
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Thursday, 19 March 2009 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers. 

CHAMBER LIGHTING 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, before we start today’s business, you may notice that 
things are a little dimmer than usual in here. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: A great appreciation of the three per cent cuts. 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer, after our meeting yesterday, I did not know that retribution would be so swift! 
However, a dimmer board located in the ceiling is not functioning at the moment. We hope to have it fully 
functional by lunch time—we all hope that will be the case. If members do need additional lighting for a 
particular purpose, the chamber staff have a couple of plug-in lamps available—but certainly not one for all 
members. However, patience is a virtue. 

SRI LANKA CONFLICT 

Petition 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [9.03 am]: I have a petition from 820 petitioners about the situation in Sri 
Lanka. The petition reads — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, say: - 

1) that the current conflict in Sri Lanka must come to a rapid and peaceful conclusion as 
the first step towards a just and long term solution; 

2) that we believe the UN Security Council should discuss the Sri Lanka conflict; 

3) that the Red Cross, UN aid agencies and the international press should have free 
access to the conflict zones, and there must be protection for civilians from continued 
abuse; 

4) that we abhor the death and injury that is occurring everyday to the civilian 
population in the north and east of the island; 

5) that any just and long-term solution must recognise: 

a. the rights of the Tamil people to live without being subject to religious, 
cultural or ethnic oppression; 

b. the needs of all people to live in peace and harmony, free from violence and 
attack; 

c. the demands of the international community for the recognition of human 
rights for all ethnic groups in Sri Lanka; and 

d. our opposition to any process of “ethnic cleansing”. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly: - 

1) to note our concerns, and the concerns of the Tamil Community in Western Australia; 
and 

2) to do all that is within your power to assist in bringing peace and justice to Sri Lanka. 

[See petition 53.] 

GERALDTON PCYC 

Petition 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [9.05 am]: I have a petition from 175 petitioners about the Geraldton Police 
and Citizens Youth Club that reads — 
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To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned say that the Geraldton PCYC is an important community asset and is an key hub of 
activity for local young people … 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to endorse the continued future of the Geraldton PCYC and 
ensure that sufficient resources and funding are allocated to enable that to occur. 

[See petition 54.] 

ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 

Member for Mandurah to be Co-opted — Notice of Motion 

Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That in accordance with standing order 249(4), the member for Mandurah be co-opted to participate in 
the Economics and Industry Standing Committee’s inquiry into the provision, use and regulation of 
caravan parks (and camping grounds) in Western Australia. 

SQUARE KILOMETRE ARRAY FORUM 

Statement by Minister for Science and Innovation 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Science and Innovation) [9.06 am]: Before I commence, I am 
wondering whether I can get one of those lights on a headpiece because I am having a little trouble here. It is my 
birthday today, Mr Speaker, and my eyes are not what they used to be! 

The SPEAKER: Happy birthday, Treasurer. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I thought I would slip that information in somewhere.  

The SPEAKER: I have to call the Treasurer to order! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Thank you; my apologies, Mr Speaker.  

I recently had the pleasure to represent the Western Australian government at the International Radio Astronomy 
Square Kilometre Array Forum in Cape Town, South Africa. The forum was an important milestone in the 
international bid for the SKA project, with the main event held on 25 February. This visit to South Africa was 
also utilised to meet with members of the funding committee and to promote generally Australia’s bid for the 
SKA. The SKA forum was attended by over 300 international delegates. The scientific community had spent the 
week prior to our arrival discussing the technical aspects of the project.  

As part of the “Team Australia” delegation, I addressed the forum, promoting the Australian SKA project from 
the Western Australian government perspective, highlighting both our achievements and plans for the next 
phase. Although Western Australia is involved in the site bid, we are part of the international project to develop 
the SKA, and we have a strong contingent of scientists and researchers collaborating with their international 
colleagues. This cooperation is also evident between South Africa and Australia as announced at the forum by 
the South African Minister for Science and Technology, Minister Mangena, when he referred to the collaborative 
work being undertaken by scientists from both countries on the Meerkat and Australian Square Kilometre Array 
Pathfinder—ASKAP—projects.  

Western Australia is working closely with the Australian government to ensure that the selected site provides 
optimal conditions for the SKA. This includes enacting both state and federal legislation, securing the lease of 
Boolardi station and conducting the native title negotiations—all of which are being finalised.  

As part of the Australian delegation, three members of the Wajarri Yamatji community, selected by the 
community, attended the forum. I extend my personal thanks to Gavin Egan, Janey Ronan and Roderick—
known as Boppo—Simpson. It was their role to attend the forum, meet members from the international 
community on an informal basis and, on return to Australia, report back to the Wajarri Yamatji community on 
the progress and outcomes of the SKA project. It was a privilege to work with them throughout the forum and I 
commend them on their representation of the traditional owners.  

During my few days in Cape Town I secured a number of meetings with the chair of the International Group of 
Funding Agencies, the SKA Program Development Office, IBM International and the Australian SKA 
Coordination Committee. A particular focus of these discussions was the role of the International Centre for 
Radio Astronomy Research, which is in Perth, within the broader context of the International SKA Project. From 
these discussions a memorandum of understanding is being pursued with the SKA Program Development Office 
to outline the potential to use Western Australia’s ICRAR in the International SKA Project as the data research, 
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processing, storage and delivery centre of excellence. Discussions are continuing with IBM to advance this 
government’s involvement in this process. In late March Senator Carr will meet with the Premier and me to 
discuss the next phase of the SKA project and ways in which to move Australia’s bid forward. 

REGIONAL GRANTS SCHEME 

Statement by Minister for Regional Development 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [9.10 am]: On 12 February 
in Geraldton I announced the regional grants scheme at a function attended by you, Mr Speaker, and the member 
for Geraldton. The regional grants scheme, a new $40 million contestable funding initiative that will be 
administered by the state’s nine regional development commissions, replaces the regional development scheme. 
Funding of approximately $4 million for each development commission is available this financial year to assist 
with infrastructure, services and community projects, including the provision of headworks. This fund will 
establish new services and programs that will support the development of resilient communities and contribute to 
them being vibrant and interesting places in which to live. 

The scheme will provide financial assistance to regionally based organisations, such as volunteer and business 
groups, educational institutions, philanthropic foundations and community organisations. It is a first for the 
royalties for regions program, and community and interest groups can apply for funding directly through the 
development commissions. The commissions will be not only the shopfront for all the applications, but also 
involved in the decision-making process. 

Applications for this round will close on 25 March 2009. Therefore, I ask all members of this place to encourage 
potential applicants to contact their local regional development commission as soon as possible to discuss their 
proposals. Commissions have been provided with additional resources to assist proponents of projects in 
developing their applications. 

The use of regional development commissions to administer this exciting new scheme signals their expanding 
and important role in stimulating regional development through local decision making. Royalties for regions 
funding initiatives have been established to bring the focus back onto regional communities. The program is built 
on the principle of collaboration as a means of developing robust and sustainable regional development activity 
in the regions. Regional development commissions will continue to work with state government agencies, local 
governments, regional organisations of councils, peak regional development organisations, commonwealth 
government agencies and local communities, including the new community resource centre network. This 
collaboration will help to ensure that these funds are not used to supplant the existing commitments for the 
provision of basic, essential infrastructure across regional Western Australia, and are not used to replace existing 
responsibility to community service obligations by government and utility service providers. 

I am very proud to be delivering this latest funding scheme, as it represents a return to giving regional 
communities the capacity to make and prioritise decisions locally, with the provision of resources that will allow 
these decisions to become a reality. 

SCHOOLS — MAINTENANCE BACKLOG 

Statement by Minister for Education 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [9.13 am]: The Department of Education and 
Training operates 779 schools around the state, with an average age of 52 years. More than two-thirds of our 
schools are over 30 years old. 

A building condition assessment is regularly carried out in every school to identify maintenance needs resulting 
from wear and tear and deterioration. The latest building condition assessment has identified a $166 million 
backlog of outstanding maintenance work in our schools. This is the legacy that the previous state government—
Ministers Carpenter, Ravlich and McGowan—has left the children of Western Australia.  

The maintenance backlog has been increasing since 2001—the first year of the Gallop-Carpenter Labor 
government. Over the past few years, money set aside for maintenance has been soaked up by unplanned 
maintenance, including for breakdowns and compliance requirements. In real terms, annual funding for 
preventive maintenance has declined from $18.7 million in 1996-97, when Colin Barnett was Minister for 
Education—to zero in the last year of the Carpenter Labor government. 

Mr M. McGowan: Zero? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Zero in preventive maintenance. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: Despite billions of dollars in budget surpluses over several years, Premier Carpenter, 
Treasurer Ripper and education minister McGowan could not find one cent to spend on this kind of basic 
maintenance expenditure. 

Mr M. McGowan: A Liberal Party hack. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGowan: She’s attacking me through a short ministerial statement. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, the normal practice in this place is for brief ministerial statements to 
be made in silence. I am sure that there will be adequate opportunity in this place, if not in further business today 
in future sittings of this place, for you to respond to whatever you feel the minister might have or might not have 
correct. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, I know that you cannot give a decision now, but I ask you to consider that 
brief ministerial statements are usually an opportunity for the government to announce something. So far the 
brief ministerial statement that is being made is a malicious attack on some members on this side, which I 
believe is without foundation. Therefore, it is difficult for members on this side not to respond. You might need 
to look at the brief ministerial statement when the minister has finished to see whether it goes beyond the bounds 
of what is considered to be a ministerial statement. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, further to that point of order — 

The SPEAKER: Before the Leader of the House speaks, I want to address my remarks to the member for 
Balcatta. I thank the member for his advice and I will consider it. As the member would appreciate, I have not 
been in this role for a tremendously long time. I observe practices in this place. I certainly take the member’s 
comments on board and I will listen carefully to what the minister has to say in the rest of her brief ministerial 
statement. I certainly acknowledge what the member said and I do take it on board. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will comment further to the point of order raised by the member for Balcatta. He is right 
and you, Mr Speaker, are right: brief ministerial statements provide the opportunity for the government to make 
announcements. I assure you, Mr Speaker, and other members in this house that the Minister for Education is 
making an announcement. If members are patient, they will see that at the end of her statement. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: This $166 million backlog will prove to be a significant challenge for me and the new 
state government. We are looking at strategies to clear this backlog, which is a difficult challenge given the 
current economic climate. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro and member for Joondalup. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Obviously, the commonwealth government’s Building the Education Revolution program 
will help. The Department of Education and Training and individual schools have been able to use the building 
condition assessment reports to help them in their applications for funding from this commonwealth program. 
However, it could take many years before this backlog is cleared. 

I table the building condition assessments of every school in Western Australia. These piles of documents 
symbolise the prolonged neglect that the previous state government showed to our public schools, their teachers 
and the many students that have been forced to work in substandard accommodation. 

[See paper 734.] 

PRISONERS REVIEW BOARD — APPOINTMENTS 

Statement by Attorney General 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [9.17 am]: On 24 February 2009 the Governor in 
Executive Council appointed, on a sessional basis, Dr Frank Morgan, Ms Kaye Irene Cook and Ms Jocelyn 
Rachel Jones to the Prisoners Review Board of Western Australia under the provisions of section 103(1)(c) and 
clause 2(3) of schedule 1 of the Sentence Administration Act 2003. These three appointees have all made 
commendable achievements in their time before their appointment to the board. Having been with the Crime 
Research Centre at the University of Western Australia since 1995, Dr Morgan has been its director since 2000. 
Prior to commencing work with the centre, he was the director of the Office of Crime Statistics and Research in 
the South Australian Attorney-General’s Department and, prior to that, the coordinator of research and planning 
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in the South Australian Department of Correctional Services. His areas of interest and expertise are also 
somewhat complementary to his appointment to the PRB, in that they include repeat offending and offender risk 
assessment as well as, importantly, repeat victimisation and its links with crime prevention and victim support. 

Ms Cook is currently employed to facilitate the Prison to Parole program for the Holyoake Australian Institute 
for Alcohol and Drug Addiction Resolutions. This position has seen her assess prisoners and ex-prisoners in the 
Prison to Parole program at the same time as providing specific tailoring of the program for each individual. Her 
previous employment history also illustrates a long commitment to social work both within and outside the 
prison system.  
Ms Jones’ previous and current employment also illustrates an ethos of service to the public. She is presently 
senior research officer with the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research, and she previously held a 
management position with the Office of Aboriginal Health in the Department of Health. Throughout her career 
she has also served in the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services and as a community corrections officer. 

These three new community members of the Prisoners Review Board will bring a wealth of knowledge and 
experience of victim issues to the board, a quality which is of course vital for the kinds of decisions the PRB is 
called to make on a regular basis. 
I congratulate Dr Morgan, Ms Cook and Ms Jones to their appointment to such a vital body as the Prisoners 
Review Board and wish them all the best as they face the challenges inherent in the exercise of their new duties. 

ABORIGINAL CULTURAL MATERIAL COMMITTEE 
Grievance 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [9.20 am]: My grievance is to the Premier in his capacity as Minister for 
State Development and is about the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee, established under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972. My grievance is about composition issues of the committee and whether or not it is able to 
fulfil its role. Ordinarily, members would expect this to be a grievance I would direct to the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs, which would be a reasonable point, but I am not grieving to the Minister for Indigenous 
Affairs because I raise it as a state development issue. As shadow Minister for State Development, I felt it was 
appropriate to raise it with the Minister for State Development because of the issues I will come to. 

As I understand it, the committee has currently three full-time members; four members of the committee left and 
have not been replaced. The committee performs an important role in ensuring that Aboriginal heritage is 
protected when significant development applications are submitted that might have an impact on an Aboriginal 
heritage site. The committee has not had new members appointed, and current committee members received an 
unsigned letter from the Deputy Premier as Minister for Indigenous Affairs dated 4 March 2009, in which the 
Minister for Indigenous Affairs stated — 

With the recent resignation of a number of members it is an opportune time to review the composition 
of the committee to ensure that the membership meets current and future requirements for the 
preservation of WA’s Aboriginal cultural heritage. In undertaking the review of membership, I intend to 
primarily focus on the level of expertise and influence required to provide strong leadership in cultural 
heritage matters.  

The members of the committee interpret this unsigned letter they received from the Minister for Indigenous 
Affairs as potentially meaning that they have been sacked and that therefore the committee is no longer in 
existence. Either way, a great deal of uncertainty remains as to whether they are still members of the Aboriginal 
Cultural Material Committee.  

This is a state development matter because naturally this committee plays a role in approving projects. It is part 
of the approvals process for project applications in Western Australia. I have an advertisement from the 18 
March 2009 edition of The West Australian which lists a range of significant projects around Western Australia 
to be considered by the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee: Mineralogy Pty Ltd, an open pit iron ore mine 
south west of Karratha; a Cameco Australia project; a Hamersley Iron project; and FMG Chichester Pty Ltd, a 
mine and associated infrastructure. Then we have some Main Roads Western Australia construction; a land 
development in Caversham; some issues surrounding Lake Monger; another Main Roads issue; and some 
activities in the City of Swan. Before these projects can proceed they need the approval of the Aboriginal 
Cultural Material Committee. A great deal of uncertainty exists about whether these important state development 
matters can progress and whether the committee exists and will be able to decide these matters in light of the 
letter received by committee members from the Minister for Indigenous Affairs. 

If the unsigned letter has been interpreted correctly and the members’ time has expired, my understanding is that 
the normal time line for reappointing the committee is three months, once advertisements are put out and so 
forth. It takes three months to get the committee back up and operational, and then it has to consider matters that 
come before it. I suggest to the Minister for State Development that there is a significant issue about the delay in 
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the approvals process, and the uncertainty about this committee and that it now has only three members. In the 
six months the government has been in office, it has not replaced the committee members who left. Also, there is 
now a significant doubt about whether the people who are on the committee are able to continue in that role, 
which is jeopardising these mining projects, roads and recreational facilities and environmental projects around 
Western Australia.  

I have no doubt that the Minister for State Development is sincere in wanting to ensure that the approvals 
process is efficient. In light of that, and in light of the fact that under section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
this committee needs to provide these approvals, my grievance to the Minister for State Development is that he 
needs to take some action to ensure that this issue is resolved and this committee can carry out the role required 
of it. He needs to advise the house whether the committee is in existence and whether or not the people who 
received this letter can continue in their role. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [9.25 am]: I am happy to comment on 
this grievance, but I make the point that the grievance is totally misdirected. The points raised by the member for 
Rockingham were almost entirely about the composition and operation of the Aboriginal Cultural Material 
Committee, which is directly reportable to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs. He has ministerial responsibility 
for the committee, for the work of the committee and for the appointment of the members of the committee; I do 
not. However, I will comment on the issue. The issue seems to be that somehow the member opposite is 
implying that this committee has had a number of resignations; that is true. He seems to imply that it is 
dysfunctional and can no longer do the job, and we apparently are meant to infer from that that somehow 
approvals have ground to a halt, which is what I will comment on. 

Without doubt, the previous Labor government had an international reputation of being incapable of making 
decisions. That reached an absolute pinnacle over the loss of the Inpex liquefied natural gas project from 
Western Australia, whereby the minister responsible would not even answer a phone call from the company. It 
was that moment of insult, as much as anything else, that meant the project was lost. I will not go on about that; I 
think members know the story. There was a massive explosion in the backlog of mining applications, not only on 
Indigenous issues, but also on environmental and planning issues. Ministers simply did not make decisions and 
simply did not work on the pile of paper that arrives in a ministerial office every day. Every week the Minister 
for Planning comes into this place doing planning amendments, approving projects—going through a massive 
backlog.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am trying to take the member’s grievance seriously, but if he does not want me to, I shall 
sit down. The member for Rockingham should have directed his grievance to the Minister for Indigenous 
Affairs. The Minister for Indigenous Affairs is going through and dealing with backlog decisions day in, day out. 
The Minister for Mines and Petroleum and the Minister for Environment are all dealing with issues.  

I will give members a couple of little indicators of what might be going on in this government because the 
member seems to be trying to draw the conclusion that they are as idle as. In September 2008, the time of the last 
election, the backlog of mining tenement applications was 16 992. Six months later, it is fewer than 10 000—a 
40 per cent reduction in six months. I will give members another anecdotal figure — 

Mr M. McGowan: Are you going to answer the grievance? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will get right back to the point the member made — 

Mr P.B. Watson: Relevance!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Relevance! Talk about irrelevance! We are looking at it! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Let us go back to — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Mandurah! It is not your grievance.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am getting to the grievance issue. I have another little statistic on performance. The 
average time under the previous government for a Minister for Indigenous Affairs to determine a section 18 
application—we are talking about something that needs approval through the Aboriginal Cultural Materials 
Committee was — 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I will sit down in a moment. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Members to my left and to my right. I will give a small amount of latitude to the 
member for Rockingham because it is his grievance and he may feel that some things are not being answered. It 
is not for anyone else to judge. I ask the Premier to continue with his response.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Thank you, Mr Speaker. Under the previous government for — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Albany for the first time. I thought he might 
have heard what I said before. It is the member for Rockingham’s grievance; not the member for Albany’s. He 
has adequate opportunities in this place to make further grievances if he desires.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Under the Labor government, applications, whether they be for mining, property 
developments, subdivision or whatever else, the average time ministers took to deal with a section 18 
application, under the Indigenous affairs legislation, was 25 days. Since this government has been in power, how 
long has my good friend and colleague the Minister for Indigenous Affairs taken? The average turnaround has 
been three days compared with the Labor government’s 25 days. Members should look at the record. There is a 
40 per cent reduction in the backlog of mining tenement applications in six months and a great turnaround in the 
minister’s office—paper has not been piling up for 25 days. Court approvals are in on a Monday and out on a 
Wednesday. That is what happens under this government and this minister.  

I refer to the other point in the grievance. Yes there are vacancies; a number of people have resigned. The 
minister has written to the committee members and he is reassessing the role and membership of that committee. 
We are assessing all aspects of the approvals process. I chair a ministerial committee, and Hon Norman Moore 
leads a specialist group that is looking at mining and exploration issues. We are looking at the ACMC and, 
although legislation has not been prepared, we will look at legislative changes. We are looking at the structure of 
environmental approvals and of environmental agencies. Indeed, we are considering giving a greater degree of 
independence to the Environmental Protection Authority. The aim is for all areas to have clarity of process and 
quick and fair processes so that proper decisions can be made. As I have said, I have made it clear that, since the 
day this government came into power, the job of a minister is to make decisions. This minister is doing that 
under his Indigenous affairs portfolio and the Minister for Planning is doing it in his portfolio, as are the Minister 
for Mines and the Minister for the Environment. The most fundamental area to have improved in the approvals 
process is ministers’ decision making.  

With respect to ACMC, the member for Rockingham should have addressed his grievance to the minister who 
serves on the committee. The minister is looking at the composition, the role and the membership of the 
committee, and he is about to make some new appointments. That committee has an important role, and it should 
fulfil that role carefully and professionally. I think there are about 18 000 Indigenous sites—a massive number—
that need to be assessed. Generally, their assessment happens around a section 18 issue, where a mining or 
development proposal is involved. That may not, in a sense, be ideal but, in practice, that is what happens. Watch 
this space. The minister will announce new members of the ACMC. It is expected to meet in April and will be 
properly constituted with new members. People will find that this government will not only expedite approvals, 
but also deal professionally with Indigenous people and heritage issues.  

KINGSLEY ELECTORATE — HOONING 
Grievance 

MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley) [9.34 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Police and for Road Safety 
and regards hooning. Hooning is an issue for many people in all electorates. It is not peculiar to just the 
electorate of Kingsley that I represent. I have regular contact with many constituents who are very concerned and 
distressed about the issue. We have very good suburban roads in Kingsley that handle a steady traffic flow rather 
than great volumes of traffic. There are major roads that pick up the extra volume. I commend the City of 
Joondalup because it does a very good job of maintaining our roads and managing and monitoring road usage. 
The City of Joondalup also responds well to queries from residents and people like me when we want to know 
how traffic is flowing. However, this picture I have described of serene roads in my electorate of Kingsley does 
not reflect the actual case. What does reflect the true situation are the many black tyre marks on suburban roads 
in Kingsley. What is unusual about the black marks is that they do not run in straight lines but in all sorts of 
different directions. In fact, they continue beyond the roads onto footpaths, kerbs and median strips. My 
understanding of how an average vehicle performs on the roads is that it does not create marks when being 
driven normally. From these black marks, it is obvious that something unusual is going on. In fact a little more 
investigation helps us to understand that it takes a lot more activity than normal driving to make black tyre marks 
on our roads. By a lot more activity, I am talking about revving motors, “doughnuts”, “fish tails”, squealing 
tyres, burn-outs, fast acceleration, fast breaking and even drag racing.  
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I am very confident that the skills I have mentioned in the performance of these activities are not requirements in 
a driving licence test. In fact, I know that I did not need these skills when I completed my class-C driver’s 
licence and my heavy duty vehicle licence nor were they part of my advanced-skills driving course. At no time 
did I ever have to perform what I have been calling those “skills”, but I might need to change that word later. 
However, those skills appear to be activities that many people seem to think they need and, once they have them, 
they want to demonstrate them. These are the actions that are causing concern within my community. I will stop 
calling them skills because I do not believe they are. Some of the fallout from these actions is odour from the 
smell of burning rubber and a lot of noise from things such as screeching tyres, engines revving and tyre blow-
outs. The noise generally occurs between 10.00 pm and 4.00 am when we should not be hearing that sort of 
noise, but, of course, that is not the only time. These noises and odours cause distress and concern to the local 
residents. Generally, it means that they have less sleep because they tend not to go back to sleep once they have 
been woken. They fear also for their safety and the good constituents of my electorate fear for the safety of the 
people driving the vehicles.  

I would like to spend a bit more time on safety because I believe it is important. Hooning is a very, very unsafe 
activity. It is actually unsafe for the people driving the vehicles, even though they do not seem to appreciate that 
at the time. It is unsafe also for people in nearby houses. We have all read about crashes involving vehicles 
careering off the road into people’s homes. People driving other vehicles might, unfortunately, be on the road at 
the same time; they may be on motorbikes or bicycles or in trucks, other cars or whatever. There may be people 
walking along the footpaths or children playing in their yards. In my electorate most houses are on blocks of land 
with yards; they are not apartments, so people are out playing and we want to encourage that. This safety issue 
became even more evident to me last Saturday—I mentioned it earlier in the week—when hooning on a local 
road was occurring at 4.30 in the afternoon. When one of the vehicles blew a tyre, I thought the driver would 
stop there and then, but the peculiar thing was that the person drove 150 metres with only three good tyres and 
parked the car in the driveway of the house in my electorate, so the hooning was not even occurring very far 
away. It is not as though hoons are driving elsewhere to do it; they are doing it in their own backyard. I am not 
going to give too many details of this incident because I am still going through the process. It is certainly taking 
a fair bit of my time.  

We talked much about the lack of respect earlier this week for property and people. I believe hooning is just 
another case of lack of respect for people and property. But it also is very, very unsafe. Putting it simply, 
hooning is disturbing, it is destructive and it is dangerous. Minister, what assurances can I give my electorate that 
the government will be acting on this issue?  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [9.39 am]: I am very happy to respond to the member 
for Kingsley’s grievance. I will answer the last part of the member’s grievance first. I give an assurance to the 
member for Kingsley, on behalf of the government, that we will deal with hoons. We will deal with those people 
who create a nuisance on our roads and create a safety concern for other road users. That is the first point.  

I am aware of the number of constituents who have contacted the member for Kingsley’s office about hoons. As 
the member quite rightly said in her grievance, I imagine that applies to every single member of the house. If 
there is a member in the house who has not had a complaint from one of their constituents of hoon behaviour, 
then I would say that member must live on some sort of island! I would say that every single member in this 
house has had to face that problem.  

I will also give the assurance to the member for Kingsley that the government has taken control of the hoon 
legislation. As the member would be aware, we are toughening up the legislation that is already in place. My 
good friend, the member for Balcatta, when he was the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, told this 
house that we could not extend a period of impounding vehicles from 48 hours to seven days. He said this 
Parliament did not have that authority. I argued relentlessly at the time with the member for Balcatta that this 
Parliament is the place where we make laws and we can make a law to extend an impounding period from 
48 hours to seven days. Under tremendous pressure from the general public, who were sick and tired of the 
disgraceful behaviour of these irresponsible hoons, the then minister, the member for Balcatta, changed the 
legislation in this Parliament to extend the first offence impounding period from 48 hours to seven days. He has 
not quite yet admitted that he got it wrong the first time—I am still waiting for him to admit it to me.  

Member for Kingsley, we do take the issue of hoon driving very seriously. I certainly get calls from constituents 
in my electorate about the behaviour of these disgraceful drivers. These drivers do create a nuisance and they do 
create a problem. Probably the two areas that affect people’s lives more than anything in our constituencies are 
hoon behaviour and graffiti. They are the biggest issues in everybody’s electorate, I would suggest, as a constant 
stream. There are other issues that come and go, but graffiti and hooning have been constant for the past five 
years at least. Even with the new penalties that are now in place, these stupid, irresponsible drivers are still out 
there creating that offence of not only leaving disgraceful rubber marks on the roads from burnouts—as the 
member quite rightly said they are not normally in a straight line, they are in circles and zigzag lines, where they 
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do doughnuts—but also they are done at speed. The engine is revving enormously when these people do that, to 
be able to leave those tyre marks on the streets. It is not only unsightly, it is visual pollution—there is no 
question about that. It is also very dangerous.  

The member for Kingsley mentioned in her grievance that safety was an issue. I can assure the member that it is 
an issue. As Minister for Police and for Road Safety I take that aspect very seriously. We have seen some stupid 
hoon behaviour that has resulted in terrible accidents. Last week I was driving in the middle lane on the freeway, 
travelling at about 98 kilometres an hour — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I was doing about 98 kilometres an hour. I had put my cruise control on —  

Mr M.P. Murray: With the window wound down and a smoke in his mouth! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. I do not go poaching, my friend! I keep within the law. I would keep very quiet if I 
were you, my good friend. That is the trouble! God said, “Come unto me with clean hands”, and the member for 
Collie-Preston cannot do that! I will get back to the member for Kingsley’s grievance, if members opposite 
would allow me to do that.  

