people outside this place know that 
they cannot trust this Minister. They know that he does not tell the truth. 

As you directed me, Mr Speaker, I will return to the point: We cannot have management based on 
falsehoods and deception. We can have a proper system of government and management based only on the 
recognition and acceptance of the truth - something that is foreign to this Minister. That is why he 
continued to go from one disaster to another until the Premier had to sack him because he could see what a 
liability the Minister was to the Government. Not that the Premier is any closer to the truth. He is not as 
quick with the tongue. I will give some examples regarding the Premier if I have time. However, the 
Minister for Labour Relations was a classic example of someone who has no regard for the truth. That was 
the shadow falling on the Premier who has himself a real problem with this issue. That is why the Minister 
had to be moved. The public is becoming aware that they cannot trust this Minister. Perhaps they cannot 
trust the Premier; perhaps they cannot trust the Government. This Minister is the shining light of the 
Government - if one can call someone who has added to the litany of untruths as being the light of the 
Government. He is all about half truths and deceptions. 

Mr Nicholls: Can you say that with a straight face, after what you and the previous Government did in 
Western Australia? You misled the State with the Rothwells deals in the WA Inc era, and all the things 
you said in the Parliament. 

Mr KOBELKE: I was not in this Chamber at that time. This all shows the problems we have with this 
Government. The Government does not adhere to proper management principles because it has no 
commitment to those principles. It tries to indicate that the failings of the previous Labor Government -
~hich were great; I do not deny that - were the problem and this Government does not need to address the 
Issue. Alongside the failings and corruption of this Government, those of the previous Government appear 
insignificant. As this year progresses, more will come out. I note that members opposite do not ask what 
are the issues. They do not ask for the facts. We hear only a cacophony of noise because when we come to 
the issues members opposite run away. When it comes to the truth of the issues they cannot debate them, 
because the facts are as I explained. It is okay to interject and make a wall of noise but members opposite 
cannot debate the issues; they cannot dispute the facts because the facts will damn the members of this 
Government just as they have damned the Minister for Labour Relations. 

I ~onclude by referring to the mismanagement and bungling by the Minister. We have already seen the 
mismanagement which can be attributed to this Minister, but the Premier has spoken long and hard about 
ministerial responsibility. It appears that the Premier docs not sit as part of the Cabinet. He does not 
a~cept responsibility for what has been going on. He wants us to believe the Minister for Labour Relations 
did a good job. He said that much! Here again this is an inability to face the truth. 
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The Premier raised a matter on which I will fmish. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition cornered the 
Premier outside Radio 6PR. The Premier said that the Government would put more money towards health 
in February. Members of the Press asked him why, and he said that it was quite normal. When he was 
asked whether he was sure, he said that the Government did it all the time. When he was asked whether it 
had been done last year he said that he did not know. When he was asked what had happened the year 
before, he said that he did not know. He had not injected funds the previous year, so again the Premier was 
caught out without any respect for the truth. However, when he was caught out he said that the situation 
was normal. It may be normal for this Government but it is not normal for Western Australia. If there is 
anything normal about it, it is only because such a process has been put in place by a Government which 
has totally mismanaged many areas because it has no commitment to speaking or determining the truth on 
many issues. It starts with the Minister for Labour Relations and goes through to the Premier. Neither 
person can front up to the issues, and that is why we see time after time editorials in newspapers indicating 
that people in this State understand just that The editorial in The West Australian on 7 March reads -

If this is an example of the better management Mr Court promised before the last election, the 
State has a very big problem. 

This matter will not go away. If this Government continues to have Ministers who treat the truth so lightly, 
we will continue to point that out. Although only 50 per cent of people may know about these issues now, 
by the next state election 95 per cent of them will know. 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [8.08 pm]: I am still pious enough to say that I entered politics because I 
strongly believe in a fair and egalitarian Australia. I have always believed that the hallmarks of a fair and 
egalitarian Australia are secure accommodation for people to live in, a good health system which enables 
people to enjoy a quality of life throughout their life, a good education system which enables people to take 
up the opportunities provided for them, secure employment where an arbitrator decides fair remuneration, 
security for the elderly in their old age, and a belief that people in regional and rural Australia should have 
the same quality of life as city people. 

It is because of that commitment I wholeheartedly support the amendment. We have no confidence in the 
continued presence in Cabinet of the member for Riverton, the former Minister for Health, because of his 
appalling mismanagement of our health and industrial relations systems, which is characterised by an utter 
disregard for the needs of patients and workers. This Minister has overseen a complete change in our 
industrial relations system in this State where we have moved from a fair and arbitrary system to one where 
those who exercise and have power - the employers - will take advantage of those who do not - the 
employees. We have secn the opportunity for workers to sue their employers for negligence when the 
employer's negligence causes an injury, abolished forever. We have seen the workers' compensation Act 
rewritten in a way that is bureaucratic and has very little regard for the real effects on the lives and families 
of workers who suffer an injury. 

The sick and the elderly have been treated shamefully because cuts have been made to services almost 
without any consideration or cost benefit analysis. The ones who have suffered are the patients, the sick 
and elderly, and those who are expected to maintain a quality health system notwithstanding the cuts to the 
resources provided to them and notwithstanding the refusal of the Government to acknowledge the value of 
the work they did and to provide them with the security of employment to do that with high morale and 
commitment. The person individually responsible for all those changes is the member for Riverton. The 
Premier recently had the opportunity to alter the structure of his ministry. He obviously looked around the 
backbenches, both here and in the other place, and decided that after three years not one member of the 
backbench had demonstrated he or she would be better than the current members of the ministry. All he 
did was shuffle the chairs. The most prominent chair he shuffled from the head of the table to somewhere 
off the table was that of the member for Riverton. Having given him the prize of the Health Ministry a few 
months previously, the Premier saw fit to remove that ministry from this Minister. However, he did not sec 
fit to remove him from the ministry altogether or elevate any of those backbenchers. 

I heard it said that the member for Bunbury complains he will not become a Minister because he did not go 
to the right school. Maybe that is the sort of consideration that goes on in the Liberal Party. 

Mr Lewis: You did not go to the right school either. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: I am not on the same side as the member for Bunbury I hope. 

Mr Kierath: I went to John Curtin High School. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: I am simply repeating what the member for Bunbury has told people is the reason for his 
not being in the ministry. If the member for Bunbury had more commitment to his task and spent more 
time in Bunbury, he might have more chance of promotion. I do not think that the school he attended will 
be a factor if he undertakes the work and demonstrates his ability. When I was absent from the House this 
afternoon the member for Bunbury, as is his wont, chose to attack me in a fairly personal way across a 
number of issues. I do not wish to be deflected from the main issues in this amendment by responding in 
detail to what he had to say. However, if he believes that the quality of resourcing for Forest Lodge, the 
permanent care unit of the Bunbury Regional Hospital, is as it should be, I challenge him to refer that to the 
Public Expenditure and Review Committee of this Parliament. He, I and the staff and patients from that 
permanent care unit of Forest Lodge can let the PAC assess whether the resources being made available for 
the hospital and staff - not the commitment of the staff - are what they should be. I am more than happy to 
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have it examined by the PAC and see whether my position is closer to the truth than that of the member for Bunbury. 

I understand he also said -
The SPEAKER: Order! I have allowed the member considerable latitude regarding the remarks made earlier today. However, I ask him to direct his remarks much more precisely to the issue of the appalling mismanagement of the Minister, which is what the motion is about. 
Mr D.L. SMITH: I find it difficult that when someone else was in the Chair the member for Bunbury said all that he did and was considered to be on the subject of this amendment and when I seek to respond, somehow or other it is considered by you, Mr Speaker, not to be. 
The SPEAKER: Order! I have allowed the member for Mitchell to say quite a lot. I now ask him to come back to the matter. 

Mr DL SMITH: I want to spend a minute responding to one allegation the member for Bunbury made; that is, that my position in relation to preselection before the next election is insecure and that people whom he regarded as assassins were circling around me with glittering eyes hoping to take my seat. I assure him that I have discussed the question of my preselection with all the faction leaders in the Labor Party and have been assured that I will remain the member for Mitchell as long as I choose. 
Mr Blaikie: And get enough votes. 
Mr D.L. SMITH: The member for Vasse has been in politics long enough to know what will be the outcome with support of all the faction leaders. 
Mr Lewis: What about your constituency? 
Mr D.L. SMITH: Whether I stand at the next election will be up to me alone. 
Regarding the glittering eyes to which he referred, the member for Bunbury associates with people who are political assassins and who may have glittering eyes as a result. However, I can assure him that the glitter in the eyes seeking elevation from our side of the political fence in Bunbury is that of zeal and commitment that has developed in some well qualified young people over the past three years as a result of this Government's decisions in the Bunbury area and by this Minister in particular. I assure the member for Bunbury that I say a particular prayer for him after mass in which I think of him personally. 
Mrs Henderson: What is it? 
Mr D.L. SMITH: I will not bore the House with that. I have more important things to do. One of the issues in which the member for Riverton and former Minister for Health has been involved is the Bunbury Regional Hospital redevelopment. I understand the member for Bunbury, in saying it was a good decision rather than a bad decision, said today in this place that the new hospital will have 230 beds. I wonder whether the member for Bunbury stands by that figure. I note he is not prepared to answer. That is about as much as the member for Bunbury knows about that redevelopment in Bunbury. In an article at page 5 of this morning's South Western Times-
Dr Gallop: Are you aware that the member for Bunbury would not confirm whether he has read the contract that he so keenly supported in the Parliament today? 
Mr DL SMITH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is referring to the 200 pages of gospel according to Parker and Parker that will forever govern the future of health care in Bunbury - at least for 13 Governments. I remind the member of the article under the heading "Private hospital beds cut". It reads -

The number of beds at Bunbury's new private hospital will be cut, but the public facility will have 30 per cent more. 

The St John of God Hospital building proposed for the $70 million combined health campus will have 80 beds - 45 fewer than existing hospital. 
The manager of St John of God is then quoted as saying that they can get patients through the hospital quicker these days so they need only 80 beds rather than the present 120. 
That 80 plus the 130, 15 of which are psychiatric beds in the new combined campus, adds up to 210, not 230 as the member for Bunbury said in his speech today. I wonder if he is inclined to apologise to the House for not getting that quite right. 
The redevelopment of the hospital at Bunbury has been a tortuous one. The previous Government not only decided to build that hospital but also started site works on it and committed itself to a total expense of $52.5m in the Budget just prior to the last election. This coalition Government set out at page 26 of its south west policy prior to the last election that the coalition would proceed immediately with the development of the new Bunbury Regional Hospital. No reference was made to St John of God Hospital or collocation or to what was under way, but an absolute commitment was made that it would proceed immediately with the development of the new Bunbury Regional Hospital. Three years, one month and two weeks have passed since the last election and we have yet to see the final plans for this new health campus at Bunbury. None of us really knows what will be in this hospital or who will run the psychiatric care there. 
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Docs the member for Bunbury know who will manage the IS psychiatric beds in the campus? Will it be St 
John of God's or public administration? He does not know, because Mr Louie Tuia, who has been in 
charge of this development for the Government by managin~ the health district committee, said on radio 
the day after the joint facility agreement was signed that he did not know either and that it was still open to 
question. That was the first time I heard that Until then I had been told that St John of God would be 
running the psychiatric beds and that its sisters and staff were pleased they would be involved in that kind 
of care in their new hospital. Here we have a memorandum of understanding and a 200-page joint facilities 
agreement, and yet we still do not know who will be in charge of psychiatric care in the new hospital, and 
neither does the member for Bunbury and the chairman of the committee overseeing the management of 
that hospital. 

The member for Bunbury also said that two of the savings as a result of this new campus would be an 
annual saving of $SOO 000 to the public hospital and $400 000 to the private hospital. He has not told us 
that to achieve that $SOO 000 saving in the recurrent expenditure of the public hospital the Minister has had 
to write off $4.Sm already expended on the regional hospital on the Blair Street site and provide $S.5m as 
an incentive for the St John of God Hospital to shift from its current site, where it has a hospital building 
less than nine years old. The State Government is providing the new site land free of charge to St John of 
God Hospital. As far as I am aware it is providing infrastructure and services free of cost The $4.Sm and 
$S.Sm add up to $ 10m. The current interest rate paid by the State Government on borrowed funds is 
between 9.5 and 9.9 per cent. One docs not have to be a genius to work out that if $10m is spent on which 
9.5 per cent interest is to be paid, the cost is $9S0 000 every year. Therefore, to save $SOO 000 in public 
expenditure on the new hospital we will spend $9S0 000 annually. Will that saving come back into the 
hospital budget? 

In the short time he was Minister for Health, the member for Riverton achieved the transfer of the 
responsibility for finance for the permanent care unit from the State to the Commonwealth Government. I 
understand the saving to the State Budget was of the order of $1.Sm. Did any of that $1.5m saved from the 
State Budget transfer to health expenditure in Bunbury? The answer is absolutely not. What happened 
following that $1.5m saving was that the hospital budget, as distinct from the PCU budget, was cut by 
$700 000, notwithstanding that in the year before the hospital had overspent $Soo 000. The member for 
Riverton, who was Minister for Health, has not been able to tell me to this day whether the $SOO 000 over
expenditure has to be repaid. I am told now that it has to be repaid when this new health campus is up and 
running. Effectively it overspent by $SOO 000 in one year. The reward for that was to have its budget cut 
by $700 000. Therefore, this year it has been working under the apprehension of a shortfall in its budget of 
$1.2m. Did I hear the member for Bunbury decrying this or worrying about it? I heard not a single word. 
The member for Riverton spoke to the nurses at Bunbury. He said, "I acknowledge that you have done 
everything you need to do to get your pay rise. You can have it. However, there is only one problem: 
Under my ministerial administration the Bunbury Hospital will have to find the cost for it from its own 
budget." That meant that that pay rise was not coming from any other source than the current budget of the 
hospital. 

Mr Kierath interjected. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: The Minister can have his say on another occasion. I will tell the member for Warren 
what the Minister is saying. He said there was to be a SO:SO split, with SO per cent from supplementation 
and SO per cent from the existing budget. I heard the Premier today saying that the main problem with the 
present health system is that it has all these new patients who used to be privately insured using the public 
facilities. I am not really a philosopher and I do not understand logic, but it defies logic when we have the 
new demands on the public health system, which the Premier acknowledges, to cut its budget and expect it 
to cope with its old and new workloads. 

Where is the logic, fairness, equity and concern for the sick in that sort of approach to heaILh care? Is it any 
wonder that this Minister has been thrown out of the Health ministry? The only wonder is, why the hell is 
he still in a ministry at all and why has he been given that other essential clement of egalitarian 
Australians - secure accommodation? Almost every letter 1 have sent to this Minister or to his chief 
executive officer since he became Minister for Housing has been responded to in what I would call 
bureaucratic garbage. He has not given me as a member of Parliament the courtesy of reading my letter 
and producing some kind of personal, considered and compassionate reply. That is the way he ran the 
Health ministry; that is the way he continues to run industrial relations; and that is the way he will run 
Housing. Unless this Minister can demonstrate a turnaround such as Paul's conversion on the way to 
Damascus, he should not be trusted with the ministerial positions he has. 

MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah - Minister for Water Resources) [S.27 pm): Obviously things arc getting 
desperate on the other side when we have the member for Mitchell standing and attacking anybody in this 
Parliament. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Graham: Why do you say that, Minister? 

Mr NICHOLLS: He was a Minister in the former Govemmentthat absolutely disgraced this State. 

Mrs Henderson: It's the same old tunc. 
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Mr NICHOLLS: Members on the other side do not like to hear it, but just a short three years ago the 
Government picked up an absolute mess in this State. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mr NICHOLLS: That is the issue and if the member opposite wants to be quiet I will teU him that when 
the change of government took place the unfortunate thing was that Ministers, like the Minister for Labour 
Relations and the Minister for Health, had to pick up the problems left by the Opposition's mismanagement 
of this State. The Minister for Labour Relations is a person who not only does his job very well but also 
cares about the people in this State and the future of this State. It is a pity that when a few of the people 
opposite held ministerial positions they did not take the view that a ministerial position is about not only 
looking after the State but also making sure that one does not rape the State when one is there. The 
economic mismanagement by members opposite are such that when this Minister looked at how he could 
manage the Health budget, he had not only to meet the needs and pressures, but also to manage in an 
environment in which this Government was trying to rectify the debt left by the Opposition. I sit in this 
place and listen -

Mr Catania interjected. 

Mr NICHOLLS: I relate to the portfolio because Health and Education are the two big ticket items in the 
Budget The member would also know that when it comes to debt repayment and getting the State back on 
its feet we also find that those big ticket items are the hardest to increase by any significant amount. 

When we look at efficiencies and ways to increase productivity and to use in the best way we can the funds 
available to the Government, we must look at how we can better use those resources. There is always 
opportunity for people to sit back and throw stones at the people who are trying to do the job. I remember 
that when I sat on the benches opposite it was easy to criticize. However, the Minister for Labour 
Relations and former Minister for Health not only has integrity but also is dedicated to doing the right thing 
in relation to his current portfolios and for the people of Western Australia. 