I was going up the freeway travelling at 98 kilometres an hour. I had set the cruise control. I definitely was not 
going over the speed limit. There were other cars to the right of me and to the left of me, at a distance. Out of the 
blue, one car, driven by a young man, came zooming past me on the outside lane. He must have been doing 
130 kilometres an hour at least. Within seconds, another car, also driven by a young hoon, came zooming up on 
the left of me. They were obviously road racing. They were both doing at least 130 kilometres an hour—that was 
my estimation. I thought, “Do they want to depart this earth?” They were putting in danger not only themselves, 
but also other road users. I wished I had a portable video camera to record their registration numbers and I would 
have certainly reported them to the police and given evidence against them. It is that sort of stupid behaviour that 
puts other people’s lives at risk.  

We are toughening the law on hoons. We are extending the second offence for hoon drivers from 28 days to 
three months. If people cannot learn the first time by having their car impounded for seven days, we think they 
need to learn their lesson. But the important lesson will be on the third offence, because we will mandatorily 
confiscate—that word “mandatory” that members opposite do not like to hear—the vehicle. We will mandatorily 
confiscate the vehicle on a third offence.  

A case is before the courts today of a hoon driver who is on the third offence. I am not going to cross the 
sub judice rule. An application has been made by police to confiscate the vehicle of that hoon driver. It will be 
very interesting to see how that magistrate responds to the request from police that that vehicle be confiscated. If 
it is a third hooning offence, the driver does not deserve any more chances—the driver should lose his or her car. 
Under our legislation a hoon driver will lose the car mandatorily.  

YANCHEP-TWO ROCKS POWER OUTAGES 
Grievance 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [9.46 am]: I rise to make what is called a grievance because it is the grievance 
debate. It is really a plea for assistance from the Minister for Energy, represented this morning in this chamber 
by the Premier. It is concerning power outages in the Yanchep-Two Rocks area.  

The suburban development of the Yanchep-Two Rocks area is really going ahead in leaps and bounds. It was 
once almost a country town, but now that it is connected by Marmion Avenue to the rest of the metropolitan 
area, and with the price of land out there being very attractive, it is really going ahead in leaps and bounds. The 
old power infrastructure is located on the coast and requires a good deal of maintenance. The salt and high winds 
have probably exacerbated the deteriorating infrastructure, and Western Power has had to undertake a number of 
maintenance rosters in that area. That requires the power to be cut off and has resulted in the total interruption of 
the supply of power to the Yanchep-Two Rocks area. Notice has been given in accordance with Western 
Power’s policy of giving three days’ notice of a planned outage, but these outages have sometimes either 
coincided with a long weekend or the day after a long weekend. It has had the result of businesses putting off 
staff and not opening because of the power outages. On a couple of occasions, especially on the two most recent 
occasions, the maintenance has not gone ahead. The first cancellation was totally understandable because, as 
everyone knows, there was a bushfire in Yanchep. However, the entire community had made arrangements in 
preparation for the power outage, but then the maintenance was cancelled because of the bushfire. It was 
rescheduled for Tuesday, 3 March, immediately after a long weekend, which in itself causes difficulties because 
the local businesses have banking and other requirements. With automatic teller machines and internet banking, 
the day after a long weekend is particularly inconvenient for businesses. Internet banking also means that people 
require power at their homes. There are many home-based businesses in the area, and they are finding these 
situations very difficult. 
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I have written a number of letters to Hon Peter Collier, who, I must say, has responded in a very timely manner. 
On the surface, honourable Premier, his correspondence to us has been very helpful, but there has been a slight 
disconnect between what the minister has said and what is happening on the ground, and that has caused further 
disruption in the area. 

These power outages have been a source of angst for the community in the area. The issue has been taken up by 
the very active editor of the local newspaper, Mr Terry Loftus of the Sun City News. He has highlighted this 
issue on several occasions and has been very active in trying to stir Western Power into a more cooperative 
approach. I repeat: the residents of Yanchep and Two Rocks are in a remote area. They understand the need for 
maintenance to occur, but if more than the standard three days’ notice could be given, and if Western Power 
could cooperate by advising my office seven to 10 days prior to a planned outage—I am talking not about an 
emergency outage, but about a planned outage for maintenance—I am sure that my office could liaise with Mr 
Loftus of the Sun City News, who could then widely publicise the date so that businesses could make the 
necessary arrangements. 

I note that the member for Wanneroo, who lives in this locality, is sitting behind the Premier in the chamber this 
morning. The member could corroborate for the honourable Premier the concerns that the residents of Yanchep 
and Two Rocks have with the minimum three days’ notification of a planned power outage, which is then 
cancelled without notification. As I have said, when businesses were notified of the planned power outage on 
Tuesday, 3 March, they put off staff, but when the maintenance was cancelled, they were not notified and it was 
too late for them to recall staff. 

The supermarket in the area also has issues with these planned power outages. Because there has been some loss 
of stock at the FoodWorks supermarket during previous power outages, and because of the remoteness of the 
area, it has been suggested—I think it is a reasonable suggestion—that when a power outage of more than three 
hours is planned, a generator should be supplied. This would allow ATMs, other banking facilities and 
emergency facilities to be maintained. On behalf of the community at Yanchep and Two Rocks, I make a plea 
that the Premier use his high office to seek to persuade Western Power to have more cooperation with the local 
community on scheduled power outages. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [9.54 am]: I thank the member for Mindarie for his grievance. I 
am conscious of the problems that have occurred in that area of the northern suburbs from Two Rocks to 
Yanchep. As the member pointed out, the opening of the extension of Marmion Avenue, which I am yet to drive 
along, will provide a lot more access to and development in that area. The infrastructure that is in place, 
including the power infrastructure, will clearly be inadequate for the growth that is taking place and will take 
place in the future. 

One of the problems related to the bushfire in the area, which caused some disruption to plans. There was also a 
need to substantially upgrade the electricity supply to the major shopping centre. However, I take the point. 
Western Power notifies businesses and residents three days in advance of any planned interruption to the power 
supply due to maintenance or repair work to be undertaken. I think in this case some of the notices were sent out 
five days in advance. However, because of unforeseen circumstances, one of the planned power supply 
interruptions did not go ahead. One was scheduled to occur on a Saturday. I take the point that an interruption in 
the power supply on a Saturday would have a deleterious impact on traders at shopping centres and the like as 
that is their busiest day. 

All I can do is acknowledge that the problem exists. I thank the member for raising the issue in a constructive 
way. I will pass on his comments and, indeed, some comments of my own to the Minister for Energy to try to 
ensure that Western Power does it better. I think everyone understands that it is trying to do the right thing, but 
some things have gone wrong that have caused inconvenience. The member for Wanneroo would probably agree 
that this is not a new problem, but clearly a series of incidents have disrupted businesses in the area, retailers in 
particular, and the community. I will speak to the Minister for Energy and see whether Western Power can do it 
better. However, there were a couple of unexpected and unforeseen circumstances, particularly the bushfires that 
took place in the area in January. 

AMBULANCE SERVICES 

Grievance 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [9.56 am]: An increasingly dangerous situation is developing in my electorate 
of Southern River. Over the past 10 years there has been very significant growth in the population. The suburb of 
Canning Vale did not really exist as a suburb in the early 1990s, yet it is now a fully developed suburb. 
Adjoining it is the suburb of Southern River, which did not really exist as a suburb five years ago but now there 
are thousands of houses. Adjoining that suburb is Harrisdale, a newly developing area, and Huntingdale, which 
has perhaps doubled in size. The Mayor of Gosnells has informed me that in the next 10 years another 20 000 
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blocks of land will be developed in the general area down towards Champion Lakes. Despite the massive growth 
in population, this area does not have an ambulance station. With a growing population and increasing traffic 
density, my constituents have expressed concern that it will be only a matter of time before an ambulance will 
not be able to get to an incident in time. Indeed, during peak-hour traffic, emergency vehicles have major 
difficulties getting to an incident because the area is clogged up with traffic. Some of those issues are being 
addressed, and in the next 18 months some of the problem should be alleviated by some planned roadworks. 

We have been informed that in 2013 the Fiona Stanley Hospital development will include a new ambulance 
station. However, even under good traffic conditions it is still a 15-minute drive to Southern River. I would hate 
to think how long it would take in peak-hour traffic. At times it can take half an hour to get to the freeway from 
Southern River, which is next to the Fiona Stanley Hospital development. Obviously, an ambulance on a priority 
1 call would be able to travel significantly faster than I can in peak-hour traffic. Nonetheless, this stresses the 
importance of something being done before there is a tragedy. 

My electorate has a lot of young families, and nine schools, not to mention the ones that are in Harrisdale, which 
are in the electorate of the member for Darling Range where huge developments are going on. Any ambulance 
required in my electorate must come from Riverton, Gosnells, Armadale or Jandakot, and that is simply 
unsatisfactory. To highlight the difficulty, I draw attention to an incident that happened to parents who are 
constituents of mine. In September of last year their little daughter Zoee was in the bath when she unexpectedly 
suffered convulsions and almost drowned. Mr Mustafa Cokcetin did cardiopulmonary resuscitation on his little 
daughter. His wife phoned for an ambulance. According to them, it took 14 minutes for the ambulance to arrive. 
I am sure that any parent would recognise that 14 minutes would probably seem like an eternity. Although this 
story has had a happy outcome in that Zoee has made a full recovery and is a bright, bouncy little girl, it could 
have had a different ending. Parents and residents are deeply concerned at the fact that it took an ambulance so 
long to get there. It is only a matter of time before we have a tragedy in my electorate—a needless tragedy, I 
might say—if an ambulance station is not established in this growing area. I draw that to the attention of the 
house in the hope that some action will take place.  

I have spoken to the St John Ambulance service, which makes a wonderful contribution to our community—this 
is not in any way a criticism of the service. St John Ambulance is very much appreciated, but it can obviously 
operate only from stations that have been established. I do not want this grievance in any way to be taken as a 
criticism of the excellent service that St John Ambulance provides. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [10.04 am]: I thank the member for Southern River for 
bringing this issue to my attention. I start by apologising to him for not being here at the very start of his 
grievance. I did not miss much but the preceding grievances must have been very short because I was not 
expecting his grievance to start so soon.  

It is a scary situation for anyone when an emergency occurs at their premises. The desperate waiting time for an 
ambulance to arrive can be very traumatic. On election day, when I was at a polling booth in Mandurah, a lady 
collapsed near a road. I had to put my medical hat back on and look after her and assess her. We called for an 
ambulance. It seemed like forever that it took to arrive. We checked the time later, and it was nowhere near as 
long as we thought. Even in this case, which happily had a good outcome, the parents have said that the 
ambulance took 14 minutes to get there. Because people have the impression that it seems to take forever when 
they are waiting for am ambulance to arrive, St John Ambulance has a system of logging when the call occurs 
and the ambulance arrival time. The time in this case was 11 minutes, not 14 minutes. Those 11 minutes still 
seem an enormous time. People might think that in the case of an emergency it is too long. However, it takes 
time for vehicles, wherever they are stationed, to arrive at the scene of an emergency.  

The member said that his electorate of Southern River is serviced by four ambulance stations in Jandakot, 
Gosnells, Armadale and Riverton. The Riverton and Gosnells stations have recently had additional ambulance 
crews assigned to them, so there are now 13 crews altogether. Those ambulance crews do not sit in the station 
where they are based, but they are out, virtually the whole day, working. What inevitably happens when there is 
an emergency call for an ambulance is that an ambulance is already responding to another situation. When there 
is a priority, the nearest ambulance is diverted to where it is required urgently. The key performance indicators 
state that a priority-one call-out must be responded to in 15 minutes.  

People must accept that, in a country as vast as Australia and with the spread of the metropolitan area, it is not 
financially possible to have an ambulance based in every suburb and every locality. For example, it takes half an 
hour to drive from one end of my electorate to the other. Of course, country electorates are far bigger than that. 
The member for Eyre is not present, but it would seem to take forever to drive the length of his electorate. The 
Mandurah area has one ambulance station in Mandurah and one ambulance station in Pinjarra; in fact, the 
ambulance that responded to the call we made in Mandurah was from Pinjarra because the ambulances from 
Mandurah were all on priority-one calls. One was taking an emergency patient to Perth. It is therefore not 
practicable to have ambulance stations everywhere. The advertisements to encourage people to learn 
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resuscitation and management skills are extremely important. A response time of five minutes would be too long 
if someone was dying as a result of a heart attack or being almost drowned. Families and parents need to have 
the skills to save someone if that is required, because no ambulance taking 10 or 15 minutes, or even five 
minutes, will arrive in time to save that person’s life. 

Having said that, I understand the member’s concern. He has a very large electorate with a rapidly growing 
population. It is very important for his constituents that he does everything he can to make sure that the 
government is aware of, first, the growing population and, second, the concerns of his constituents about the time 
that it takes ambulances to get to those areas. Of course, St John Ambulance has responsibility for those bases, 
but it operates under a contract arrangement with the Department of Health for total funding. Together they 
make an assessment of where bases are required. They carry out a five-year forward plan with a five-year 
contract. The process of the next five-year plan will begin soon. I will make sure that when they are doing that 
plan, they are aware of the grievance of the member for Southern River and that they are looking very carefully 
at the issues he has raised to make sure that there are no little pockets that are not being properly serviced in his 
metropolitan electorate. If an ambulance base is required to meet the needs of this electorate, this is the perfect 
time to raise that matter to have it considered in the five-year forward estimates review.  

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Second Report — “Report on the Relationship between the Parliamentary Inspector and the Commissioner of 

the Corruption and Crime Commission” — Tabling 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.09 am]: I present for tabling the second report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, entitled “Report on the Relationship between the Parliamentary 
Inspector and the Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission”.  

[See paper 732.] 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Corruption prevention is all about checks and balances. We as a Parliament give enormous 
powers of investigation to a body that has to operate largely in secret. That is why and how we have created the 
Corruption and Crime Commission—Australia’s most successful anticorruption body. However, secrecy does 
not mean a lack of transparency. That is why we the Parliament, the representatives of the community, have 
created a Parliamentary Inspector of the CCC. Again, his position has enormous powers of investigation. 
Similarly, we have a duty to uphold transparency and accountability by making sure there are checks and 
balances on the power of the parliamentary inspector.  

Queensland’s Crime and Misconduct Commission, which is the model our CCC is largely based on, fulfils its 
triangle of transparency through a parliamentary oversight committee as the representative of the Parliament. 
The CMC can investigate the community and, of course, parliamentarians, as well as have input into criticisms 
offered by the inspector. The Queensland inspector can investigate and oversight the CMC. The parliamentary 
committee oversights the CMC through the filter of the inspector and the inspector directly. Getting the three 
corners of the triangle balanced creates a stronger triangle and a stronger anticorruption body. Importantly, it 
provides for a stronger perception of confidence in the CMC in Queensland. Queensland arrived at the strong 
triangle of transparency and accountability after a breakdown in the relationship between the then Criminal 
Justice Commission and the inspector in 1998 and 1999. When Western Australia adapted the Queensland 
legislation to create its own CCC, it did not make the triangle strong. We assumed, as had the Queenslanders 
originally, that goodwill between strong-willed lawyers and judges, and strong-willed parliamentarians, would 
always prevail. It did not in Queensland, so the legislation was changed. It also has not prevailed in Western 
Australia; hence this report and the committee’s recommendations that the Western Australian legislation be 
changed. 

The key recommendations in this report are that the CCC respect the process of the inspector making an 
informed adverse opinion on the CCC’s operations, and that the inspector ensure that the CCC has had an 
adequate opportunity to examine the criticism and that its comments are included in the parliamentary 
inspector’s report. Our other major recommendation is that the parliamentary inspector retain his strong, unique 
power of own-motion investigation, but that his final published opinion be tabled through the parliamentary 
committee, as happens in Queensland. The major change we are recommending is that a final safety valve be put 
into the triangle of transparency. The committee is forced to undertake its oversight role to ensure that the 
parliamentary inspector has consulted fully and that any adverse opinions have fulfilled the transparency and 
accountability requirements of the act. This proposed legislative change for the tabling of parliamentary 
inspector reports through the committee enjoys the support of the new parliamentary inspector, Chris Steytler, 
and the former Queensland parliamentary inspector and now commissioner, Robert Needham.  

Our report sets out the work of the former committee and the current committee on seeking a resolution of the 
dispute between Mr McCusker and the commissioner of the CCC on the complex issue of the extent of the 
oversight powers of the parliamentary inspector, in particular the ability of the parliamentary inspector to 
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critique a CCC report containing a misconduct opinion expressed by the CCC, and the ability of the 
parliamentary inspector to table his reports containing such criticism directly in the public forum of Parliament. I 
am happy to report that chapter 1 highlights the proactive role of the committee. Given that I have only been 
back on this committee since late last year, I do this particularly to praise the work of the former chair, Hon Ken 
Travers, the current chair, Hon Ray Halligan, and departed members, who conducted strong oversight in difficult 
circumstances in the previous 18 months.  

The current committee convened a day-long closed hearing, which was called a workshop, on 4 February 2009. 
At the workshop the commissioner, Len Roberts-Smith, the parliamentary inspector, Mr Christopher Steytler, 
QC, with the support of all participants, including the former parliamentary inspector, Mr Malcolm McCusker, 
AO, QC, agreed on a process to address the respective functions and powers of the commission and the office of 
the parliamentary inspector. Both the commissioner and the new parliamentary inspector, Mr Steytler, have 
confidence that they will be able to arrive at a successful outcome. As a reflection of this confidence, the CCC 
voluntarily discontinued the Supreme Court proceedings on 6 February 2009, and the commissioner and the 
parliamentary inspector reached an agreement that, over the next six months, they will, in their dealings with 
each other, identify any issues of principle concerning their respective functions and powers on which they 
differ. At the conclusion of that period, and after discussions with the joint standing committee, they will discuss 
any differences of principle and, importantly, the practical consequences of those difficulties. They will 
endeavour to agree upon the issues, if any, in which they believe legislative reform is required. They will place 
their suggestions before the joint standing committee with the agreed path forward for legislative reform. 

Chapter 2 of our report sets out the arguments put forward by Mr McCusker and the commissioner as to the 
scope of the parliamentary inspector’s powers under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 to review 
a misconduct opinion expressed by the CCC. I point out at this stage that many media reports erroneously refer 
to the CCC as having the power to make findings of misconduct. This is incorrect. The CCC has the power only 
to make assessments and form opinions as to whether a public officer has engaged in misconduct. The CCC is 
not a court, and therefore does not have the power to make a binding legal determination that a person has 
engaged in criminal conduct or has committed a disciplinary offence. A legal determination of guilt or innocence 
by a court affects the legal position of the individual whereas an opinion of misconduct by the CCC does not. 
This is made explicit in section 23 of the CCC Act. This is not to say, of course, that the CCC’s opinions are a 
trivial matter. They are expressed both under the authority of and in accordance with the CCC Act. The 
publication of such an opinion, or even an adverse assessment not amounting to misconduct, may have serious 
consequences for the individual and his or her reputation. I commend this morning’s The West Australian in 
particular, and other media, for the excellent and accurate reporting of the opinion handed down by the CCC late 
yesterday on the John Halden matter. The media understood, and readers now understand, that an opinion was 
handed down, not a judgement. 

Chapter 3 of the report discusses the ability of the parliamentary inspector to table his reports directly in 
Parliament. As the CCC Act presently stands, the parliamentary inspector has a choice of tabling his reports 
directly in Parliament or tabling them through the committee. The committee makes a recommendation to 
Parliament that the CCC Act should be amended so that the parliamentary inspector is required to table his 
reports with the committee, as happens in Queensland, and that, if the committee has not tabled the 
parliamentary inspector’s report in Parliament within 30 days, the parliamentary inspector can proceed to table 
his report directly in Parliament if he believes it is in the public interest to do so. This recommendation will not 
reduce the effectiveness of the oversight powers of the parliamentary inspector. The parliamentary inspector, 
Chris Steytler, told the committee this week in a briefing that the recommendation has his support and that he 
does not think that it will make his office any less effective. 

The parliamentary inspector can still initiate an investigation into the CCC on his own initiative. In Queensland 
the inspector cannot do this, and that is what makes our parliamentary inspector the strongest in the land. All that 
we are recommending is, in effect, a breathing space of 30 days to enable the committee to consider the 
parliamentary inspector’s report before it is tabled in Parliament. I repeat that if the report has not been tabled in 
Parliament within 30 days, the recommendation of the committee is that the parliamentary inspector be able to 
proceed to table his report in Parliament without further consultation with the committee if he is of the view that 
it is in the public interest to do so. As the experience in Queensland shows, in nearly 10 years no parliamentary 
committee has prevented the inspector from tabling a report or expressing an adverse opinion. The system works 
because it is there in the legislation. I do not believe that this breathing space of 30 days will ever be used in 
Western Australia because if an inspector says to a parliamentary committee that he is of a strong view that a 
report should be made public, I am sure the parliamentary committee will respect those informed wishes. 

The first practical advantage of the breathing space is that it will enable cooler heads to prevail. The committee 
will be able to comment upon the parliamentary inspector’s report, seek the views of the CCC and if necessary 
bring the parties before it to explore avenues of consensual resolution to the issues raised. The workshop the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission held on 4 February resulted, firstly, in the 
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discontinuance of the Supreme Court proceedings and demonstrated that the committee can play an important 
role in facilitating the resolution of disputes. Secondly, it will enable the committee the opportunity to place 
before Parliament its comments concerning the parliamentary inspector’s report at the same time that Parliament 
considers that parliamentary inspector’s report. Therefore, this triangle of transparency and accountability will be 
true and equal. The committee will be placed in a position to proactively advise government, rather than having 
to react to a report that has already been tabled in Parliament. The checks and balances of the system will work 
much better. Thirdly, the Corruption and Crime Commission’s entitlement to procedural fairness will be 
preserved. 

At this stage I will set out what I believe is the impetus of this recommendation. I am a very firm believer in the 
institution of the Corruption and Crime Commission. The CCC remains the most effective anticorruption body in 
Australia and it benchmarks favourably with the world’s leading bodies, which I argue are led by the 
Independent Commission Against Corruption in Hong Kong. The Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission in Western Australia is the most powerful and effective oversight inspector of any corruption 
body in Australia. It is important that the public has confidence in the Corruption and Crime Commission and 
that the commission earns this confidence. A strong CCC and a strong parliamentary inspector give the 
community confidence in the operation and opinion making of the CCC. The public nature of the dispute 
between the CCC and the parliamentary inspector was harmful to the public image of both parties. Anybody who 
knows anything about corruption in the world knows that organised crime and people who are interested in 
lessening the power of corruption fighting deliberately work to achieve this aim. Throughout the history of 
corruption bodies in the world, these people have tried to get the media and public opinion to focus on 
disagreements and differences between anticorruption bodies, so that their guilt or perceived guilt does not 
become the story of the day. It is Corruption 101 as taught by people who are engaged in corruption. 

If our committee can provide a forum whereby disagreements between the two offices can be discussed and 
resolved without the spectre of confidence-sapping debate and litigation, this should be promoted and 
encouraged. As parliamentarians it is our duty to ensure that our legislation never ends up in the Supreme Court 
and that our legislation is strong and good enough so that the intention and will of the Parliament is clear and 
unchallengeable. Let us remember that our Corruption and Crime Commission is the most effective and our 
legislation is the best because we based them strongly on Queensland’s Crime and Misconduct Commission 
legislation, which was the best at that time. Importantly, we learnt from some of its teething problems. 
Unfortunately, we did not learn from all Queensland’s problems and we ignored the fact that there had been a 
huge blow-up between the commissioner and the parliamentary inspector in 1998 and 1999. 

The committee does not want Western Australia to totally adopt the Queensland model. The committee sees the 
flaws in that model and that our local circumstances have been incorporated and need to be incorporated into our 
act. Mr Needham, the Chairperson of the CMC in Queensland and also the former parliamentary inspector, 
known as the commissioner in Queensland, described it to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission as follows. He stated — 

I attended a conference in Perth when you were looking at setting up your new Commission and your 
committee was looking at the new models and based it on Queensland model with some changes. At that 
I quite strongly expressed my view consistent with what I said today that my view was that everyone 
should be accountable — the CMC should be accountable to the Parliamentary Committee. The 
Parliamentary Committee should be accountable to Parliament and Parliament be accountable to the 
people of Queensland… But if you set up your Parliamentary Inspector off to the side not accountable 
to the Parliamentary Committee then you are going away from that model. The Parliamentary 
Inspector should be accountable to the Parliamentary Committee as to how he or she carries out the 
role [of Parliamentary Inspector]. 

This is breathtakingly simple; it is a triangle of accountability and transparency that will increase confidence in 
the Corruption and Crime Commission and the parliamentary inspector in Western Australia. 

The committee’s recommendation that the parliamentary inspector table his reports with the committee is sound. 
I urge the government to adopt that recommendation in its review of the CCC legislation. It enables a set of fresh 
eyes to review the parliamentary inspector’s report and allows for time to reflect on what is proposed to be put in 
Parliament.  

The committee’s second report made three recommendations. I have alluded to the second recommendation, 
which would give both the CCC and the inspector adequate and transparent abilities to comment on adverse 
findings they make about each other’s actions. The third recommendation is in two parts. Recommendation 3.1 
states — 

The operation of section 200 of the CCC Act should be extended beyond its current application to 
encompass situations where the Parliamentary Inspector intends to express an opinion that is adverse to 
a person or a body (including the CCC) and is likely to be made public, or in correspondence with a 
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complainant. In such situations the Parliamentary Inspector should be required to provide a draft of the 
intended adverse opinion to that person or body, so as to afford that person or body a reasonable 
opportunity to make representations concerning the intended actions of the Parliamentary Inspector.  

The committee is trying to mirror the requirements under section 200 with the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, whereby the CCC must give a person it is making an adverse opinion about the opportunity to 
comment. We believe that the parliamentary inspector’s actions should be similar. It is a very grey area. In all 
transparency, I inform the house that the committee has not yet convinced the parliamentary inspector or every 
member of our own committee or the public that this particular recommendation is the way to go. However, the 
committee realises that a parliamentary inspector in writing a letter, as the Corruption and Crime Commission, or 
making an utterance to another body, could make the same standard of opinion that is contained in an official 
report. Therefore, the committee believes the legislation should be amended to encompass that situation. Others 
do not share that opinion and I respect that very much. I think it is important that we have several months until 
the government brings in amended legislation. It is important that parliamentarians, inspectors and others 
involved look at this issue to decide whether they believe that these requirements should apply to the inspector as 
well.  
I urge parliamentarians to read the committee’s report. I thank very much our principal research officer, Scott 
Nalder, and our research officer, Nicole Burgess. I praise very strongly my parliamentary colleague the member 
for Swan Hills for his work. I have been involved with this committee since it started and it is very powerful to 
have someone new with fresh eyes join the committee and ask questions that perhaps this Parliament should 
have asked in 2003 when we passed the original legislation. I commend the report to parliamentarians who have 
an interest in preventing corruption in Western Australia. 

MR F. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [10.27 am]: Like the member for Perth, I am also a member of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I commend the committee’s “Report on the Relationship 
between the Parliamentary Inspector and the Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission” to the 
house. I support the committee’s recommendations because I am a firm believer in the institution of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. 

The Corruption and Crime Commission enjoys broad community support as it performs a vital role in improving 
the integrity of the public sector and, in particular, combating organised crime. It also acts as a strong deterrent 
to the criminal element in our society. Of course, there are people who would benefit from the undermining of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission; therefore, it is important that the public has confidence in the CCC and 
that the CCC earns that confidence. If the experiences in other states are any indication, I firmly believe that in 
the next decade a major issue that this state will face will be its ability to tackle both crime and corruption. 
Regarding the public’s confidence in the Corruption and Crime Commission, I believe the recent dispute 
between the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission and the CCC was harmful to the 
image of both parties.  

It can be seen from the workshop that was conducted by our committee on 4 February 2009, which resulted in 
the discontinuance of the Supreme Court proceedings, that the committee can play an important role in 
facilitating the resolution of disputes between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Office of the 
Parliamentary Inspector. That point was also made by my fellow committee member the member for Perth. If the 
committee can provide a forum in which disagreements between those two bodies can be discussed and resolved 
without the prospect of litigation, that should be promoted and encouraged. The committee’s recommendations 
seek to do just that.  
The committee undertook an investigative trip to Queensland. While in Queensland, the committee spoke to the 
head of the Queensland Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Committee, Mr Needham, and to the 
Parliamentary Commissioner, Mr Alan MacSporran, as well as others. The Queensland model differs from the 
Western Australian model in that the Queensland Parliamentary Commissioner does not have an own-motion 
power and cannot table his reports in Parliament. In speaking to the Queensland officials I gained valuable 
insight into how the role of parliamentary commissioner has evolved in Queensland, and into its perceived 
advantages and disadvantages. The committee’s recommendations do not adopt the Queensland model but have 
been informed by it. All the committee members who travelled to Queensland were of like mind when we 
returned that we had found the missing links in our model. Mr Needham outlined to the committee an 
accountability regime that I believe would work in Western Australia. That regime is as follows: The CCC is 
accountable to the courts and the parliamentary inspector; the parliamentary inspector is accountable to the 
committee; the committee is accountable to the Parliament; and the Parliament is accountable to the people of 
Western Australia. That regime comprises, in essence, three different roles, but with a common purpose. I 
believe that accountability model has much to commend it. For that reason, I believe that committee 
recommendation 2—that the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission table his report 
with the committee—is very sound. It will enable a fresh set of eyes to review the parliamentary inspector’s 
report. It will also allow a period of time for reflection on what is proposed to be put to Parliament. It should be 
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emphasised—this is a very important point—that this will be a 30-day period only. I am encouraged by the fact 
that the parliamentary inspector has informed the committee that he does not think that recommendation 2 will 
make the office of parliamentary inspector any less effective, and it therefore has his support.  

I conclude by noting that the report does not seek to address all the issues that exist between the CCC and the 
parliamentary inspector. However, I am confident that if the committee’s recommendations on this matter are 
adopted, they will go a long way towards providing a sensible mechanism by which any outstanding issues in 
dispute can be addressed without the dispute having to be played out in the public arena. I am confident also that 
these recommendations will assist in enhancing public confidence in the CCC and the parliamentary inspector. I 
commend the committee report and recommendations to the house.  

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
First Report — “Review of the Reports of the Auditor General 2007-2008” — Tabling 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [10.33 am]: I present for tabling the first report of the Public Accounts 
Committee for the thirty-eighth Parliament, titled “Review of the Reports of the Auditor General 2007-2008”. 

[See paper 733.] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This is the third report of the Public Accounts Committee to examine the progress of 
public sector agencies in implementing the recommendations of the Auditor General. The report principally 
constitutes the work of the Public Accounts Committee of the thirty-seventh Parliament, but some finalisation of 
outstanding matters has been undertaken by the current committee.  

The Public Accounts Committee plays an important role in holding the government to account for public 
expenditure. As we all know, the Auditor General also plays an essential role in assisting the Parliament to 
scrutinise the use of public moneys. In essence, both the committee and the Auditor General, while independent 
entities, have a common objective to ensure that public funds are expended lawfully, efficiently and effectively. 
The Public Accounts Committee of the thirty-sixth Parliament recognised the benefits inherent in maintaining a 
supportive and cooperative relationship between the committee and the Auditor General in committing to review 
recommendations made in the Auditor General’s compliance and performance examinations. Members would be 
aware of the valuable work that is done by the Auditor General. However, the Auditor General does not have the 
resources to be able to always follow up on whether agencies have corrected issues that he has pinpointed or 
have taken steps to try to improve on matters. This is where the Public Accounts Committee can play a very 
important role. Successive Public Accounts Committees, including the current committee, have resolved to 
continue this work, a move that acknowledges the level of resources devoted to the conduct of these 
examinations by the Auditor General and the commonality of objectives between the two bodies.  

It is worthy of note that the majority of public accounts committees in Australian jurisdictions undertake a 
similar process of review, and that for some of these committees this function is statutorily prescribed. The 
committee has observed a recent increase in contact from public sector agencies keen to ensure that the 
recommendations of the Auditor General’s compliance and performance examinations are being met 
appropriately by the agency. This involves a huge amount of work, because not only does the committee receive 
reports from the Auditor General that cover a wide range of government agencies, but also, when the Auditor 
General does a review or examination of a particular area, it can be quite detailed. The committee is keen to 
ensure that our processes are efficient and that we do not just get caught up in a paper chase with the huge 
number of documents and pieces of paper that go through the committee. Therefore, although the committee 
would be reluctant to prescribe the level of detail and format of agencies’ responses, given the risk that that 
might deny the committee access to critical data, the committee has recently developed a set of guidelines titled 
“Guidelines for Agencies on Preparing a Response to the Committee on a Report of the Auditor General”. Those 
guidelines were developed in consultation with the Office of the Auditor General, and they will serve to improve 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the review process.  

Any report that deals with an area of such breadth and detail as this could not come to fruition without the 
assistance and support of many people and agencies. I thank all the agencies for their assistance and responses. I 
give a very special thanks to Mr Colin Murphy, the Auditor General, and the staff of the Office of the Auditor 
General, for their ongoing input into the committee’s review. I also thank the members of the Public Accounts 
Committee of the thirty-seventh Parliament, because this report is basically just finalising the work that was 
undertaken by that committee. I thank the former chairman, the member for Mindarie, John Quigley; the former 
deputy chairman, the former member for Capel, Dr Steve Thomas; the former member for Stirling and now 
member for Blackwood-Stirling, Mr Terry Redman; the member for Albany, Mr Peter Watson; and the member 
for Victoria Park, Mr Ben Wyatt. Of course I also express my appreciation and thanks to the members of the 
current committee now re-formed in the thirty-eighth Parliament: the deputy chairman, the member for Jandakot, 
Joe Francis; the member for Carine, Tony Krsticevic; the member for Gosnells, Mr Chris Tallentire; and the 
member for Willagee, Hon Alan Carpenter. I also thank the staff of the committee, who do a tremendous job in 



2178 [ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 19 March 2009] 

 

going through the huge number of documents and preparing them for us. I say a big thankyou to the current 
principal research officer, Ms Katherine Galvin, for finalising this report. However, as I have indicated, the 
preparation of this report began some time ago, so I also need to acknowledge the work that was done by the 
former principal research officer, Dr Julia Lawrinson, and the research officer, Ms Dawn Dickinson. I thank 
them for all their hard work. I commend the report to the house. 

TOWARDS ZERO STRATEGY 
Statement by Minister for Road Safety 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Road Safety) [10.39 am] — by leave: Today, my fellow 
members of Parliament, is a pivotal moment in our history—one that will mark the point at which we redefined 
the way we approach road safety in our state. Today is the day we create a lasting legacy for future generations. 
We have all seen—some of us firsthand—the potentially devastating consequences of road trauma. It is safe to 
say that we all agree that we need to take steps to stem this tide of human suffering and the ongoing emotional 
and financial hardship it imposes on all of us. It is my sincere hope that we can work together, regardless of our 
political views, to solve this problem. 

Every year, about 3 000 crashes in our state result in either death or serious injury. Today I ask members to take 
the moral high ground. I ask members to refuse to accept that death and serious injury are an inevitable result of 
using our road system; they are certainly not acceptable consequences. Towards Zero is our bold new road safety 
strategy for Western Australia, and its core theme is that we should never accept road trauma as a fact of life. It 
will challenge us to strive for zero deaths and serious injuries on our roads. This approach is similar to the 
airline, rail and shipping industries, where we would refuse to accept such levels of human trauma. 

Towards Zero recognises that although crashes will always occur, no-one needs to die as a result of a crash. 
Today we should be proud that many people in this chamber and many more people across our community have 
helped create a road safety strategy that will change the way we need to think and act. This strategy challenges 
our standards and practices; it holds a vision for an inherently safe road system for our future generations—a 
vision that is achieving excellent results in countries like Sweden and the Netherlands, which lead the world in 
road safety performance.  

Today I ask that all members support this vision, as it will be achieved only with the support and action of the 
entire community. The government will continue to deal firmly with those who defy or blatantly ignore our road 
rules, and who deliberately take risks on our roads, endangering the lives of all road users. This government has 
already announced a number of tough new measures to deal with such law-breakers. Beyond these initial steps, 
we must encourage and support our engineers, planners and designers and challenge them to design and build 
roads beyond our current Australian standards and to work out how we can progressively implement 
improvements in a way that will achieve the best results in a state as large as ours. We need to cater for the 
people who use our roads—everyday people who want to do the right thing, but who still make mistakes. Those 
people should not have to die or be injured because of their mistakes; our community wants, and deserves, a 
forgiving road system.  

Let me give members an example. At about 7.40 pm on Sunday, 19 August 2007, Mr and Mrs Bromfield were 
driving north along Mitchell Freeway in their Kia. They had just passed the Karrinyup Road exit when a Ford 
Falcon bumped their car, causing the Bromfields to swerve into the path of a Holden utility. The Bromfield’s car 
hit the ute, left the freeway and crashed into a tree. The ute then overcorrected, spun out of control and also left 
the freeway, hitting the Bromfield’s car, which had already hit the tree. The Bromfields were both killed that 
day; the driver of the Ford Falcon was not hurt. The driver and passenger of the ute sustained serious, but not 
life-threatening, injuries. The deaths of Mr and Mrs Bromfield was a tragedy that should not have happened—a 
tragedy that is repeated about 3 000 times a year on our roads in crashes that result in serious injury or death.  

Can we do more to prevent similar crashes in the future? The answer is yes. The challenge is to identify the 
solutions and progressively apply them with the knowledge and resources available. There are various factors at 
play in crashes, including roads and roadsides, speed, road-user behaviour and types of vehicles. We need to 
look at what we can realistically put in place and then ensure that for every dollar we spend, we prevent as many 
deaths and injuries as we can. Traditionally we have focused on preventing crashes, but as humans, we will 
always make mistakes, no matter how well informed and trained. We must also try to do more to reduce the 
consequences of crashes so that impact forces do not exceed our physical limits as human beings. 

Road safety is something about which we all have an opinion, but I am asking all members who make up this 
Parliament to put their differences aside and unite behind this major long-term road safety strategy. Realistically, 
we know that we cannot achieve zero deaths and injuries by 2020, but we can and must strive to achieve that 
noble goal. I further ask my fellow parliamentarians to show leadership and to take ownership for road safety; 
whether directly or indirectly, we all share responsibility for road safety in this state. 
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Governments will provide leadership and resources, and all of us—including road designers, vehicle 
manufactures and, indeed, each and every road user—have a role to play and a responsibility to uphold. We need 
to continue working with large businesses and corporations, encouraging partnerships and engaging them in road 
safety. Many are already adopting progressive policies that share the responsibility for road safety. They are 
recognising the role they can play in enhancing road safety for their workplaces, their workforces, their 
employees’ families and ultimately the entire community.  

We cannot change what happened to Mr and Mrs Bromfield and to thousands of children, teens and parents last 
year, but we should never just stand back and assume that it is business as usual. We have zero tolerance for road 
trauma in this state. We will take responsibility and action, jointly and individually, to improve road safety; this 
is a core principle of Towards Zero. 

The Towards Zero strategy was approached with several vital factors in mind, the first of which was to take a 
long-term view and develop a 12-year strategy. There are some immediate measures that we can put in place to 
reduce death and injury in the short term. These are mainly enhanced enforcement activities, supported by 
education and awareness programs. We also need to look at those initiatives that require substantial planning and 
preparation—including improving roads and roadsides and the safety standards of vehicles—because these 
initiatives will provide the greatest sustainable opportunities to reduce road trauma. While we must strive to 
focus our efforts and finite resources on proven areas, we will also work in partnership with the community and 
organisations to implement progressive changes that have support and do not divert resources from our priorities. 
Towards Zero is also a living strategy that will continue to take advantage of new developments in technology 
and research. 

The consultation process has taken more than two years. More than 4 000 people have been involved across 
metropolitan, regional and remote WA. We believe this has been Australia’s biggest community consultation on 
road safety. Politicians have had their say through a bipartisan forum, and we have gone out to each and every 
constituency and heard the views of local road users. Agencies, road safety advocates, special interest groups and 
many others have all contributed to this strategy. 

We know why crashes occur, where they occur and how to prevent them. Here are some of the facts. About two-
thirds of road deaths occur in regional areas, and most serious injuries—again about two-thirds—occur in urban 
areas. We know that road deaths receive much media attention, but these are only the tip of the iceberg. For 
every death, there are about 15 serious injuries. These injuries are often life shattering for the individuals and 
families involved and place an enormous burden on public health and the community, costing WA more than 
$2.6 billion a year. We know that unsafe behaviour—including drink-driving, excessive speed, not wearing 
seatbelts and hoon behaviour—still needs to be targeted, but evidence has shown us that this is just one part of 
the bigger picture; international experience shows that even if all our road users complied with all the road rules, 
about half of our road trauma problems would remain. This is simply because we all make mistakes. As I said, if 
substantial gains in road safety are to continue, we need to continue to address road user behaviour but also focus 
on roadsides, vehicles and speed.  

The Towards Zero process, led by the WA Road Safety Council and coordinated through the Office of Road 
Safety, involved the appointment of world-respected road safety experts, the Monash University Accident 
Research Centre, known as MUARC. MUARC gathered and used the most relevant evidence and proven 
measures in the creation of this world-class strategy, which is specifically designed to cater for our unique needs 
here in WA.  

Let me give a little more detail on the four cornerstones of the Towards Zero strategy. The first cornerstone of 
the Towards Zero strategy is safe road use. This cornerstone rests on the principle that while a safe system builds 
an injury-tolerant system, those within it must use it responsibly. The new strategy will reduce death and injury 
by influencing road users to be compliant, alert and safety conscious. Towards Zero will do this by continuing 
programs that will address alcohol and drug use amongst drivers, fatigue and the issues facing novice drivers. 
Behavioural programs to reduce drink-driving will be complemented by health counselling and the use of 
alcohol interlocks for repeat drink-drivers. Campaigns addressing the safe system and the concept of shared 
responsibility among government, system designers and road users will also help build support for implementing 
road safety improvements under Towards Zero.  

The second cornerstone is safe roads and roadsides. We know that most crashes that result in serious injury or 
death in WA occur on metropolitan and rural highways and at intersections in urban areas. Many of these crashes 
occur because a driver makes a mistake, not just because of bad behaviour. Australian roads are built to accepted 
standards. However, standards can be improved to include additional features that reduce the likelihood of 
crashes; and improved standards will mean that if crashes do occur, the likelihood of serious injury or death is 
reduced. We will find new ways to treat the risks and the crashes, and we will find ways to progressively 
implement them for most effect with the finite resources we have at the time.  
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Our designers and engineers will be encouraged to lead, innovate and engage with the community to help 
achieve higher levels of safety operating performance on our roads than is currently achieved with the existing 
standards and practices. Our planners will be asked to take steps to ensure that in new developments past 
mistakes are not repeated, as that will create problems requiring bandaid treatments in the future. Western 
Australia’s road network has been built over many years and we have various infrastructure challenges from this 
legacy. Innovative approaches are required to improve the infrastructure by minimising the need for significant 
and expensive construction. We will work nationally and internationally to find solutions that meet the vision of 
Towards Zero and the safe system. Road safety infrastructure investment lasts on average around 25 years, so the 
safe roads and roadsides we build now will continue to save lives and prevent serious injuries well beyond the 
life of the strategy.  

The third cornerstone is safe speed. The Monash University Accident Research Centre identified that reducing 
travel speed is the quickest, easiest and most cost effective of all the recommendations. Our vulnerable road 
users, including cyclists, pedestrians and motorcyclists, will benefit the most from any speed reductions, as they 
have little protection in the event of a crash—the faster a vehicle is travelling, the harder it will hit in a crash and 
the more serious the injury will be. Reduced travel speeds mean that our urban streets would not only become 
safer, but more liveable and quieter. Ultimately, we need to decide what we are willing to accept as a 
community. We will continue this dialogue with the community, which has clearly signalled it does not want 
blanket speed limit reductions. Towards Zero will see enhanced speed limit enforcement. This is essential, and 
work is already underway to identify what needs to be done, and how, to address both high-end and low-level 
speeding across our road network. Consultation showed that the community strongly supports the enforcement 
and policing of existing speed limits.  

Cornerstone four is safe vehicles. Vehicle safety features work in two ways: to assist the driver or rider to avoid 
a crash, or to lessen the impact should a crash occur. In fact, Australian research has shown that if everyone 
upgraded their vehicle to the safest vehicle in its class, road trauma would immediately drop by between 26 and 
40 per cent. We will continue our work with car manufacturers, strongly urging the inclusion of vehicle safety 
features as standard. We will continue our work with fleet buyers to encourage maximum fleet safety, which in 
turn will ensure the safety of fleet vehicles entering into the general market. We will also continue our work with 
the community to help them understand why they should insist on 4 and 5-star safety ratings for their vehicles, 
which will help them avoid a crash and lessen the impact should they be involved in one. We must continue to 
engage with and build support within the community. As the Minister for Transport put it, we need to strive for a 
change in the public tone of road safety and to move beyond the use of the stick to also include forgiveness—
forgiveness amongst road users, and forgiveness in our speeds, our vehicles and our roads and roadsides.  

It is sometimes loudly and incorrectly said by some that road safety is just about speed cameras and revenue 
raising. We need to move beyond this misconception and instead engage the community in sharing the Towards 
Zero vision. Our Executive Director of the Office of Road Safety told me of a conversation with a shop owner in 
Sweden. The shop owner was able to accurately describe what that country’s Vision Zero strategy was about, 
and expressed belief that it was the right way to go and that they were taking the right steps towards that vision. 
The Swedish authorities explained that the shop owner would have been aware of the parliamentary debate and 
would have seen changes made by the local authorities on roads in pursuit of the vision. Sweden is also installing 
many hundreds of speed cameras as part of its overall approach to building a safe system in its Vision Zero—an 
approach widely understood and supported. It is my hope that by committing to this journey today, over time we 
can build similar support in the WA community.  

If all the recommendations of the four cornerstones in Towards Zero are fully implemented, we have the 
opportunity to reduce road trauma by 40 per cent in the next 12 years—that means saving 11 000 people from 
death and serious injury over the life of the strategy. This is an ambitious but achievable target. By holding the 
Towards Zero vision, committing to shared responsibility and taking the long-term view of ensuring our roads 
and roadsides are not deathtraps for people who inadvertently make mistakes, we can provide the forgiving road 
system which Western Australians deserve and demand, and which future generations can build on. 

Road death and injury in WA place a huge burden on our health system, community and the fabric of our 
society. Our road safety strategy should not discriminate either—it goes beyond political persuasions. Mr and 
Mrs Bromfield were not just statistics or numbers. They were real people doing everyday things—like driving on 
the freeway. They are missed by their loved ones, their colleagues and their friends. The fact that they were 
killed on a Western Australian road in a crash in which their deaths could have been avoided is not good enough. 
I appeal to all members: do not accept that death and serious injury on our roads is inevitable. Challenge the 
standards. Be bold. Aspire for zero. It is a long journey and by sharing responsibility and working together, 
Towards Zero will set us on the path to achieve this ultimate aspiration. Mr and Mrs Bromfield’s deaths were not 
inevitable, but neither will they be in vain, because within this strategy we have the potential to save many lives. 
Together we will aspire to and commence the journey Towards Zero for our community and for our future 
generations.  
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Mr Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I table the government’s Towards Zero strategy. Finally, a full version 
of the Towards Zero strategy is available on the Office of Road Safety web page, which is www.ors.wa.gov.au. 

[See paper 735.] 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [10.57 am]: I will start by congratulating the Minister for Road Safety on 
tabling the Towards Zero report today. When I first took on the job of shadow Minister for Road Safety, I 
received a letter from the minister entreating me to deal with these issues on a bipartisan basis, and so in the 
spirit of bipartisanship I congratulate the minister. I also take this opportunity to congratulate my colleague Hon 
John Kobelke for steering this long process of community consultation and the strategy in his former role as 
Minister for Road Safety.  

The Towards Zero report was prepared by the independent Road Safety Council. As we have heard, it is a 
12-year strategy with the objective of creating a road system under which death and serious injury are drastically 
reduced. As we have heard, it focuses on the four cornerstones of safe system, safe road use, safe roads and 
roadsides, and safe speeds and safe vehicles. It very graphically reports that road safety is a shared responsibility 
and that better outcomes can be achieved through a partnership between government, police, engineers and road 
authorities, vehicle manufacturers and the community.  

There is absolutely no reason we cannot reduce the number of people killed and seriously injured on our roads if 
we all work together towards the same objectives. I believe that the strategy sets out those objectives very 
comprehensively. It is based on substantial evidence and research and it is a substantial document. As I said, 
John Kobelke played a significant role in the creation of this report, and in fact he released it in August last year. 
Since that time it has had a rather tortuous history. I understand that it has gone to the Ministerial Council on 
Road Safety and then to cabinet. 

However, I need to say some things about the level of commitment that the government has to this strategy and 
road safety. I understand that the idea of the minister in tabling this report is to give it some level of gravitas so 
that there is some bipartisan ownership of its recommendations. It is an impressive document that involved the 
largest community consultation on road safety anywhere in Australia. As we have heard, it involved some 4 000 
people. Sweden went a step further and held a parliamentary summit—a special hearing—about road safety. 
That is something that I think would be of merit in Western Australia. There is huge community interest in road 
safety. 

Unfortunately, I must depart from the bipartisanship, because the minister was not always so committed to the 
strategy. It is great that he has been converted on the road to Damascus, but as late as November 2008, an article 
in The West Australian under the heading “Minister wants short road safety program” stated — 

Police Minister Rob Johnson wants to abandon the proposed new 12-year road safety strategy in favour 
of a “shorter plan”, in a move the Road Safety Council chairman and the Opposition — 

Of course — 

said was a huge mistake which would waste two years of research. 

The minister was not committed to this very important strategy as late as November last year. It is said that 
actions speak louder than words. In my view, the government has done a number of things over the past six 
months that I think dilutes its commitment to road safety and the Towards Zero strategy. For example, the 
number of motorcycle police officers has been cut from 94 to 30. That is a retrograde step. The visibility of 
police on the roads is very important. To me, that speaks volumes. Similarly, some months ago the publicity-shy 
minister created a stunt by announcing that he would double the number of speed cameras. That is very 
unfortunate because the Enhanced Speed Enforcement Steering Committee is looking at this matter in some 
detail and is not due to report until the middle of the year. In fact, the minister went out ahead of that expert 
committee to say what he intended to do with the cameras. As I said at the time, it is only one platform of a 
broader strategy. It is regrettable that the minister did not take a more holistic approach to the issue. An editorial 
on 27 January in The West Australian states — 

… speed is only part of the road safety equation, with evidence that two-thirds of deaths happen at or 
below the speed limit. Driving long distances on country roads, inattention and fatigue are also factors. 
… 
The Royal Automobile Club reasonably said it would support an increase in the number of speed 
cameras provided they targeted high-risk areas and the added revenue went towards road safety 
programs. If this is not done, the public will have cause to be suspicious that the Government is more 
concerned with revenue than road safety. 

We have had announcements about the crushing of hoons’ cars but we are yet to see legislation on that. Last 
week in this place the minister did a backflip, with the degree of difficulty of 2.3, on the funding of the Easter 
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road safety campaign. I am very pleased that funding is now available, but it is most unfortunate that the decision 
was made at the eleventh hour. We need to get that message out. Easter is a particularly vulnerable time on our 
roads.  

As recently as Monday, the government was equivocating about the road trauma trust fund. What happened 
previously was that a certain amount of money from speed and red-light cameras was given to the road trauma 
trust fund, which is used for a range of purposes. A cap of $15 million was guaranteed if the fine revenue fell 
below a certain level. In a media statement released on Monday, 16 March, the minister said — 

The previous Government agreed to top this amount up to $15million should revenue fall below that 
level. No decision on this has been taken by the current Government and it will be considered as part of 
the Budget process. 

As I said, actions speak louder than words.  

The next area that I think is very much within the parameters of the Towards Zero strategy is that relating to safe 
roads and roadsides. As we know, regional Western Australia comprises 40 per cent of the population but 60 per 
cent of the fatalities. It is extremely important that we look at country roadsides and roads and improve the 
engineering and capacity for safer roads. The West Australian on 9 March this year named the top 10 black spots 
for 2008, which included Broome, Derby, Bunbury, Kalgoorlie, Albany and Esperance. The vast majority of 
black spots were in regional areas. In 2007, the country black spots were Broome, Kalgoorlie, Kununurra, South 
Hedland, Karratha, Boulder, Fitzroy Crossing, Bunbury and Halls Creek. I have said on previous occasions that 
it is very unfortunate that the funds for country local government were not in some way linked to the need to 
improve regional roads. 

As I said, the announcement by the minister today is welcomed. We have been waiting for some time for the 
endorsement of this strategy and we now know where we are going for the next 12 years. What is a little 
unfortunate is that the statement is completely silent—although the minister was given 20 minutes to speak—on 
the issue of funding commitment. The extent to which this strategy can be implemented very much depends on 
the availability of funding. There are issues about whether the government would commit any funding for the 
next 12 years at this stage. However, the strategy is designed to be divided into three tranches. It would have 
been excellent if a formal commitment could have been made for at least the next four years. As the minister 
himself pointed out in a media release on 4 February — 

… Towards Zero could save the WA community up to $4.1billion in unnecessary costs associated with 
road crash deaths and serious injury. 
… 
“While the council — 

The ministerial council — 
has supported the strategy, it is recognised at this time that a financial commitment as contained in each 
of the recommendations is not possible. 

That was on 4 February. I was hoping that by the time the minister made his statement, a formal decision would 
have been made on funding. I am very disappointed, as will be the Western Australian community. 

I take this opportunity to congratulate the independent Road Safety Council. This is a major work. I think people 
from all over the world will look to the Towards Zero report as a significant blueprint for road safety. The 
strategy has the capacity to reduce deaths and serious injuries on Western Australian roads by some 11 000 over 
the next 12 years. That is something we should aim for as a priority. I also congratulate Grant Dorrington. I 
suspect that I will not have an opportunity to congratulate him as he concludes his term as chair of the Road 
Safety Council. Mr Dorrington has the capacity to polarise views. He is very zealous in his commitment to road 
safety but he has served the state well in his role as chairman of the Road Safety Council. On behalf of the 
opposition, I thank Grant Dorrington for his tireless work and advocacy on road safety. I, too, commend the 
Towards Zero report to Parliament. We look forward to further announcements from the minister relating to 
funding.  

PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER AMENDMENT BILL 2009 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Premier), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Premier. 

Second Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [11.11 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 



 [ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 19 March 2009] 2183 

 

The purpose of the Parliamentary Commissioner Amendment Bill 2009 is to enable the Ombudsman to review 
and investigate certain child deaths, in part by the transfer to the Ombudsman of the child death review functions 
currently carried out by the Child Death Review Committee appointed by the Minister for Child Protection. The 
valuable work of the committee since its inception is acknowledged. The Ombudsman, however, is an 
independent parliamentary officer with wide powers of investigation—powers that are not available to the 
committee. The Ombudsman can examine a wide range of government departments, consider across-agency 
solutions for the prevention of child deaths and recommend changes to strengthen cooperation and 
interdepartmental approaches to child safety and wellbeing. This will significantly enhance the child death 
review process, its role and impact. Most importantly, it may decrease the incidence of child deaths in Western 
Australia.  

The bill implements the recommendations arising from a review by Prudence Ford of the former Department for 
Community Development, the Ford report. The Ford report recommended, firstly, that the committee, together 
with its current resources, be relocated to the Ombudsman and, secondly, that a small specialist investigative unit 
be established in the Ombudsman’s office to facilitate the independent investigation of complaints and enable the 
further examination, at the discretion of the Ombudsman, of child death review cases when the child was known 
to a number of agencies.  