I understand that in this Chamber there are times when members try to denigrate or attack members 
opposite. Unfortunately, that is one of the things that goes with being in politics. However, I remind all 
members that the Federal Labor Government, and particularly the former Prime Minister, found that the 
people of Australia believe that there needs to be a change in the way politicians behave. Instead of trying 
to denigrate people we should look at how we can get this country back on track. This State under this 
current Government has gone ahead in leaps and bounds. There is always room for improvement and there 
will always be people who do not agree. However, it gets my goat sitting here and hearing members 
opposite - who had their opportunity - trying to attack and denigrate a Minister who is not only committed 
to doing the right thing but who also in many ways takes on the impossible task and does it with a great 
degree of success. 

It is true that Ministers are shifted from portfolio to portfolio and members opposite know that it is not 
always pleasant. However, the Minister for Labour Relations can hold his head high because he has done 
not only a darned good job but also a committed and successful job. Members opposite and the media can 
try to portray him in a negative light. There will always be political opportunities for people who want to 
sit back and snipe at someone out there trying to do a job and make effective changes. 

This motion is not only pathetic but also a reflection on members opposite. They cannot come up with 
anything of substance. They simply want to denigrate and attack someone who is having a go, someone 
who is trying to do the right thing by this State and who deserves the support of this House because he is 
prepared to do the job. 

I remind members opposite that we are here to try to guide this State in a positive direction. 

Mr Ripper interjected. 

Mr NICHOLLS: I suggest that the member for Belmont not make too many comments because we can 
pull out the skeletons and look in the drawers. We can play tit for tat but that will not help the State. The 
member for Kimberley is one member opposite who is on the right track. It is a pity that a few of his 
colleagues cannot take a leaf out of his book and do something worthwhile for the State. 

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [8.37 pm]: I support the amendment. It asks for the resignation of the ex 
Minister for Health and it is justified. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr CATANIA: I do not put the former Minister for Health in the same category as the Minister for 
Police - I have greater regard for the Minister for Police. Although somewhat naive, the Minister for Police 
is an honest and genuine person. There is some difference between the two. 

I support this motion because of my personal experience. I have had an elderly relative in hospital for the 
past couple of weeks and I have been visiting the hospital concerned. During my visits I have looked 
around and spoken to the staff. About three and a half years ago I was in the same hospital and 
experienced wonderful service; the staff could not do more to make me comfortable, and the service was 
first class. However, upon visiting that hospital - in fact, the same department - some three and a half years 
later I found the service quite different. I caste no aspersions on the staff in saying that. I found that the 
staff were expected to work longer and to provide the same service with fewer facilities and less money. 
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The staff stated that over the past three years things have become drastic. The concern was that many of 
the elderly patients in the hospital were afraid that they would not receive required services and would be 
kept waiting a lot longer to undergo tests. I spoke to people in middle management - those involved in the 
management of various wards and services. They expressed their concerns to me; in fact, they were 
delighted to speak to a member of Parliament because they wanted someone to hear their concerns and to 
ensure that they were made public. They said that they were frustrated because of the cost cuts that had 
been implemented over the past couple of years and because they could not deliver the services that they 
wanted to deliver. Because this was fresh on the heels of the announcement that the Government would 
inject another $81m into the hospital system, I suggested that perhaps their concerns would be rectified. 
Their response was that they hoped the funds would be directed correctly, but they did not have any 
confidence that the money would be correctly allocated or indeed that it would be forthcoming. It is very 
sad to note that these people did not have any confidence. People in middle management - not the 
administrators - are obviously concerned about the level of funds provided, and they do not have 
confidence that the $81m will be injected and distributed appropriately so that they can provide some of the 
services they want to provide but have been forced to neglect. 

This was of great concern to them, and it certainly opened my eyes to the condition of that hospital. I hope 
other hospitals are not in the same condition. The doctor to whom I spoke was concerned also about the 
elderly, although he was obviously concerned about all of the patients at that hospital who had a condition 
that was life threatening if they did not receive treatment. He was concerned that the elderly were not 
receiving the services to which they had become accustomed. We should all be concerned about this 
Government and this Minister's treatment of the elderly and we should all be damning of not only this 
Minister but also this Government, which is even now considering imposing a death tax on residents in 
nursing homes. That is an example of the callousness of this Government and this Minister. 

Mr Kierath: That has been denied. That is typical of the Labor Party's scaremongering. 

Mr CATANIA: It is not typical. It came out of the Government's trenches. The Minister may deny it, but 
it has certainly caused a lot of fear among the elderly - the same fear that the Government has caused in the 
last few years by cutting 20 per cent off health funds. 

Mr Kierath: It has not been 20 per cent. 

Mr CATANIA: It has been a dramatic cut. I do not know whether the former Minister for Health went to 
hospitals and talked to staff -

Mr Kierath: I did. 

Mr CATANIA: Did they express the same concerns to the Minister? 

Mr Kierath: Yes. 

Mr CATANIA: Why did the former Minister for Health insist that hospital staff must provide fewer 
services and must work harder and longer in providing those services? 

Mr Kierath: Everyone has had to work harder and longer. 

Mr CA TANIA: Does the Minister admit that his cuts have caused hospital staff to work harder and longer? 

Mr Kierath: All staff have had to work harder and longer. 

Mr CATANIA: How can staff, particularly in the health area, provide the same quality of service if they 
have to work harder and longer? 

Mr Kierath: The standard does not stay still. The standard improves, and people have to work longer and 
harder. 

Mr CATANIA: It does not stand still. We should provide a better standard, but not by requiring the staff 
to work harder and longer with less money. The former Minister for Health does not seem to understand, 
and that is why this motion condemns him. A Government that cannot provide proper management to 
ensure that the community has decent health, education and police systems does not deserve to govern and 
its Ministers do not deserve to retain their portfolio responsibilities. The former Minister for Health 
decimated the Western Australian health system. All of the patients to whom I spoke, many of whom have 
been to that hospital a number of times because that is what their treatment requires, complained that the 
service delivery had slowed down dramatically. They did not criticise the staff. They said that even 
though the number of staff had decreased, the staff did everything possible to ensure that they were 
comfortable. However, they did criticise the service delivery. The staff justified the slowing down in 
service delivery by the cost cutting that had been implemented, and they all said they hoped the extra 
funding would filter down to their departments because they needed it and that the new Minister for Health 
would do a better job or would be more compassionate toward the people who end up in hospital. I join 
my colleagues in condemning the member for Riverton's period as Minister for Health by supporting the 
amendment. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [8.48 pm]: I will respond to a number of the things that were said by members 
opposite and point out clearly why the House should express its lack of confidence in the former Minister 
for Health. The Minister for Water Resources said that when he came into government, he inherited an 
absolute mess, and the total economic mismanagement of the State of Western Australia had caused 
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problems that only the member for Riverton could help solve. That was a nice lot of political rhetoric, and I give the Minister 10 out of to for raising it, but let us compare what the Minister said with the faclS. The faclS are that a report prepared by Access Economics entitled "The Importance of Western Australia to the National Economy" states that in the decade between 1981-82 and 1991-92, Western Australia experienced above average population growth, at times almost double the growth for Australia as a whole. During the same period, Western Australia's gross state product grew faster than the national gross domestic product in most years, averaging lU per cent growth per annum compared with 9.3 per cent nationally. On the back of Western Australia's superior employment record, over the past two years in particular, per capita GSP has grown in this State, while it has stagnated nationally during the recession. Western Australia outgrew the nation and still recorded growth during the recession. 
Consistent with trends in population and output, Western Australia's employment has outpaced employment in Australia as a whole, growing by 2.8 per cent per annum on average over the decade compared with 1.8 per cent nationally. In the latter part of, and aftermath to, the recession, Western Australia's employment performance has been very strong relative to the other States of Australia. That strength is expected to prevail in 1993-94. This is the economic mismanagement and the absolute mess that the Minister for Water Resources says he inherited! Western Australia's employment levels have grown faster than national employment levels in most years during the past decade, but in 1991-92 Western Australia's employment levels continued to increase while the national levels declined. This superior employment performance is forecast to extend into 1993-94. The report states -

During the past two years, Western Australia's full-time employment barometer has risen sharply against the national average. So, if it were possible to express total employment in terms of fulltime equivalent jobs (instead of the crude number of jobs), Western Australia's comparative employment performance would look even better. 
That is not a bad mess to get handed -

The Western Australian economy is among the faster growing state economies in Australia. In the past decade, Western Australia has become increasingly important to the national economy as a producer, employer and exporter. 
On a "no policy change" basis -

That is, if nothing happens -

- Western Australia's relative importance will continue to increase. 
Surprise, surprise! Guess what has happened? Western Australia's economy has continued to improve. What is that report from which I quote? That biased report that describes what the Minister for Water Resource calls an absolute mess and economic mismanagement was prepared by Access Economics in June 1993 for the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet in Western Australia at a cost of $5 000. That was the economic mess that the coalition Government inherited! What a load of absolute rubbish from the Minister for Water Resources. The Government inherited a State that was economically in great shape, that even the coalition Government could not mess up. The Premier charged over to Canberra and gobbcd off about it. The Premier paid for this report which stated, "The Western Australian economy is among the faster growing state economies in Australia." That is not a bad economic mess! It states -

On a "no policy change" basis, Western Australia's relative importance will continue to increase. 
Mr Nicholls: What did it say about the debt levels? 
Mr GRAHAM: Was the Minister for Water Resources aware of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee when it conducted a study on that, when the Labor Party did not have the numbers on the public accounts committee? What was its conclusion? The Minister for Water Resources is concerned about debt levels. What was the conclusion of the Public AccounlS and Expenditure Review Committee? The Minister for Water Resources has no idea. He is the guy who says there was an economic mess and mismanagement, and his Government sorted out this debt problem; however, he docs not know what the Public AccounlS and Expenditure Review Committee said about debt levels. 
Mr C.J. Barnell interjected. 

Mr GRAHAM: I want to dispatch very quickly to the boundary some of the nonsense that came from the Leader of the House. It was his speech that prompted me to speak tonight. The Minister for Labour Relations said that workers in the Pilbara in the federal election voted Liberal. Like hell they did! 
Mr Osborne: Someone did. 

Mr GRAHAM: The Liberal Party's vote collapsed in the Pilbara. Ian Taylor won the primary vote in the Kimberley and the Pilbara and the Liberal bloke polled 20 per cent. A house brick in the Pilbara would poll 25 per cent and the Libeml candidate polled 20 per cent. Not one mining town in my electorJte voted for the Liberal Party. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Whom did they vote for? 
Mr GRAHAM: They vOled overwhelmingly for Ian Taylor. 
Mr C.J. Barnetl: Can you bring in the polling booth results for some of lhose towns and give us a few facL~? 
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Mr GRAHAM: Absolutely. The Leader of the House has pre-empted a speech I will give later in this 
session. 

Mr C.J. Barnett The member must be worried about the vote in the Pilbara in the next election. 

Mr GRAHAM: The Leader of the House is joking. I have said before to the Leader of the House that if he 
wants to pop out of Cottesloe and contest the seat of Pilbara against me, I will be more than happy. 
Workers in the Pilbara did not vote Liberal in any way, shape or form. The Leader of the House cannot 
dolly it up as two party preferred voting, a percentage of the primary vote, and he cannot take out 
Campbell's vote. He still cannot make the Liberal vote in the Pilbara look respectable. The Liberal Party 
polled about 20 per cent of the vote. 

Mr Kierath: You lost the seat 

Mr GRAHAM: Mr Kierath did not say that the workers in the federal seat of Kalgoorlie voted Liberal. He 
said the workers in the Pilbara voted Liberal, because he was having a go at the member for Ashburton. 
Mr Kierath said the workers in the Pilbara voted twice on industrial relations and voted for his reforms. 
They did not. 

Mr Kierath: I said that the Labor Party got done like a dinner in the last two elections, federal and State. 

Mr GRAHAM: Mr Kierath cannot do some clever re-editing afterwards. 

The member for Geraldton showed great outrage at industrial relations based on the edicts that have come 
out of the federal industrial relations court in Canberra. It is a shame that he is not here, because I would 
love him to tell me the address. I think he means the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission 
in Melbourne. 

Having dispatehed all that nonsense that came from the other side, I want to get onto the motion about the 
former Minister for Health. Effectively, it is a vote of no confidence in the Minister because of his 
appalling mismanagement of our health and industrial relations system, characterised by utter disregard for 
the needs of patients and workers. I will send the former Minister for Health a copy of a 30 minute speech 
I made last night It is important that the Minister understands the damage that he has done. I spared the 
former Minister for Health some of the blame, because his predecessor Hon Peter Foss made mistakes also. 
However, collectively they destroyed the health system in the north west It will come as no great surprise 
to the Minister that I have researched this. The documents from which I quoted are official documents. 
Government officers are criticising the policy decisions that the Government has made, and the deleterious 
effect they have had on the delivery of health services in the north west. If the Minister for Labour 
Relations is not convinced by the rhetoric of the debate tonight he should read my previous speech, and he 
should be damned well ashamed of himself. 

A particular example of the Minister's performance is the patient assisted travel scheme. The Minister has 
shown complete and utter disregard for the needs of patients. The Minister made a big claim about rorts. 
That has been referred to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee and it will be 
investigated - unless the Government members on the committee use their numbers to knock it off and tum 
it into a whitewash. 

I hope the Minister gives some evidence about his knowledge of rorts. I will bet that he does not, but I 
hope he will. I will go through some of the claims made by the Minister about the PAT scheme already. 
He claimed that the changes he proposed were supported by Hon Kim Chance in the Legislative Council. 
He put that out in press releases, said it in this House and waved some papers around which subsequently 
he had to table. The papers revealed that the Minister was telling lies - they indicated the exact opposite of 
the words that were coming from his mouth. He was forced to table those papers and they did not support 
his story at all. He claimed that we would all benefit from increased specialist services. That gives rise to 
a couple of arguments, one being why people should pay to have benefits reduced now for a possible 
increase in specialists some time in the future. If necessary the services should be increased and then the 
benefits reduced. I will give members a classic example of what this Minister and his administration got 
up to in trying to prove his argument - knowing he was wrong. 

Under his control, the Health Department introduced a gynaecologist into Port Hedland. That was referred 
to in the department's publication as the successful appointment of this doctor into private rooms within the 
hospital. It said that it meant the introduction of new services for the community in the Pilbara. What a 
load of absolute nonsense, an absolute lie by the Health Department! There were no new services. The 
previous gynaecologist had left and had not been replaced by the Health Department for six months; yet the 
replacement was touted as a new service. The Minister was not concerned about what happened in the 
intervening period. There was no care for the patients' needs when there was no alternative service. We 
heard not one word from the Minister. 

The same Minister claimed that he had consulted widely about the changes to the PAT scheme. Following 
a series of parliamentary questions I can now say that that is not true. He did not consult widely. He went 
to a country organisation in which he had a friend who was asked to put forward his proposition and that 
person did so. The Minister then claimed to have the ratification of a number of other bodies - and he did 
not. If he did, he did not tell the truth when he answered parliamentary questions. Those bodies had never 
heard of it, other than from a ministerial minder walking into a meeting and asking what they thought about 
putting more specialists in the bush. They probably said that they thought it was a good idea, so this 
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minder then said that the Minister should just get on with it. There was no mention of the downside. For 

what he has done to country health alone, this Minister should have been sacked. I will go through the 

issues that were raised. I am not the only person raising these matters. An article in the Albany Advertiser 

refers to a Mrs Dawson who had spoken out against the changes because the fonner Minister for Health 

had accused her of rorting the system. 

Mr Bloffwitch: Changes were made before he was even the Minister. 

Mr GRAHAM: He made the changes and the announcements and claimed that they were supported by 

Hon Kim Chance and all of these other organisations. They did not support them. Does the member for 

Geraldton want to see the file? All this happened on Anzac Day last year. I will take the member through 

chapter and verse. The article in the Albany Advertiser is under the headline "Battling mother finds little 

comfort in Kierath insults". What did the Minister do? He wrote to the newspaper including her personal 

records, and then he had to apologise. Care and compassion? Not a chance! This Minister showed utter 

disregard for patients. An article in The West Australian on 9 October 1995 headed "Chronic sick in travel 

aid plea" states -

Mr Kierath said he had always said the changes would be reviewed after three months. 

The changes were put forward on Anzac Day, yet in October the Minister said that the changes would be 

reviewed after three months. Let us look at those who hooked into him, apart from me. One article in The 

West Australian of 16 September is headed "Omodei pushes Kierath to rethink". It will be interesting to 

see whether the Minister for Local Government votes because he thinks the Minister showed regard for the 

needs of patients. 

Mr Bloffwitch: There will be no doubt about how he votes. 

Mr GRAHAM: Let us see what the member for Warren was on about. The article states -

Local Government Minister Paul Omodei has written to Cabinet colleague Graham Kierath 

pleading the case of country people affected by changes to the patients assisted travel scheme. 

Did the fonner Minister show regard? Not a hoot For the entire time the member for Riverton was the 

Minister, he denied it He put a review in place but nobody knows who was on it or who conducted it and 

then he would not release the review that was supposed to take three months to conduct but took nearly one 

year. 

Mr Kierath: It did not. The three months went to 30 September. 

Mr GRAHAM: The Minister should not listen to me, he should listen to the guy who took his job when he 

was sacked. An article in The West Australian of 28 December 1995 states -

Mr Prince has dropped the requirements for healthcare cardholders to pay the first $25 ... 

He has also decreased the number of $50 contributions ... 

The changes to the current system ... followed delays by Mr Kierath in releasing a Health 

Department report which reviewed the PATS after three months of operation. 

The review was ordered in July. The article goes on to refer to some comments by me criticising the 

Minister, and quite validly. It states -

Mr Prince, whose seat is Albany, confirmed yesterday that the changes introduced by Mr Kierath, 

the MLA for the Perth suburb of Riverton, had affected country people needing specialist services. 

"The review indicated the need to adjust the program," he said. 

This Minister did not announce the changes or who implemented them. The incoming Minister, the 

member for Albany, did so. The former Minister for Health should have been sacked - and he was. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

MrM.Barneu 
Mr Bridge 
MrBrown 
MrCatania 
Dr Edwards 
Dr Gallop 

Mr C.J. Barnell 
MrBlaikie 
MrBoard 
MrBradshaw 
Dr Constable 
MrCourt 
MrCowan 
MrDay 
Mrs Edwardes 
Dr Hames 

MrGraharn 
Mr Grill 
Mrs Henderson 
Mr Kobelke 
Mr Marlborough 
Mr Riebeling 

MrJohnson 
Mr Kierath 
Mr Lewis 
Mr Marshall 
Mr McNee 
Mr Nicholls 
MrOsborne 
Mrs Parker 
MrPendal 
Mr Prince 

Ayes (18) 

Noes (28) 

MrRipper 
Mrs Roberts 
MrD.L Smith 
MrThomas 
Ms Warnock 
Mr Leahy (Teller) 

MrW. Smith 
Mr Strickland 
Mr T renorden 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
Mrs van de Klashorst 
MrWiese 
Mr Bloffwitch (Teller) 
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Mrs Hallahan 
Mr Cunningham 
MrMcGinty 
Dr Watson 

Amendment thus negatived. 

[ASSEMBLY] 

Pairs 

MrShave 
MrHouse 
MrMinson 
MrOmodei 

Debate (on motion) Resumed 

MRS HENDERSON (Thomlie) [9.11 pm]: The first issue I will dwell on is the Midland Workshops. 

Mr Day: It's old history. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I will talk about some new history. We all know that a promise was made prior to the 
1993 election to keep the workshops open, to update the machinery, and to modernise and extend the 
workshops; nevertheless, that promise was broken. However, that is not the end of the significance of the 
Midland Workshops site. Thousands upon thousands of workers have worked in those workshops over the 
years. Many took premature retiremenl, but many of the families eontinue to live in the Midland area. The 
railway workshops were the heart of Midland. Not only did hundreds of families work there, but their 
children gained important training in apprenticeships in those workshops. I recently visited the workshops. 
They are huge empty buildings, but there are some magnificent and outstanding examples of early 
twentieth century industrial architecture. There are hundreds upon hundreds of examples of machinery that 
was used to build and repair every component of trains and locomotives in Western Australia for over 70 
years. These activities ranged from the simple maintenance of rolling stock to the ability to manufacture 
and complete whole carriages, wagons and locomotives and to manufacture locally all or most of the 
requirements for the railway industry in general. That includes castings, nuts, bolts, rivets and dog spikes. 
During World War II munitions and marine engines were manufactured at the Midland Workshops - a 
significant part of the history of those workshops and a significant contribution to the war effort. 

When the workshops were closed much of the equipment was sold off. However, it is to the credit of those 
responsible at the time that in general one piece of each kind of machinery was retained. When one walks 
around the workshops now one sees huge, heavy iron pieces of machinery which are mostly set in concrete. 
Many are bolted deep into the floor. They are mothballed and they stand silent. A wonderful opportunity 
exists for a live museum of work to recreate the atmosphere that was the feature of the workshops, and also 
to have a working museum of railway history. All the machines there now have been carefully mothballed. 
They have all been treated with oils and greases, and so on, and they could be put back into service. It 
would not be too difficult to recreate the sounds, smells and movements of the machinery in those 
workshops. One can imagine the hundreds of skilled tradesmen who formerly worked in the workshops 
who would be keen to bring their children to see in action the machines they worked on. 

No-one wants to visit static museums: No-one is inlerested in sterile displays. However, people like to 
visit museums that are working; machinery that is in operation and trains that move. Western Australia has 
a unique opportunity with the buildings and machinery that are intact at Midland. As well a<; the 
machinery, the locomotives, diesel and steam engines and rolling stock have been painstakingly restored 
over many years by some 250 volunteers of the railway historical association. I visited the association's 
premises in Bassendean. Many retired tradesmen in a range of trades from boilermaking, blacksmithing 
and carpentry to upholstery, and all the trades that were associated with building complete carriages and 
wagons, work there in their own time. Many put in hundreds of hours to restore locomotives, wagons and 
other railway memorabilia such as stations and signals. They have done a remarkable job on some of the 
trains. 

I have had the opportunity to look at carriages that in some cases are 70 or 80 years old and were 
completely constructed from timber. In reconstructing those carriages the volunteers took out all the 
timber lining and seats, and took them right back to the original wooden supports, many of which were 
damaged over the years by water. They measured the carriages; replaced the sections that had decayed; 
rebuilt all the timber panels on the outside and inside; re-upholstered and restored all the seal,,; and refilled 
and fixed the beautiful pressed metal and plaster ceilings and all the highly decorative brass and other 
fillings that are a feature of those trdins. The intricacy and detail of the wood panelling in those trains is 
outstanding. Those people put hundreds of hours into restoring one dining carriage or one sleepout from a 
particular era. They pride themselves on the fact that among all the trains they have restored, there is only 
one of each kind. That ranges from steam engines, diesel locomotives and freight trains to passenger and 
sleeping carriages. 

When the volunteers finish restoring them they sadly do not have sufficient accommodation to keep those 
trains under cover, and they deteriorate again. It is like painting the Sydney Harbour Bridge because after 
four or five years they must recommence restoring those carriages. Although they have a cyclone fence, as 
a voluntary organisation they do not have extensive security devices. The trains are vandalised. They 
cannot accommodate them all at Bassendean. When they have painstakingly restored them - they showed 
me a magnificent steam engine that they took seven years to restore - they kecp many in an area at 
Forrestfield. However, that area too is open to the weather and to vandals. They described to me the pain 
and distress they felt la<;t Christmas when they found that people had broken into the yard on Christmas 
morning and vandaliscd a number of the trains they had taken months to restore. The Midland Workshops 
provide not only an opportunity to put back into use the machinery there and [0 recreate the working 
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aunosphere that existed in those workshops, but plenty of room to store those restored trains. Plenty of 
opportunity exists to have the trains running on the tracks around the complex, which will provide an 
opportunity for people to travel on them and experience them in operation. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth) you, more than any other member in this House, would understand the 
significance of the railways in the history of this State. It is outstanding. They played a major role in 
opening up this State for mining, agriculture and settlement. If members look at the map of the 
government-owned railway lines they will find a huge network of lines across the State. If they add to that 
the private railway lines and the timber lines they will find there a massive network of rail which served 
every part of this State. It would be a great pity if the individual examples of different kinds of carriages 
and locomotives were lost because we depend on a small band of volunteers who give of their time. It is a 
very important and significant part of this State's history which should not be disregarded. 

It is important to acknowledge that over the years a great deal of effort has been put into providing funds to 
restore gracious old homesteads, churches, vestries and other significant buildings. However, there are 
very few examples of workplaces being restored. In many cases they were regarded as being quite ugly 
and when they were no longer required they were quickly bulldozed and the land was used for other 
purposes. I understand that in almost every State of Australia railway workshops have been totally 
demolished. I know a few remain, but they are not as extensive as the buildings at Midland. 

I have been told that in America there is a move towards raising millions of dollars to rebuild the railway 
workshops to recreate living, working museums. They are along similar lines to the powerhouses which 
have been restored around the world. There is no question that there is a market in people who want to 
visit this kind of establishment The people who worked for those institutions and their families, as well as 
the people who understand the significance of rail history and have a special affinity for trains, would 
travel around the world to visit these establishments. In many parts of the world that sort of interest has 
been harnessed and people have re-established historical rail routes and restored carriages, and that has 
resulted in a lucrative tourist attraction. We should not let the opportunity go by to use the Midland 
Workshops as a museum dedicated to the work, skills and trades that were carried on there and to take 
advantage of the interest in rail travel. 

I will briefly refer to the blacksmith's shop at the Midland Workshops. It is a massive workshop and it has 
in it huge drop hammer machines. Originally they were driven by steam and later by air. When it was 
established large quantities of rivets, nuts, bolts and dog spikes were manufactured at the Midland 
Workshops for railways around Australia. The major task of the blacksmith's shop was to make new coil 
and leaf springs for axle suspension and buffers in locomotives and to reset the springs that had been 
overloaded and distorted. There are many historically significant machines in that blacksmith's shop. 

I have been through the three volumes of the consultant's report on the Midland Workshops. It is an 
extensive report and itemises every piece of equipment that has been left at the workshops. It includes a 
photograph and a little bit of information about each piece of equipment. Most of the huge machines were 
brought by ship from Britain and Germany. Many of them are the last remaining examples of those 
machines in Australia. Some of them were the most recently operating of those models. For example, the 
machinery includes a two-legged arch steam hammer which was invented in 1839 and was, at that time, a 
major advance in engineering. It gave the capacity to forge larger pieces of iron than was possible by hand. 
I understand that this machine is the only remaining example of that type of machine in Australia. I have 
been told that even the cranes which are visible in the workshop have historical significance. They are 
riveted cranes and I understand that that is unusual. 

I can imagine the situation if it were possible to re-establish some of the forges, fires and steam and air 
hammers and recreate the atmosphere that was present in that workshop. People would flock to the 
workshop to look at it. A program could be established which provided for different machines to be 
operating at different times and this would encourage people to come back time and again. 

At the Midland Workshops there were 16 separate fireplaces, but some of the chimneys have been 
demolished. Under the floor is an intricate network of flues which carried the warm air created by those 
fires and the network is still intact. In addition there is a complicated and detailed system of tunnels which 
is an element of the workshops at which the public would be interested in looking. In addition to the large 
workshops, which do not look attractive from the outside, there are some outstanding buildings in the 
complex. For example, there is the original powerhouse which has tuck pointed Victorian era brickwork 
on the inside of the building, intricate jarrah wood panelling in the ceiling and a raised platform which has 
detailed balustrades around it which makes the whole building extremely attractive. Two or three of the 
smaller buildings are in brick and they are outstanding examples of that type of industrial architecture. As 
well as that, there is a pallern making shop and a number of other shops where they undertook upholstery 
and carpentry work, and also built the carriages. Scattered around the workshops are examples of the many 
things that were made. For example, the leather bags that the apprentices and trade assistants carried with 
them were made in the workshops. Historic medical equipment can be found at the first aid post, including 
old stretchers. All these things are still intact and the report I referred to points out the historical 
significance and the rarity of having as much as is remaining at the Midland Workshops. 

I understand that a detailed submission has been put forward. I have had the opportunity to look at it. It is 
a plan to create a historical heritage precinct which would include two of the workshops and some of the 
areas which have been listed by the Heritage Council of Western Australia which include the powerhouse. 



224 [ASSEMBLY] 

Mr Lewis: I have not seen it. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I have been told it has been presented to the Minister. The document is headed, "The 
Midland Railway Workshops - Proposed Development" It is a detailed document which includes a map of 
the whole of the workshop, setting out the area they propose to have as a heritage precinct. 

Mr Lewis: Surely the member knows that the buildings have been listed. 

Mrs HENDERSON: Two of them have. 

Mr Lewis: The Heritage Council has listed the powerhouse. 

Mrs HENDERSON: That is correct and it has also listed a couple of the brick buildings next to it. I do not 
think it has listed the main workshops. 

Mr Lewis: They have. 

Mrs HENDERSON: What has been proposed is the possibility of Curtin University establishing -

Mr Lewis: I know. I have a lot of sympathy with what you are saying. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I am suggesting that there is more than enough space on that site - I think it is about 
70 hectares - to have an annexe at the university if that is appropriate. However, my understanding is that 
the area recommended by the Heritage Council is less than the area required to accommodate all of the 
trains that have been restored. 

Mr Lewis: They probably need only one barn. 

Mrs HENDERSON: One of the barns which I was describing is the blacksmith's barn. 

Mr Lewis: I am talking about the train barns. They are very large train barns. 

Mrs HENDERSON: Do they have the pits? 

Mr Lewis: Yes. 

Mrs HENDERSON: The blacksmith's shop has those facilities for repairing under the trains and other 
machinery around the shop. However, there is different machinery in the carpenter's shop. The machines 
are so huge and so heavy it would be almost impossible to move them. 

Mr Lewis: I think the way to go would be try to put them all into one of those major barns. 

Mrs HENDERSON: They would like two of them, with the third - there are three or four - to go to the 
university. The report may not have reached the Minister; it may be with his officers. However, he should 
have a look at the proposal to see what will happen to the blacksmith's area and why the carpentry and 
upholstery areas, which have the old steam driven machinery in them, should be retained. That sounds a 
big area because each shop is enormous, as the Minister knows. 

Mr Lewis: I think also the Hotham Valley Railway Historical Society and other people should come 
together. 

Mrs HENDERSON: That is the plan. At the moment I think they lease some of their land to Hotham 
Valley and I think Hotham Valley has some of its carriages on the lease and does tourist runs. 

Mr Lewis: I know for a while they did not want that. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I think that problem is over now and they cooperate. I think the Minister will find 
that this proposal involves that. It takes in the detail of how they would have sufficient income, which 
would be generated by these different activities, to make it viable. It would be a massive job to maintain 
all of those areas. There are in addition two major buildings, the old Railway Institute building, which I 
understand is vacant at the moment, which is a pity, and another building that is described as the chief 
engineer's building, which I think that TAPE is currently in the process of refurbishing to do courses in. 

This plan put forward by the Railway Historical Society involves the use of at least one of those buildings 
to set up displays, to have a kiosk and do all those sorts of things. There is a huge number of photographs 
in the premises at Bassendean. There is also a lot of memorabilia such as signs off old trains, lanterns, bits 
and pieces from stations and so on. They have a massive range of material that they have collected and 
that has been donated to them by families. It would seem a pity for it to stay in what is a shed with a 
concrete floor, which is extremely hot in the summer and freezing cold in the winter. It is deteriorating. 
The photographs are fading. 

Mr Lewis: The rolling stock is out in the open. 

Mrs HENDERSON: Some of it is in the open. They have built shelters with money that I think they got 
from the Lotteries Commission. However, a lot of their grief is caused by the hours they put into restoring 
the trains and a lot of it stands in the open. 

Mr Lewis: The vandals also cause problems. 

Mrs HENDERSON: That is right. I am pleased to hear that the Minister is interested in this. I would like 
to take it up with him again and see whether he can arrange to meet the Historical Society, which put 
forward this proposal, because I cannot think of a better place to have a museum of working life than in the 
Midland Workshops. 
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Mr Brown: I do not know whether that is correct because with all of the backflips the Government has 
done, I thought it was going to reopen the Midland Workshops. 

Mrs HENDERSON: We would not have to make it into a museum if it were reopened. As I have 
indicated, we have spent a lot of time preserving homesteads, churches and so on. We have not preserved 
enough examples of buildings in which people worked. Hundreds and hundreds of Western Australians 
worked in those workshops. There is a wonderful opportunity to recreate the trades and have people doing 
the tasks they used to do in those workshops. We should not let the opportunity go by. The machinery has 
been mothballed. It is extremely valuable; plenty of people would like to buy it If we allow the collection 
to be broken up and sold off, we will lose an opportunity that we will regret I recommend to members the 
detailed consultants' report. The consultants looked at the historical significance of all the machinery and 
the buildings. 

I have only five minutes left and I want to dwell on a consumer affairs issue. 

Mr Cowan: Fair trading. 

Mrs HENDERSON: There is a significant difference. 

Mr Cowan: You have to bring yourself up to speed. You cannot keep living in the past 

Mrs HENDERSON: We believe consumer affairs should be oriented to helping consumers. The issue 
relates to a discussion paper put out by the Ministry of Fair Trading called "A review of the motor vehicle 
sales industry". Although it does not have any recommendations as such, it canvasses whether the motor 
vehicle industry should be self-regulating as opposed to people being able to take complaints to the 
Ministry and have them investigated. I will not have time to go through the report tonight; I will do it 
another time. Of all of the complaints that go to the ministry, in 1994-95,24 per cent or 1 688 complaints, 
the biggest single group, concerned motor vehicles and other transport. That figure was not that different 
from the 1 587 in the previous year. However, it is almost two and a half times greater than the next 
category of complaints about the building and construction industry, which totalled 11 per cent The 
number of complaints by consumers relating to the purchase of motor vehicles is the single largest area of 
complaint. Interestingly, in the country the proportions are even more pronounced. Among regional 
consumers, 45 per cent of all complaints related to disputes in the motor vehicle industry. Complaints 
about the building and construction industry were way behind at 8 per cent and complaints about household 
goods totalled 15 per cent. Almost half of all of the complaints, or 41 per cent, related to warranty issues. 
Thirty-nine per cent related to quality of service or product Complaints about the remaining small 
categories such as advertising, misrepresentation, price and contracts were tiny amounts of 4 per cent, 2 per 
cent and 10 per cent The single, largest category - the people who are unhappy about being able to get the 
company from which they purchased the motor vehicle to honour the warranty and the quality of service 
for the product - was a massive 40 per cent. The figures are very telling about the kinds of complaints that 
consumers take to the Ministry of Fair Trading. The document put out recently by the Minister paves the 
way for the ministry to get out of investigating complaints about motor vehicles. It is structured to make 
the case for the motor vehicle industry to self-regulate. The figures speak for themselves because there are 
few purchases, other than a house, on which people spend more of their income than the purchase of a 
motor vehicle. I will speak on that matter on another occasion. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mrs HENDERSON: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the Court Government has conspicuously 
failed to meet the standards of accountability demanded by the Western Australian 
community and furthermore is refusing to implement the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.41 pm]: I support the amendment. I was pleased to hear the speech by 
my colleague and the suggestion to utilise the Midland Workshops as both an industrial and rail museum. 
It is an excellent suggestion, particularly the location in Midland which is connected to the rural hinterland 
which the railways service so much. It is an appropriate and worthy project. 