The bill will amend existing provisions in the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1972 that relate to investigations 
so that they will apply to child death review. The Ombudsman will be able to monitor and review investigable 
deaths, exercise his existing powers to investigate administrative actions that relate to investigable deaths and 
make recommendations to the department and other public authorities within the Ombudsman’s jurisdiction 
relating to policies, practices and systems for the prevention or reduction of deaths of children and to advance 
good administrative practice. 

Clause 7 of the bill inserts a new division 3A into the act and provides a definition of those children who have 
died whose deaths may be reviewed or investigated by the Ombudsman. These are termed “investigable deaths”, 
and are those cases where a child under 18 years of age dies suddenly and, in the two years before the date of the 
child’s death, the department had received information that raised concerns about the wellbeing of the child or a 
child relative of the child or had determined that action needed to be taken to promote the wellbeing of the child 
or a child relative. Further, it includes those children who have died when protection proceedings are pending in 
respect of the child or a child relative of the child or a child or a child relative of the child is in the care of the 
chief executive officer of the department.  

Clause 10 of the bill is a consequential amendment to the Children and Community Services Act 2004, which 
will require the department to notify the Ombudsman of all investigable deaths within 14 days of the department 
being notified of the death of the child by the coroner. Two other operational amendments are proposed in the 
bill. Clause 6 will enable the Ombudsman to engage persons under contracts for services to provide technical, 
professional and other assistance required in exercising his functions under the act. Clause 9 allows the 
correction of the order of the items listed in schedule 1 of the act.  

The death of any child is a tragedy. When that child had recent involvement with the Department of Child 
Protection and/or other public authorities, it is essential that the death is investigated by an independent statutory 
body and any necessary changes to policies and practice are made to help prevent the death of any other child. I 
commend the bill to the house.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

STATUTES (REPEALS AND MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL 2008 

First Reading 

Bill read a first time, on motion by Mr C.C. Porter (Attorney General). 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Attorney General. 

Second Reading 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [11.16 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Statutes (Repeals and Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2008, colloquially termed omnibus legislation, is an 
avenue for making general housekeeping amendments to legislation. It is designed to make only relatively minor 
non-controversial amendments to various acts and to repeal acts that are no longer required. Omnibus bills assist 
in expediting the government’s legislative program and parliamentary business by reducing the number of 
separate amendment bills that deal with relatively minor amendments and repeals. They also help to weed out 
spent or redundant legislation from the statute book.  
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The bill is made up of two main parts. Part 2 repeals unproclaimed or obsolete, redundant, spent and inoperative 
acts. Part 3 of the bill contains a range of miscellaneous, non-controversial and administrative amendments to a 
number of acts across various portfolio areas. These are minor or technical changes to legislation that 
parliamentary counsel considers are appropriate for inclusion in the bill. Examples of such amendments include 
corrections to typographical, grammatical, formatting and cross-referencing errors, amendments that are believed 
to better implement the object or intent of legislation, amendments arising from the enactment or repeal of other 
legislation and amendments that update terminology. The various amendments are explained in detail in the 
explanatory memorandum. As is the usual practice with omnibus bills, this bill was referred to the Legislative 
Council’s Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review for detailed scrutiny. Amendments 
recommended by the committee were made in the Council and are reflected in the current version of the bill. 

It is ironic that in this bill, which deals with typographical amendments, the second reading speech referred to 
parts 2 and 3. It should be parts 1 and 2. I commend the bill to the house.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Order of Business 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [11.18 am] — without notice: I move — 

That government business order of the day 6 be now taken. 

I am moving an amendment to the order of business on today’s notice paper as laid down by the government. As 
members will note, government business order of the day 6 is the Criminal Code Amendment Bill 2008. On 
Tuesday the Criminal Code Amendment Bill 2008 was number one on the notice paper. According to the 
Premier on Tuesday this week, the Criminal Code Amendment Bill was the most important issue to be debated 
by the Parliament. We heard the very excitable language used by the Premier when he said that this bill was most 
important legislation and that the Parliament should deal with it immediately. That was the rhetoric being run by 
the Premier early this week. Now, two days later, where does the bill sit on the notice paper? It comes in at 
number six. For the new members of this house and anybody else who might be listening to this debate, that 
means that today, according to the government, there are five bills on the notice paper that are of higher priority 
than the Criminal Code Amendment Bill.  

All this house need do to complete the passage of this legislation through this house is to deal now with the third 
reading stage. Again for the uninitiated, that is a very brief stage of dealing with a bill. The third reading stage 
allows members to speak for 10 minutes. I do not expect there to be too many 10-minute speeches to wind up the 
debate on this legislation in this house.  

Yesterday, Wednesday, we called for this debate to be dealt with. That was the day after Tuesday, the day on 
which it was considered by the government to be the most important issue on the notice paper. What did the 
government do? It brought on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 for debate, but it did not bring on 
the third reading of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill, the Clayton’s mandatory sentencing bill. We know that 
it is not a mandatory sentencing bill because it does not fulfil the Liberal Party’s promise.  

The Criminal Code Amendment Bill is now order of the day number six. That means that, according to the 
government, the Statutes (Repeals and Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2008 is number one on its priority 
agenda. We just heard the Attorney General’s second reading speech on that bill. I listened to him carefully, and 
the bill is a housekeeping bill that deals with typographical errors and terminology problems in other legislation, 
yet it is number one on the notice paper. The Criminal Code Amendment Bill is number six. We have on the 
notice paper five bills, including a bill dealing with typographical errors and terminology issues, ahead of the 
Criminal Code Amendment Bill. I can go further. The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009, the Fines, 
Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment (Compensation) Bill 2008, the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008 and the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2008 are, according to this 
government, more important than the Criminal Code Amendment Bill.  

On Tuesday the Criminal Code Amendment Bill was number one priority in the entire world, according to the 
Premier. What has changed since Tuesday? Anybody in this place would know what has changed since Tuesday. 
Anybody who stood at the front of this building on Tuesday would know what has changed. On Tuesday there 
was a rally at the front of Parliament House and there were TV cameras everywhere and helicopters flying 
overhead filming the event. The Premier stormed out there and the Minister for Police made the most 
embarrassing speech ever heard by human beings. On Tuesday that was happening at the front of the building. 
Therefore, the Criminal Code Amendment Bill was number one priority on Tuesday. What has changed since 
then is that there is nobody at the front of the building, there are no TV cameras out there and there are no 
helicopters flying overhead. Therefore, it is no longer a priority, according to the government.  
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We think that it is relatively easy to deal with the third reading of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill; therefore, 
it would be entirely possible for that matter to be dealt with today. That is what should occur in this place. Other 
issues, such as bills to do with terminology and typographical errors, should be further down the notice paper 
than the Criminal Code Amendment Bill. We heard the Premier say when he arrived at Parliament this morning 
that the Criminal Code Amendment Bill is no longer at the top of the government’s agenda of bills to be dealt 
with by the Parliament at this time because other issues are more important.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: When did I say that?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier can now put his money where his mouth is. He can vote with us to bring on 
for debate the third reading of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill or he can vote against us to demonstrate that 
the government thinks that the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009, the Fines, Penalties and 
Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment (Compensation) Bill 2008, the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 
(No. 3) 2008 and the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2008 are more important. Now the test lies with the 
government. Will it support the opposition to bring on the third reading of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill or 
will it persist with its notice paper order of business, which is to deal with issues that it claimed on Tuesday are 
less important and less significant?  

I will not hold up the house for much longer. The challenge to the government is whether it will agree with the 
largest party in this Parliament, the Australian Labor Party, that the Criminal Code Amendment Bill should be 
dealt with as a matter of urgency or whether it will persist with its order of business, which deals with what it 
says are far more important things.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [11.25 am]: What a stunt. This is the Labor Party that 
never wanted this legislation to come into the Parliament in the first place. Its members do not agree with it. On 
the steps of Parliament House on Tuesday they were out there clapping the police officers and anybody else who 
said anything in support of the legislation. The previous police ministers were clapping. Almost every member 
opposite was clapping. Why did they do that? They did that because they were frightened to be seen not 
supporting the thousands of demonstrators. The demonstrators were not all police officers; half of them were 
members of the public. The Labor Party did not want this legislation in the first place.  

What hypocrisy! The opposition manager of business tried to make out that the Labor Party has the mandate and 
should be in government. The Premier keeps saying, quite correctly, that at the last election the Liberal Party 
received 30 000 more votes than the Labor Party. If we add to that the votes for the National Party members and 
Independents, it is a hell of a lot more. I am referring to the party that believes in one vote, one value. What do 
members opposite say about the Liberal Party achieving far more individual votes than the Labor Party? There 
are none so blind as those who cannot see; there are none so deaf as those who do not want to hear, and that 
applies to members opposite. I am not talking about 300 or 3 000 votes; I am talking about more than 30 000 
votes. Members opposite do not deserve to be in government because after eight long years in government they 
became lazy and arrogant and, most importantly, they stopped listening to the people. Who are the members 
opposite who are responsible for the biggest disastrous result for the Labor Party? They are the backroom 
people. I will not mention them by name because they know who they are. That is why members opposite lost at 
the last election.  
On Tuesday we were listening to the people. Members opposite made out that they were listening by clapping 
after each speech that was made by not only the public, but also the police officers. What did they do?  
I am not prepared to have this bill mutilated by the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) in the upper house. This 
legislation is so important that it must have a swift and safe passage through both houses. The Greens and the 
Labor Party have threatened to mutilate this legislation in the upper house and we are not prepared to let that 
happen.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: We are not going to risk police safety on the Labor Party and the Greens.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: So that members opposite know, I had a long conservation with Mike Dean, the president 
of the WA Police Union of Workers, and he supports the action that this government is taking. He does not want 
members opposite, their colleagues in the other place and the Greens to mutilate what is essential legislation for 
his police officers. 
An opposition member interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member should go and ask the police officers if they want their legislation mutilated 
by the Labor and Greens members in the upper house. That is what the previous Attorney General has 
threatened, but we will not allow that to happen. The police would prefer to wait a few more weeks to ensure the 
legislation is passed unaltered, safe and sound, as a clean piece of legislation that will protect police officers. 
That is what police officers want and it is what the public want. Members opposite are the only people who do 
not want it. They sit in this place, all pious showing total hypocrisy. If the opposition had not turned up at the 
front of Parliament House during the police rally and clapped for all the people speaking —  
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Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Does the member for Girrawheen think I give a stuff if she does not clap for me? I would 
not expect her to. If I expect very little from the Labor Party, I am never disappointed.  

Members opposite should be ashamed of themselves. They played their hand too quickly. We would have 
brought this bill on for the third reading and sent it straight to the upper house, but the member for Fremantle, the 
former Attorney General, who is getting out of politics, came out publicly and mentioned the opposition’s game 
plan. After his comments and those of the Greens in the other place, why would we be so stupid as to go against 
what nearly 6 000 police officers want, their families, friends and all the other decent Western Australians who 
bothered to turn up on Tuesday? We listen to the people. I was asked why we brought the bill on for debate on 
Tuesday. Why would we not bring it on? It was the biggest issue in the public domain.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: On Tuesday it was, not on Thursday.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Of course we would bring it on for debate on Tuesday. We made a decision —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: This is the most unprincipled motion I have ever seen moved in this Parliament. Most of you 
are embarrassed about this because you know it’s an attempt to wreck the legislation. It is the most dishonest act 
I have ever seen.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Absolutely. This is such hypocrisy.  

An opposition member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I do not give a stuff what Tom Percy says; he has insulted me many times, so I do not 
have a problem with that. I hold his opinion in very low esteem, I can assure the member. At the end of the day, 
members opposite will have to explain why they went outside on Tuesday. It was because they wanted to be seen 
to be supporting the police.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: We do support them.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, you do not.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: We support them strongly.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If members opposite did support them, they would not want to mutilate in the upper house 
fair legislation. They are a disgraceful bunch showing total hypocrisy. They show up on the steps of Parliament 
House, and when the cameras are there they start clapping when the crowd claps in support of all the things that 
the public and the police want; yet they come back in here like a load of cowards and try to mutilate this 
legislation. That is what they are trying to do.  

Mr P. Papalia: By protecting nurses?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why don’t they deserve protection?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The police know what the opposition is threatening to do to the legislation in the upper 
house. The police do not want us to progress it until membership of the upper house changes.  

I want to make one last point but I do not intend to labour it. At the end of the day, the Labor Party was voted out 
despite the one vote, one value system and it deserved to be voted out. We won far more than 30 000 votes 
beyond the number the Labor Party won. If we add the votes for the Nationals and the Independents, it is a huge 
number.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is why you are a minority government!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That happened to a party that supports one vote, one value but only when it suits it. There 
are a lot of new members of the Legislative Assembly, who have had an opportunity to debate this bill, which is 
fair and right. We took this issue to the election as an absolute priority, and we have a mandate to pass the bill. 
But I have to ask members opposite: is it not right, proper and fair, that the newly elected members to the 
Legislative Council have the right to have their say on what was Liberal-National Party policy on the protection 
of police officers? I think it is right that those new members of Parliament have the right to debate this bill when 
they enter Parliament in May.  

I can tell my friend opposite—I should not say “my friend”; some members opposite are my friends, but I have a 
very low opinion of some other members; I am looking at one now because he is a stunt man—that the 
opposition has no real conviction in moving this motion; none at all. I have a lot of respect for the Leader of the 
Opposition. I do not believe this would have been his stunt; he would not have thought this up. This is a stunt by 
whom? We know exactly who it is: the bloke who is trying to make himself look as though he is a leader. God 
forbid he will ever lead the Labor Party! God help Western Australians if that ever happens! He might have one 
or two friends but I know for a fact that a lot of people on his side of the house do not look on him as a friend.  
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It is fair and equitable that the newly elected members of the Legislative Council have the right to debate the bill 
they went to the election on, as did new members of this house. We are not going to take no notice of our police 
officers. They do not want this bill to be sent to the upper house because they do not trust members opposite or 
the Greens. I have given them an assurance that we will try to do our utmost to ensure that this bill is sent.  
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It will be passed when it has been read a third time. It is a government bill and it is up to 
the government to decide when to do that. In the interests of keeping the bill safe and secure, rather than seeing it 
cut to pieces and basically neutralised by the Labor Party taking out the mandatory part of the bill —  
Mr E.S. Ripper: You’ve done that already.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, we have not. The Leader of the Opposition should not be stupid. The Premier knows 
that—I am sorry, I mean the Leader of the Opposition. I am sorry, but he will never be Premier. He is leader 
until about a year or two out from the next election, I am afraid, and that is a shame because he is quite a decent 
bloke. But, there are a few people around him who are working out the numbers. I would watch the bloke on my 
left and on my right if I were him. He has no worries about the person behind him; that person does not have a 
hope in hell of being leader. He should watch his left and right flank because that is where he will be attacked 
from. We will not support this motion, this stunt. We are quite happy to take this to the vote. We can debate this 
for as many hours as members opposite like. All the opposition is doing is delaying other important legislation, 
because we will not support this motion. Members opposite can move it every day if they want to waste 
Parliament’s time. I am making it quite clear to the Labor Party today that we will not jeopardise this bill by 
sending it to the upper house so that Labor members and their Greens mates can completely mutilate it, which is 
their intention. The police union does not want that, the public do not want that and we certainly do not want that 
because we support our police officers and the members of the public. We listen to them. The Labor Party failed 
to do that in the past few years. That is why the Labor Party is on that side of the house—the former Premier 
knows why—and we are over here. We won a lot more votes than did members opposite.  

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [11.38 am]: The motion moved by the member for 
Rockingham encapsulates the procedural question of why, notwithstanding the great importance of this bill, we 
have not, at this time, sent it to the upper house. As the Minister for Police so eloquently put it —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: He put it, anyway.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: As he so passionately and accurately put it: why would we send the most important piece of 
legislation of the year to the gallows? It is difficult to determine precisely the Labor Party’s position; it changes 
four or five times a day, but at last newsflash last night the position was, in essence, that the same amendments 
that were moved in the Assembly would be moved in the Council. As we have stated from the outset, they are 
amendments that fundamentally change the conception of the bill and no longer make it about mandatory 
sentencing, so the question about supporting or not supporting this motion is again about supporting or not 
supporting mandatory sentencing. My simple answer to the member for Rockingham is: does he not understand 
our reticence to put this legislation in jeopardy when we do not fully understand what the opposition’s position is 
on the legislation? At the last news bulletin, that position seemed to be to propose in the upper house 
amendments that will gut the legislation. I will try to summarise as best I can—this will be imperfect—the 
position of members opposite on mandatory sentencing. I have never said that if members do not support this 
legislation, they do not support police officers. However, I do say that if members do not support mandatory 
sentencing, they do not support mandatory sentencing. This legislation is about mandatory sentencing. What is 
the opposition’s position on mandatory sentencing? Firstly, almost every person that the opposition sent out in 
front of the media at the rally on Tuesday spoke in favour of mandatory sentencing and, indeed, the extension of 
mandatory sentencing, although, I might add, with the brave exception of the member for Joondalup, who had 
the bottle to put his view in front of the media when other members would not. Indeed, it appears that the 
member for Warnbro privately put his view to Constable Butcher that he does not support mandatory sentencing. 
However, the rest of the people who were sent out clapped and said openly in front of the media that they 
supported mandatory sentencing. After that they all spoke in this chamber against mandatory sentencing; they all 
voted in favour of an amendment that would have taken mandatory sentencing out of the mandatory sentencing 
bill. Then, when that amendment failed, opposition members voted in favour of extending mandatory sentencing, 
which they said at length they disagreed with, to other categories of grievous bodily harm, where it does not 
really count that much. 

I think the position is quite simple: outside the chamber members opposite spoke in favour of mandatory 
sentencing, except for one brave soul who had the bottle not to, while inside the chamber they all spoke against 
mandatory sentencing and voted against mandatory sentencing by supporting an amendment that would have 
taken mandatory sentencing out of the bill. Now members expect the government, having been successful in this 
place, to send the bill to the gallows in the upper house. I have answered the member for Rockingham’s 
question. Perhaps he will let me know whether he supports mandatory sentencing. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you, member for Rockingham? That’s a fair question. Here he is, the big mouth! 

Mr M. McGowan: We have moved our amendments. Why don’t you get up and speak, you big coward? You’re 
a big, blow-hard coward. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The opposition manager of business just called the Premier a coward. He knows that that 
is unparliamentary and I demand that he withdraw it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I distinctly heard the Leader of the House call all of us on this side cowards. I think it is 
difficult for him to take the point of order that he has just taken. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): With everyone yelling so loudly, I did not hear either side make 
that allegation. I will allow the Attorney General to continue his comments. However, I remind all members of 
the standards required in this place. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I asked the member for Rockingham whether he believes in mandatory sentencing, and the 
member for Rockingham said that opposition members had moved their amendment—that is, the amendment 
against mandatory sentencing. Does the member remember what he said about mandatory sentencing at the 2005 
election? Let us look at a flyer from the member for Rockingham, the member for Cockburn and some other 
fellow I did not get to meet, Mr Marlborough. Does the member remember the flyer headed “Tougher Penalties 
and Safer Streets”? It states that the member for Cockburn is committed, determined and approachable—if 
people can find him; the other fellow, Mr Marlborough, is friendly, caring and hardworking; and Mr McGowan 
is determined, active and well qualified. The fourth point on the flyer states that they would review and extend 
antihoon laws and mandatory sentencing for violent crimes against seniors. It is good enough to have mandatory 
sentencing for violent crimes against seniors, but it is not good enough to have mandatory sentencing for crimes 
against police officers. It is not good enough for the opposition to support this legislation in the upper house, 
which is why we are reticent to send it there. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [11.44 am]: Mr Acting Speaker — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support mandatory sentencing for assaults on police? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will tell members. As I said the other day, I support mandatory sentencing if it has the 
safety valve that protects justice, as was provided for in the amendment. I particularly want to address the 
comments of the Leader of the House, who berated some of us for not going out on the steps of Parliament to 
speak in front of the media. I would have happily told the gathered crowd the truth, were it not for the fact that 
the government decided that the legislation was so urgent that it would bring the bill on at the same time that the 
demonstration was being held. In that way, I had to elect either to talk to the gathering at the front of Parliament 
House or to speak on the floor of the Assembly, which is where the people of Mindarie elected me to speak. I 
was denied the opportunity of speaking to the gathering outside because of my duty to the people of Mindarie to 
speak to the bill in this place on the entirely false basis upon which it has been advanced. 

I understand why the government does not want to bring this bill back on for debate. The audacity of the 
Attorney General has been breathtaking. He has said in this chamber that, yes, the judiciary has failed and, yes, 
the judiciary cannot be trusted to sentence offenders for serious assaults under section 318 of the Criminal Code. 
The Attorney General sought to undermine the community’s confidence in the judiciary. Why should any lawyer 
at the other end of St Georges Terrace afford full respect to the judiciary, which it deserves, when the Attorney 
General, the first law officer of the state of Western Australia, comes into the Assembly and denigrates the 
judiciary? When I threw the challenge at the Attorney General to make his case and to lay bare in the Assembly 
the basis upon which these constitutional arrangements were being attacked, he came up with false cases. He 
said that the references to the cases could be found in other people’s speeches on other occasions. It is no wonder 
the government does not want to bring the bill on for debate today. It does not want the Attorney General to be 
exposed for what he is—an Attorney General wearing a pair of short britches. Members should think about it. 
The Attorney General held himself up in the Brief magazine by saying that law reform should proceed only in a 
studious and scholarly manner. He held himself up in his first speech by saying, “I know about the law; I was a 
law lecturer.” The Attorney General would have had to flunk and give a D to any student of his who had been set 
an assignment to write a paper setting out the case for why the judiciary should be vilified and attacked in the 
manner in which it has been attacked by this government and the Attorney General and who then relied on cases 
such as that of Sergeant Fleskens and the case involving the accused Riley in which the charge of assault 
occasioning bodily harm was withdrawn and which did not demonstrate at all the point that the Attorney General 
was seeking to make. The Attorney General would have had to fail the student. The Attorney General must feel 
embarrassment when his former students read his attack on the judiciary and find out that he has totally failed to 
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sustain his case. The closest he got to sustaining that case was when he came into this chamber and read from the 
law dictionary the definitions of “mandatory” and “discretionary”. He should have read on under “I” and read 
out the definition of “integrity”. That would have been helpful for this chamber and for the Attorney General. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I ask the member to get to the thrust of the motion. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The thrust of the motion is that the government wants to avoid debate on this issue by not 
bringing on the bill. The thrust of the motion is that the government is seeking to link the acquittal in the 
McLeod case to this bill. The people at the rally at the front of Parliament House were demonstrating against the 
perceived injustice in the McLeod case. The government is seeking to say that this case has increased the 
urgency for this particular bill. That is what they wanted to link, but the Attorney General, in argument, 
acknowledged that there is no linkage between mandatory sentencing and the McLeod case. The McLeod 
acquittals turned on a completely different point. As the Attorney General knows, if we want to support the 
police, we should directly address one of the crucial factors that led to that acquittal. We know that what led to 
the acquittal in the McLeod case had nothing to do with mandatory sentencing, or with sentencing precedents 
under section 318. Is that correct? 

Mr C.C. Porter: I have said that publicly. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Attorney General has said that publicly, so the Leader of the House should accept that 
the acquittal in the McLeod case had nothing to do with mandatory sentencing. It had to do with the defence run 
by the McLeods, which had nothing to do with section 318, and the Attorney General agrees with that. It had to 
do with the defence of self-defence, and the government could deal with that instantly, although not by amending 
the self-defence provisions. The Attorney General knows, having been a lecturer and still being a student—I will 
teach him a bit further as we go along—that the defence of self-defence did not and could not come into play 
until the jury had first determined that there was an unlawful assault upon Mr McLeod. Until the jury could 
conclude that there was an unlawful assault on Mr McLeod, it could not consider self-defence. One of the most 
important issues in determining whether there had been an unlawful assault on Mr McLeod senior— 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): My understanding is that the member for Rockingham has 
moved a motion to have item 6 in the orders of the day brought forward. I do not believe that we are here to re-
debate the merits of the legislation. I believe that we are here now to debate whether the item should be brought 
forward. The member for Mindarie has been given a fair bit of leeway on this. I ask him to come back to the item 
we are debating. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The point I was trying to make is that it is being put to us that the amendment that the 
opposition moved to this legislation the other day would emasculate the legislation, which was described, in 
reference to the Police Union, as “its legislation”. The Police Union did not want to see its legislation—it is 
remarkable that the Leader of the House said this—emasculated and wanted to see protection for the police. That 
is what was advanced in the leader’s argument. I was saying that there is another way home for the protection of 
the police, and a way for this government to extend the protection for the police today. That is the point I was 
seeking to address. The defence of self-defence would not have come into play in that trial unless there was a 
basis upon which the jury could conclude that there had been an unlawful assault on Mr McLeod. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Do you mean “conclude” or “have doubts about”. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I mean “have reasonable doubt about”. The jury should have reasonable doubts. 

Mr C.C. Porter: That’s quite different isn’t it? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, it is. In that regard — 
Mr C.C. Porter: If you were my lecturer, I would not be playing heads. What you said was very wrong. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Against the Attorney General’s failure, he would give me a B++. I could wear that.  
The judge particularly charged the jury to take into account in deciding the issue instructions for the use of the 
Taser gun. The judge said that those guidelines provide — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, as I said, you have been granted a fair amount of leeway in this debate. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will take that up at another time. They do not want these — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I direct you to return to the motion moved by the member for 
Rockingham. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: After I spoke to this motion, the member for Hillarys and the Attorney General both spoke 
at length on the issues that the member for Mindarie is addressing. I note that there was no problem with either 
of them talking about any of these issues, and I simply request that the member for Mindarie be afforded the 
same privileges as members of the government. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: Further to that point of order, the motion refers to the mandatory sentencing bill. The point 
that the member for Mindarie seeks to make is that the Butcher trial, in his view, has nothing whatsoever to do 
with mandatory sentencing, yet he wants to speak exclusively on the Butcher trial, which seems to me to be a bit 
of a disjunct. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I have given a fair bit of leeway to everyone who has spoken to 
the motion of the member for Rockingham, as I have to the member for Mindarie. I just believe that the member 
for Mindarie is starting to push the boundary of that leeway, and I ask him to come back to the motion of the 
member for Rockingham. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will come back to the point that these are the very issues that the Attorney General and 
the government do not want debated today. They have managed to close me down on these critical comments 
about what led — 
Mr C.C. Porter: It’s a conspiracy! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Attorney General said that, not I. He is making the charge of conspiracy against his 
own government, not I. He wants his government convicted on the basis of conspiracy. That is not the extreme 
language that I would have used against the government—the Attorney General used it against the government. 