On a less happy note, I support the amendment regarding the Government's tardiness in responding to the 
Commission on Government and matters of accountability. One could cite many aspects of the 
Government's performance in this area in support of the amendment. However, I refer first to the 
Government's tardiness in acting on machinery in Western Australia to counteract official corruption. I 
refer also to its tardiness in responding to the Commission on Government recommendations relating to 
commercial confidentiality. The second matter relates not simply to tardiness. In a cavalier manner the 
Government has ignored the recommendations of the Commission on Government regarding commercial 
confidentiality and has declared its intention to have nothing to do with them. I will deal with both aspects. 

I have spoken about the machinery to deal with official corruption in this State on a number of occasions 
over more than three years since this Government came to power. On each occasion I have sought to have 
the Government act upon one of the recommendations of the Select Committee on Official Corruption 
Com'!lis~ion Act of which I was a member and which reported in 1992. I am pleased to see the Deputy 
Premier In the Chamber because he was a member of that committee, as were the members for Nollamara 
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and Geraldton. All these members are aware of what I am talking about and the recommendation made by 
the committee that there should be a parliamentary committee which would have among its functions the 
assessment of the effectiveness of the Official Corruption Commission. This is a topical matter currently 
because a recommendation has been made regarding the Commission on Government which would 
effectively replace the Official Corruption Commission with another body with different features. It will 
have the same function of combating official corruption. 

It is also topical because the Government has announced recently some substantial changes. It will still 
retain the Official Corruption Commission although the Government seeks to change it in a significant way 
so that it has investigating staff and some of the features of the Independent Commission Against 
Corruption in New South Wales. That this is a topical matter is also emphasised by the fact that on the 
second day of this session the Premier gave notice of a motion to create a select committee, a body for 
which I have been lobbying over the past three years. 

I tum now to the Government's response to this matter. The select committee reported in 1992. It not only 
provided an in-principle recommendation but also it drafted a resolution which would create the committee 
it recommended be formed. The recommendation was unanimous. It had comprised representatives from 
all parties in this House and was chaired by Hon Ian Thompson, an Independent member and former 
Speaker. One expected it would enjoy support from all sides of the House. However, later that year the 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters reported and put forward 
a proposition that a body should be created which had some of the features of the New South Wales 
Independent Commission Against Corruption. Therefore the Government had alternative 
recommendations before it. When the Government was elected it came in on a wave created by the report 
of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the 
circumstances which led to the appointment of that royal commission. One of the undertakings of the 
Government - one of the many broken promises - enumerated in the document released by the Government 
this week was the statement that the Government would act promptly on the Commission on Government 
recommendation in the royal commission report. 

The Government was elected in February 1993. The Commission on Government did not get going until 
May last year. Therefore a period of more than two years elapsed before the commission commenced its 
hearings. The Government, which had a lot to be grateful for, pledged to act promptly on the 
recommendations to create the Commission on Government. The Government came to power but did 
nothing for two years. It did not act on the select committee's recommendations on the Official Corruption 
Commission. It did not act on the royal commission's recommendation regarding replacing the OCC with 
another body. It did not act on the recommendation to create the Commission on Government. Many 
times I asked questions of the Attorney General and, subsequently, of the Premier. I note that the Premier 
is in the Chamber. I hope he remains for this debate. My questions related to what the Government would 
do about the recommendation, but the most recent answer was that the matter would be referred to the 
Commission on Government. Therefore the Commission on Government, which was created late in the 
piece, was asked what it would do about the other two recommendations. The Commission on 
Government reported recently and recommended something very similar to the recommendation of the 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, but the Government will 
ignore that. 

After a series of excuses, over the past three years, the Government has done nothing. This is a very tardy 
betrayal of one of the most important functions of this Parliament, which is to ensure that the public sector 
for which it is responsible is administered without fear or favour; that there is no official corruption; that 
procedures are in place to ensure it does not occur, and that where it occurs it is snuffed out as quickly as 
possible. One of the most important functions of Parliament is to ensure that machinery is in place to make 
sure that it works. Successive Ministers have ignored their responsibilities in this regard. Initially the 
Attorney General had the front running on the issue. When the legislation creating the Official Corruption 
Commission was before the House in 1993 I asked the then Minister, the Attorney General, and the Deputy 
Premier during debate what they would do about the recommendation of the select committee. The Deputy 
Premier indicated that he expected a committee would be created the following year. I thought that took a 
bit long given that the paperwork had already been drafted and it would have taken only half an hour of 
Parliament's time to create that committee. The Attorney General thought it would be more difficult and 
the Deputy Premier expected the committee would be created in 1994, which is now more than two years 
ago. Nonetheless, that did not occur. Finally, I moved the motion to create the committee in private 
members' time last year in precisely the same terms recommended by the report to which the Deputy 
Premier was a signatory. At that stage the Attorney General copped out by saying it was no longer her 
responsibility, but the Premier's responsibility. She said that she was acting for the Premier because he 
was not present. It was not important enough for him to be in the House to debate. 

Throughout last year the Premier refused to answer questions on the matter. Questions were placed on 
notice and months went by, but he did not answer those questions. When he answered a question without 
notice he said he would wait until the Commission on Government report. That report came out and he 
announced that he would ignore the COG report recommendation. This Government has a smell of 
corruption about it in at least one area. I am referring to the affairs of the City of Wanneroo which go very 
close to some people in the Liberal Party and at least one member of Cabinet. It could be construed that 
the Government could have good reasons for not wishing to have in place the machinery for preventing and 
detecting official corruption subject to parliamentary scrutiny. I like to place the best construction on and 
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attribute the best motives to people's actions, rather than suggest they have improper motives. However, 
how can one seriously explain such tardy action by a Government which came in on the wave of a royal 
commission report which damned the former Government, and whose principal recommendation for future 
action at least was creation of the COG? 

The now Premier and then Leader of the Opposition said in January 1993 that the Government would act 
promptly on the COG recommendation. It lOOk two years to create a Commission on Government. That is 
appalling. The COG made recommendations about the Official Corruption Commission and related 
legislation and the Government is ignoring that. It used that tardy response to the COG recommendation to 
do nothing in any event. Nothing has been done for three years. Our Parliament operates on four year 
terms. We arc now substantially into the fourth year of a four year term and the Government will now at 
last create a committee. It has neutered the terms of reference which were recommended by the select 
committee in 1992. That is a matter which presumably we will have the opportunity to debate on another 
day. 

I am reminded of the Monty Python film "The Life of Brian" in which one of the members of the people's 
front for the liberation of Palestine was arrested by the Roman authorities. They got together and asked 
what they were going to do. Someone said, "We will call a meeting!" That was their response beeause that 
was all they could do. What has this Government done about official corruption? It has done nothing. 
What is it proposing to do? It is proposing to create a committee, which is not a particularly expensive or 
great act. It has taken the Government more than three years of a four year term to create a committee. 
The priority with which the Premier evinced his intentions in 1992 has clearly not been matched by his 
performance. 

The other matter to which I refer regarding the recommendations of the COG is commercial 
confidentiality. In May last year I sought information from the Government regarding contracts which had 
been entered into by Western Power on behalf of the Government for the purchase of power from the BP 
(Kwinana) Pty Ltd-Mission Energy project at Kwinana. The project will generate electricity. We 
understand that the Government has contracted to purchase electricity from that project for 25 years. The 
terms of that contract are particularly important to the finances of Western Power and ultimately the State. 
The State stands behind Western Power, and the consumers of electricity - everybody in this State - must 
pay for electricity which is purchased on their behalf by Western Power. When I asked the Minister what 
were the prices and terms of that contract he said he was not able to reveal that price because of a 
commercial confidentiality clause in the agreement with BP-Mission Energy. That was subsequently taken 
up by the COG which said that it was wrong and improper for the Government to enter into arrangements 
where commercial confidentiality could be used to hide vital information from the public. 

Members of the public of Western Australia are entitled to know what contracts have been entered into on 
their behalf. It is a matter involving considerable financial significance. I believe the price of electricity 
which Western Power is now contracted to purchase from the BP-Mission Energy project is 1.5¢ kW hour 
higher than that indicated by the proponents in a statement published in The Australian some months 
before the contract was signed; that is, the members of the public who have an interest in this matter and 
who have been reading statements in the newspapers by the proponents have becn led to believe that they 
would be asked to pay a certain price. Based on the little information the Minister has provided this House 
the price is now 1.5¢ kW hour higher than the price originally indicated. 

One of the parties to that contract, BP-Mission Energy, has entered into a contract with the Government 
which includes a confidentiality clause prohibiting our knowing what are the terms of that contract. That is 
significant because we are talking about 76 MW of power. If it were to run 24 hours a day, 365 days a 
year, it would involve an extra amount of approximately $lOm a year. We do not know the extent to which 
the State is obliged to take power. I would ask the Minister if he were here - he has chosen not to grace the 
Chamber with his presence in this debate - to what extent the Government is obliged. Must one hour a day 
or 10 hours a day be taken? I am prepared to predict it is a significant undertaking of at least 20 hours a 
day and a similar number of days a year. It will be in the order of base load power. 

We arc also interested and entitled to know to what extent there is a rise and fall clause in the contract. 
There must be some escalation clauses in a contract covering 25 years. We are entitled to know to what 
extent the State is encumbered. We are talking about a 25 year arrangement entered into by the Minister. 
When in our roles as members of Parliament protecting the public interest we sought to know what were 
the terms of that contract, the Minister cited commercial confidentiality. The Commission on Government 
said that that was not a legitimate reason to deny the public access to information. The commission was 
not alone in saying that. It was citing earlier authorities such as the Royal Commission into Commercial 
Activities of Government and Other Matters which cited the fact that commercial confidentiality had been 
used by the previous Government to hide matters from the public about which it felt the public were 
entitled know. 

The Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters followed the Burt 
Commission on Accountability, as it is known, which was chaired by Sir Francis Burt. It also examined 
commercial confidentiality and said to what extent Governments or public authorities should be able to 
enter. into contracts which have confidentiality clauses which preclude members of the public from 
knowmg what arrangements have been entered into on their behalf and to what extent their future is 
encumbered by the contracts entered into by a Government. Every disinterested party which has been set 
up to look at the question of commercial confidentiality, including the Burt Commission on Accountability, 
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the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and finally the 
Commission on Government, has said that these sorts of arrangements should not be entered into. The 
COG reported last year. It cited the Minister for Energy a~ the real example of having undertaken the sort 
of actions which should not be undertaken by government The Government has given no indication that it 
will mend its ways or behave differently in any way. When we get up and talk about these matters 
government members talk about the performance of the previous Government and recommendations and 
observations of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. My 
response is to say that those who fail to learn the lessons of history are doomed to repeat them. I think that 
was said by Edmond Burke. The Government is repeating mistakes made by former Governments and has 
quite clearly not learnt from the many authorities put to it, and it must be condemned for that reason. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [10.02 pm]: Times have changed and Western Australia is demanding a higher 
standard of accountability. However, this Government has not recognised that change in community 
opinion and is still behaving as Governments have behaved in the past. What standards am I talking about? 
I have given some thought to this. The standards of accountability demanded of Governments can be 
roughly divided into four areas: Integrity, openness, honesty and acceptance of scrutiny. I want to look at 
some examples of how this Government has measured up in its record in those four areas. When I talk 
about integrity I first mean integrity of policy and promises. When this Government makes a promise or 
announces a policy, does it stick with that promise or policy and does it mean what it says? We have had a 
debate already in this session of Parliament about the enormous number of broken promises in which this 
Government has indulged itself. More than 300 promises made before the last state election have not been 
honoured by this Government. 

Mr Cowan: That is wrong. 

Mr RIPPER: Why does the Deputy Premier think it is wrong? 

Mr Cowan: You know that that will become a completely discredited document within a week or so. 

Mr RIPPER: It will be interesting to have that debate if that is what the Deputy Premier thinks. 

Mr Cowan: It is not what I think but what I know. 

Mr RIPPER: I had a look at some of the areas with which I was familiar in such areas where I had 
responsibility before the election and shadow ministerial responsibility immediately following it. I was 
well aware of the sorts of promises the coalition made at that time in the area of community services, for 
example. I have read through that section of the document very closely, because of my particular interest 
in what happened at the relevant time. The document stacks up very well and some significant promises 
made at the time have not been honoured by this Government. Integrity is more than about honouring 
promises. 

Mr Cowan: We will demonstrate to you that you need to learn a few lessons about integrity based on that 
document alone. 

Mr RIPPER: We will see. I have confidence in the document. We can have the debate. I will be 
interested to see whether the Government initiates a debate on whether it has honoured its promises since 
the election in 1993. I suggest the Government will not be willing to enter into that sort of debate in the 
Parliament. If the Deputy Premier wants to bring on the debate, we will be more than happy to take up the 
challenge. Integrity is more than about policy consistency and honouring promises. It is also about what is 
not said before an election and what is done after the election. This coalition Government followed a 
policy that has been followed by the Federal Government in its recent successful election campaign. The 
federal coalition sought to make itself as small a target on policy as it could so the minimum chance existed 
for the then incumbent Government to attack the Opposition for what it might do should it assume power. 
That strategy has been followed by the coalition in many recent elections at state level. It was followed by 
this coalition Government before the last state election. We did not hear before the last state election that 
sweeping moves would be made to privatise and contract out in the public sector. We did not hear before 
the last state election that massive losses of jobs would occur in the public sector; in fact, we had an 
assurance from the Minister for Labour Relations that he would resign if a single job was lost in the public 
sector. We did not hear before the last state election that public funding for hospitals would be cut by 
$IOOm, which has only recently partially been redressed with a rushed and bandaid allocation of around 
$8Om. We are still $20m short in our public hospital budget. As far as I understand, that was not the 
subject of a direct promise before the last election but the coalition stayed absolutely silent on it. That to 
me is an indication of lack of integrity. 

The second area is openness. I want to provide only a couple of examples here, one of which is the 
question of the release of polling information paid for by the taxpayers of this State. The Opposition 
extracted a promise from the Premier that he would table all the information garnered from this polling and 
paid for by Western Australian taxpayers. We know that the Premier did not table all the information that 
was gleaned from that polling. We know that because an alert member of the community who was polled 
managed to take a photocopy of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was not reflected in the information 
tabled in this House; in other words, information was not provided to the House on many questions in the 
questionnaire. Our understanding that all of the polling information was not tabled was reinforced when, 
after a significant campaign, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was given a briefing by the pollster. 
What the pollster told the Deputy Leader of the Opposition indicated that the Government received much 
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more information than it provided to the House. That is a good example of lack of openness by this 
Government. 

My intention was to deal with the question of commercial confidentiality. However, my colleague the 
member for Cockburn has covered that area. I will add one point to the argument that he has presented. 
He indicated that commercial confidentiality has been ruled out by the Commission on Government as the 
sort of excuse a Government can give for withholding information. Not only did the Commission on 
Government rule it out but so also did this Government when in opposition. When I sat on the government 
benches I heard time and again derision and scorn from the then Opposition whenever a Minister in the 
previous Government sought to withhold information on the basis of commercial confidentiality. The 
Deputy Premier is not living up to the standards which he and his colleagues advanced to the previous 
Government when they were in opposition. They might say they are only doing what the previous 
Government did. 

Mr Cowan: I would never do that. 

Mr RIPPER: Times have changed and different standards are expected by the community. When in 
Opposition, the Deputy Premier did not accept commercial confidentiality as an excuse for withholding 
information. The Commission on Government does not think it was an acceptable excuse for withholding 
information. As my colleague indicated, a couple of examples were perpetrated on the Parliament by the 
Minister for Energy, who has refused to provide to the public information about the price Western Power is 
paying for electricity from the Ord hydro scheme and for electricity from the BP-Mission Energy 
cogeneration scheme. 

I tum to the acceptance of scrutiny - another important area of accountability. The prime example of this 
Government's poor record in meeting accountability standards in this area must be the question of the 
inquiry into corruption at Wanneroo. It began early in the life of this Government with the Government's 
refusal to release the Mann report and Fowler report into the finances of the member for Wanncroo. Those 
reports were funded by the taxpayers. They were commissioned by the Government as a result of a great 
public concern about the finances of the member for Wanneroo and his connection with a key player, who 
is now gaoled for corruption. Not only does the Government refuse to release those taxpayer funded 
reports to the public so public concern can be allayed, or at least so the public can have a chance to satisfy 
itself about the facts of this matter, but also the terms of reference of the Mann report were carefully 
crafted to exclude the necessity for certain key transactions entered into by the member for Wanneroo to be 
considered. We heard today from my colleague the member for Peel about pressure placed on Mr Fowler 
when he was preparing his own report. We have a disturbing situation with the Mann and Fowler reports. 
Because of those two factors I have mentioned, the reports may themselves lack credibility. In any case, 
the Government has refused to accept scrutiny and has kept them secret. 

The issue has gone on. It took nearly three years for the Government to agree to reopen the Kyle inquiry 
into corruption at the Wanneroo City Council, associated with some elements of the Liberal Party. It took 
almost three years of campaigning by the Opposition and concerned members of the public to drag the 
Government to reopen that inquiry. The Government took an unsatisfactory initiative in reopening the 
inquiry because although the inquiry had the powers of a royal commission, it was not given the privileges 
of a royal commission. It was dangerous for certain evidence to be published. There was doubtless an 
apprehension on the part of some witnesses that they could be subject to legal action if they gave evidence 
of a defamatory nature. 

The fact that the evidence was not available for publication because of those concerns must have hampered 
the inquiry. As members know, with this sort of public inquiry people read in the newspaper that some 
evidence has been given. If they know something about the matter and they think the evidence is wrong, 
they can give evidence themselves. If the evidence is given in private, that check and scrutiny is not 
available. The Opposition tried twice to get the Government to give the Kyle inquiry the privileges of a 
royal commission, and twice the Government rejected the Opposition's legislation. Now at last after 
another three months of campaigning the Government has given the Kyle inquiry - now the Davis inquiry -
the status of a royal commission with both the powers and privileges of a royal commission. 

However, a problem still exists. There is still a campaign because the terms of reference are not broad 
enough to allow all the disturbing aspects flowing from corruption at Wanneroo to be investigated 
properly. In particular, I think the public will be concerned about suggestions that police corruption 
associated with the Wanneroo matter will not be properly investigated as a result of the continuation of 
terms of reference which the Opposition regards as restrictive. The campaign will continue until the 
Government broadens the terms of reference. I suggest that just as the Government finally caved in on 
~eopening the Kyle inquiry and on giving the inquiry the powers and privileges of a royal commission, so 
10 the end the Government will be forced to cave in on the question of broadening the terms of reference of 
the inquiry into corruption at Wanneroo. It is not a good indication of a Government committed to meeting 
pr<?per standards of accountability that it has had to be dragged to take the right course of action at every 
POInt of its dealings with corruption and be reminded of the need to inquire into that corruption at 
Wanneroo. 

The last area I will deal with is the question of honesty. Honesty requires that the Government is straight 
about what it is doing and, in particular, that it is straight with the public. I will deal with an issue that has 
not been debated much since 1994, but is nevertheless an example of the Government failing to meet 
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proper Slandards of accounlability. I refer to the infill sewerage program. Members might recall that there 
was a lot of debate at that time and a lot of discussion about whether a sewerage levy of $50 would be 
introduced by the Government to fund this infill sewerage program. 

Mr Nicholls: Do you think we should have done that? 

Mr RIPPER: No. In the end the Government did not. However, I am not talking about what the 
Government did or did not do, but how it handled the issue and whether it was honest with the Parliament 
and the public. This relates not to the current Minister for Water Resources, but to his predecessor and the 
Premier. For months and months the then Minister encouraged discussion about a sewerage levy but said 
that no decision had been made - and so did the Premier. As a result of discussion on a related issue the 
Minister, perhaps unwisely from a political point of view, gave me access to files in the Water Authority of 
Western Australia. There I discovered a memorandum from the Managing Director of the Water Authority 
which indicated that all the time the Government had said that no decision had been made on a sewerage 
levy, in fact a decision had been made by the Cabinet. The managing director gave the date of that 
decision; however, for months after that date the Government said that no decision had been made. 

Mr Cowan: Was a levy applied? 

Mr RIPPER: A levy was not applied, but a Cabinet decision had been made to impose a levy. 

Mr Cowan: That is not correct. 

Mr RIPPER: Was the Managing Director of the Water Authority wrong? 

Mr Cowan: I suggest to you that that is the conclusion you must draw. 

Mr Graham: They moved him along. 

Mr RIPPER: They did move him after that memo was discovered on the files. Perhaps the Government 
did not like the fact that it drew attention to a Cabinet decision. Was the managing director just wrong, or 
docs the Government say that he was lying? 

Mr Nicholls: That memo is wrong if it slates that the Cabinet had approved a levy. 

Mr RIPPER: It slates that Cabinet approved a levy, and it gave a date. 

Mr Nicholls: I will see whether I can identify it and follow it up. 

Mr RIPPER: I produced the memo at the time. The headline in The West Australian was that the 
Government wa'i caught out on the sewerage levy. A further aspect of the handling of the sewerage levy 
question is also interesting. Not long after that the Premier told the Parliament on a number of occasions 
that no decision had been made on a sewerage levy. The Premier said that on a number of occasions but he 
was wrong. Shortly after the Premier told the Parliament that no decision had been made on a sewerage 
levy he was seen on television in government advertisements, funded by taxpayers, saying that there would 
be no levy. Those advertisements had becn made before he told the Parliament that the matter was still 
under consideration and no decision had been made. When the Government intended to impose a levy it 
was telling the public that no decision had been made. However, after the Government had made a 
decision not to impose a levy it was still telling the public that no decision had been made and the matter 
was still under consideration. The Government was not honest with the Parliament or the public on two 
accounts with relation to the sewerage levy. The Government has failed the test of accounlability in the 
area of honesty, integrity and openness, and of being willing to accept scrutiny. 

Mr Nicholls: Do you still have a copy of that memo? 

Mr RIPPER: It was some time ago but I may well still have a copy of it. 

Mr Nicholls: I would like a copy of it. 

Mr RIPPER: If the Minister had been paying attention to the political debate at that time he would know it 
was fully documented on the front page of the newspaper. 

The Commission on Government was established by this Government far too late and the Government is 
taking an enormous length of time to reach a decision on the recommendations of that commission. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [10.22 pm]: I support the amendment because the Government has failed 
the test of accountability and has not given any real support to the work of the Commission on 
Government. I will take up where the previous speaker left off; that is, this Government is clearly found 
wanting when it comes to honesty and presenting the facts. It is a key issue that it avoids accountability 
and is not keen to argue the issues which relate to the range of recommendations which the Commission on 
Government has brought forward. Members opposite have tried to twist the English language and to 
pretend that they arc in an Alice in Wonderland setting, but it will not work. Members on both sides of this 
House will eventually have to face up to the realities of the political argument. Government members 
cannot continue to believe they can twist the truth. I am astounded that the Deputy Premier attempted to do 
that, beeause he is someone I hold in high regard. He has the ability to carryon a debate based on the 
substance of the issues; he docs not have to distort the facts. 

Mr Cowan: Let me make it clear that I am not in control of a memo that might have been sent by a chief 
executive officer of a government agency. However, I can assure the member, without any equivocation 
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whatsoever, that there was no Cabinet decision in respect of the allegations made by the Opposition Leader 
of the House. There was never a Cabinet decision made on that matter. Because a memo written by a chief 
executive officer was wrong you prefer, for the sake of building your argument, to accept the word of the 
chief executive officer. He was wrong and so are you. 

Mr KOBELKE: I gave examples earlier which the Deputy Premier has not refuted. It is a good point of 
debate to say that one is wrong, but is not tied to the issues. I will take the specific issue concerning the 
member for Belmont. 

Mr Cowan: Let me explain it again. 

Mr KOBELKE: The Deputy Premier does not have to do that. I can do it more efficiently and not 
misrepresent what he said. He suggested to the member for Belmont that the chief executive officer was 
wrong. It is possible that is true. However, because there have been so many instances where this 
Government has not told the truth the Opposition will rest its decision until it sees the Cabinet record. It 
will then know whether the Cabinet records have been properly kept. That is a matter which relates 
specifically to the recommendation of the first report of the Commission on Government. 

This Government has had no interest in implementing the recommendations of the Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters which led to the establishment of the 
Commission on Government That issue was debated for two years in this place. The Opposition urged 
the Government to take up the recommendations of the royal commission to ensure that the various 
mechanisms of government were reviewed and that they met the needs of this State in the 1990s and into 
the next century and that the accountability of the system was improved. The Opposition wanted to make 
it work better and to be less open to the possibility of corruption. The Government's response, particularly 
from the Premier, was that it had nothing to do with the system but had plenty to do with individuals. That 
is another example of the Government not facing up to the truth. It is not willing to put forward the facts 
when mounting an argument. Its arguments cannot be substantiated in any way. Hon Peter Foss put that 
excuse to a public forum which the Premier chickened out of - at least he had the good sense not to stand 
up and be laughed out of the place. Hon Peter Foss was brazen enough to take on that task and as a result 
he bore the ridicule attached to any suggestion that he had to blame it on certain players in the previous 
Government and not address the particular issues relating to the mechanism of government. 

If we consider what has happened with the current Government it is obvious it is not a matter of tying it to 
a number of individuals. Since that debate was initiated in 1993 an ex Liberal Premier has been gaoled. In 
addition, a range of allegations have been made and some have been substantiated with respect to 
corruption in Wanneroo. These allegations are directly linked to Liberal Party members in this House and 
there is evidence of Liberal Party infighting. One party has accused the other and has called for a police 
investigation. A range of accusations of criminality of one sort or another has been levelled within the 
Liberal Party and quite clearly it is affecting the functioning of government. If any member thinks it is at 
an end he should think again because in last Saturday's The West Australian a one time power broker of the 
Liberal Party suggested that these things will continue. In an article written by Noel Crichton-Browne I 
found the following -

Political dirty tricks and political terrorism can be expected as part of the armoury of future 
Liberal Party internecine warfare. 

This person held a very senior position within the Liberal Party until recently and he suggested that those 
sorts of activities, bordering on the criminal, are likely to continue within the Liberal Party and affect 
government in this State. How can any Government suggest that by passing the problems to individuals it 
is addressing the substantial issues of the functioning of government and ensuring that, as far as possible, it 
avoids corruption and wrongdoing in government and the wider community, where its actions may impinge 
on the functioning of government? The Court coalition Government does not want to be accountable. 
There is a range of possible hypotheses as to why that is the case. I do not know whether it is because it 
has so few Ministers with the ability to debate an issue - I recognise that the Deputy Premier is a person of 
considerable ability - that the Government does not want the public to know the facts because it cannot 
cope with an argument based on facts. Perhaps that is one reason this Government has run away from any 
fO!l" of accountability. Many people believe it is because there are more sinister things going on within 
thI~ Government - for example, it is looking after its mates and is involved in a range of corrupt activities 
WhICh either it does not know about or, more seriously, is actually involved in. For those reasons the 
Government cannot open itself up to any real form of accountability. 

The <;ourt Government has not taken up the royal commission recommendations in an effective way. It 
has .sImply looked at window dressing as pressure has mounted, led by the Opposition and taken up by 
sectIOns of the media, and from time to time it has given a little ground with public presentations 
suggesting that it intends to deal with accountability and the Commission on Government. However, when 
one looks at the chain of events leading to those decisions one sees that the Government has simply been 
indulging in face saving measures when it has been forced to do so as a result of pressure from the 
Opposition and public opinion to be seen to be doing something in these areas. The Government has 
always sought to do as little as possible as late as possible. 

The Commission on Government was not established until this Government had been in power for two 
years. It was established at a time when the Government knew that the report of the Commission on 
Government would be delivered during the final year of its term. That would present the Government with 
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the possibility of dragging matters out so that any decision would come so late in the parliamentary year 
and that it would not be able to implement some of the recommendations before the next election. Clearly 
that was the strategy and it is likely to work, because at every tum the Government has tried to block or not 
take up in any way the recommendations of the royal commission or the Commission on Government. 

In addition to delaying the whole process for two years, when the Government was finally forced to 
establish the Commission on Government it found another ploy to stop it being effective. The 
recommendations from the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other 
Matters were not enough; the Government had to include extra terms of reference to ensure that it could 
keep the Commission on Government busy. As a result the report would be presented so late and in such 
volume that there would be some excuse for not implementing the recommendations. The public knows 
that this Government does not have an excuse. Despite the fact that it has dragged its feet and drawn out 
the process for as long as possible there is no reason why in this current sitting year we cannot pass a 
number of measures as recommended in the commission's report 

Within a matter of weeks of receiving the first report the Opposition was able to assess the 
recommendations, form a committee to go through them, make recommendations and put those 
recommendations to our Caucus in order to come up with a position in response to the report. What has the 
Government done? It has had the reasonable excuse of saying that we must wait for the parliamentary 
committee to give some oversight to these recommendations before a decision is made. 

Mr Graham: We will all be too old by then. 

Mr KOBELKE: We may be. Let us look at what has happened, what the committee has done and the 
Government's response. Papers were tabled between 21 September and 23 November last year in this 
Parliament giving the Parliamentary Committee on the Commission on Government's response to the first 
report Another paper has been tabled this year, but I have not had time to look at it. This joint committee 
has recommended support and opposition to some of the recommendations contained in the first report. So, 
at least some of those matters have now been with the Government for up to five months. In a matter of 
weeks the Opposition determined a position on each of those recommendations and announced that 
publicly. However, the Government, having had the report for that length of time, has not come out with a 
position on even one of the recommendations. This Government has presented no formal intention to take 
up any of the recommendations from the commission. That again reflects a total lack of sincerity on the 
part of this Government in respect of the Commission on Government. 

Is this commission to be simply another ploy by this Government to make it appear that it is doing 
something and in the process waste millions of dollars of taxpayers' money? Is it just a ploy to take the 
heat off because the Government has been caught out as totally unaccountable? It does not matter if it 
wastes taxpayers' money if it removes a bit of the heat. That is all this will be if we do not have some 
response from the Government acknowledging the value of this report and seeking immediately to 
implement at least some of the recommendations and to follow through with the subsequent reports. In 
fact, the second report is already available. 

In order to show the value of a number of these recommendations and how a number of them could be 
implemented I will outline the Opposition's response to the key items. I know that these items will tug at 
the heartstrings of the Deputy Premier because they relate largely to the electoral system, and I know he 
has a very keen interest in that issue. The Opposition accepted the majority of the recommendations, but 
we saw problems implementing the recommendations that we regarded as unacceptable to the people of 
this State. We totally support the recommendations dealing with malapportionment and vote weighting. 
However, the mechanism by which the commission sought to implement those principles caused us some 
difficulty. The commission recommended an increase in the number of members of Parliament and the 
Opposition does not believe that the people of Western Australia would accept that proposal. The 
commission recommended that the number of members in the Legislative Assembly be increased from 57 
to 61 and in the Legislative Council from 34 to 35. 

Mr Bloffwitch: The commission did that to lessen the impact of the change on the country areas. There 
are seven seats going from the country to the metropolitan area. I believe it is a reasonable way to lessen 
the impact and I am sure that the member cannot be critical of that. 

Mr KOBELKE: I accept the interjection on the basis that it is a valuable contribution. However, we must 
look at implementing these proposals. The Opposition believes that the people of Western Australia will 
not accept an increase in the number of members of Parliament. While there are some advantages in the 
numbers put forward - and the member has suggested one of them - in making any decision a whole range 
of issues must be balanced; one cannot maximise each one. In addition, the numbers are mathematically a 
little prettier if it is done that way; some of the odd fractions do not have to be dealt with. However, we 
could make a system based on exactly the same model work with the same number of members of 
Parliament; we do not have to change the numbers. We would pick up some advantages and some 
disadvantages. I accept the interjection from the member for Geraldton as clearly indicating that there are 
certain advantages in increasing the numbers. However, those advantages count for nothing if the system 
cannot be implemented. The Opposition believes that the recommendation to increase the number of 
members cannot be implemented because there would be enormous objection from the public. I may be 
wrong about that, but it is my point of view. 

The Opposition had difficulty with some of the recommendations. However, we wish to support the rest of 
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the decisions, so I do not need to repeat the arguments in the report I do not want to create the impression 
that we believe that this was not a good report: It was an excellent report. It tried to weigh up a whole 
range of very complex issues and to come to simple decisions to improve the system or, if it did have 
strengths, to maintain those principles or rules. In addition to the decision that we could not support an 
increase in the number of members of Parliament, we decided that we could not support recommendation 
54, which stated that, in the election of members of the Legislative Council, ticket voting should not be 
permitted. Over the past few years in certain elections we have experienced a very high informal vote. If a 
voting system does not give people a simplified way of casting their vote so that it will be effective and 
valid, we will see the levels of informality of over 10 per cent that we saw in the 1980s, and that will 
disfranchise a lot of people. There are obviously arguments for it - they did not make that recommendation 
without considering it seriously and recognising its advantages - but we cannot support it because of the 
disadvantage of the high level of informality which will occur. As a result, recommendation No 55, which 
is to go to the Robson rotation method, cannot be implemented because we cannot go to that complicated 
arrangement with the ballot papers in a region where there are 30 or 40 nominations and people are asked 
to complete a voting card without having a how to vote ticket. The Robson rotation method will cause a lot 
of difficulty in the operation of the ballot, which may diminish its effectiveness and lead to 
disenfranchisement of voters. The 114 recommendations in the first report have been considered carefully 
in the decision-making processes of our party, in order to determine our position and to draft legislation, 
which was introduced into this Parliament last year in its early stages, to give effect to some of those 
recommendations. However, we have seen from this Government a continuation of the approach of the 
past three years; that is, simply do nothing and assume that the problem will go away. This Government 
will sink deeper into disrepute because it fails to be accountable and to give proper consideration to reports 
such as this. 