In this debate, even while I am speaking, the Attorney General wishes to make the point that there is no link. I 
will not call it the Butcher trial, because poor Constable Butcher was not on trial; it was the trial of the McLeods. 
I will not refer to it as the Butcher trial; he was never on trial. The McLeods were on trial, and the McLeod trial 
has no direct linkage with this mandatory sentencing. The only people who have tried to link this mandatory 
sentencing bill with the McLeod trial are members opposite. The government brought on the debate while public 
feeling was raised to fever pitch by members of the government speaking to the crowd at the front of Parliament 
House, until people were yelling out “Hang them! Hang them!”  
Mr B.J. Grylls: I think they were calling for you. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is the member suggesting that they were calling out to hang me? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I don’t know what they were doing. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is this the helpful suggestion of the member for Merredin? Is this his flippant and stupid 
contribution to the debate on this important matter? He sits there grinning like a Cheshire cat, proud of his stupid 
comments in the middle of this most important debate. I can understand that, following the Attorney General’s 
absolutely hopeless performance in falsely vilifying the judges of the city, he wants to avoid this debate being 
brought back on. In every respect, his former students — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, you have given an enormous amount of discretionary time to the 
member for Mindarie. He has strayed from the motion so much it is unbelievable. To talk about the Attorney 
General and his students is just straying too far beyond the pale. I asked that he be brought back to the motion. 
The Attorney General and I spent very little time on this debate. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the House, in his contribution, as I recall was referring to who does and 
does not like me. The Attorney General was referring to newspaper advertisements from years ago. You were in 
the chair at that point, as I recall, Mr Acting Speaker, and we need to have consistency in this house—I would 
hate to think that the Acting Speaker was going to act inconsistently towards both sides, and I would never 
expect that you would do that. I am entirely confident that you will rule that there should be a similar standard on 
both sides of the house. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order! I assure the member for Rockingham that I intend to rule 
that way. As I said the last time I was on my feet, I have granted a fair amount of leeway to both sides in the 
debate on this motion—a fair amount of leeway. As I said also, the member for Mindarie has been pushing the 
boundaries of that leeway. At the moment I am failing to see how the point that the member for Mindarie is 
making relates to the motion moved by the member for Rockingham, but I ask him to continue.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 
The point I am making is that government members do not want this debate. They do not want to give me the 
opportunity to make these points. They do not want to give me the opportunity to make the point that the 
Attorney General, in support of his proposition that the judiciary of this city cannot be trusted, has failed to show 
any sentences in which judges have been failing. The Attorney General has avoided doing that. He does not want 
to be exposed before the judiciary, before his former students and before the public of Perth for totally failing to 
make out his case and just saying, as he did the other day, “Read other people’s speeches.”  
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Mr R.F. Johnson: The police love the Attorney General! They can’t stand you—and can you blame them?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I did not come into this place and stand on a platform of how popular I am with the police. 
I stood on a platform of loving justice and loving fairness, and of proceeding and prosecuting all arguments that 
will promote a more just and fair society. That is what I stood on. I had to stand against the police on the Mallard 
case, because I was fighting for justice. I still have not heard one word from any member opposite that that case 
was unjust. Members opposite have no sense of justice. I took Andrew Mallard out to tea the other night in 
Melbourne. The poor man is washing dishes in an RSL hall because the government will not give him any 
money! Members opposite do not like justice, and they do not want me to be on my feet talking about justice. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! There is far, far, far too much audible interjection in the chamber. Has the 
member finished? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes thank you, Mr Speaker.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (28) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (30) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  

Question thus negatived.  

TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 March. 

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee) [12.06 pm]: What we are dealing with in this bill is the Treasurer’s 
application to this house for an additional appropriation of $1.2 billion to take the government through to the end 
of the financial year. It is interesting to look at the background of this application for an additional appropriation. 
The original appropriation in the 2008-09 budget was $14.6 billion: for capital, $2.8 billion, and for recurrent, 
$11.8 billion. The original Treasurer’s advance sought an amount of $437 million, which represents about 
three per cent over and above the original budget appropriation. To go from a figure of $437 million to 
$1.2 billion is close to a trebling of the original appropriation. It is not unusual for a Treasurer to request the 
Parliament for an increase in the appropriation. However, as has been commented on in this debate, the quantum 
that is being sought by the Treasurer in this Treasurer’s advance is quite exceptional. It therefore requires some 
exploration by us, and some explanation from the government, as to why this appropriation is necessary and why 
the Treasurer and the government are in this position. 

What we are looking at here is effectively the expenditure side of the budget rather than the revenue side of the 
budget. In the first two quarters of this financial year, there was an increase of almost $530 million on the 
revenue side of the budget. That means that we are in fact tracking very closely—at 5.6 per cent—the budget 
projection of a 5.5 per cent increase in revenues that had been made for the first two quarters of the last financial 
year. Therefore, as I understand it from the figures that have been provided in the 2008-09 Government Mid-
Year Financial Projections Statement—the midyear review—and by the Treasurer to this house, projected 
revenue is pretty much on track. That is on the revenue side of the budget. What we are dealing with in this bill 
is the expenditure side of the budget. I wanted to make those remarks in the initial phase of my speech, because 
much of this debate has concentrated on the global financial crisis and what is happening on the revenue side of 
the budget.  

This bill is about the expenditure side of the budget. An election was held between the passage of the last budget 
and now, as at the end of the second financial quarter. Revenue is pretty much on track but an election was held. 
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To meet its election commitments, the government has had to commit to spending very large amounts of money. 
This situation is very much of the government’s making. It is not related generally to the global financial crisis 
but it is a direct result of what the government has done during the first half of the financial year. The increase 
from a three per cent appropriation in the original Treasurer’s authorisation to nearly nine per cent is a threefold 
increase in the amount of money the government is seeking. Considering the situation that we are in, I find it 
interesting to listen to the explanations of ministers about what is or what is not happening to their budgets. In 
large part, the government committed to a three per cent efficiency dividend across government expenditures to 
fund its election commitments. The government is clearly struggling to find the three per cent efficiency 
dividend. Yesterday the Minister for Health said in the chamber that he would not find that three per cent 
efficiency dividend from his budget in this financial year. He gave us an explanation that all senior bureaucrats 
provide to their ministers, which is that it cannot be done this year but will be done in the out years. It is 
remarkable that the Minister for Health should have accepted that explanation when, in his own words, he 
condemned the former Labor government because we allowed a “blow-out”, I think was his term, in the number 
of administrative employees employed by the Department of Health. I think he said that there had been a 12 per 
cent increase in the number of administrative staff in the Department of Health and he characterised that as a 
failing. If he thinks that was a failing, he should get to work and find the savings. No doubt that information was 
provided to him by one of the superfluous bureaucrats that he talked about. A bureaucrat—one of the 12 per cent 
numerical increase in bureaucrats—provided him with the information that led him to believe that he could not 
make the three per cent efficiency dividend saving. If the Minister for Health were serious about doing his job, 
he would find the savings that he and his government committed to, but he has not done that. What is more, he 
has quite blatantly told Parliament that he would not do it. 

Yesterday in Parliament the Minister for Police praised the success of his efforts to force the Commissioner of 
Police to reopen three country police stations. The police commissioner, as is his responsibility and right, made 
the decision last year to close those three police stations, among several others, to better utilise the financial 
resources available to the police department. He has been forced to reopen them, but at what cost? At the same 
time as those discussions were going on between the Minister for Police and the police commissioner, the police 
commissioner was asked to find a three per cent efficiency dividend from the police department. The 
Commissioner of Police has been heavily criticised, I think unfairly, by the government for his efforts to identify 
the three per cent efficiency dividend savings in his budget. The Minister for Police, rather than help the 
Commissioner of Police find the three per cent efficiency dividend, has actually forced the commissioner to 
spend money by reopening country police stations that the Commissioner of Police had previously closed. How 
much is that costing and from where will the staff be drawn to staff those country police stations? We need an 
explanation for that. I wonder, for example, whether those extra police will be drawn from the allocation that we 
made when in government of additional police in the area dealing with child abuse because of the increased 
number of child abuse cases that will be reported as a result of the mandatory reporting requirements of child 
abuse cases. I think we allocated funding for 20 or 25 additional officers to deal with the expected increase in the 
demand for police attention in that area. The Minister for Police has provided no explanation about where the 
funding has come from for his successful pressure on the Commissioner of Police to reopen those three country 
police stations. Yesterday the Minister for Agriculture and Food told the house that the government had been 
successful in re-establishing the stock squad. Again, where is that being funded from, what is the cost associated 
with it and where are the officers coming from? The government must provide an explanation about why those 
sorts of increased expenditures are being forced on departments in the face of the demand that departments find a 
three per cent efficiency dividend. The government has provided no explanation. That demonstrates the 
government’s inability to deal properly with the issues that it is confronting. 

The global financial crisis will impact heavily on the revenues of this government for the out years of the budget 
and beyond. This particular issue is not related to that situation directly; it is related explicitly to the 
government’s expenditure patterns since it came to office. Last week in the chamber the Premier conceded that 
there had been a $3.7 billon increase in spending and spending commitments since the new government came to 
office in the face of the circumstances with which it is confronted. It is remarkable that that should take place on 
the one hand and on the other the government is requiring its departments to find a three per cent efficiency 
dividend, yet it shrugs its shoulders and laments the fact that its efforts have been unsuccessful. 

I come back to the point I made last week when I spoke on the issue of financial management, and I make it 
directly again today. It is inconceivable to me that the most senior ministers of the newly elected government 
took holidays within the first two or three months of coming to office. It is absolutely inconceivable that the 
Treasurer in particular took a week’s holiday just two weeks after the new government had been sworn in 
following eight years in opposition. It speaks volumes about the government’s approach to government and why 
it is failing so badly in its efforts to find the three per cent efficiency dividend. That is one of the characteristics 
of the Treasurer regarding the situation that he faces today. He has not done the necessary work. Not only did he 
take one week off — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Four days. 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER: One working week. Only a few weeks later, he took a further four weeks off—four 
weeks’ holiday! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Three and a half. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: That action by a new Treasurer would have to be unmatched in the history of 
government in Australia. A brand-new Treasurer and a brand-new government in a circumstance that the 
Treasurer describes as threatening the financial stability, success and strength of the state and the state’s AAA 
credit rating took, in effect, five weeks’ holiday within the first four months of coming to office. A series of 
other ministers—senior government ministers at that—took lengthy holiday periods at the same time. There has 
been some discussion about the Minister for Environment’s inability to do her job. Businesses all over Western 
Australia that must rely on the minister’s ability to do her job in a timely way have commented on it. She is 
struggling. Nevertheless, she took off from 10 January to 31 January to go on holiday. The Minister for Planning 
took off two weeks in January and the Minister for Mental Health, in effect, took off 17 days in January to go on 
holiday. The Leader of the National Party took off three or four weeks. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Three or four weeks? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Three or four weeks—from 20 December to 11 January; is that not correct, Leader of 
the National Party? Did the minister not take off from 20 December to 11 January? 

Mr P. Miles: Brendon, you had Christmas day off. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: He had more than Christmas Day off. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: I had five weeks.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member might as well have had five months off but he did not. He is not a 
minister and he does not carry the responsibilities that ministers do. I guarantee the member for Kalgoorlie that if 
he had been a newly appointed minister in a newly appointed government, he would not have had five weeks off, 
because if he had and if I had been the Premier, that would have been the last five weeks’ holiday he would ever 
enjoy as a minister. It is absolutely outrageous. 

The approach of this government towards the people who populate positions in this government reminds me of 
the approach that some of the participants took in the French invasion of Egypt in 1798. They were led by 
Napoleon. In this case those opposite are being led by the new Premier. The overwhelming majority of the 
people in that invasion group had no idea where they were going and they had no idea what they were going to 
do when they got there. When they got there, they hated it; they hated the experience. They did not know where 
they were going, they did not know what they were going to do when they got there and when they did arrive, 
they just wanted to go back home again. They found it particularly difficult to deal with the Bedouin and the 
tactics that the Bedouin used to upset the tranquillity of the invasion force, but I will not go into that on this 
occasion. They found the experience very unpleasant. Those opposite as a group in government did not know 
what they were going to do when they got into government. They had no idea what to do when they got there 
and in large part they still do not. For some of them, the sooner the experience of ministerial authority ends, the 
better for themselves and everybody else because they do not enjoy it, they do not know what they are doing and 
they are not up to the job. It is for some elements of those reasons that we are confronted with this situation 
today.  

What did the Treasurer do to try to rein in spending in his first six months in the job? A total of $3.7 billion has 
been added to the government’s expenditure profile in its first six months in office. Now the Treasurer has come 
to the Parliament seeking an extension of the Treasurer’s authorisation, which, as a matter of principle, I have no 
objection to. There is a reason we have a Treasurer’s authorisation account. Under normal circumstances, it is 
quite reasonable for the Treasurer to ask for that extension.  

Mr P. Miles: It will pay for some of the school maintenance.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I am continually interjected upon by that member. What is his seat? 

Mr P. Miles: I am the member for Wanneroo.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Is he not under investigation for something or other? 

Mr P. Miles: No, not at all. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Are the police not interested in his activities—the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
something like that? Is that not the case? What is it about the Liberal Party, Wanneroo and corruption? Now I 
know who that member is; he is the member for Wanneroo.  

We are dealing with a very serious issue. The Treasurer’s application to the Parliament for an increase in his 
account will no doubt ultimately be agreed to. It would be inconceivable for it not to be, although in the 
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meantime, the responsibility of other members of Parliament is to explore why it is necessary and why it could 
not have been averted. I do not think such an explanation has been provided.  

It would be of some interest to me to get a comparison of the effort that has been made by this government in its 
first six months with the effort made by other governments around Australia historically to come to grips with 
the responsibilities that its ministers have undertaken. I am absolutely certain that this experience is unique in 
Australia’s political history. I am absolutely certain that there has been no government in Australia’s political 
history that, when elected to office, saw the bulk of its ministry head off on a holiday. I am certain that that has 
never happened before. It has obviously never happened in the context of the broader financial circumstances 
now impacting upon economies around the world. That impact is very, very unusual; it is probably unique in 
modern history as well. For the Treasurer of the day to take a week off, two weeks after being sworn into 
office — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Four days. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: —four days off to go camping, then four weeks off only a few months later in 
December—demonstrates an incapacity to meet the requirements and the challenges of the job. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I’ll throw in the towel! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I am not asking the Treasurer to do that. He has to understand that when people behave 
in certain ways in public life, people make comment. Unfortunately, when people are in government, that 
commentary tends to be a little more concentrated and frequent than when they are not in government. If a 
minister takes the liberty of four weeks’ holiday when he or she should be hard at work in his or her first few 
months in office, he or she has to expect people to comment on it. In fact, I imagine that there would have been a 
degree of disbelief and shock that such a thing could be allowed to occur. It has occurred. Today that very same 
Treasurer is seeking an extension of the Treasurer’s authorisation account.  

The Treasurer of Western Australia has to present himself as being, firstly, capable—I do not think he has done 
that yet—and, secondly, committed to the task, and he certainly has not done that yet. He also needs to be 
supported by other people in the government parties who have some understanding of financial, economic and 
Treasury matters, and be supported in that way by anybody in the chamber or by anybody who sits with him on 
the expenditure and economic review committee.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: We have a series of unique circumstances here. The Treasurer has emerged out of a 
unique background and brought forward this application to the Parliament. It is not the normal scope of an 
extension to the Treasurer’s authorisation account that we might consider to be run of the mill, but a massive 
extension, a trebling, of the discretion that was provided to the Treasurer by the Parliament, without any real 
demonstration of a concerted effort to avoid its necessity.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Did any of that occur in July under your watch? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member is in government.  

Mr P. Miles interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member for Wanneroo may find the next four years more pleasant if he remains 
silent. He should not make himself a target. My special friend on the front row in the National Party is 
wandering into uncharted territory as well. The easy work is over for him. The hard work is about to begin. He 
will find that it is very hard. I will be interested to follow his progress. That is the situation that we have.  

This government that is now in place, with its unique characteristics, inherited the best budget position ever 
handed to any incoming government not only in Western Australia’s history but also probably in the nation’s 
history. Never has there been a stronger financial position confronting an incoming government. I contrast it 
with the one we inherited when we came to government in 2001. We had a legacy of five deficits in eight years, 
the economy was shrinking and the public sector was out of control in its spending habits. We then had to 
embark upon a very difficult, but worthwhile, program of reining in the public sector, targeting its efforts and 
spending and making the efficiency savings that we had committed to, and we did it. It cannot be done by saying 
to principals around Western Australia, “Cut some money out of your budget. That’s your responsibility.” 
Ministers must take that responsibility.  

We have a Minister for Education who is not used to responsibility or the accountability that goes with 
responsibility. Unfortunately for her, it is showing. She is not used to that experience. It will get harder for the 
ministers, not easier. Life will get harder and harder for them and the backslapping that goes with the easy photo 
opportunities, such as those that we saw in evidence on Tuesday, will become less frequent and less applicable. 
Each minister will find that the responsibilities of government have to be met and they must be made 
accountable for those responsibilities, just as this Treasurer must be made accountable for his efforts in the 
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Treasury portfolio. He must provide us with information on why this additional allocation is required. I would 
like from the Treasurer a detailed explanation on how the government will meet its spending restraint challenge. 
Will major capital works programs be cancelled? Will major recurrent service programs be cancelled? Will there 
be some lame effort that across the board everybody is required to find a three per cent saving and then be 
criticised for not being able to do it, which, in effect, is what the Minister for Health did yesterday? Yesterday, in 
effect, the Minister for Health blamed the administrative staff of the Department of Health for being unable to 
meet the challenge of a three per cent cut. He characterised the administration staff in the health department as 
being unnecessary and providing no added value, yet he was not able to come up with an example of where he 
could make savings in that strata of employees in the health department. It is the product of a lazy mind; it is the 
product of a lack of application or a capacity to apply oneself to what needs to be done.  

Ministers must take responsibility. There is no sign yet that any of the government ministers are willing to accept 
their responsibilities. It was this government’s decision to undertake a three per cent efficiency dividend. It is its 
decision on spending that has created the need for the Treasurer to come into this place with this bill. I will give 
one example.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Did any of your spending in July contribute to the TAA? You don’t know. You were Premier 
at the time. How much did you ask for in the first five weeks of this financial year? You are telling us how bad 
we are. What was it when you were running the state—$20 million?  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The government is trying to find from this Parliament the authority to meet the 
increased spending and allocations that this government, not the previous government — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that how it works?  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Members opposite are in government. If we were in government, which we are not — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: In the first five weeks of the financial year was any drawdown on the TAA made? You were 
in charge; tell us. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The Treasurer’s account was, I think, $437 million at that time. That was the capacity 
provided to the Treasurer at the time. It is only if that capacity is going to be exceeded that he would need to 
come back into this chamber and ask for more. That is what this Treasurer has done. The Treasurer, through the 
Treasurer’s account, was provided with a $437 million capacity during the passage of the last budget through 
this Parliament. It is lamentable that the current Treasurer cannot understand that basic concept. It is quite 
frightening that a person of such limited capacity and such limited dedication to the task is holding down this 
very senior position in government. It is quite frightening that we have a Treasurer representing Western 
Australia who, firstly, does not have the capacity to identify what needs to be done in the job; secondly, does not 
have the work ethic to do what needs to be done; and, thirdly, has no support from his own group.  

It is quite remarkable that members on this side of the Parliament, both since the election and before the election, 
treated this Treasurer with such relative kindness.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member for Vasse knows that it was nobody on this side of the chamber, either 
then or now, who raised the issues that caused him such embarrassment. Nobody on this side of the Parliament 
even raised those issues in the Parliament when they were raised publicly. It was political operatives like the 
person sitting next him, a person born into politics and whose only agenda is politics, who did him the damage. It 
was nobody on this side.  

We are at the point at which the Treasurer’s application for an extension of the account is before the Parliament. 
It will no doubt be passed with the passage of time. In the meantime, there is a legitimate requirement for the 
Treasurer to explain why it is necessary and what approach he is taking to avert further financial difficulties for 
the state.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [12.37 pm]: I will take the opportunity in addressing the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 to correct some comments that were made in this Parliament yesterday.  

Yesterday the member for Pilbara made a blatant and disgraceful attack on Independents in this house. He 
misled this house and if he has sent his letter to the Corruption and Crime Commission, he has misled it. He 
attacked Independents in this house by saying that they had now been given extra resources, which he said is 
corrupt. It is commonplace that Independents in other Parliaments have additional resources. He made a blatant 
attack on Independents.  

Yesterday the member for Pilbara said that Independents in this house had never been given additional support. 
He became a member in 1982. What happened in 1991? Was he in this Parliament in 1991 when Carmen 
Lawrence gave additional resources to Independents? Was that corrupt? Is he saying that the federal Parliament 
is corrupt because it gives additional resources to Independents? Is he saying that the New South Wales 
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Parliament is corrupt because it gives additional resources to Independents? Is he saying that the Northern 
Territory Parliament is corrupt because it gives additional resources to Independents?  

Members opposite know that as an Independent I work very hard, unlike party members who come into this 
place and vote according to how they have been told to vote.  

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Alfred Cove is trying, from her perspective, to correct an assertion of 
corruption made in this Parliament. That is a very serious assertion, and she deserves the right to make her 
rebuttal of that with some degree of freedom of speech. She has been subject to incessant interjection from the 
moment she got to her feet.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: What a hypocrite; he is such a hypocrite. It was a dishonest statement.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I acknowledge that all interjections are disorderly; therefore, I did not respond to the 
Premier’s point of order, but when a member refers to another member as a hypocrite, that is considered to be 
unparliamentary and I ask her to withdraw.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): The member for Rockingham is quite right; that word has been 
used in the past and has been considered to be unparliamentary. It has also been used without causing a point of 
order to be raised. On this occasion, I think it would be advisable to withdraw the word “hypocrite”.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I think I can state that it is hypocritical. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Alfred Cove should withdraw the word “hypocrite”.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I withdraw the word “hypocrite”. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Alfred Cove. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It was hypocritical of the member for Pilbara to stand up in this house yesterday and 
object to this government’s providing me, as an Independent, with one additional research officer, one additional 
computer and one additional table, which I need because of the enormous extra workload I have. What about the 
additional staff and resources the parties get? Is that not corrupt? Independent members carry a great workload in 
this house. They look after their electorates and they have to cover all the legislation.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Independent members do not go to sleep in the corridor and then walk into the chamber 
to see what side of the house their members are on and then sit down. They do not sit in the private members’ 
bar drinking alcohol and then walk in here and sit on one side of the house. I am an independent Liberal. Most of 
the time I support the Liberals. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! Can we have a little more control, please.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. The Labor Party knows that most of the time I 
supported the Liberal Party in opposition and, now, in government I am an Independent Liberal. Members 
opposite also know that I have crossed the floor and have voted with the Nationals and with the Labor Party. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I quite clearly heard the member for Albany call the member for Alfred Cove a member of 
the Liberal Party. That is purely untrue. I ask that that remark be withdrawn. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, whilst I did hear that, it is not unparliamentary use of language so there is no 
point of order. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I regard it as unparliamentary and I request the member for Albany withdraw that horrible 
remark about someone being a member of the Liberal Party.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you for that point of order. I do not think it is a point of order. Can we let the 
member continue with her presentation?  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Pilbara’s accusation was hypocritical. Extra resources were provided 
for Independent members in this house when the member for Pilbara was a member of the Carmen Lawrence 
government. It has been done also by other Parliaments. It is commonplace in Parliament. Independent members 
work harder than backbenchers work.  

Several members interjected.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: They work harder than backbenchers work. I cannot go to sleep in the corridor and 
walk into the chamber to see which side I should sit on. I have to read legislation and make decisions about it. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order! It is important that we let Hansard hear the debate, so can we please have a bit of quiet.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: As I was saying, I lobbied the Labor government for additional resources when I sat on 
that side of the house because of the extra workload that we as Independents have. We did not get the extra 
resources. In 1991, when it suited the Labor government, the Independents were given additional resources, but 
none has been provided by the Labor government for me even though I have an additional workload. Now I am 
in the same position as Independents in other Parliaments. I have been given probably fewer resources than other 
Independents have been given in other Parliaments because of what I believe was a responsible decision of this 
government to give me one research officer, one table and one computer. In calling that corruption, the member 
for Pilbara has misled the house and he has misled the Corruption and Crime Commission and I am not going to 
sit here as an Independent member and accept his statements.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Will you take an interjection? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: No; the member had his turn to speak yesterday. I am responding to his comments 
today.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The Labor Party is concerned about additional resources. I remember—how long ago 
was it; a year or two ago?—fighting for additional support in our electorate offices. We increased the support 
from 1.4 full-time equivalents to two staff. That decision was made by the previous government for members of 
this house. Was that corrupt? Was it also corrupt later on to give additional resources to Independent members in 
the upper house? That was not corrupt, was it? A deal was done to give them additional resources? That was not 
corrupt. They said they had an additional workload. They do not have the workload that I and the member for 
Kalgoorlie have in this house. We have the balance of power. I need that additional research officer so that I can 
adequately scrutinise the legislation and can come into this house and listen to the debate and decide how I vote 
based on informed decisions. 

Point of Order 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: This debate has descended into such a state that it is completely impossible for anyone to 
hear what is going on. I suggest that people be asked to keep quiet.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I quite agree; I was about to say the same thing. Can we control the noise a little bit 
please.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: This Parliament knows I do not usually get involved in personal attacks, but when 
personal attacks are aimed at me I will not sit down and just take them. If the member for Pilbara wants to throw 
stones, why does he not tell this house why he was sacked in the upper house as a minister? Was it something to 
do with a tender process?  

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: People in glass houses should not throw stones at members on this side of the house 
who have asked for additional resources so that they can do their job properly; so that I can do my homework 
and come in here and represent my community properly. I do not come in here and just go to one side of the 
house or the other as though I was in a flock of sheep. I listen to the debate, I do my homework and then I come 
in here and make a decision. The member for Pilbara misled this house yesterday. He has misled the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. 
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Point of Order 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I am being accused falsely by the member for Alfred Cove of misleading the house. I 
take a point of order to say that I am not attacking her; I am attacking the government for the corrupting process. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): There is no point of order. I ask members to control the noise level 
so that Hansard can cope. I invite the member for Alfred Cove to try again. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2219.] 

BRIGHTON RAILWAY STATION 
Statement by Member for Mindarie 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [12.50 pm]: I acknowledge and thank the Premier of Western Australia for 
listening to the people of Mindarie and to the arguments that I presented on their behalf to reverse the 
government’s earlier decision to cancel work on the extension of the northern rail line to Butler. This decision 
brought about a magnificent community reaction and protest to bring to the Premier’s attention that the line 
should be extended to Butler. I thank the Premier for listening to the people in my electorate, and particularly to 
the arguments that I presented on their behalf. 

I have one further request. That is only half the job. The station at Brighton presents the utility to that area. It is 
planned to be a proper station with proper parking. If we really want to get the northern suburbs going—we 
know that the contractors will go out there only once to extend the railway line—the job should be done properly 
in the first instance. The railway line should be extended to the Brighton station, which will be a proper Park ‘n’ 
Ride station. I thank the Premier for listening to the arguments I presented on behalf of my community. I 
congratulate the community on protesting against the original decision. On behalf of my community, I make a 
plea to the government to go that extra couple of kilometres up to Brighton, where a proper station will be built 
with bus and Park ‘n’ Ride facilities. 

SURF LIFE SAVING CHAMPIONSHIPS 
Statement by Member for Scarborough 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough) [12.52 pm]: This week my electorate has the pleasure of hosting the 2009 
Australian Surf Life Saving Championships, also known as the Aussies. From its beginnings in 1915 at the 
iconic Bondi Beach, the championships have been held at numerous beaches across the country, although none is 
as beautiful and pristine as our very own Scarborough Beach, which has hosted the Aussies since 2007. This 
competition brings together more than 7 000 competitors from 200 Australian clubs. It is the biggest sporting 
event of its kind in the world and is uniquely Australian. As well as bringing a world-class sporting event to 
Western Australia, the championships injected $23 million into the local economy in 2007, as interstate 
competitors took the opportunity to participate in the event and then continue holidaying in Scarborough and 
elsewhere in the state. 

In my small role as a volunteer garbage collector this weekend, I will join a group of hundreds of local 
volunteers who have collectively donated thousands of hours in community service in order to make this event 
the resounding success it continues to be. Many of these volunteers are surf-lifesavers, part of a group of 
approximately 1 800 volunteers, who give up their time to ensure that we are kept safe while experiencing the 
fantastic beaches Western Australia has to offer. Finally, I congratulate Surf Life Saving Western Australia, 
EventsCorp, the City of Stirling and the local Scarboro and Trigg clubs for the ongoing success of the Aussies. I 
look forward to the government supporting future attempts to bring the Aussies back to Scarborough. 

FORRESTFIELD — VANDALISM AND GRAFFITI 
Statement by Member for Forrestfield 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [12.53 pm]: I take this opportunity to inform the house about the steps 
being taken by the local community of Forrestfield and my office to combat the scourge of vandalism and 
graffiti. On Monday, 16 February I hosted a community forum at which we attempted to move towards some 
sort of consensus on how to address this issue. The turnout at my forum was beyond what I expected and struck 
home to me how angry many people in the community and in my electorate are about the ongoing scourge of 
graffiti. Members of the public were joined by a variety of interest groups, as well as representatives from all 
levels of government. Those attending included Senior Sergeant Ray Briggs from the Forrestfield Police Station; 
Sharryn Jackson, the federal member for Hasluck; Abi Paterson, from People Against Vandalism; Wendy 
Murray, Troy Daniels and Keryn Reid from the Office of Crime Prevention; Kevin O’Connor from the Shire of 
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Kalamunda; representatives from the High Wycombe Residents Association; Keith Hughes from the Forrestfield 
Residents Association; Terry Izzard, Anne McCormack and Bob Emery, residents of the Hillview Lifestyle 
Village; and Shirley Duggleby from Edney Primary School. I particularly thank the Forrestfield Soccer Club for 
allowing us to host the event at its premises. The main purpose of the event was to allow us to work to develop a 
consensus by which we cooperate in the community on zero tolerance, plus allowing the offenders an 
opportunity to express their artistic abilities. I hope to report later to the house on the success of these measures. 