MR JOHNSON (Whitford) [10.44 pm]: I oppose the amendment. 

Mr Graham: Surprise surprise! 

Mr JOHNSON: Before I speak about the Opposition's criticism of this Government for not implementing 
the recommendations of the Commission on Government, I will deal with a matter that was mentioned 
yesterday by the member for Maylands and also today; namely, the spurious document entitled "Broken 
Promises". One of the promises which that document alleges has been broken is in regard to Hepburn 
Heights, which is in my electorate. The document states that the coalition parties had promised to overturn 
the plan to tum Hepburn Heights and Leda into housing lots. 

Mr Kobelke: You did not overturn it. 

Mr JOHNSON: Not completely, because we could not, but we did -

Mr Kobelke: You did not overturn it. You did not keep your promise. 

Mr JOHNSON: If the member listened, he would hear the truth. Hepburn Heights was a wonderful and 
unique piece of bushland with a lot of unique flora and fauna that had no equal in the northern suburbs, and 
16000 people signed a petition to retain Hepburn Heights in its natural state, but the then Labor 
Government was so desperate to develop that area that it was not prepared to listen to those people. 
However, things were starting to get very uncomfortable for the then member, so it decided to hold back a 
bit of it and not develop the whole lot It left two pieces of bushland which were separated by a narrow 
gap, which made it difficult for the kangaroos and other animals that lived there to get from one section of 
that bushland to the other. When the coalition parties came into government in February 1993, one of the 
first things I did was ask the Minister for Lands to try to keep our election promise in regard to Hepburn 
Heights. However, the problem was that all of the infrastructure had been put in place for 90 per cent of 
Hepburn Heights, many of the lots had been divided, and all of the bushland had been bulldozed. 
However, a few hectares of bushland on the left hand side of Hepburn Heights had not been developed, so 
it was reasonably simple for us to keep our promise to not develop that area. 

Mr Kobelke: You know the reasons that the Government did not keep its promise, but the fact is it did not. 
There may be good reasons, but you made a promise and you did not keep it. 

Mr JOHNSON: That is a ridiculous argument We obviously intended to keep our promise in regard to 
any area that had not already been demolished by the Labor Government. 

Mr Kobelke: You promised to overturn it. 

Mr JOHNSON: We overturned what we could legally overturn. The member for Nollamara would not 
want this Government to act illegally. 

Mr Graham: Why did you not say that before? 

Mr JOHNSON: It is history. We did keep our promise. We stopped a lot of the development from going 
ahea~, and the friends of Hepburn Heights and the people in that area were very happy that we kept our 
promIse, because they could see that the wildlife would be sustained -

Mr Graham: They would all go forth and multiply. 

~r JO~NSON: Yes. There are lot of kangaroos there now because they did go forth and multiply. It is a 
dIst~rtIon of the truth to say that we broke our promise. It is a bit like saying, "There are some eggs in the 
refngerator and we promise that when we get in there, we will not cook them", but when we get into the 
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refrigerator, we find that all of the eggs have been broken and there is not an awful lot we can do with them 
but cook them. 

Mr Kobelke: You broke a promise. 

Mr JOHNSON: We did not. That argument has no credibility. 

Mr Graham: You said you would do something. You had the ability to research. You had all of the 
shining lights - the opposition spokespersons. You could have said all of those things before the election, 
but you did not. You said you would do it, and you did not do it. 

Mr JOHNSON: The reason that we could not keep that promise completely was that that statement was 
made a fair while before the bulldozers went in and demolished the whole lot and a fair while before a lot 
of the infrastructure was put in. As soon as we were able to, we did keep our promise, and we overturned 
the decision to develop a lot of the area that members opposite had wanted to develop, to the great 
satisfaction of the people in that area. Thousands of people were delighted that we came into government 
and managed to salvage a lot more of Hepburn Heights than members opposite were prepared to do. That 
is one alleged broken promise that we certainly dispute. 

Mr Kobelke: You did not fulfil that promise. 

Mr JOHNSON: We fulfIlled all of the promises that we were legally able to fulfil. 

Mr Kobelke: You should not make a promise that you cannot fulfil. 

Mr JOHNSON: Members opposite had signed legal documents and entered into contracts with people in 
regard to Hepburn Heights, and we could not undo that. We could only do what we could do legally, 
because we like to do things legally. Members opposite signed a lot of documents in the months before the 
election and made agreements -

Mr Graham: That is right, and you people knew it, and you were still handing out pamphlets pretending it 
never happened. 

Mr JOHNSON: The member for Pilbara should talk to the people in the area. I can tell him that is one of 
the main reasons that the Labor Party lost the seat of Whitford. Talk about broken promises! The former 
member for Whitford promised the people of Connolly that the Joondalup Golf Club would not be sold, 
and within 12 months it was sold from under them, so do not talk to us about broken promises! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! There has been enough interjection, and I ask the member for 
Whitford to direct his remarks to the Chair. 

Mr JOHNSON: I would be delighted to. 

I want to comment on the Joint Standing Committee on Commission on Government, because that is 
obviously part of the thrust of the Opposition's amendment, to let members opposite know where we are 
and to provide a comparison with what happened with a similar committee in Queensland under a Labor 
Government. A well-known committee took varying times to report to the Parliament in Queensland. At 
times it took two years to report on sections of the report, which I think is a disgraceful situation. The 
endeavour of the joint standing committee was, wherever possible, to try to report the whole of each report 
to the Parliament before the next report was handed down. It has not been able to keep to that exactly, but 
is doing the best it can. 

There was unanimous agreement on many of the recommendations in the first report by the Commission on 
Government It was our intention to pass that to the Parliament as quickly as possible. In fact, 22 of the 
main recommendations were agreed to and a further 43 were deferred. We have reported to Parliament on 
most of the 43 recommendations. The only ones we have not reported on relate to Commission on 
Government recommendations on parliamentary committees for this House, the other House, or joint 
House committees. We were fully aware that the second report of the Commission on Government dealt 
with parliamentary committees. Therefore, it was the intention of the joint parliamentary committee to 
wait until we got the second report. It would then put a comprehensive report to the Parliament on the 
committee systems on which the Commission on Government had made recommendations and state 
whether it agreed with them, disagreed with them, or thought they should be improved. I am hopeful that 
within the next few weeks the committee will be in a position to report to Parliament. 

Mr D.L. Smith: When did you last meet? 

Mr JOHNSON: Just before Christmas. I was hopeful that the committee would be able to meet in January. 
I was available. Unfortunately, many members were not available. I understand that. That is the time that 
members take their holidays, and they are justly deserved. A meeting was to be held in February. 
Unfortunately, at that time we could barely get a quorum at that meeting. The election had then been 
called and I know that all members of Parliament are busy during election time. I was concerned that 
expenses that might be incurred by the committee in bringing someone over from Canberra to speak to the 
committee would be wasted because there would not be a quorum present. I made the decision after 
consulting with some members of the committee that the meeting should be postponed rather than run the 
risk of incurring unnecessary expense for the taxpayers. Some members were not sure whether they could 
attend. 

The committee has to be reformed, which I hope will happen shortly. I am also hopeful that within the next 



[Wednesday, 20 March 1996] 235 

few wccks, the committee will respond to this Parliament on the recommendations by the Commission on 
Government Many of the recommendations in the second report and some in the first report refer to the 
parliamentary committee systems. I believe that once we report on that, a chunk of the commission's 
report will be ongoing. 

The committee covered many other items other than the ones we originally unanimously agreed to. 

Mr D.L. Smith: What action did the Government take on the committee's recommendation? 

Mr JOHNSON: There has not been a great deal of time for the Government to take action on the 
recommendations. It beat us on the official corruption committee. 

Mr Trenorden: The commission is still sitting! 

Mr D.L. Smith: Interim recommendations can be implemented. 

Mr JOHNSON: The Government has taken action on the Official Corruption Commission, which was a 
recommendation from the Commission on Government. 

Mr D.L. Smith: Do you think the recommendations put forward by the Premier are in line -

Mr JOHNSON: I do not think they are identical, but they ~o a tremendous way to addressing the problems 
that the Commission on Government saw. That is my view; it may not be the committee's view. The 
committcc will still consider that recommendation from the Commission on Government and if the 
parliamentary committee believes that the Government has not gone far enough, I am sure the committee 
will respond accordingly and report to Parliament. 

Mr D.L. Smith: Four govemment members, two opposition members and no Independents. 

Mr JOHNSON: No. There are 10 members on the committcc. 

Mr D.L. Smith: There are three from this House and three from the other House. 

Mr JOHNSON: There are to members on the committcc. I thought the member was referring to the Joint 
Standing Committee on Commission on Government. There are 10 members and there has been some 
unanimous agreement on many of the recommendations. We have not disagreed on too many of them. As 
my colleague on the opposition benches said, some of the electoral reform recommendations were not 
accepted by all members of the committee. The Robson rotation was a classic example. That was rejected 
by all members. I believe the recommendation on ticket voting was also unanimously rejected. We agreed 
unanimously on not passing on a recommendation to increase the number of members of Parliament. We 
agreed on many other issues and we will be looking at many issues down the track. 

I believe the joint standing commitlee will act in accordance with the instructions given by Parliament and 
will be reporting much quicker than the Queensland committee did. I believe also that by the end of this 
year, we will be following the reports from the Commission on Government very closely and reporting to 
Parliament. Members will have to allow a little time - two or thrcc months - in between the presentation of 
the reports and the handing down of our recommendations to Parliament. We have had a long recess 
period which has created difficulty. But we were going very well until then. I hope the next report will be 
handed down in the next two or thrcc months. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.58 pm]: I cannot believe that the Opposition has the temerity to move an 
amendment along these lines to the Address-in-Reply. Members opposite have debated for several hours 
today an issue vilifying a member of this House, the Minister for Labour Relations. I cannot remember the 
number of speeches I have heard, from the election of the former member for Fremantle to the Premiership, 
about the standards which the ALP would carry in this House. 

Mr Graham: What is wrong with that? It is a substantive motion. 

Mr TRENORDEN: The arguments about the Commission on Government are so hollow that if they were 
hit with a toothpick members' ears would ring for months. I am a member of the Joint Standing 
Committee on Commission on Government. Despite the best efforts of the member for Whitford, as 
chairman of the committee, that committee is close to useless. It should be closed down. It docs no good 
for this Parliament or this State; it is a waste of space. It is only a game to the Australian Labor Party 
members on the committcc because they have no commitment to speed or change. We hear their rhetoric 
in this place about how they support the Commission on Government but they laugh and joke about it 
behind closed doors. I challenge any member to demonstrate that he has attended more COG committee 
meetings than I have. When I go to any public meeting, no ALP members are in attendance. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN: I am not talking only about Northam. I am talking about Perth. I drive 100 kms to 
attend public meetings but not one ALP member is present. The member's standard of debate has been to 
abuse and threaten people. The member for Peel thinks that is smart. He thinks that is raising the 
standards of this House. He will vote on garbage like this. He thinks he is smart but he is denigrating this 
House more than anyone else. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! The member for Peel is not in his scat. 
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Mr lRENORDEN: Such members come to this House and tell us that they support the Commission on 
Government, but it is laughable. I have been to hearings at the Commission on Government offices and 
heard opposition members make presentations which oppose the party line. The member for Thomlie did 
it in relation to Cabinet secrecy. Members should read her submission to the Commission on Government. 
It was amazing. She often talks about accountability. However, she went to the Commission on 
Government and said that, in her opinion, the Cabinet process should not be exposed. 

Members opposite address this House and take the supposed high ground of morality on Commission on 
Government matters. That is hypocrisy of the greatest degree. I have no wish to denigrate the actions of 
the Chairman of the Joint Standing Committee on Commission on Government. He has tried to call 
meetings and to get people to attend. As the member for Whitford said, the motivation is not there. 

The member for Mitchell asked when was the last meeting. It was in December. I worked all through 
January and February but there were no meetings, beeause the chairman could not round up the members. 
Where is the commitment? There is no commitment. 

Mr C.J. Barnett Did you work during non-sitting weeks? 

Mr lRENORDEN: It is amazing, but I did. There is no commitment to the COG committee in this House. 
The committee is useless. The commissioners who came before the committee were abused. Members 
opposite thought that not one of the proposed commissioners was up to standard because they were not 
ALP lackeys. They were pulled down, one after the other, not only in committee hearings but also in the 
public arena. 

Mr Kierath: One or two of them were known to have Labor leanings. 

Mr lRENORDEN: I am not having a go at the commissioners. I am a fan of the Commission on 
Government. I have regularly made submissions to it, and I believe that the commissioners are making a 
wholehearted and honest attempt to present an important attitude to this House. That attitude should be 
taken seriously by members opposite. However, all they do is offer their hollow, political rhetoric. This is 
no reflection on you, Mr Acting Speaker, but that commitLee of this Parliament is useless. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [11.05 pm]: It is always interesting to follow the member for Avon when he 
delivers a speech, particularly more so if you are presiding, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson). I am a 
member of the Joint Standing Committee on Commission on Government and I wilJ folJow the lead of the 
member for Whitford and the member for A von and completely ignore the standing orders which say that 
the deliberations of a committee should remain private until the committee determines. I wiII leak like a 
sieve, just like those two members. 

I will deal first with the points made by the member for Avon. I like the member for Avon but sometimes 
he gets up my nose with his political rhetoric about the Australian Labor Party. We are political opponents. 
We have a different point of view and philosophy. It is a fact of life that the ALP has a point of view and it 
is put forward. The point of view is argued internally and externally. Our position on the Commission on 
Government has been faultless, internalJy, externally and publicly. The member for Avon said that when 
the commissioners came before the committee its members abused the commissioners up hill and down 
dale, but that is false. 

Mr Trenorden: It was in the Press. 

Mr GRAHAM: It is not true. When the transcripts become freely available the public and the journalists 
wilJ be able to read the questioning that went on in the committee process. I remind members what was 
going on at the time: The Speaker was appointed to chair a committee. After great deliberation and 
argument I moved a vote of no confidence in the Speaker, without going to the party room. I have never 
done that before and I hope that I will never have to do it again. The matter was taken on board but it was 
knocked over by the Government. Thankfully my colleagues supported me. During the break, the 
Government dispensed with the Speaker as chairman of the committee, for the reasons I had outlined 
before the break. The questioning process of the commissioners, as a result of legislation passed by 
Parliament, required the commissioners to be able to demonstrate certain abilities and to have knowledge 
of public affairs. Commissioners had 23 minutes each before the Speaker, acting on instructions, cut them 
off. They had already been named and announced as commissioners by the Premier, so there was no going 
back. There was no investigation. The member for Avon is right: From that time on the joint standing 
commitLee failed to meet its obligations. It serves little purpose; therefore our opinions are unanimous. 

I tum now to the amendment which reads -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the Court Government has conspicuously failed to 
meet the standards of accountability demanded by the Western Australian community and 
furthermore is refusing to implement the recommendations of the Commission on Government. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), your speech to this Parliament endorses that view because the statistics 
that you offered, and the point of view and argument you put, support the amendment in its entirety. I 
remind the member for Whitford of what he said. Forty-three matters have been deferred by the committee 
to date for a variety of reasons. I know some of those reasons, as do you, Mr Acting Speaker. I accept 
some and not others. Twenty-two matters have been agreed to and reported to this Parliament on a number 
of occasions. It is not the Joint Standing CommitLee or this Parliament that is under fire from this 
amendment, it is the Court Government. The Court Government has not honoured one of those 22 
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recommendations that you, Mr Acting Speaker, agree were put forward unanimously by the Joint Standing 
Committee of both Houses of this Parliament Not one has been implemented. On what you said in your 
speech, Mr Acting Speaker, you should be voting for this motion. You provided the evidence and 
ammunition to support the amendment. Twenty-two recommendations were agreed to by this many
headed beast caIled the Joint Standing Committee. I do not know how it does anything; it is beyond me -
but 22 recommendations were unanimously agreed to by members representing both Houses of Parliament 
and all political parties. The Government has done nothing. 

From my experience and by questioning Cabinet Ministers I can say that the problem goes further than 
that Only two Cabinet Ministers have read the fIrst report of the Commission on Government If that is 
not so Ministers who answered parliamentary questions were telling lies. Ministers said clearly when I 
asked if they had read the report, "No, I have read bits of it", "I flicked through it", or, "I have not read it". 
That is hardly the correct response from a Cabinet committed to a course of action. It is not a secret course 
of action. It is a course of action that has been with us since November 1992 when the Royal Commission 
into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters reported. We are now approaching the 
middle of 1996, so it has been with us for four years. Each one of the matters was raised in the royal 
commission and in our legislation which was knocked off, and then raised in legislation by this current 
Government It is not exactly a secret. It is not as if it is something that has sneaked up on the 
Government; it is something that the Government has been well, warned about The Government 
campaigned on this issue in the last state election and in by-elections; it promised to deliver and has not 

I will not delay the House unduly; however, I want to make a couple of further points. The frrst one 
concerns the points that you, Mr Acting Speaker, made about the Premier's response to the Official 
Corruption Commission. Again, Mr Acting Speaker, out of your mouth you have committed yourself to 
supporting the amendment that has been moved by the Opposition. You said that the Government had pre
empted the committee on one recommendation and had started moving on pretty quickly. It was inside 
four years from the presentation of the royal commission's report until the Government was dragged 
kicking and screaming towards the Official Corruption Commission. The response of the member for 
Whitford to the member for Mitchell's cross-Chamber question on whether Richard Court's announcement 
on the Official Corruption Commission met the requirements of the Commission on Government was, "No, 
they did not. They are not identical, but they go some way towards COO's recommendations." That was 
the response of the member for Whitford; I wrote it down. 

Mr Bloffwitch: It goes a lot further than we recommended. 

Mr GRAHAM: It does not go further. The amendment talks about implementing the recommendations of 
the Commission on Government. The member for Whitford, who is now in the Chair as the Acting 
Speaker, said in his speech that none of the 22 unanimous recommendations was implemented. When he 
was on his feet he thought about what he said and he said that one had been implemented. Richard Court 
was embarrassed so he set up this new body. However, when the member for Whitford was questioned he 
said that even that did not go all the way to implementing COO's recommendations. If the member for 
Whitford is a man of principle, he is duty bound to vote with the Opposition given the very succinct 
argument he made in his speech. I have got the member for Whitford sussed. He will stay in the Chair and 
dodge the vote when it is clear that the motion should be supported. 

The member for Avon, in his sometimes sanctimonious tones, said he fully supported the Commission on 
Government That is fIne. We do not all wear our hearts on our shirt sleeves. However, to say he goes to 
public meetings and does not see ALP members there is a load of absolute nonsense. I could equally say 
that I or one of my representatives acting on my behalf had gone to every COO meeting in Port Hedland 
and had not seen one member of the coalition there. What a load of nonsense! I have had members of the 
public put to me that I get enough opportunities to influence the decisions of COO. Not only am I a 
member of Parliament who can make a decision, I am also a member of the public and have made 
submissions to the Commission on Government - sometimes against my party policy and sometimes 
against Liberal Party policy. However, I have still made submissions to the Commission on Government 
and I actively encourage people to do that. I get opportunities to do that as a member of the public. As a 
member of Parliament I get an opportunity to influence events through membership of the Joint Standing 
Committee. I look forward to seconding a motion from the member for Avon to wind the damn thing up to 
stop wasting our time. I get enough opportunities to influence events. People have said that those public 
meetings are not for politicians; that they are public meetings for the public. I happen to agree with that 
What comes out of those meetings is freely available through the computer system or the Commission on 
Government Sometimes it has a deleterious effect on members of Parliament to sit in the Public Gallery 
when the public want to express their views about members of Parliament, because they do not always say 
complimentary things about us and our behaviour. 

Mr Acting Speaker, apart from the arguments put by the opposition members in this debate on this 
amendment, you and the member for Avon have provided a very convincing argument why members 
should vote to support the amendment. 

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [11.17 pm]: I have listened with great interest to those 
people on the other side of the House who support this amendment to the Address-in-Reply. It is obvious 
that th~y hav.e taken two instances which they believe justify an amendment of this kind. The first is that 
rather Incredible document that was so proudly waved around by the Leader of the Opposition earlier this 
week which, if my memory serves me correctly, talked about 300 broken promises. I am looking forward 
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to some member of the Opposition providing me with a copy of that document so I can play my part in 
making sure it is thoroughly discredited. I have already seen one or two pages of that document. 

Mr Kobelke: Can the Deputy Premier give us one inaccuracy? 

Mr COWAN: I will give members just one. 

Mr Brown: Was "We will not close the Midland Workshops" one of the inaccuracies? 

Mr COWAN: That is one that is accurate. We closed it, and we saved the State of Western Australia 
$19m. There was a valid reason for that closure. The Westrail system is effecting a saving of some $70m 
and it is shifting more freight every year, both intrastate and interstate. We closed the Midland Workshops 
and saved $19m a year. Yes, we gave that undertaking which was broken, but only because the economics 
indicated very clearly that that decision had to be made. That decision was made up front so that 
everybody could sec the issue was about accountability. 

I will take up another issue. I made a statement to the Australasian Meat Industry Employees Union that 
the State of Western Australia nceded an abattoir capable of providing killing space for Western Australian 
livestock and should the Robb Jetty abattoir be closed and space was required to kill animals in Western 
Australia, we would do everything within our capacity to replace the facility at Robb Jetty with a high-tech 
abattoir. The Leader of the Opposition was not even prepared to quote me accurately. 

Mrs Henderson: Another broken promise. 

Mr COWAN: I thank the member for that. Let us look at the reality. There was not sufficient stock in 
Western Australia to justify the construction of an abattoir at that time. Since then we have also seen the 
closure of the Tip Top abattoir in Linley Valley and the abattoir in Albany. Altogether three abattoir 
facilities have closed - those in Robb Jetty and Albany, and the Tip Top abattoir in Linley Valley. That has 
caused an announcement by an abattoir chain in the Eastern States that it will build a high-tech abattoir in 
Western Australia. I ask the member for Thornlie to talk to me again about that promise. 

Mrs Henderson: No thanks to you. 

Mr COW AN: If we do not achieve these things, it is a broken promise; if we do it is no thanks to us. We 
see the double standards of the Opposition. I do not want to go back over the cause of the establishment of 
the royal commission, the Burt commission and the Commission on Government. The member for 
Cockburn quite rightly told me that we should not live in the past, although some members opposite like to 
do that, and in this instance he is quite correct; we should look forward. 

I will be very pleased if the Opposition decides to maintain its line on this issue of accountability based on 
two premises, the first being that opposition members have gone through our policies and identified what 
they regard as promises which have not been kept. I have pointed to two discrepancies in their document. 
I look forward to the time when we receive a document from the Opposition - I am sure someone will be 
brave enough to give me one. When that happens I will ensure there is a formal Government response to 
this claptrap which indicates just how wrong those opposite are. Once again, we will see just how 
thoroughly discredited they are. They have no concept about the need for accuracy which is every bit as 
important as accountability. 

The second part of the amendment deals with the Commission on Government. Without question there is a 
justifiable claim that the State Government's response to the Commission on Government has not been 
instantaneous. I do not think anybody expected it to be. The issue is about taking the recommendations of 
the Commission on Government and putting them through the processes. Notwithstanding that, the 
Opposition believes the processes through the standing committee of the Parliament and through public 
consultation, and processes needed to determine a response to the opinion of the public about the 
Commission on Government's recommendations are insufficient. Because of those processes, one could 
not expect an instant result from the Government. 

Mr Ripper: When do you think the first reform flowing from the Commission on Government 
recommendations will be in place? 

Mr COWAN: That is a very good question. If the leader of the House for the Opposition were brave 
enough, bearing in mind that he would have to face the wrath of his colleagues in the Opposition, to 
acknowledge that the Government has made a significant effort to ensure that accountability in the 
performance of the Executive has already been applied, he would find that even if there is some -

Mr D.L. Smith: What hypocritical nonsense! Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Mr COWAN: The one person in this Chamber who, when he is on his feet,never accepts an interjection is 
one of the great parrots of the Opposition who does most of his speaking from his seat when someone else 
has the call. The member for Mitchell should understand that if he wants people to respond to his 
interjections, he will have to reciprocate. When he docs that, I will respond to some of his interjections. 

The leader of the House for the Opposition knows that we have already addressed many of the mallers that 
are likely to be taken up formally in the recommendations of the Commission on Government. 

Mr Ripper: I do not agrce with that. 

Mr COW AN: There is a difference between reality and perception. In the case of politics, we all know 
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that is one of the truisms of this Parliament It has been most noticeable that for a long time The West 
Australian has led most of its feature stories on the accountability of government It has tried to build the 
perception that accountability may be questioned. However, the reality is that just as the Opposition has 
missed the mark, so too has The West Australian. There is evidence to that effect. 

We have had two by-elections and one federal election in this State and we have seen the Opposition 
carping on and on, supported by The West Australian - perhaps it was vice versa - about accountability. 
Yet what was the result of the Helena by-election, the federal election and the Kalgoorlie by-election? To 
reinforce that issue, the previous Labor Government's majority dwindled in its last tenn because of by
elections and defections. Members opposite know that whenever a by-election is held the swing goes 
against the Government, yet this Government was able to reverse that trend. I am trying to demonstrate to 
the Opposition that there is a difference between what people in the broader electorate of Western Australia 
believe and what members of the Opposition think. I certainly do not accept some false impression. I 
realise that we have some work to do concerning a number of issues. The Opposition is falling into the 
trap that its perception about the question of accountability is shared by the broader electorate. For that 
reason this amendment deserves to be opposed. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

MrM.Bameu 
MrBrown 
MrCatania 
Dr Edwards 
Dr Gallop 
MrGraham 

Mr Ainsworth 
Mr C.l Barneu 
MrBlaikie 
MrBoard 
MrBradshaw 
Dr Constable 
MrCowan 
MrDay 
Mrs Edwardes 

MrMcGinty 
MrThomas 
Mrs Hallahan 
Dr Watson 
Mr Cunningham 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Mr Grill 
Mrs Henderson 
Mr KobeJke 
Mr Marlborough 
Mr Riebeling 
MrRipper 

Dr Harnes 
Mr Kierath 
MrLewis 
MrMcNee 
MrNicholls 
MrOmodei 
MrOsborne 
Mrs Parker 
MrPendal 

Ayes (16) 

Noes (26) 

Pairs 

Mrs Roberts 
MrD.LSrnith 
MsWarnock 
Mr Leahy (feller) 

MrPrince 
MrW. Srnilh 
Mr Strickland 
Mr Trenorden 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
MrWiese 
Mr Bloffwitch (feller) 

MrShave 
Mr House 
Mr Marshall 
MrCourt 
Mrs van de Klashorst 

Motion Resumed 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House). 

House adjourned at 1134 pm 



240 [ASSEMBLY] 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

TRAFFIC VOLUME - LORD STREET, HEAVY TRAFFIC REDUCTION PLANS 

27. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

Further to questions on notice 3734 and 4333 of 1995, what measures does the Government intend 
to take to minimise heavy traffic travelling down Lord Street through the suburbs of Lockridge, 
Eden Hill and Bassendean? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

As previously indicated, articulated trucks and most truck and trailer combinations are allowed to 
run on all public roads in Western Australia. If these vehicles exceed 19 metres in length or 42.5 
tonnes gross mass, they must have a permit issued by Main Roads. These permits identify the 
vehicle, the routes on which it must operate and other specific conditions. There are no plans to 
issue permits for long vehicles, road trains or B-doubles to travel down Lord Street 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - MAIN ROADS WESTERN AUSTRALIA 
TENDERS AWARDED TO COMPANIES OWNED BY LEN BUCKERIDGE 

79. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) How many tenders have been awarded by Main Roads Department of Western Australia 
to companies owned by Mr Len Buckeridge? 

(2) How many tenders have been awarded by the Department of Transport to companies 
owned by Mr Len Buckeridge? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2) Main Roads and the Department of Transport are not aware of the names of all 
companies owned by Mr Buckeridge. Clearly, numerous contracts are let by the 
departments concerned, many for small amounts of money, and it is neither necessary nor 
practicable to establish the owner or owners of companies in all cases. However, if the 
member provides me with a list of the companies Mr Buckeridge owns I will be happy to 
make inquiries. 

TAXI INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENT FUND - EXPENDITURE ON SAFETY 
RELATED MA TIERS FOR TAXI DRNERS 

83. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has money been spent from the Taxi Industry Funds on safety related matters for taxi 
drivers? 

(2) If yes -

(a) how much has been expended; 

(b) what has been funded; 

(c) what has been the effect of such expenditure? 

(3) If no, why not? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

(1) Yes, and further expenditure is forecast 

(2) (a) $62075.47. 

(b) Secure taxi ranks in Northbridge and Fremantle. 

(c) A safe and comfortable place for taxi drivers to pick up passengers from areas 
where traditionally drivers have faced dangers in providing service. The ranks 
are patrolled by security guards, and this is the prime expense. Further secure 
ranks are planned, and funding for the safety summit and for any agreed 
outcomes will also come from the Taxi Industry Development Fund. 

(3) Not applicable. 

PORT HEDLAJND - RETAIL TRADING HOURS FOR LIQUOR OUTLETS, 
. RESTRICfIONS 

135. Mr GRAHAM to the·~inister for Aboriginal Affairs: 

(1) Has the Government taken any action to restrict the trading hours of liquor outlets in Port 
Hedland? 
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(2) If not, why not? 

(3) If so -

(a) what action has the Government taken; 

(b) on what date was that action taken? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) Reduction in the number of hours for the sale of liquor at all outlets for a four 
month trial period. 

(b) 28 September 1995. 

PORT HEDLAND - PAKALA PATROL, GOVERNMENT FUNDING 

138. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 

(1) Has the Government taken any action to provide financial resources to a street patrol in 
Port Hedland? , 

(2) If not, why not? 

(3) If so-

(a) what action has the Government taken; 

(b) on what date was that action taken? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) A grant of $50 000 was approved for Pakala Patrol (port Hedland). An officer 
of grant agreement was signed on 27 November 1995 by the coordinator of 
Pakala Patrol. 

(b) Cheque forwarded to Pakala Patrol from the Aboriginal Affairs Department on 1 
December 1995. 

SOUTH HEDLAND - DESIGNATED DRINKING AREAS 

139. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 

(1) Has the Government taken any action to provide for a designated drinking area in South 
Hedland? 

(2) If not, why not? 

(3) If so-

(a) what action has the Government taken; 

(b) on what date was that action taken? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) A workshop was held with representatives from Aboriginal CommUOltles 
including regional council members and key government agencies to discuss 
options for designated drinking areas in South Hedland. These options are 
being explored. 

(b) The workshop was held on 23 and 24 February 1996. 

NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL - VENTILATION SYSTEM; EMISSION LEVELS 

146. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) What is the diameter of the chimney stacks and the fans on the Northbridge tunnel, and 
how many "hundreds of metres" will the polluted emissions be pumped into the air? 

(2) What is the expected power consumption of the exhaust fans; how will the exhaust fans 
be driven; will there be a back up power supply, and in the event of a power failure will 
traffic be temporarily diverted from the tunnel? 

(3) What is the column flux of the chimney stacks on the tunnel? 
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
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What will the mass flux of pollutant CO, NOx ' hydrocarbons and fine particulate matter 
(PMlO) be at the top of the chimney stack? 

At what CO or NOx or other pollutant levels will the tunnel exhaust system activate the 
automatic fans? 

Will Main Roads guarantee that emission levels for CO and NOx will always meet WHO 
(one hour averages) limits: 

(a) in the tunnel; 

(b) within 500 metres of the tunnel portals; 

(c) within 1 000 metres of the chimney stacks? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1)-(5) Information on the ventilation system for the Northbridge tunnel will be known on 
completion of detailed design following award of the contract 

(6) All tunnel emission levels will meet the requirements set by the Environmental 
Protection Authority, including the World Health Organisation standards where 
appropriate. 

ROADS - CORFIELD STREET BRIDGE, OPENED TO TRAFFIC; OUTCOME 

182. Dr WATSON to the Minster representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) When will the Corfield Street bridge be opened to traffic? 

(2) Will the Minister provide me with a map detailing access to roads affected by the new 
traffic flow? 

(3) While the benefits are obvious, have any disadvantages to residents been identified and 
what are they? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) The Corfield Bridge was opened to traffic last week. 

(2) Yes. [See paper No 182.] 

(3) This is a local government project. Council officers have indicated that some properties 
are unable to be accessed by right turns from Corfield Road and some properties on 
Fremantle Road have had a change in their access. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT· NOTICE 

ED'S GOURMET DELI & NEWSAGENCY • CLOSURE 
Canning City Council's Town Planning Scheme Not Enforced 

20. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to the Minister's sledgehammer attack on small businessman Ed Juras who was forced to close Ed's 
Gourmet Deli in February after the Minister complained that the Canning City Council's town planning 
scheme was not being enforced. 

(1) Why did not the Minister approach the Canning City Council until six months after Mr Juras 
opened his shop, which was in July last year? 

(2) Was it because that on 10 occasions the Minister's agent approached Mr Juras asking him to shift 
his deli to his family's shopping centre nearby and that the offers had been rejected? 

(3) Is it not true that this matter had nothing to do with upholding planning laws but is about the 
Minister's selfish, vindictive and greedy self-interest? 

The SPEAKER: I ask members to keep their preamble to questions brief. 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

(1)-(3) I advise the House that I believe this is a private matter. 

Mr McGinty: You have to be kidding. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr LEWIS: If members will let me answer the question I will do just that. It is a private matter which 
involves a longstanding family company which existed before I even came into this place. It is because of 
my public office that I am neither a director nor an office bearer of this company. 