OCEAN RIDGE SENIOR CITIZENS CLUB 
Statement by Member for Ocean Reef 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [12.55 pm]: I recognise a fantastic and active residents group in the suburb of 
Ocean Reef: the Ocean Ridge Senior Citizens Club. I first attended the club in 2006, and I think many of its 
members thought I was lost when I walked in. I have since been along several times, and I have always enjoyed 
their hospitality. I was even invited as a guest to the club’s last Christmas party. I also had the privilege, as the 
local councillor, of chairing its annual general meeting in the middle of last year. Chairing the local senior 
citizens AGM at the age of 28 is, I imagine, a rare experience in life, but they were gentle with me. These kinds 
of community groups are built through the constant efforts of many volunteers, and the executives of such 
groups particularly carry the responsibility of ensuring that the groups are strong, organised and effective. I 
particularly thank the club’s president, Mrs Sylvia Simpson, and her husband, Ben; its vice-president, Derrick 
Phillips, and his wife, Kath; its secretary, Hilda Tompkins, and her husband, Eric; and its treasurer, Elsie Lynch. 
I also recognise committee members Phillip Clements, Joan Thomson, Helen Brooke and Val Lewis. The work 
of these people, and all the club’s other office bearers, is the reason the Ocean Ridge Senior Citizens Club has 
such a large and energetic membership. I am very pleased to have the opportunity to acknowledge them here 
today and I wish them well in their coming carpet bowls tournament. 

GRAEME DREW — AUSTRALIAN LOCAL HERO AWARD 
Statement by Member for Albany 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [12.56 pm]: On 14 September 2003, 15-year-old Nathan Drew was washed off 
the rocks at Salmon Holes in Albany and carried out to sea by a rip during an afternoon fishing trip. While 
searching for Nathan, his uncle Graeme Drew created a system to help identify where the tides had most likely 
taken him. It involved a rope, a tyre and three fishing floats. Eight days after Nathan went missing, Graeme 
found the body of his nephew within the search area, less than one kilometre from Salmon Holes. This year, 
Graeme Drew was named Australian Local Hero by the Prime Minister. Graeme, a fisherman from Bremer Bay, 
along with other people close to Nathan, moved swiftly after the tragedy to establish the Nathan Drew Memorial 
Trust. The trust continues to improve signage at dangerous fishing holes throughout the great southern. Graeme 
and other trust members visit schools in the great southern and conduct sessions on ocean safety and safe fishing 
practices. It will never be known just how many lives these lessons may have saved. The trust hopes to develop 
an educational water concept package consisting of a DVD covering all aspects of water safety. The flotation 
device that assisted back in 2003 is now known as the silent sentry. It is a canister bolted to rocks, with three ball 
floats inside, attached to ropes. Upon removal of the floats, a transmission is sent to a local security agency with 
24/7 monitoring and an emergency response is activated. Graeme has always made himself, his boat and his 
equipment available to assist with searches for people missing at sea. Last year he assisted the family of a 22-
year-old Canadian student. Graeme believes that his award is a win for the whole great southern. I believe that 
the great southern is the real winner. People like Graeme and other members of the Nathan Drew Memorial Trust 
continually look for ways to keep us safe. 

GERALDTON AUSTRALIA DAY AWARDS 
Statement by Member for Geraldton 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [12.58 pm]: I acknowledge the outstanding contributions made by all 
nominees for Geraldton’s 2009 Australia Day awards. This year, judges were unable to split the two joint 
finalists for top honours, with surf lifesaving devotees Millie and Bill Read sharing the Premier’s Active 
Citizenship Award with Royal Flying Doctor Service fundraising stalwarts Margaret and Eric Whyatt. The 
Reads have given 45 years’ service to surf lifesaving in Geraldton, and the Whyatts have a combined total of 40 
years’ fundraising for the RFDS. The Premier’s Active Citizenship Award for a person under 25 went to 13-
year-old Emma McDougall, a great supporter of charities such as Caritas and Oxfam. Seventeen-year-old Cory 
Gray, who was named the Young Achiever of the Year for under 21-year-olds, followed a similar road to 
success, gaining recognition for his support of charities such as Relay for Life and Shave for a Cure. The 
Premier’s Australia Day Active Citizenship Award for a community group went to Mid West Show and Shine 
for its contribution to charities that included the Leukaemia and Kidney Foundations. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

STATE DEBT AND REFINANCING 

238. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the midyear review forecast of $16.7 billion of state debt, the additional issue of refinancing existing 
state debt and to the memorandum on state borrowing prepared by the Under Treasurer that states that WA 
Treasury Corporation faces the prospect of having to refinance up to $4.7 billion in short-term debt between 
4 March 2009 and 30 June 2009.  

(1) Is it not true that state debt will be even higher than stated in the midyear review? 

(2) What are the risks that the state will simply fail to raise sufficient funds to meet its immediate 
refinancing and ultimate debt needs? 

(3) Does the Treasurer have a long-term strategy to limit the government’s debt requirements in the event 
that the government is unable to raise the required funds? 

(4) Is it not the case that part of the Treasurer’s strategy is to cut health capital works and that the director 
general of health has already prepared a hit list of projects to be axed? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

I thank the shadow Treasurer for those questions.  

(1) Yes, there is a probability—in fact a strong likelihood—that state debt will increase over and above the 
levels indicated in the midyear review. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: In each year of the forecasts? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I imagine so, yes.  

(2)-(4) I will deal with the questions in a different order. The capital works program in health is subject to 
review, as is the capital works program right across government for all projects over $20 million that 
were not at tender at the time we announced the capital works. That has been on the public record for 
quite some time. It is not a new revelation in the public arena. A range of projects are under review 
right across government because we face a significant challenge with the aggregate size of the capital 
works spend and our need to militate against debt increases at a time when the state will clearly be 
going into deficit. It is one of the factors that we have to manage. As for the risks of not obtaining 
funds, as I promised yesterday, I provided the member with the document from WA Treasury 
Corporation and the briefing will be provided next week. My advice from WA Treasury Corporation is 
that those risks are not significant—the member can broach that with the Treasury Corporation in the 
briefing—although there are some major changes with our being forced into the short end of the debt 
market, paying, effectively, a premium over what we would have paid prior to the introduction of the 
federal deposit guarantee scheme. People have alternative views on the issue of debt and the question of 
whether we should spend now to assist the economy or we should be reining in the rate of growth of 
spending and not entering into debt. My view is that the state will go into increased debt. I am always 
interested to understand the approach of the opposition to debt in Western Australia. Effectively, what 
the member is putting is the argument that we should avoid going into debt. He has put the argument a 
couple of times. He put the argument on 18 December on 6PR.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will read to him what he said. If he wants to deny that he said it, he can stand up and say 
it. He said that the government was going to have to borrow money and that was not good for any Western 
Australian regardless of where they live because we were all going to have to pay it off over future generations. 
That is what he said on 18 December. He said on 18 March that we had to battle to stop rising debt. That is an 
interesting message. I am always interested who on the opposition benches controls the Labor Party economic 
policy. Is it the shadow Treasurer or the real shadow Treasurer? Is it the person who faces relevance deprivation 
syndrome—the Leader of the Opposition? He said on 18 February that it made sense to be increasing borrowings 
now to prop up the economy. He said not to wait another four years but borrow now and send debt up. Who do 
we believe on that side of the house? Do we support a strategy that sends debt up in the short term or do we 
support the shadow Treasurer’s strategy of no debt? I do not know. I am struggling to get my head around where 
Labor’s position is.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Our position is that we will continue in a responsible manner — 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: Grow up and say something sensible! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Say something sensible? Does the member support an increase in debt or not? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I have no problem with debt. The question is the limit of debt.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He did not say that when he was interviewed on radio. He said that debt was bad because 
future generations will pay. He should get his house in order before he comes into this place and asks questions 
like that. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM 

239. Mr W.R. MARMION to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer the minister to his recently announced local government reform agenda.  

(1) What action has the minister requested that local governments undertake to ensure their future 
sustainability is addressed in a meaningful time frame? 

(2) Is the minister aware of any alternative proposals for the sector? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 
(1)-(2) I thank the member for Nedlands for his question and his ongoing interest in the reform of the local 

government sector. May I also congratulate Perth’s western suburbs councils that have embraced this 
government’s reform agenda. Without reform the Western Australian local government sector faces an 
unsustainable future. This government’s goal is for increased local government through better 
governance capacity and decision making so that local governments can better deliver services to their 
communities in Western Australia. Access Economics has suggested that about 60 local governments in 
Western Australia are unsustainable. The Western Australian Local Government Association and the 
Local Government Advisory Board have said that the sector is in need of urgent reform.  

On 5 February I set the wheels in motion for change. I have asked all local governments to come back 
to me by the end of April to give me a checklist of their current and future capabilities. I have also 
asked them to sit down with their neighbours to look at what benefits, savings and efficiencies can 
occur in this process of voluntary amalgamation. In essence, I have put the responsibility back on the 
139 local governments. However, this reform goes beyond merely amalgamations, because among other 
things it is designed to assist local government to adopt enhanced financial and asset management 
capabilities. They will develop skills and competencies for their elected members and staff and identify 
and implement strategies to reduce town planning and building approval time lines. I am aware of the 
opposition’s nine-line, 103-word, three-point plan for the sector. The opposition’s brief proposal calls 
for it to continue to sit on its hands and do nothing and watch the sector slide further into 
unsustainability. 

At worst the opposition’s plan calls for a cash flash and outsourcing the scrutiny to — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Warnbro!  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: — consultants. It is a real recipe for disaster. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Warnbro!  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The former government presided over three — 

Mr P. Papalia: $400 million in four months! 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Warnbro for the first time. I know the member is particularly 
interested in the answer; it might help him to hear the answer if he did not interject all the time. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The former government presided over three amalgamations in eight years—that is what 
it did! What will the opposition’s three-point plan do? Another three amalgamations in another eight years. That 
is fantastic. The opposition has let political expediency get in the way of good governance—that is what it did. 
The irony is that members opposite know in their hearts that this is the right thing to do—that is, to support 
reform of the local government sector. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: But you don’t have the backing of your colleagues! 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Even the former local government minister — 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: — said that amalgamation would create the capacity of a consolidated local 
government to serve the community and would avoid any duplication of services and that future cost savings 
could be directed into community services. That is what she said. Now we have a shadow Minister for Local 
Government who uses every fibre of his being — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Warnbro! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: — to attack this government’s reform agenda in opposition to what the former Minister 
for Local Government tried to achieve. The opposition is out of touch on the issue; it does not have a plan for 
reform and it has no future for local government, and I condemn the opposition for it. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I know the member for Mandurah enjoys this environment and I often enjoy his contributions. 
However, I formally call the member for Mandurah for the first time. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AUSTRALIA — PILBARA INTERCONNECTED ELECTRICITY GRID 

240. Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN to the Premier: 
(1) Why did the Premier remove the Pilbara interconnected electricity grid from the state government’s list 

of projects for consideration by Infrastructure Australia? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members to my right!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: My question continues — 

(2) What advice did the Premier rely on to make the decision to delete this high-value project from Western 
Australia’s submission? 

(3) Has the commonwealth asked the government to comment on the private sector’s substitute submission 
for the project; and, if so, what was the government’s response? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  
(1)-(3) There was a change of government on 6 September, and a new government came in with its new 

priorities and policies. We simply did not continue with what the previous government had put forward. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We know that; we’re asking you why. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And I am answering the question. 

The previous government put in a proposal for a Pilbara electricity grid and it has some merit; I do not deny that. 
However, why would we, as a state government, use state tax money and maybe federal tax money to basically 
subsidise the major iron ore producers in the Pilbara? Why would we do that, particularly when there are some 
lay-offs of workers? It is not quite the environment to do that. Therefore, we looked at that project and asked 
why we would support the development of a grid that would really become viable only if we went to rail 
electrification in the Pilbara. That is not about to happen because the companies are not interested in doing 
that—certainly not in an environment of falling iron ore prices and some job losses. We work well with BHP 
Billiton and Rio Tinto but we are not about to use taxpayers’ money to subsidise their operations. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So, you do not think the government should build a transmission line in the Pilbara. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not believe that taxpayers should basically fund and support the infrastructure of the 
mining industry in the Pilbara.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: So, transmission lines can be built in the south west but not in the north west. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We are talking about the world’s two largest mining companies. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: It is not about subsidising them; you have completely wrongly characterised it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mostly people were completely wrong. 

We did not do that. What did we, as a new government, put forward to Infrastructure Australia as our three 
priorities? The first — 

Mr V.A. Catania: It is obviously not a priority for the people of Pilbara. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for North West!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: So, Mr Speaker — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: There is nothing for the Pilbara. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, the member for Armadale has asked the question. I observe that the 
member for Armadale has some particular interest in what is being said. Your constant interruptions are not 
helping this process and I call the Leader of the Opposition formally for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Therefore, much as I admire the achievements of BHP and Rio Tinto, this government will 
not use taxpayers’ funds to subsidise their operations. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale and the Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We looked at what were some of the projects in Western Australia that really mattered and 
what would be some of the projects that might not otherwise take place. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Our first priority was the long-overdue expansion of the Ord River irrigation scheme. The 
Minister for Regional Development has responsibility for that project and it is underway. Even before the 
commonwealth has finally confirmed its joint funding, machinery is on site; the project is underway, and 
recognised and praised around Australia. Our number two priority is to develop the Oakajee port. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Which the private sector was prepared to do! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For eight years the previous government did not get anywhere on the Oakajee project! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: What absolute rubbish! Oakajee failed because of you, because you targeted 
Kingstream. Kingstream fell over; you’ve forgotten that part! 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! The member will have an adequate opportunity to ask a 
supplementary question, but she might not necessarily agree with the answers the Premier is giving. I am sure 
other members in this place are interested and they might also disagree with what the Premier is saying. 
However, if the member gives the Premier an opportunity to answer, I will give her an opportunity to ask a 
supplementary question. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: So, the second — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: The Kingstream cowboy—that is what he is! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That’s just childish; goodness me! 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! I would like to hear the remainder of the Premier’s comments 
on this question asked by the member for Armadale. I am sure that the member for Armadale wants to ask 
another question and she will have an opportunity to do that. Constant interruptions of this process do not help 
anybody in this place and I call you formally for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oakajee was the government’s second priority. Oakajee has a long history and it is a 
complex project, and I will have an opportunity at some stage in the near future to say more about that. However, 
I simply make this point about Oakajee: it is not just an iron ore port; it is about developing a purpose-built 
world-class industrial estate so that we finally might see processing and value-adding of a natural resource. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Much as we depend on our relationship with Japan and China, I say again Oakajee is 
probably the most important project in the state and it is one of the most important in Australia. It will be a deep 
sea port on the west coast that is capable of taking capesize vessels and it will be an Australian port. It will not 
be a foreign-owned port; it will not be a Chinese, Japanese, American or British port. It will be an Australian 
port owned and managed by the state government. 

The Prime Minister specifically asked me about urban decongestion projects at one of our first meetings. I told 
him to look out the window—Perth actually works pretty well as a city; it does not have the congestion problems 
of Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane. However, he expressed a desire that I concur with to see, obviously, a 
metropolitan project. Therefore, again applying the same logic, we considered it and thought of the projects that 
are always talked about but have never happened. Sinking the rail line through the centre of Perth has been 
talked about for 100 years. I said, “Why not do the project which everyone has wanted and which has not 
happened and why not create a large central park or square for the city for the next 100 years?” 

Those are our top priorities. I conclude on this point: we kept one of the former government’s proposals; we kept 
the funding to improve the road network around Perth Airport. We agreed with that one and we kept it. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE AUSTRALIA — PILBARA INTERCONNECTED ELECTRICITY GRID 

241. Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question, which is the question I asked before. Has the commonwealth asked the 
government to comment on the private sector’s substitute submission for the project; and, if so, what was the 
government’s response? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  
Which private sector proposal? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: The private sector put in a substitute submission when the government withdrew its 
submission. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is the member talking about Yilgarn’s proposal? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: I am not talking about Yilgarn—that is Oakajee. The question relates to the Pilbara 
interconnected electricity grid. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I made it very clear that we are not supporting, as our priority, investment in the 
infrastructure or the network of the Pilbara. Under the Infrastructure Australia rules, anyone can put in a 
proposal—the private sector, local government — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have made it clear that it is not a priority for the state government. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Is the Pilbara not a priority? 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members on both sides! I have given the call to the member for Morley. He is the only 
person I want to hear at this point. 

SCHOOL LOCKDOWN — CLAIM BY MEMBER FOR MIDLAND 

242. Mr I.M. BRITZA to the Minister for Education: 
Can the minister confirm a claim made in this house on Tuesday 17 March by the member for Midland that a 
regional school is held in permanent lockdown? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 
On Tuesday, the member for Midland made a claim about a school that was in permanent lockdown. According 
to the member, teachers at the school were communicating with each other using walkie-talkies and wearing 
safety glasses for protection. I was, of course, extremely concerned about such claims so I spoke to the Director 
General of the Department of Education and Training and asked her to check these claims. Her report to me was 
that there is no school in permanent lockdown, whatever that means—no-one seems to know what the term 
“permanent lockdown” means. If the school was in permanent lockdown, no-one would be able to get in or out, 
and there is no school in Western Australia that people cannot enter or leave. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Why don’t you talk to the teachers’ union? They used to be your friends, remember?  

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Midland. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: According to the report I received, there is no school at which teachers are 
communicating with each other using walkie-talkies. Apparently at a school in the Pilbara, teachers are using 
walkie-talkies when on playground duty so that they can communicate, if they need, with the administration, but 
they are certainly not communicating with each other on walkie-talkies on an ongoing basis. No school could be 
found where teachers are wearing protective glasses.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: There are some schools, particularly in the Pilbara—I recently attended one in Port 
Hedland—where teachers wear fluorescent vests in the playground so that both children and adults can quickly 
identify them if necessary. That is the closest I got, in the report I received, to the member for Midland’s claims.  

Twice in two weeks the member for Midland has come to Parliament and made wild claims about matters in 
public schools. It is of great concern to me. Last week she was talking about an attempted abduction at a school 
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south of the river; this week it is a school in permanent lockdown. Neither of these claims was substantiated. The 
police investigated the first and the director general has investigated the second. I do not know where the 
member gets this from, but there is no substantiation for these claims. 

What is really important is that I am concerned—as, I hope, are all members—about the security and safety of 
children and teachers in schools; it should be uppermost in our minds. However, if the member for Midland is 
going to denigrate government schools in the way that she has, she has a real problem that she needs to deal 
with. 

JOB LOSSES IN REGIONAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

243. Mr P.B. WATSON to the Minister for Regional Development: 
Mr Speaker, I would like to welcome Brad Hogg, the former Australian cricketer, to the gallery today. 

I refer to the thousands of Western Australians losing their jobs throughout regional Western Australia, 
particularly the 1 800 at the Ravensthorpe mine; 160 at Harvey Beef; 220 at Argyle diamond mine; 60 at Collie 
Pinetec; and the Albany woodchip workers and meatworkers. 

(1) What has the minister done to address the alarming number of jobs being axed in regional Western 
Australia; and, in particular, what assistance has he provided to the workers of Albany who have lost 
their jobs? 

(2) How much royalties for regions money is being provided to fund worker support, including retraining 
programs in country WA, especially in Albany? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

(1)-(2) Member, before I give my answer, what are the job losses in Albany that you referred to? 

Mr P.B. Watson: In the woodchip industry and meatworks—all the young apprentices are being laid off. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The member for Albany is quite correct; we are experiencing difficult economic 
circumstances and a lot of those difficult circumstances are culminating in job losses in regional Western 
Australia, as members opposite have discovered. The Labor Party has begun to recognise that regional Western 
Australia is one of the major drivers of the Western Australian economy; many of the major projects out there 
are driving the economy. I begin by outlining the government’s response to the Ravensthorpe nickel mine 
closure, because that was probably the most high-profile closure so far. It was a devastating outcome, for a 
project that was only just getting off the ground, to be closed down so quickly. The Premier and I visited 
Ravensthorpe very early on to talk with the community. A gentleman by the name of Tony Bright has been in 
almost daily contact with me about the issues on the ground at Ravensthorpe. The government has worked 
closely with BHP Billiton, sometimes successfully and sometimes not so successfully, to try to ensure that the 
government and the community can move through this process. 

The government has put in place a $5 million assistance package; I will provide some of the details. There will 
be $3 000 vouchers to cover the legal, accounting and financial planning costs of affected small businesses. 
There will be $5 000 hardship grants to assist those struggling to cover ongoing living expenses and, if required, 
removal costs. The government is very concerned that many people packed up their lives and moved to 
Ravensthorpe and Hopetoun for work, and, with no jobs available, are faced with the difficult task of having to 
move with no income. Some of those people will have to move to other parts of the state, so a $5 000 hardship 
grant will be made available to them. A grant of $50 000 will be made to the Ravensthorpe Regional Chamber of 
Commerce. The chamber of commerce has done an excellent job in coordinating the business and community 
response to the closure, and I know that they have had meetings with the Leader of the Opposition and the 
shadow spokesperson for regional development. The Leader of the Opposition has helped, along with the federal 
Minister for Immigration and Citizenship, with issues around 457 visas. The state government has made sure that 
anyone on a 457 visa who finds himself out of work and therefore no longer has sponsorship will have some 
leeway in their arrangements. I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his work with the federal minister to make 
that happen.  

The government is also looking at a project on Jerdacuttup Road, which the Shire of Ravensthorpe has identified 
as an immediate priority. Planning work has begun at the Fitzgerald River National Park to look at what we can 
achieve in that fantastic tourism icon. I have also worked very closely with some of the affected workers. I spoke 
with City Pacific Ltd during a trip to the Pilbara a couple of weeks ago. It has identified some of the skills it 
needs, and I made a personal effort to contact some of the workers that were sacked at Ravensthorpe to try to 
link their skills to the City Pacific project in the Pilbara, and some opportunities are opening up. Of course, the 
government cannot solve the problem of that project being shut down, but I believe that we have been quick to 
act and are making as strong a response as is possible.  

I turn to the Harvey Beef issue. 
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I understand that an agreement has been put to the workers at Harvey Beef today. I travelled 
there last week with the Minister for Agriculture and Food, and we immediately — 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Rockingham! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: We immediately put in place a one-stop shop at the Harvey — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Collie-Preston. Members on both sides, I do not know whether the member 
for Albany is able to hear the answer being provided by the Minister for Regional Development. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The government immediately made the Harvey telecentre a one-stop shop for affected 
workers. Once again, I understand that 457 visa workers on this project could be affected, and that — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I will talk about the member for Collie-Preston. The member for Collie-Preston requested to 
come to the meeting with industry and local government last week. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You offered an invitation! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: When we got there, the member for Collie-Preston was conspicuous in that people were 
asking me who he actually was. I pointed out to them that he was the opposition spokesperson for agriculture. 
The Minister for Agriculture and Food and I, when dealing with the unions, shire and some of the affected 
workers in Harvey, were looking at some possible solutions, and that is when we came up with the idea of the 
telecentre. On the way back we commented about the member for Collie-Preston’s contribution. His only 
contribution to that meeting was three lamingtons, four Tim Tams and two cups of coffee. He did not say 
anything else. The only thing he contributed to was lowering the kitchen supplies of the Harvey shire council. If 
the member for Collie-Preston wants to put forward some positive ideas, we are happy to hear them. However, 
the member for Collie-Preston will find it very hard to put forward a positive idea when he has a mouthful of 
Tim Tams!  

The important thing this government is doing, which the former government did not do, is — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Whether or not the minister might have a mouthful of Tim Tams or the member for Collie-
Preston might have a mouthful of Tim Tams, I am struggling to hear his answer. I would like to hear the 
conclusion of the minister’s answer. I would like to hear it in relative silence. I am sure the minister might want 
to have discussions with some members in this place after question time. I ask the minister, please, to conclude 
his answer. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Collie-Preston, in many senses, what I am endeavouring to do here—you 
may not think so—is for your benefit. I try to do this for the benefit of every member in this place, but 
particularly when a member is answering part of a question. I formally call the member for Collie-Preston to 
order for the first time. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: In answer to the question, the new Liberal-National government is injecting $100 million 
into regional local governments as we speak.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kimberley!  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I look forward at some future time in this Parliament to outlining to members opposite the 
projects this program is funding. Does the member for Albany support the local government fund? 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Thank you.  

Does the member also support the injection of $40 million through the regional development commission into a 
contestable grant? The government has also allocated $10 million towards the telecentre network, which is 
becoming a key hub for the community in these challenging times. It is being used in Ravensthorpe and in 
Harvey to ensure the government can respond to the community. The government has delivered $23 million to 
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South Hedland to revitalise that community. We look forward through the royalties for regions program—does 
the member for Albany support that program?  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The government looks forward through the royalties for regions program to fundamentally 
changing regional Western Australia, which is something members opposite never did. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham! A member from your side, the member for Albany, has the call and 
I expect you to respect his place in this place. You do not keep on talking when he has been given the call. I do 
not know what dialogue you were having across the chamber; I am not particularly interested in that. I am 
interested in the member for Albany and his supplementary question. 

I formally call the member for Rockingham for the first time.  

JOB LOSSES IN REGIONAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

244. Mr P.B. WATSON to the Minister for Regional Development:  
Why is the minister always a spectator reacting after the jobs have been lost, rather than acting before the event?  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 
If the member for Albany wants to talk about a spectator, I refer him to his colleagues on that side of the house 
who opposed royalties for regions for years and years. This government is putting that into place. If the member 
for Albany wants to catch up, he may want to start publicly supporting the program. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Some members in this place need to observe the procedure in this place. When a member in 
this place has finished answering a question and sits down, it is not then their opportunity to yell and scream at 
members in this place.  

FUNDING TO INDEPENDENT MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT — COMMENTS BY  
MEMBER FOR PILBARA 

245. Mr J.M. FRANCIS to the Premier: 
I refer the Premier to the outrageous allegations made in this house yesterday — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: — by the member for Pilbara that additional resources — 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, under the rules for questions, standing order 77(1)(b), a question should not 
contain an imputation. I submit that the question asked by the member for Jandakot does so, and should be ruled 
out of order.  

The SPEAKER: I am not going to rule the question out of order. However, I ask the member for Jandakot to ask 
that question again in a more appropriate manner. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: My question was directed to the Premier. I refer the Premier to comments made in this 
house yesterday by the member for Pilbara that the provision of additional resources for the Greens and 
Independent members of Parliament in this house and in the other house was corrupt and that the Director 
General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Mr Peter Conran, was behind the additional resources for 
political purposes. Can the Premier explain to this house what the current arrangements are and how they came 
to be?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I read the speech made by the member for Pilbara. As stated in the question asked by the member for Jandakot, 
the member for Pilbara referred to outrageous allegations. He called me a spineless jelly back, but I can live with 
that. I can cop that. I will not lose a moment’s sleep over that. I have had worse, far worse.  

However, Mr Speaker, I took exception to the frequent use of the terms “corrupt”, “corrupt allocation of 
resources”, “corrupt decisions” and the continued reference to the Director General of the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. That was the content of the member’s speech.  
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The point that the member for Pilbara was referring to was funding by the government to Independent members 
of Parliament. Yes, this government did take a decision to do that, and I will comment on that.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Will you table the advice you got on that?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not addressing my comments to the member for Pilbara, and I doubt that I will be 
bothered by him too much at all in this Parliament. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In 1992 the then Lawrence government provided funding to the five Independent members 
of Parliament at that time. The previous government provided funding to the Greens party — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! Thank you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: On the change of government, one of the first items of correspondence I received was 
from the Greens asking for additional funding. I also received an approach from the member for Alfred Cove for 
assistance in drafting legislation and dealing basically with legislative and legal issues. I gave consideration to 
both of those requests.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Did you get any advice?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, quite the contrary, I sought the advice of the head of Premier and Cabinet. I 
had a discussion with him. We discussed it, as a government, and we decided we would provide additional 
funding to the Greens and to each of the Independent members of this house, with the obvious exception of the 
member for Churchlands, being a minister. I asked the head of Premier and Cabinet to prepare a —  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Mal Wauchope or the new director general?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I think the member for Pilbara made enough problems for senior public 
servants yesterday.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I asked the head of Premier and Cabinet to prepare a cabinet submission, which I took to 
cabinet, and which was agreed to, and the offer of that funding was provided to the Greens, to the member for 
Alfred Cove and to the member for Kalgoorlie.  

The member for Kalgoorlie had not sought funding for that purpose, although he did discuss with me issues 
about the size of his electorate—as have other members, with some justification. The Greens tend to use that 
money on a contractual basis to seek legal advice. The member for Alfred Cove has appointed a staff member. 
To this point, the member for Kalgoorlie has not; I understand he may do so and that is his option.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Pilbara commented on corrupt allocation of resources, corrupt decisions, 
intermingled with references to the head of Premier and Cabinet—indeed, at one stage, naming Mr Peter Conran. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I point out that Mr Peter Conran, the head of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
was not appointed until 28 November 2008. He had absolutely no involvement at all. He was not an employee of 
the state. The Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet whom I dealt with on this issue 
was Mr Malcolm Wauchope, a long-term career public servant since 1973 who served both sides of politics. He 
served Premiers Richard Court, Geoff Gallop, Alan Carpenter and Colin Barnett. He is a person with an 
impeccable record of bipartisan, professional, independent public service. The member for Pilbara just threw the 
comments around without any thought about the reputation of Mr Malcolm Wauchope, the person from whom I 
sought advice and who prepared the cabinet submission on that issue. 

The member for Pilbara has form. He has form in his career in the upper house and in this house. He does not do 
his homework. He walks into this place and, under parliamentary privilege, routinely slurs decent people in our 
community, and once again he did it. 
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BEELIAR WETLANDS — ROE HIGHWAY STAGE 8 

246. Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE to the Minister for Planning: 
My question without notice is to the Minister for Planning. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: Look at me; look at me! You’re a damn hypocrite! You know that, don’t you? 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kalgoorlie! The member for Kalgoorlie may have some issues with people 
in this place. We all have issues occasionally with people in this place. I have already been on my feet once 
today asking that everybody in this place respect everybody else in this place. I am asking the member for 
Kalgoorlie to do that. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, I assume that Hansard probably recorded the interjection of the member for 
Kalgoorlie, and I assumed that you were going to ask him to withdraw the language that he used, which was 
unparliamentary. I ask him to withdraw. 

The SPEAKER: I heard the words he used. I can jump to a lot of conclusions about whom he might have been 
using those words towards. I heard the word “hypocrite” used. I have asked the member to respect this place. If 
he chooses to break that respect in future, there will be certain ways in which I can deal with him. I am not going 
to ask the member for Kalgoorlie to withdraw those words because I do not know whom they were directed at. I 
can guess. My eyes were on the member for Gosnells, who was on his feet seeking the call. That is as far as I am 
going to take this process. I think the member for Kalgoorlie should know by now that what he did was 
inappropriate, but I am not going to ask him to withdraw at this point. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: My question without notice is to the — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members to my right! 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer the minister to his government’s allocation in the midyear financial review of 
$20 million for the construction of Roe Highway stage 8 through the Beeliar wetlands. 

(1) Why does the minister’s government persist in its intention to destroy the unique and environmentally 
significant Beeliar wetlands? 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES: On this side, we had difficulty hearing because of some interjections from the other side. We 
did not hear to whom the question was directed. I wonder whether the member would repeat it. 

The SPEAKER: For the benefit of everybody in this place, I wonder whether the member for Gosnells would 
start the question from the beginning. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: My question without notice is to the Minister for Planning. I refer the minister to his 
government’s allocation in the midyear financial review of $20 million for the construction of Roe Highway 
stage 8 through the Beeliar wetlands. 

(1) Why does the minister’s government persist in its intention to destroy the unique and environmentally 
significant Beeliar wetlands? 

(2) What planning imperatives and rationale justify the destruction of this biologically diverse habitat? 

(3) Has the minister read the Beeliar Regional Park proposed final management plan 2005-14, and does the 
minister endorse its findings? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(1)-(3) I thank the member for the question. The raising of the issue of Roe Highway stage 8 reminds me of the 
act of gross planning vandalism by the previous government, and the previous Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure in particular, in deleting from the metropolitan region scheme the reservation, which 
had been there for 30 years and more, of the Fremantle eastern bypass. That was a gross act of planning 
vandalism, and nothing more. What is more, I am sure that privately the member for Armadale agrees 
with that, because long-term planning had been in place under Liberal-National, Liberal-Country Party 
and Labor governments for 30 years or more that Roe Highway stage 8 would have linked into. We 
have seen the destruction of a long-term plan for good freight and other transport networks around the 
Perth metropolitan area, which are so important for the economic development of Western Australia. 
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The reservation for Roe Highway stage 8, as I understand it, is still there. There are certainly 
environmental issues to be addressed, and possibly significant environmental issues that need to be 
addressed, before stage 8 of Roe Highway is constructed. All those issues will be considered. I think the 
member would be aware of the planning study regarding the future options for Fremantle ports, which 
is underway at the moment, and in particular where container freight should be exported from and 
imported into in the long-term future. That study is underway at the moment, and all that bears, of 
course, upon the transport routes into the southern metropolitan area. What happens to Roe Highway 
stage 8 in the future, and, indeed, the other major transport routes to the south of that area, is, in part, 
going to be determined by where freight is exported from and imported into, whether the focus still be 
on Fremantle inner harbour or whether it be on the so-called outer harbour project. All those issues will 
be weighed up, and before there is any decision to go ahead with the construction of Roe stage 8, all 
those issues, including the impact on the — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Mandurah! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: All those issues, including the impact on the wetlands, will be very carefully considered, in 
particular by the Minister for Environment, by me as Minister for Planning, by the Minister for Transport, and, 
indeed, by cabinet as a whole. 

PAPER TABLED 
By leave, a paper was tabled by Mr T.K. Waldron (Minister for Sport and Recreation). 

FRESH START ILLICIT DRUG TREATMENT PROGRAM — GOVERNMENT FUNDING 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

Dear Mr Speaker, 

Matter of Public Interest 
I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today, Thursday March 19, 2009. 

“That this House note with concern recent deaths from heroin overdoses, and expresses its support for 
Dr George O’Neil and the Fresh Start Illicit Drug Treatment Program and calls on the Government to 
fund the program to the full extent of the funding request from Dr O’Neil.” 

That is signed by the member for Kwinana, Deputy Leader of the Opposition and shadow Minister for Health; 
Mental Health; and Indigenous Affairs. The matter appears to me to be in order. If at least five members will 
stand in support of the matter being discussed, we will proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.48 pm]: I move — 

That this house notes with concern recent deaths from heroin overdoses, and expresses its support for 
Dr George O’Neil and the Fresh Start illicit drug treatment program and calls on the government to 
fund the program to the full extent of the funding request from Dr O’Neil. 

I thank the chamber for the opportunity to speak on this important subject today. Members will, of course, be 
aware that this week marks the sad passing — 

The SPEAKER: If members in the house are having conversations that might be directly relevant to what the 
member is talking about, I appreciate that, but they might like to keep them down to a dull roar; otherwise, they 
might like to have their conversations outside to enable others in this house who are interested in hearing the 
member to do so.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Members are aware of the sad passing of Emma Jones this week. Emma was a young woman, 
the mother of a 19-month-old child, who struggled to deal with one of the cruellest drug addictions known: 
heroin. It is very important that we take the opportunity as a house to seek some remedy to combat the recent 
spate of heroin overdoses, and to equip ourselves and the drug services in our community to fight against the 
issues we are confronting. This Parliament is in possession of three important facts. The first is that heroin use is 
on the rise; the second is that there are increasing quantities available; and the third is that the quality of the 
substance available on Perth streets at the moment is changing. We also know that drug treatment services and 
clinics will be pushed to their limits in coping with this new wave of the most grotesque of addictive illicit drugs, 
and that Dr George O’Neil’s Fresh Start drug treatment program will be at the forefront of the fight against 
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heroin addiction. We know Dr O’Neil’s organisation to be one of the most effective agencies making a 
difference for victims of drugs in Western Australia. 

Firstly, I will turn to the issue of the new wave of heroin. We are informed — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Member, because you’re so concerned about addictions and funding programs, do you want 
the former government’s stats for funding addiction programs for prisoners? 

The SPEAKER: Order, Attorney General! 

Mr R.H. COOK: We are informed that the availability of heroin is on the rise. This is primarily from the 
Afghanistan and Pakistan region as production in that area starts to increase again. I am informed that in 2001 a 
mere 1 000 tonnes of heroin was produced from that region, but in 2008 it was around the 8 000 tonne mark. 
Western Australia has probably been fairly isolated from this new flood of the drug, but inevitably it will find its 
way onto our streets. The WA Substance Users Association, which does a commendable job in assisting people 
on the streets struggling with this addiction, has informed us that heroin is indeed very much on the increase and 
it is a more potent and damaging form of the drug. 

The latest figures from the Australian Crime Commission show that the incidences of detection of heroin on 
Australia’s borders rose to 389 in 2006-07, up from 300 in the previous year. Over the same period the amount 
of heroin seized inside the country rose from 45.6 kilograms to 75.3 kilograms. There is a picture of a changing 
behaviour pattern amongst substance users, and that usage is on the increase. We know that we are at the 
beginning of a new phase in the battle against heroin addiction, and we know that we have to equip ourselves as 
best we can to ensure that we assist not only government services, which are playing a pivotal role in this 
process, but also community services that are playing a very important role as well. 

Members are aware that the Fresh Start program has an enviable track record in the area of assisting drug 
addicts. It treats over 500 patients each year. These patients come from all walks of life: professionals; people on 
the streets; people who find themselves in situations of crime; and people who have jobs who are not confronting 
positions of economic destitution. Nevertheless, they are all struggling with an addiction of one sort or another. 
The program receives minimal, but important, funding from the state. It began under the Gallop government in 
2001, and is an important part of the overall — 

Dr K.D. Hames: That’s not true! We gave George O’Neil funding when I was in government — 

Mr R.H. COOK: That may be the case — 

Dr K.D. Hames: Don’t try and distort the facts! 

Mr R.H. COOK: That may be the case, minister, but it received important funding from the Gallop government 
also. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That’s not what you said: correct the facts! 

Mr R.H. COOK: I am happy to be corrected when it is appropriate. 

The Fresh Start program has an enviable success rate, with 98 per cent of naltrexone patients remaining opiate-
free after 90 days. The naltrexone program involves a prescription or treatment through a patch, combined with 
counselling, and, if necessary, housing and support for the patients who come to the service — 

Dr K.D. Hames: A patch? What patch? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: An implant is injected into the patient’s body! 

Mr R.H. COOK: Or an implant. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Do you know what an implant is? I’ll explain it to you later! 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, it is a minor surgical procedure to insert an implant under the skin — 

Dr K.D. Hames: You said it was a patch! 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is right —  

Mr C.C. Porter: I think that’s for smoking—Nicorette! 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Wrong addiction! 

Mr R.H. COOK: The Fresh Start naltrexone program is one of the important services available. It is not the 
only service available: it works for some people; it does not work for others.  

The Fresh Start program is asking for funding and assistance from the government of $3 million per annum. That 
figure is a substantial increase on its current assistance, but it believes that, taking patients on a first come, first 
served basis, it will treat the first 400 patients that walk through its door. It is important to remember that it does 
not charge for this service and takes all comers off the street to treat them and help rid them of this horrible drug. 
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The organisation believes it can treat anywhere between 800 and 1 000 patients each year. I am sure there will be 
a large number of patients going to its door and seeking assistance in the coming months and years as they deal 
with this new wave of heroin. 

The Minister for Mental Health stated, in reply to a recent question, that the government was giving active 
consideration to including further funding options to facilitate Dr O’Neil’s work on top of the offer already 
made. It is important to acknowledge that offer, and the consideration of extra funding on top of the assistance it 
already receives from the state. Today, I highlight the important work of the Fresh Start program and invite 
members on both sides of this chamber to support this motion to send a clear message to the government that this 
is a very important program worthy of further support. 

We know this is an important issue. It is an issue that I know the members for Alfred Cove and Kalgoorlie have 
spoken about to Dr O’Neil and his team. I know they, too, would want to see Dr O’Neil’s program supported and 
assisted into the future. I hope that this Parliament will consider this motion carefully and send a strong message 
to the government that we want further support for this program to assist more people who are dealing with this 
difficult drug on a daily basis, so that the unnecessary and distressing overdoses that occurred on Perth streets in 
recent weeks can be avoided, and so that both government and community sector agencies can move forward 
and ensure that this issue is addressed.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [2.59 pm]: I support the motion moved by the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I would hope that all members of the house will vote for this motion and that 
we will not be faced with an amendment from the government that somehow undermines the important point of 
this motion; namely, that this program is effective and deserves additional funding. Addiction, be it to heroin, 
alcohol or other drugs, is a terrible thing. Anyone who has ever been close to a person with an addiction knows 
how persistent the problem can be, how damaging to that person’s life the problem can be and how damaging to 
the lives of other people in the family the problem can be. Addiction is a terrible, terrible thing. Heroin addiction 
has a particular risk in that it can all too easily result in death from overdose.  

I remember the period in the 1990s when there was a terrible frequency of deaths from heroin overdose. Every 
week at least, every day it seemed, there would be news of yet another heroin user having overdosed and died. 
We were in opposition at the time. We thought the then government was asleep at the wheel in dealing with that 
problem. We did not think that the then government had nearly the sense of urgency or effectiveness that it ought 
to have had in dealing with the issue. 

We are aware of Dr George O’Neil’s programs. Geoff Gallop and Alan Carpenter, the member for Willagee, 
played a particular role in the then opposition’s liaison with George O’Neil. As a result of that liaison and the 
information we received, and given our concern about the heroin overdose deaths, we promised additional 
funding to George O’Neil’s program. On coming to government, we delivered that additional funding to him and 
to his program. I say to the government: do not repeat the mistakes of the 1990s. Do not repeat those mistakes. 
We see increasing reports about the availability of heroin in Perth. We see increasing reports about heroin 
overdose. We read that, as a result of events in Afghanistan and Burma, we might see more heroin on the streets 
of Perth. We might see heroin in unpredictable concentrations on the streets of Perth, with all the risks that has 
for users of this illegal drug. 

We know from our communications with George O’Neil that he has an effective program. I have not heard the 
effectiveness of his program disputed. I have been to his clinic, I have met with George O’Neil, I have spoken to 
some of the people he has treated, and I have formed the view that this program is very effective and deserves 
additional support.  

Dr O’Neil tells us that — 
We treat 600 to 800 heroin addicts per year at Fresh Start and we are equipped to treat up to 1,000 per 
year for a budget of $6m … Each patient we detox off heroin stays free of opiates an average of 250 
days and a minimum of 120 days. We estimate our costs per treated patient to be $6,000 to $8,000 but 
we note that this is 20 times more efficient in cost compared to the government treatment 
programme … 

Later in the same document, he says — 

As you can see from the notes above the Government service effectively (when effective refers to 
greater than 30 days off opiates) detoxes no more than 3 people per year off opiates while the Fresh 
Start Programme detoxes 200 to 300 times this number (600 to 800 patients per year). 

Since the additional money given to this program by the Labor government, following the efforts of the member 
for Willagee and former Premier Geoff Gallop, costs have risen. Unfortunately, risks have also risen as a result 
of the additional heroin that is going to come onto our streets due to international events beyond our control. 
Demand for Dr O’Neil’s services is, as a consequence, likely to rise. Costs have risen, risks have risen, and 
demand for his services is also rising.  
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Dr O’Neil has a personal commitment to this program. I mean that he has not only a moral commitment, but also 
a very substantial practical and financial commitment. Arguably, he is putting his personal finances and those of 
his family at risk to continue this program. It ought to be a matter of concern to all in this house that this very 
effective program is at risk of falling over. What would be the result if this program were to close? How would 
the government services cope? How would the system that we have deal with those hundreds of patients each 
year whom Dr O’Neil successfully treats? I know the minister may have some reasons, which he will state, why 
he cannot immediately accede to the request for additional funding. I believe the minister will refer to 
Therapeutic Goods Administration obligations and requirements. I say very clearly: let us not see that used as a 
smokescreen. Dr O’Neil is permitted to deliver the treatment he is delivering; he is permitted to deliver that 
treatment already. I cannot see that TGA requirements would prevent his program continuing or would prevent 
his program expanding. Let us get away from all the bureaucratic gobbledegook surrounding the TGA. The 
bottom line is that Dr O’Neil is out there, he is permitted to deliver the service and no medical authority is 
stopping him from delivering the treatment that he is delivering. Presumably, if he was to deliver treatment to a 
couple of hundred more patients, he would not be stopped. Consequently, I will regard any discussion of TGA 
matters as a smokescreen purporting to defend the government from having to either accept its obligation to 
provide additional funding to this program or see the program fall over. That is the choice that confronts the 
government and the community. If this program is not supported, it will fall over with terrible consequences for 
heroin addicts, for their families and for our community. I urge the government to not seek to amend this motion, 
but to allow this motion to go to the vote. I urge all those people on both sides of the house who support this 
program—I know people on both sides of the house support this program—to vote for this motion.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Mental Health) [3.07 pm]: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for the 
opportunity to speak on this very important matter of public interest. I thank the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition for raising what is truly a very important matter for Western Australia.  

I have met with George O’Neil on various occasions, and I have visited his clinic and talked to many of his 
patients. I was able to see where the implants were placed and how the operations took place and to hear what 
the patients had to say about the implants and their effects. It is very important that we continue to support the 
search for effective treatments of heroin addiction in Western Australia, and in Australia for that matter. 
Dr O’Neil is an extremely compassionate doctor who does significant humanitarian work. He treats more than 
500 heroin-addicted patients a year and, by their own say-so, he has saved many peoples’ lives.  

I will take the opportunity to respond to this matter of public interest. The Leader of the Opposition talks about 
the Therapeutic Goods Administration. I do not want to put a bureaucratic smokescreen in front of this process, 
but there is some responsibility related to effectiveness, efficacy of treatment, and safety. Dr O’Neil’s program 
has been running for about 11 years. There has been some progress made towards full TGA registration. The 
naltrexone implant is essentially an antagonist. It is a slow-release implant. It is inserted into the subcutaneous 
tissue, usually in the lower abdomen, and the drug is released into the system over a three to six-month period. 
The implant needs replacing on about a three to six-monthly basis depending on the size of the patient and other 
clinical factors. It is important to realise that that needs a detoxification program and that the implant needs 
replacing. The patient is not in isolation; the patient needs support. Dr O’Neil has accommodation facilities 
throughout the metropolitan area and in fact has one in Northam.  

Dr O’Neil visited me in my office to speak to me. Dr O’Neil and I also visited the Premier. The government has 
taken this matter seriously. We have in fact taken it so seriously that we recognise that the state government—
and I am going to give credit here—has forwarded $1.153 million on a recurring basis, adjusted for the consumer 
price index, to Dr George O’Neil’s clinic to date. A question has arisen about extra funding. It is very important 
that if this government gives extra funding to George O’Neil’s clinic, that we give him every assistance to 
achieve full registration with the TGA. We have a responsibility to Dr O’Neil, to his patients and to the 
taxpayers of Western Australia to help that process.  

At this time the only place where naltrexone implants are accredited is Russia. The rest of the processes are in a 
special access scheme or an experimental scheme. The Leader of the Opposition says, “There’s nothing wrong 
with it. Let’s keep going.” Yes, we would very much encourage Dr O’Neil to keep going—he does a lot of good 
work. It is important that he does keep going. However, there is also a responsibility to say, “We need to give 
you some assistance in this process to get to full TGA registration”—efficacy, effectiveness of drug, and safety. 
People say it is safe. It has been used for a while; it must be safe. We will give Dr O’Neil every assistance to do 
that.  

As I said in answer to a question last week or the week before about what we are doing, there are three essential 
tranches to the assistance we would like to give George O’Neil. The first is assistance in assessing the format of 
his work in its appropriateness and his ability to submit it to the TGA for assessment. That is the first thing.  

Mr P. Papalia: Sorry, I missed that. Would the minister say that again? 



2214 [ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 19 March 2009] 

 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: We have made a commitment to George with a sum of money to help him assess the format 
of his work to make it appropriate to get an application assessment to the Therapeutic Goods Administration, the 
federal body that assesses all drugs throughout Australia, whether they be administered via injection, orally or by 
implant. We have offered that assistance to George O’Neil. We have not heard his response yet. We have had a 
long discussion about this matter within the party room. It was considered an important matter by all members 
on this side of Parliament.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter: Get the Liberal Party’s red tape reduction committee to work!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is not about red tape.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter: It is about people’s lives.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is about his treatment gaining full registration through the Therapeutic Goods 
Administration. At the moment the medication is a special access scheme—“experimental”. We will give every 
encouragement to Dr George O’Neil and his Fresh Start recovery program to get to that point. 

In the party room discussions we also said that we would help him formulate those works in the final phases 
wherever that work is. It is hard to know at this stage whether it is phase 1, phase 2 or phase 3. We will give 
assistance to get his work to finality. There was a mood within the party room meeting that we would also give 
some funds for ongoing work at his clinic. That would be provided, over a six-month period, in two tranches. 
There would be some caveats about helping with the work to get to TGA registration, to get it to application 
point, and also in the financial management audits within Dr O’Neil’s company, Australian Medical Procedures 
Research Foundation. There are two components of that—Go Medical, which produces the naltrexone implant, 
and the Fresh Start recovery program, which is basically the clinical arm of AMPRF. This government 
recognises the humanitarian work that George O’Neil does. We recognise the work that he has done and the 
potential to save lives. In fact, it may prove to be the gold standard for treatment for heroin addiction. We will 
give every assistance to Dr O’Neil in order for his treatment program to realise its potential.  

In summary, we understand the motion moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I have given him, in 
answer to his question the other day, active consideration of further funding to Dr O’Neil to continue his work 
within the clinic. That is in addition to helping him with the process towards gaining full registration with the 
Therapeutic Goods Administration. I do not think one can be any fairer than that. This side of the house has 
considered it. We have had a full and open debate. There has to be some accountability. There is what members 
opposite would consider a bureaucratic process, but what we would consider on this side of the house to be a 
responsible process, by which every medication in Australia goes through considerations of its effectiveness and 
efficacy, how it works clinically, and its safety.  

To cut to the quick, we have to look the taxpayers of Western Australia in the eye and say, “This is what we are 
prepared to do, but this must come with certain conditions”—conditions of financial, therapeutic and clinical 
rigour. Not over-rigour; just what we need to do.  We must look the taxpayers of Western Australia in the eye 
and say that this process has occurred and that we are proffering some extra funds to Dr George O’Neil’s 
program. We must outline the processes we are going through to achieve it. It is important that we say that and 
we know where we are going with it. It is not an open-ended situation, but we are prepared to assist. The clinical 
funding will be in two tranches in the next six months.  

I thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for the opportunity to speak on this very important matter for Western 
Australia. We need to seek and to find an effective method of treatment for heroin addiction in this state and in 
this country. Deaths occur with heroin addiction, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has mentioned. It is 
tragic that one occurred the other day. Five overdoses occurred the previous week, fortunately without death. 
The coroner is currently investigating the recent death that occurred in Glendalough, but it is suspected that it 
was the result of a heroin overdose. This side of Parliament is also compassionate and shares Dr O’Neil’s 
compassion in this area. We are prepared to support and actively consider further funding for Dr O’Neil’s work.  

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [3.21 pm]: I rise in support of the motion and particularly in support of 
Dr George O’Neil and the Fresh Start Recovery Program for drug users and his call for the government to fund 
the program. I acknowledge at the outset the Minister for Mental Health’s contribution and his concerns for 
people affected by or impacted upon by programs provided by Dr O’Neil. I understand that a large number of 
government backbenchers have availed themselves of the opportunity to have a briefing from Dr O’Neil and 
familiarise themselves. That concern is evident across the house. I would not imply that there was not a shared 
concern for the positive outcomes that appear to have been effected by Dr O’Neil. There is support and 
compassion for his programs.  

I visited Dr O’Neil about a week and a half ago with a view to educating myself for the corrective services 
portfolio that I have responsibility for on this side of the house. A large number of people in the prison 
population come from an addictive background and return to it on completion of their prison sentence. All 
manner of information concerns them; for example, the Mahoney review of 2005 clearly found that although 
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there are not precise numbers, it is estimated that 80 per cent of the prison population at that time had problems 
arising out of the use of alcohol or drugs or a combination of both. The Mahoney report referred to the fact that 
in 2003 the cost of drug use to Western Australia was approximately $220 million. I was driven by that 
knowledge and an awareness of the need to try to start impacting on the ever-rising prison population in a way 
other than simply building more accommodation for it. That is part of what drove me to go to see Dr O’Neil and 
ask for a briefing. I am very aware that the focus in the corrective services portfolio in recent times, and in fact in 
Western Australia for a long time, has been on trying to prove who is the toughest on crime. A measure of that 
was how many people have been thrown into prison. We saw an example of that this week when there was a 
little bit of a reversion to attempting to see who was tougher and who could claim the low moral ground of being 
the toughest on crime by throwing more people into prison.  

I have said on a number of occasions, and I will continue to say, that I would like to see the debate shift. I 
believe that the Minister for Corrective Services has—deep below his crusading cloak of being the toughest on 
crime in this state—the intention of trying to impact on the rate of recidivism in this state and trying to reduce 
the prison population. One of the ways we could possibly do that is to make an assault on the number of 
prisoners who come from an addictive background and return to it very shortly after they leave prison, if they 
survive. Some 80 per cent of the prison population is addictive or has problems with drugs or alcohol, or both. 
Dr O’Neil provided me with evidence from a study in Scotland in which data was assessed between 1983 and 
1994 analysing the risk to drug users of death from an overdose by injection within two weeks of departure from 
the prison system. The study was published in 1998 in volume 316 of the British Medical Journal. The study 
found that such prisoners were eight times more likely to die within the first two weeks of departure from prison 
than other prisoners.  

When I visited Dr George O’Neil, sat with him and listened to his impassioned pleas for support and funding on 
humanitarian grounds and his concern for the victims of drug overdoses, I must confess that I was a little 
hardnosed. When I responded I said that I could see that he was compassionate and that he was passionate about 
the issue. I said that his argument was quite legitimate and that I accepted it personally but I would not be trying 
to utilise that argument if I was trying to get him any funding. I said that I would be saying that there is a cost to 
society when we do not treat those people. Bernie, a friend of George’s who is being treated for drug addiction 
and doing well at the moment, indicated to me that a mild habit could cost a drug user in the order of $500 to 
$1 000 a day. Regardless of what users do, they must do something to fund that habit. The cost can easily go up 
to $5 000 a day. To fund that habit there must be some sort of activity, and it would not be normal working 
activity; it would have to involve engaging in crime. Users would have to peddle drugs, commit crimes against 
people and property or engage in prostitution. If people engage in that sort of activity to fund their addiction, that 
will have an effect on all of us.  