I 
) 
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Mrs Roberts: You issue the instructions. 
Mr M. Barnell: That is not what the MinislCr lOld the Parliament 
Mr LEWIS: I suggest the member for Rockingham look at the form because, I repeal, I am neither a director nor an office bearer of this company. I have not used my minislCrial prerogative in any way in this matter. It has been dealt with, I believe, with probity through the company's lOwn planning advisers and also through its consultant lawyers, who took action on behalf of that company. It seems that the small business proprielOrs have been forced inlO bankruptcy, certainly to some degree, by the illegal activity and the continuance of that activity by the person running Ed's Gourmet Deli. I understand those people also complained to the City of Canning. 
I do not believe it is reasonable that my family's rights or interests should be fettered or jcopardiscd by my public office. I see it as a private maller. When the tenants went into bankruptcy and closed their business, the company put the matlCr in the hands of three agents. I do not know what agents do. However, I would be surprised if what the member for Glendalough said today is fact 

ED'S GOURMET DELI & NEWSAGENCY - CLOSURE 
21. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Planning: 
Docs the Minister fecI any guilt at all about destroying the thriving business of Ed Juras, which has cost him his life savings and forced him lo sell his family home? 
Mr LEWIS replied: 
Mr Speaker-

Mrs Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Glendalough will come lo order. It is important that members appreciate that questions of this nature must relate lo ministerial responsibilities. The original question did so marginally and the one yeslCrday more so. But it is very important that the questions relate lo the Minister's responsibilities. rthink this one is very marginal, but I will allow it to proceed. 
Mr LEWIS: I have nothing further lo add other than lo say it is a private matter with a family company. I ask the member for Glendalough whether she feels guilt for the mother and daughter proprietors who went into bankruplCy and also have had lo sell their home because of the illegal activities and land use of someone who was acting outside the law. 
Mrs Roberts: In your complex. 
Mr LEWIS: That is not right. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister will resume his scat. The member a<;ked her question and interjected a number of times. She asked a further marginal supplementary question. I do not believe it is approprialC lo make further comments after the Minister has finished his answer. 

BUSHFIRES - PUBLIC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN 
22. Mr DAY to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
In view of the high fire danger that exisL<; in the outer metropolitan area and other areas of the State in summer months, and the Minister's comments about the need for the community to be comprehensively aware of its responsibility for prevention, will he advise what public bushfire education programs will be established? 

Mr WIESE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. On 20 January this year, I launched a comprehensive public awareness campaign that is being run by the Western Australian Fire Brigades Board and the Bush Fires Board, in conjunction with the Department of Conservation and Land Management, and is focused on increasing bush fire awareness in the outer metropolitan area. The second stage of that campaign will get under way within the next few weeks, with 30000 large posters and a lot of 20 page information booklets outlining what people can do. These booklets will outline preparation and prevention straLegies and will be available from both fire services and local government offices throughout the State. 
In addition, this morning in Darlington I launched a major fire awareness strategy called Community Fireguard . That strategy is the result of the recommendations of the Darlington Escarpment Fire Hazard Review, which was chaired by the member for Darling Range, John Day, and will assist local communities to increase their fire awareness and fire prevention measures. It will be trialled in Kalamunda, Mundaring and Armadale for 18 months. The aim is to get community groups to work together to address the fire problem that arises when people live in high fire risk arcas and to devise strategies that will protect not only people in those areas but also the wider community. 
Mr Catania: Give them beller and more equipment and they will be able to put out fires. Do not just give them brochures and pamphlets. 

Mr WIESE: The member for BalcatLa has raised the issue of giving fire brigade members beller resources 
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to address fires. We want to prevent fires from starting in the first place. Even the member for Balcatta 
would have to accept that it is far better to prevent fires than to have to fight fires that have started. 
Community Fireguard will be evaluated at the end of the 18 month trial, and if the evaluation reaches the 
result that I believe it will reach, it will be extended, initially throughout the remainder of the outer 
metropolitan area and eventually throughout the whole of the State. I hope the member for Balcatta will 
heartily support that initiative. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF • CAMP CURL! MURRI, LA VERTON 
Review; Newman. Kingsley. Appointment 

23. Mr BROWN to the Premier: 

I refer to the Government's decision to appoint former South Australian judge Kingsley Newman to review 
the failed Laverton work camp. 

(1) 

(2) 

Why was he selected to carry out the review? 

Was he selected to carry out the review because the Government wanted a balanced and impartial 
assessment of the effectiveness of the work camp? 

Mr COURT replied: 

(1)-(2) I cannot give the member an answer because I do not know the process that was undertaken. I 
suggest that if the member asks the question of the Minister responsible, he will receive an 
answer. If the member puts the question on notice, I will give him an answer. 

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT • SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT GRANTS, 
CONCERNS 

24. Mr STRICKLAND to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to concerns of schools and principals, in particular, Newborough Primary School. about school 
development grants. 

(1) Will the Minister advise the House of any prospective adjustment to the size of the grants? 

(2) Is the Minister aware of financial difficulties emerging because of the non-receival of the grant 
moneys? 

(3) What action is proposed to solve this problem? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. I am aware of the difficulties with both the size of the 
school development grant and the administrative procedures involved in its payment. Currently the Civil 
Service Association is imposing bans which are restricting the level of funds paid to schools. The 
Government has made an offer to the CSA of 7 per cent over a 12 month period. which is a fair and 
reasonable offer. I hope those negotiations can conclude over the next couple of days. 

The other point the member for Scarborough has raised is the size of the school development grants. Those 
grants date back to 1988 and were introduced primarily for the purpose of professional development of 
teachers and school planning. However. over the years they have been used to fund relief teachers for all 
sorts of things - for example. history and science excursions. Country Week. sporting carnivals and the 
like. As part of the negotiations with teachers on their wages. one of the trade-offs was to reduce the 
school development grant by $5m. It has emerged that that reduction has imposed a burden on schools 
because the school development grant was used for other purposes. which were unintended consequences. 
The Education Department has recognised the problem and an additional $1.5m will be made available for 
school development grants for the remainder of this financial year and a commensurate amount will be 
allocated to the Education budget for the coming year. That should solve the problem. 

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - WAGEOFFER 
7.4 per cent Increase Negotiations; Labour Relations Subcommittee 

25. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Education: 

The Minister touched on this matter in his answer to the previous question. The State Government labour 
relations subcommittee rejected a 7.4 per cent pay rise for school administrative staff. 

(1) Is it true. as reported today. that the Minister for Labour Relations chairs this subcommittee and 
that the Minister for Education is also a member? 

(2) Is it true that the Minister supported the pay offer? 

(3) If so. who is running the Education portfolio - the Minister for Education. or the Minister for 
Labour Relations? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

The member for Nollamara could have directed this question to the Minister for Labour Relations. 

(1) Yes. it is true that the Minister for Labour Relations. not surprisingly. chairs the subcommittee. I 
am not a member of the subcommittee. although like any other Minister associated with a wage 
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negotiation or employment condition negotiations, obviously I would take that proposal to the 
commiltee. The members of the subcommittee are the Minister for Labour Relations and Minister 
for Finance plus any other Minister who is dealing with a current situation. 

Mr Marlborough: That would be you in this case. 

Mr C.1. BARNETT: Yes. I will tell the member for Peel exactly what happened and if I make a mistake I 
am sure my colleague the Minister for Labour Relations will correct me. 

(2)-(3) At the meeting there was discussion between the Education Department and the CSA for an 
increase of 7.4 per cent. During the discussions involving the Education Department, people from 
the Department of Productivity and Labour Relations, the two Ministers concerned and me, a 
number of issues were raised. The CSA workers in the Education Department tried to draw a 
relativity between themselves and teachers. The Minister for Labour Relations and I agree that 
the real relativity is between those administrative workers and others within other areas of 
government. Questions came up in the labour relations subcommittee, not so much with the 
amount of the pay increase, but its timing and other trade-offs. None of those issues is 
unreasonable. Negotiations are going on today with the CSA, and I hope our proposal is accepted. 
It is a generous wage offer in line with the other increases that have been accorded to 
administrative and clerical workers in government. 

CADET PROGRAM - VICTORIA, INTRODUCTION PLANS 

26. Mr BOARD to the Premier: 

(1) Is the Premier aware of plans by the Victorian State Government to introduce a cadet scheme 
similar to that currently trialled in Western Australia? 

(2) If so, will he comment? 

Mr COURT replied: 

(1)-(2) I thank the member for some notice of this question. Yes, I am aware that Victoria intends to 
implement a similar program to that which we have introduced in Western Australia. We have 
trialled this program in 10 schools this year. We are into the first school term and already a 
number of other schools are keen to have this program implemented. We have set ourselves a 
target this year of 500 cadets. 

We are on target, although some schools want to increase their numbers; for example, at Balga we 
were planning for 50 but we have 70. It is a similar situation in many schools. The program is 
being run by the new Office of Youth. Uniforms and equipment are being provided for the units. 
In addition to the existing military based cadets we have units in the Police Rangers, the State 
Emergency Service, Sea Rescue, the Bush Fire Brigades, and the St John Ambulance. These units 
have a common theme. 

Dr Watson: Give them all a gun! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr COURT: The units have a common theme because they will all undertake training in first aid, 
leadership, communication and survival skills, and learn how to handle road trauma. A wide range of 
practical skills will be part of the long term program which will improve self-esteem and discipline for 
young people. The interest in the scheme has been most encouraging. Docs the Leader of the Opposition 
support the initiative? 

Mr McGinty: I cannot see any problems with it. 

Mr COURT: That is fine. 

Mr McGinty: That fell flat, did it not? 

Mr COURT: No. The member's counterpart in Victoria has been highly critical of the scheme. 

Mr Brown: So were the RSL and Bruce Ruxton, who wants the scheme to be compulsory. He said Jeff 
Kennelt had not gone far enough. 

Mr COURT: The member knows that our scheme is voluntary. We will wait LO see how the trials work 
out. I believe the program will be extended throughout the community. 

HOSPITALS - JOONDALUP 
lIealth Care 0/ Australia Statements; Estimates o/Capital Cost 

27. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

I ref~r to the comments by the manager of Health Care of Australia, Martin Day, who said the privatised 
hospllal planned for Joondalup will be a no frills operation and that money will not be wasted on 
unnecessary bricks and mortar. I refer also to the fact that three times as many beds arc being provided at 
Joondalup as in hospitals costing a similar amount in Bunbury and Mandurah. 
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(I) Is the Minister concerned that the northern suburbs will get a second rate facility worth little or 
nothing after 20 years' operation when it passes back into government hands? 

(2) Why is the Health Care of Australia estimate of capital cost for the hospital $9m different from 
the Government's estimate? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(2) I believe the statements by the gentleman representing Health Care of Australia were a 
comparison with other providers building hospitals at the same time. Without doubt a first class 
public hospital facility will be built and it will operate as such. I expect that the fabric of the 
building will last longer than 20 years. Almost all buildings of this nature built to proper public 
standards last a great deal longer, and so they should. 

Dr Gallop: What are the unnecessary bricks and mortar he spoke about? 

Mr PRINCE: The member will have to ask the gentleman who made the statement. 

Dr Gallop: You should be asking him, Minister, because you are engaged in negotiations with him. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr PRINCE: I am not engaged in secret negotiations with anyone. The negotiations are being handled by 
the Health Department, not me. There bas not been and there will not be any ministerial involvement in 
the negotiation process. I have said that on a number of occasions during the past eight wecks. That is 
what happened under the Labor Government in its 10 years in office. 

Dr Gallop: You must accept responsibility for signing up. 

Mr PRINCE: I will. When an agreement is reached, I will look at it. It will go through the Cabinet 
process, which is the right way to deal with these matters. There will not be any political involvement in 
the negotiations concerning the Wanneroo Hospital, and that is that. 

Mr Court: Which tenderer is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition working for? 

Dr Gallop: That is a pathetic interjection coming from the Premier. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Court: You have a little egg on your face. 

Dr Gallop: You have egg on your face -

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. He has been 
repeatedly interjecting throughout the answer. He asked a question; if he docs not get what he wants, he 
should ask another question, but he cannot ask it by repeated interjections. 

Mr PRINCE: I think the member referred to an increase in the estimate of $9m. I am not aware of details 
of an increase. However, I am aware of negotiations by Health Care of Australia with, for example, the 
Australian Medical Association and a number of other groups with a very close interest in what is taking 
place. I understand that, as was revealed in the media, the Australian Medical Association has made a 
number of requests regarding physical separation of the public and private hospitals - although they will be 
in one building - such as the provision of separate entrances and changes to the building fabric. That 
information is in the public arena. 

Dr Gallop: In other words HCOA is changing its original bid and you are happy with that? 

Mr PRINCE: The tenderer has not changed its original bid. That has been negotiated. 

Dr Gallop: What sort of tender process do you run? 

The SPEAKER: Again, Deputy Leader of the Opposition, order! 

Mr PRINCE: The tender process is so defensible that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition cannot 
understand it. 

Dr Gallop interjected: 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr PRINCE: When expressions of interest were sought approximately 50 people made submissions. That 
was reduced to about six who were invited to make proposals. From those who made proposals a selection 
process was undertaken without any political involvement. 

Mr Minson interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: In fact, as my colleague said by interjection, the State Supply Commission has examined the 
process and said last week that it was a lawful and proper process. In addition, Mr McEachen from Ernst 
and Young management accountants was employed to oversee the whole process. He had nothing to do 
with it other than to watch and see that it was fair, above board and totally correct. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Minister to bring his answer to a rapid conclusion. 

Mr PRINCE: I contrast that with the way the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did business when he 
cleaned out the third party fund. 

UNIONS - MEMBERSHIP REDUCTION 

28. Mr BLOFFWITCH to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

The secretary of the W A Trades and Labor Council commented recently on the decline in union 
membership in this State. Will the Minister inform the House of the trend since 1993? 

Mr KIERATH replied: 

I never cease to be amazed by the comments of some people in the Labor movement and their selective 
memories. Tony Cooke said that in the past 12 months union membership in Western Australia had 
declined less than in any other State. The facts and figures do not support those comments. In fact the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics' figures published for the labour force indicate that the financial 
membership of union members in 1994 was 205 500. In 1995 it was 199600, a drop of 3 per cent. That 
was not the smallest drop in Australia; it was the fourth smallest. Would members believe that 
Queensland's membership - a State with a Labor Government during that year - was lower? The figures 
for the Northern Territory and New South Wales were also lower than ours. The reality can be seen by 
examining the longer term figures from previous years. In June 1993 union membership was recorded at 
255200. Two years later it had dropped to 199000. That is a drop of 22 per cent. The most important 
figures are that in 1993,41 per cent of the work force were union members and in 1995 less than 30 per 
cent were members. 

I am not making a judgment on whether those figures are good or bad; however, I am saying that the 
figures indicate a union movement that is in decline because it has stopped listening to its membership. It 
should have been working to achieve a better deal for the rank and file, getting better productivity and 
better pay increases. Instead, we have seen blatant political campaigns; for example, when Bill Kelty said 
that he would declare war on Australia if Labor lost the last federal election and when Tony Cooke ran the 
blockade for a day, which was just a political stunt. 

Unfortunately, the union leaders have been concentrating on their careers and not on the welfare of the rank 
and file membership. Our record in this area is the best in the country. Western Australia has delivered the 
highest increase in take home pay. More importantly, we did better than Queensland and Brereton who 
followed the same system. 

FEDERAL COALITION GOVERNMENT - BETTER DEAL FOR W A 

29. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier's claim that Western Australia would get a better deal from a federal coalition 
Government. Now that we have a federal coalition Government, will the Premier tell the House whether 
Western Australia will receive a greater share of road funding and, if so, when does he plan to scrap the 4¢ 
a litre increase in the cost of petrol? 

Mr COURT replied: 

During the election campaign the coalition made it clear that the States would not be worse off in funding 
arrangements. 

Mr D.L. Smith: They said lots of things during the election campaign. 

Mr COURT: That is the starting point. 

Mr McGinty: That is what the Federal Government told you; we would be better off. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Leader of the Opposition to allow the Premier to answer the question. 

Mr COURT: In relation to commonwealth tax revenues, for the whole term of the commonwealth Labor 
Government we received a smaller percentage of the commonwealth tax revenues. We do not want that 
situation to continue and hopefully the starting point is to end that decline. Hopefully we will then be able 
to negotiate an arrangement under which we will obtain an increase. 

As for road funding, we believe it is an appalling situation. As I understand it, no specific commitments 
were made during the federal campaign. However, I assure members that irrespective of whether a Labor 
Government or a coalition Government is in Canberra, we will do everything we can to get a better 
financial deal for this State. We will not do what those opposite did; that is, lie down while Mr Keating -

Dr Watson: Three hundred broken promises. 

Mr COURT: The member cannot even count; she cannot get it right. We will not stand by and allow the 
State -

Mr MeG inty: You rolled over on Cabinet representation. You said, "That is very good; we are very happy 
with that", and as a State we got done over on that. 
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Mr COURT: In what way? 

Mr McGinty: John Howard obviously does not like you. 

Mr COURT: Are three Ministers in the Cabinet not enough for the Leader of the Opposition? In answer to 
the question, we will fight to ensure that we get the best possible deal for this State. 