When I saw Dr O’Neil I saw an opportunity for us to have an impact on the recidivism rate in the state, because 
such a large proportion of the prison population is susceptible to returning to a drug habit immediately upon 
release from prison. Many may die, because their death rate is far higher in the first two weeks after release from 
prison because they have detoxed and have not been using for a long time. Beyond that, those who continue to 
survive, and even others before they die, must do something to fund their habit, which means committing more 
crimes. I make a plea to the government today to consider the application of a scheme such as the one Dr O’Neil 
is currently operating, perhaps by way of special access or an experimental scheme, to specifically target those 
prisoners in the system who suffer from an addiction. The interesting fact that arose from my talk with Dr O’Neil 
is that it is not only heroin users who could benefit from his treatment. I am sure that the Premier and other 
people are aware that alcoholics could also potentially benefit. I found that very interesting. As soon as we start 
thinking about the number of Indigenous prisoners who have suffered from or who are suffering from 
alcoholism, we become aware that there may be an incredible opportunity here as well to apply, under special 
access or by way of experimental schemes, some form of assistance such as Dr O’Neil’s program to target not 
only heroin users, but also potentially alcoholics with a view to trying to break that cycle.  

As the minister indicated, naltrexone is an antagonist that prevents alcoholics and users of heroin from getting 
any benefit from imbibing or injecting those drugs. There could be a way of utilising the prison system; we have 
taken addicts out of the cycle and given them time to detox, and we could add on to that Dr O’Neil’s Fresh Start 
program with a view to extending that time. The beauty of Dr O’Neil’s program, I believe, lies not in the 
implants—I am no expert on that; Dr Hames and Dr Jacobs know far about it than I—but in the after care. It 
seems to me that the after care is the significant thing that Dr O’Neil provides. One thing I have noted is that if 
we do not support Dr O’Neil with that after care and the service he provides on the grounds that we are worried 
about the full registration of the naltrexone component of his treatment, there will be an opportunity cost to us all 
and the state because we will have to start funding what he is doing in Northam and the rest of the places in the 
community.  

I want to let other people speak, so I will sit. However, I commend the minister for his considered approach and I 
hope that he will consider my comments about prisons. 
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DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.30 pm]: I will start by thanking the opposition. We 
had a brief discussion and have agreed on a minor amendment to the motion. I must say that it would have been 
very easy to play politics with an issue like this that does not deserve politics. 

I have known Dr George O’Neil for a very long time. I know that he is the gallery and that he will not like to 
remember how long it has been. In the 1970s, Dr O’Neil acted as a locum for my father at the hospital in Wagin. 
Therefore, I have known him since that time. I recall that when I became a minister in 1997, when the current 
Minister for Planning was the Minister for Health, we were debating long and hard about funding for George 
O’Neil’s naltrexone program. The issues then were the same as they are now—namely, the accountability of 
funding, reporting and recording, and seeking peer approval and recognition of his work. I must say that in those 
days, as now, George focused on looking after patients; the paperwork had to be done, but the most important 
thing was to look after the patients and ensure they were properly cared for. I remember the health department at 
the time tried to restrict funding, or at least not allow it to increase, for the program because it said that the 
program was not peer-reviewed and it did not have peer recognition and proper accreditation. Of course, since 
that time all that work has been done. The program has been accredited and recognised as working. It has been 
approved to the extent that it is generally regarded in the medical profession as the appropriate treatment. Yet all 
these years later, we are still arguing about the issue of getting accreditation to secure proper funding. I guess 
now it is a little different in that it is federal government accreditation that is required. A process and a 
paperwork trail have to be followed to get that accreditation for the changes in treatment that Dr O’Neil has since 
made. Before, of course, the treatment involved naltrexone injections; now an implant regularly releases 
naltrexone over a three to six-month period, which is obviously much more effective than what Dr O’Neil could 
do in the past. However, to get approval for that and to have the federal government fund the component of the 
drug required for this treatment, it must go through an approval process. That is how it should be; otherwise, 
there would be other drugs and other processes that people say work that do not have the proper scrutiny and 
then perhaps come onto the market inappropriately. I guess the difference in this case is that naltrexone has been 
approved; therefore, we would think that the process to go from naltrexone injections to naltrexone implants 
would not be that hard. However, that process still needs to occur. I very strongly support the Minister for 
Mental Health’s efforts to support George in going through that process to get approval so that he can get that 
federal funding because, in my view, he simply does not have the time to follow that sort of process. 

Mr P. Papalia: Will the minister take an interjection? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, quickly, because I do not have much time. 

Mr P. Papalia: As I understand it, the amount that has been offered to date has been pretty limited. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is right. 

Mr P. Papalia: Are we now talking about expanding that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will get on to that. 

We discussed that in our party room. The Premier and the minister visited Dr O’Neil’s centre, and there is a lot 
of support and sympathy for Dr O’Neil’s work. I said in the party room and to others that if I had a child who 
was addicted to heroin, the first place I would go to would be Dr O’Neil’s clinic. That would be the very first 
place I would go to. As a doctor, I have had a lot of experience with methadone, and I would not use methadone 
at all if it was my child. I certainly would not put my child on the methadone program. That is not to say that the 
methadone program does not have its place; I know it is supported by the health department — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: You’re the minister. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I know. 
The methadone program has a time and place, but it is not what I would want for my child. I do not know 
whether members watched House last night. It is my wife’s favourite program. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: It is my favourite program as well, but I didn’t see it last night. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Methadone is an addictive drug but it does not have the kick that heroin has. My experience 
is that heroin addicts who could not access heroin because they were broke for a while would go on the 
methadone program to see them through until they could get their next kick of heroin. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Is the minister referring to health department files or House? 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: House got his job back. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: He got his job; that is right. 
Therefore, the government supports the program. The only amendment we have concerns funding. We want to 
delete “fund the program to the full extent of the” and insert “support the”. The motion as it stands is not 
adequate because of the funding request. I think it was $30 000 that was initially offered by the minister, which 
in my view is not enough — 
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Mr R.H. Cook: It was $50 000. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It was $50 000, and in my view and the view of the Liberal Party that is not enough for two 
reasons. One is that Dr O’Neil has put forward the case that to do the study will cost a lot more than $50 000. He 
has put forward the reasons for that and seeks to have extra funds. The other reason is that we must look at the 
total quantity that has been presented, which is $3 million, and recognise the fact that that is roughly $1.7 million 
above what was provided previously. As the former Treasurer knows, it is not that easy to get a significant 
increase—in fact, more than double—in funds with a request to a minister saying, “Please, this is the amount I 
need.” The reality is that if it had been that simple, the Leader of the Opposition would have done it when he was 
the Treasurer. This need for an extra $1.7 million has not cropped up only since we have been in government. 
Dr O’Neil has been doing this work for a long time and has needed that funding for a long time. I can say that 
just before the election, I forget exactly when it was, Dr O’Neil came to me for help with trouble he was having 
with the health department. I think it was while members opposite were still in government. I am pleased to say 
that I was able to provide support and help resolve an issue he had. However, this issue is not peculiar to our 
government; it is an issue of funding. 
Mr P. Papalia: The global financial crisis has had an impact on his donation list. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: As we would expect. That would create severe difficulties. Therefore, we do not want to put 
a figure on it and say that the commitment is to that full extent. There must be some scrutiny by any government 
of the amount that is requested and consideration of how much government should pay because, with all due 
respect to Dr O’Neil, although his is the only significant program for treating heroin addiction, it is not the only 
significant program treating health problems in this state. A range of other people provide extremely valuable 
support in other areas where there are also demands on government. Therefore, we need to look at the funding 
request in the total context of budgets and make a decision based on what the government can afford, the 
assessment of that need and how we would further fund it.  
This is the last interjection I will take because I need to give other members some time. 

Mr P. Papalia: I referred to the prison suggestion. One point George made was that currently prisoners who 
want to volunteer for this program when they leave prison are not allowed access to it by the corrective services 
department. However, if people outside the corrective services system—I know he is not there — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I was looking to the Minister for Corrective Services. 
Mr P. Papalia: — want to volunteer, George lets them. He is saying that they are being deprived of an 
opportunity. Could you take it upon yourself to talk to the corrective services minister with a view to perhaps 
addressing that? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I am more than happy to do that. We are particularly concerned about the drug management 
of patients in prisons. It is a very serious issue, so I am more than happy to take it upon myself to bring that up 
with the Attorney General and make sure that he looks at it. 
I want to leave some time for one of our other speakers who wishes to make a contribution. The government 
shares the opposition’s concern about making sure that Dr O’Neil’s funding is continued, recognising that this 
fight for funding has been a longstanding issue for previous governments, both Liberal and Labor. We need to 
work hard to make sure we resolve the matter. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Minister, when will George O’Neil know what the outcome of his funding request is? We’ve 
agreed to support your amendment; we would like to know when. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Next couple of weeks. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I did not know the answer, but I have just been given the answer by the Minister for Mental 
Health: within the next couple of weeks; I am happy to put that on record. I know that it was discussed at our last 
party room meeting and there was very strong support for providing additional funding. The department is doing 
that at present. Members should remember that any request for additional funding will need to go through the 
process, but I can assure members that it has strong support from the government. 

Amendment to Motion 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I move — 

That the words “fund the program to the full extent of the” be deleted and the following substituted — 
support the 

The motion, as amended, would then read — 
That this house note with concern recent deaths from heroin overdoses, and expresses its support for 
Dr George O’Neil and the Fresh Start illicit drug treatment program and calls on the government to 
support the funding request from Dr O’Neil. 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Motion, as Amended 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [3.42 pm]: I am more than happy to speak to the amended motion. I have 
known Dr George O’Neil for many years; in fact, in my previous life as a church pastor in the southern suburbs, 
I ran the rehabilitation support group connected to the naltrexone program. That was in the days when naltrexone 
was administered in tablet form and one needed to encourage a recovering addict to swallow the tablet every 
day. There are obviously issues around persuading people to take their medication on a regular, everyday basis. 
Dr O’Neil saw the issue, put his inventive mind to work, and came up with the idea of the naltrexone implant, 
which he pioneered. It has been a great leap forward in the treatment of heroin addicts. The effectiveness of the 
implants is well established in peer-reviewed medical literature. Dr O’Neil and Professor Gary Hulse, professor 
of addiction medicine at University of Western Australia, have published numerous papers on the trial work they 
have done. 

The government is committed to assisting Dr O’Neil, both in general funding for continued treatment of addicts 
and specific funding to ensure that Therapeutic Goods Administration registration is achieved as quickly as 
possible. The House of Representatives Standing Committee on Family and Human Services, in its report 
entitled, “The winnable war on drugs: The impact of illicit drug use on families”, released in September 2007, 
recommended that more funding be given to naltrexone-based programs. It also recommended that the 
commonwealth government list naltrexone implants on the pharmaceutical benefits scheme for the treatment of 
opioid dependence. Similar recommendations were made in the House of Representatives Standing Committee 
on Family and Community Affairs report, “Australian Government Response to the House of Representatives 
inquiry into substance abuse in Australian communities — Road to Recovery: Report on the inquiry into 
substance abuse in Australian communities”, in 2003.  

The government thinks it is very important to give every assistance to gaining TGA registration for naltrexone 
implants for the reason that when it is on the pharmaceutical benefits scheme, given the current rate of use of 
naltrexone implants by the Fresh Start program, it will give the program a $1.2 million federal subsidy. In other 
words, if we invest funds to get the TGA approval across the line more quickly, it will mean that more funds will 
be flowing from the federal sphere. In this time of economic tightness, the more money we can get from the feds, 
rather than from the state budget, the better; I am sure the opposition will agree that that is a good move. 

Professor Gary Hulse has indicated that the vast majority of the trial work has been completed and that only a 
further two small trials will be needed to complete the experimental work required for a TGA application to be 
completed. It is not a matter of just filling in a few forms; it is a very major undertaking, and Professor Hulse has 
indicated that it will probably take two specialist medical writers six to nine months to put the work that has been 
done so far into a form that will be acceptable to the TGA, and we will be able to move things forward. 

The government is also looking at asking the federal government to help fund the two remaining trials because 
we are of the view that once this work is registered with the TGA and becomes widely used, it will be of huge 
benefit to not only Western Australia but also the other states. The government will seek at least 50-50 funding 
for those trials from the federal government; that would seem appropriate. We have been given to understand 
that the federal Minister for Health and Ageing is very supportive of Dr O’Neil’s work, and that such a request is 
therefore likely to receive favourable consideration. 

I again indicate my support for the motion. Dr O’Neil has done excellent work; his pioneering work in dealing 
with heroin addicts in a way that no-one else previously had dealt is something that deserves support. Having 
worked with drug addicts for many years, I certainly agree with the Minister for Health that if one of my kids 
became dependent on heroin, the first person I would take them to would be Dr George O’Neil. I certainly also 
echo what was said on the other side: if we fail to adequately fund the Fresh Start program, it will cost the 
government more to try to pick up the pieces as a result of that program no longer functioning.  

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee) [3.49 pm]: I prefer the unamended motion, for a start. We have gone full 
circle here. I remember when we were in opposition before and the streets of Perth were awash in heroin and the 
bodies were piling up: 90 to 100 deaths every year. The government of the day did absolutely nothing other than 
to say, “Tell them to say no”. That was the response, “Tell them to say no”. At that stage, the controversy was 
about the use of naltrexone per se, not so much the implants.  

Here we are eight years later and the bodies are starting to pile up again because heroin is back on the streets of 
Perth. The government should have acted more expeditiously. There is absolutely no controversy about assisting 
George O’Neil with approval from the Therapeutic Goods Administration. Good on the government! In the 
meantime, the funding he is seeking should be provided. The next time somebody dies, the Premier, the Minister 
for Health and the Minister for Mental Health should go and tell the parents why they did not provide the support 
asked for. Members opposite should explain that to them! Platitudes are one thing, real life is another.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You obviously were not listening.  
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I heard what the minister had to say. Real life is another thing. The next time someone 
overdoses on heroin, members opposite should go to the family and explain why this government did not give 
the level of funding that George O’Neil was seeking.  

Circumstances have changed dramatically in the past 12 moths. Heroin is back in a big way. Do members 
opposite not remember the bodies, the young people, the violent crime, and people driving their cars into shops 
to try to get money to feed their habits? Do members not remember all that?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: They did it during the time you were the Premier.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No, they did not. Government members are running off at the mouth with platitudes to 
make themselves feel good. They should have supported George O’Neil and not opposed his application for 
funding.  

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [3.51 pm]: I want to respond to a comment by the Minister for Mental 
Health, who was explaining that he thought the Therapeutic Goods Administration had a central role in ensuring 
the safety and efficacy of medical interventions, particularly drug products. I agree. I think the statement the 
minister made is quite true. We need to ensure the guidelines are applied consistently across the board. In my 
opinion there is far too much off-label prescribing outside TGA guidelines. I spoke to the minister late last year 
about the situation in Australia in which 40 000 children are being prescribed antidepressants outside the 
manufacturer’s own guidelines, which specifically say do not prescribe for children. That is a conflict between 
the TGA and the pharmaceutical benefits scheme, because the PBS is getting ahead of TGA approvals.  

I would like the ministers to ensure that, inside the mental health system and the health system, the approach to 
TGA approval is central to the application of drug processes and that the principle the minister outlined is 
applied consistently throughout the system.  

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
BILLS 
Receipt 

1. Electoral Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2008. 
2. Prisoners (Interstate Transfer) Amendment Bill 2009. 
Bills received from the Council.  

TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.55 pm]: As I said earlier today, I think the attack on the Independents 
in this house today by the member for Pilbara is totally unacceptable. I believe he misled the house, and he has 
also misled the Corruption and Crime Commission if he has forwarded on those comments, because it is 
common knowledge that Independents in other jurisdictions have additional support, particularly when they are 
in a position like the Independents in this house, who hold the balance of power.  

This is now my ninth year as an Independent member. While I sat on the benches opposite, I saw three other 
Liberal women being attacked on a regular basis: Cheryl Edwardes, Sue Walker, and Katie Hodson-Thomas.  

Opposition members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Members, I am not going to allow this debate to degenerate immediately. 
Please let the member for Alfred Cove finish.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you for the second time. Member for Alfred Cove, 
please proceed.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 

As I said this morning, while sitting on the opposite side of the house as a Liberal—I am an Independent Liberal, 
but as was pointed out today, I am not a member of the Liberal Party; I stand here as an Independent—yes, I 
have voted most of the time with the Liberals. However, I have crossed the floor with the National Party, the 
Labor Party, and with other Independents. Members know that I have crossed the floor alone and voted against 
everyone! When I think the decision is bad and is not following the community’s wishes, I will stand up and take 
on all parties. I will not sit or stand in this place and be attacked by anyone. If members attack me, I will fight 
back.  
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As well as referring to corruption in his speech, the member for Pilbara also referred to giving power to 
“nominal” Independents. I would like to point out to the member for Pilbara that in 2001 I first won my seat 
from a sitting Liberal minister. In 2005, when I was re-elected, I won the seat against an ex-Liberal minister; and 
at the last election I won my seat against a person who is now a Liberal senator. I do not think my community 
would call me a nominal Independent. I have worked hard in this house. I am proud of the achievements that I 
have had here — 

Dr K.D. Hames: You should apologise you spineless jellyfish. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: — in encouraging the Labor Party when they were in government to make amendments 
to legislation. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Mr Deputy Speaker, yesterday the Speaker declared that the house can no longer tolerate 
the offensive accusation that any member of this place is a spineless jellyfish. The Deputy Premier has just 
accused somebody in this house—I am unsure who—of being a spineless something or other, which I understand 
was declared yesterday as being unparliamentary.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I did call the member for Pilbara a spineless jellyfish and I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: As I was saying, Mr. Deputy Speaker, I am proud of the role that I have played in this 
Parliament during the past two terms in lobbying the previous government not only to amend legislation but to 
make changes within the community. I am also very proud of the role that I have played in my local community. 

I think it is important to again put on record that the support that is now being provided by this government to 
me and to the member for Kalgoorlie is not something new; it is commonplace. I said this morning that support 
had been provided at a federal level to Independents. Support has been provided to Independent members in 
New South Wales and in the Northern Territory. This is additional support—not general support, but additional 
support—much like the support that I am currently getting from this Liberal-National government. It is a bit 
difficult with some of these interjections. However, I would like to put on record that the support that I am being 
given is similar to the support that has been given at a commonwealth level to Independent members, in New 
South Wales to Independent members — 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Girrawheen! 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: — in the Northern Territory to Independent members, in Queensland to Independent 
members, and in Tasmania — 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, enough is enough. I formally call you for the first time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That was the commonwealth, New South Wales, Northern Territory, Queensland and 
Tasmania. The most hypocritical part of the debate yesterday concerned the fact that in 1991-92, the Labor 
government, under Carmen Lawrence, also provided additional support to the Independent members. Therefore, 
it is okay when the Labor government does it, but it is incorrect when the Liberal government does it. It was 
totally hypocritical, member for Pilbara. I certainly do not think that attacks such as this, and as there have been 
in the past on Liberal women, are going to encourage more women to think about running for Parliament. I have 
tried very hard to get women to think about running for Parliament. When they see attacks such as this—totally 
unfounded attacks—they will think twice about running as Independents or running as members for any of the 
parties. I hope that at some point in the future when the member for Pilbara has the floor, he will make a formal 
apology for the attack that he made on me, as an Independent member in this house. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.03 pm]: I have learnt a lot from the 
debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. We spoke recently about sensitive, new-age guys. I 
did not know that they came from that side of the house. Anyway, it was good to hear from the member for 
Pilbara. We also heard about spineless jellyfish. That is another thing. We did not know that they actually had 
spines. The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is a very important bill, and we need to keep this debate 
moving along. I want to get to the end of the debate tonight so that we can go home. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Order, Minister for Health! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is also important so that payments can be 
made to public service workers in the wider community. I add my support for this process, so that we can make 
sure we get to the end of this debate tonight, and then we can go home. 
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MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [4.04 pm]: I rise to speak on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. 
One particular item attracts my attention, and that is the extra expenditure sought for WA Police, which is on 
page 3. An extra $10 million is being sought for WA policing, and it is itemised that it is for new police stations, 
upgrades, as part of election commitments, GA4 wage increases and leave ability parameter change. 

I want to say a couple of things about both increasing police costs and police stations. The first I will say very 
briefly, and it is about the Yanchep-Two Rocks area. The Commissioner of Police was thinking about closing the 
Two Rocks Police Station and policing the area out of mobile units. I have to acknowledge that as a result of the 
community protest, the Commissioner of Police visited the Two Rocks area with his driver, and was shocked to 
see both the state of the Two Rocks Police Station and its distance from the nearest police station in Clarkson. 
Indeed, at night the police have to park the police cars from Two Rocks at Clarkson, because they cannot be 
secured at Two Rocks. Therefore, the commissioner’s commitment, at least stated to me, was to maintain the 
Two Rocks Police Station, although he said that it had to be upgraded significantly. Since then, the developers of 
the Yanchep-Two Rocks estate, the Tokyu Corporation, have indicated to me, and I believe have communicated 
this to the department, that they are prepared to contribute to the state, free of charge, an area of two hectares, I 
think, for a justice precinct in the Yanchep area—in other words, cede two hectares to the state upon which — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I think it is on a leasehold basis, but at a peppercorn rent. I am not quite sure of the exact size, 
but you are not far out. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. I encourage the government to take up that matter, because with the extension of 
Marmion Avenue and the increased traffic there — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is certainly being considered. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are pleading with the minister to look at establishing the Yanchep station. 

The other matter that I raise, and for which I hope I will get some support from the Minister for Police and from 
the government generally, relates to the expense being incurred by the police department as a result of assaults 
on police and injuries sustained by police—the aftermath of the melees and fights. We have just seen the 
McLeod trial go through the court. Soon after that the police attended a party of 200 people, and an officer had a 
bottle thrown into his back, which required him to be hospitalised. That offence will be investigated. The cost 
burden of the investigation of that offence and the medical burden as a result of that offence on the police 
department and on the officer will be enormous. We have heard the Commissioner of Police say that, amongst 
other things, he wishes to try, through civil action, to recover some of the costs when offenders are jailed. 

However, I am worried about the police crews that are going out and facing these situations, and how they might 
be better protected. It is to those concerns that I now wish to turn. I think that one of the best defensive weapons 
that the police have been provided with in recent times is the Taser gun. Confronted with an angry crowd, if a 
police officer uses his Taser gun, it does not inflict any lasting injury, although it inflicts five or 10 minutes of 
serious discomfiture. 

I want to turn to the McLeod case. I know that the Attorney is about to leave the chamber — 
Mr C.C. Porter: No, I can’t wait. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: — but I want to return to the McLeod case. 
The SPEAKER: Before the member does that—I say this for the benefit of all members in this place—I hope 
that what he is going to say reflects upon the contents of this bill. It is important that it does. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It does. What I want to turn to is a rule that was espoused or turned to in the McLeod case. 
I believe that, with an easing of that commissioner’s rule, there will be less expenditure by the police force on 
injured officers and the aftermath of investigations.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What evidence do you base that on?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is because the Commissioner of Police has issued Taser guns to all officers. When 
officers attend a melee with a significant disturbance of the peace and are faced with a threatening situation, 
officers operationally use the Taser guns supplied to them. I refer to the McLeod case, not to re-argue it, but to 
use it as an example. I think that anyone who saw the video saw the Taser gun being used. Although everyone 
was shocked at the headbutt that was applied, not too many people were ringing up radio stations complaining 
about the use of the Taser gun. I use that case as an example. However, when the judge came to charge the jury 
in that case, he put before the jury several times the possibility of self-defence. An interchange took place 
between the Attorney General and me earlier today on that particular section of the judge’s charge because self-
defence to a charge of grievous bodily harm is available only if the jury concludes, or is unable to conclude 
otherwise beyond a reasonable doubt, that there had been an unlawful assault by a policeman in the first 
instance, and that one of the McLeods was defending himself against an unlawful assault. That might seem like 
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an amazing proposition to people in Western Australia who have seen that video, but, as the judge charged the 
jury on the evidence that was before it, the defence case was that Constable Butcher was using the Taser not to 
prevent injury to himself, or, indeed, to anyone else, but as an unreasonable force option—in fact, an act of 
aggression—against Robert McLeod. The defence case was that the use of the Taser was an unlawful assault. 
Most people who have seen that video would be a bit nonplussed at the judge having said that the use of the 
Taser may have been an unlawful assault. In putting that before the jury—I will come to the point —  

The SPEAKER: Hasten to the point, member.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will hasten to the point. In putting that before the jury—this is my point about saving the 
police department money and the community angst—the judge then put before the jury the Commissioner of 
Police’s rules for the use of Tasers. I will quote from the charge to the jury — 

Those guidelines provide, amongst other things, that as use-of-force option the Taser should only be 
deployed to prevent an injury to any person. 

That would require someone to demonstrate, in the course of the case, that they were about to be injured by a 
specific person before using the Taser — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Are you suggesting lowering the threshold for use? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am suggesting lowering the threshold for use, Attorney General. I am urging that there be 
a review. I think that would be the most effective way of protecting our police when crews are required to attend 
a melee, especially those alcohol or drug-fuelled melees that can occur at parties. I can think of a number of 
situations in which there is a significant disturbance of the peace, perhaps involving three or more people 
fighting, and when the police go there, without them being under threat of immediate harm or immediate injury, 
nonetheless, they hold a real fear for their safety. That might be a lower threshold point: a real fear for their 
safety, coupled with the view that it is reasonable to use a Taser in the circumstances. They would have to 
identify a particular happening that they think may cause an injury so they could use the Taser as a defensive 
tool.  

I am not suggesting, Attorney General, lowering the threshold so far as to make it a tool of general compliance—
in other words, “Driver, please alight from your vehicle or I’ll shoot you with this Taser”, or, “Please step off the 
road or I’ll shoot you with this Taser”, as a tool of compliance.” But I am suggesting considerably lowering the 
threshold in the rules, because the commissioner’s rules do not reflect what is actually happening out on the 
streets on patrol. Tasers are being used generally sensibly by the police when they fear for their safety. That 
point might come before they believe—to go back to the rules—that that use can prevent an actual injury. These 
rules are meant to prevent injury to any person; that is, identifying a person who is about to be injured, and only 
then going for the Taser in the holster. To do that — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I find the member’s conversation very interesting in regards to the police, but it has no 
relevance whatsoever to the bill before the house. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Leader of the House, I have asked the member for Mindarie to describe and 
ascribe some relevance to the information he is delivering. I think sometimes that moves in and out of what I 
might describe as relevance, but I hope the member for Mindarie will return to the bill at hand. The member for 
Mindarie has the call. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Often, if the trouble is nipped early in these melees — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Aren’t you listening to the Speaker?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: You’re not taking notice of him!  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the House! The member for Mindarie has the call.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The relevance to the bill is the cost burden and the inconvenience and the enormous cost of 
manpower to the Western Australian police force in dealing with what appears to be a burgeoning problem of 
civil disturbance — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Member, if I let you know that I agree with you, which I do, and that I undertake to write a 
letter to the Minister for Police stating that I think the view you have put is a solid one, will you stop?  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, if the Attorney General is prepared to do that — 
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Mr C.C. Porter: I am! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think it will be in Hansard, but I am very grateful that the Attorney General has 
indicated, in the chamber, that he will do that. I will add one more thing — 

Mr C.C. Porter: I thought we had a deal! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you had a deal. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If there is a review and the threshold is lowered and a new rule comes out, it should, in a 
democracy, be signed off, or at least tabled in this place, so that the general public know about the lowering of 
the threshold. 

Mr C.C. Porter: That will be a matter for the Minister for Police, but I will write to him with some suggestions.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the Attorney General very much, because I really believe that what the Attorney 
General has indicated he will do will offer the quickest and best protection for police on the streets. I am sure all 
police officers in my electorate will be very grateful if such a review takes place. We hope to get to a lower 
threshold, but a very safe threshold, because I am satisfied, from reading the evidence, that a Taser does not 
impose any lasting injury on any subject. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The deal was that you’d sit down!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He said he wanted me to stop harping on that particular — 

Mr C.C. Porter: No, I wanted you to stop!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Then I will do a deal: as this will provide such a quick and effective solution, I will stop! 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [4.17 pm]: One of the very important funding issues we need to discuss is the 
Premier’s last-minute decision to suddenly include his giant new grand vision for a central park as part of the 
Northbridge Link project. We need to know whether any of the money that has been allocated in this bill we are 
debating has had to be included within this vision for a central park.  

The Premier today claimed that the central park project, the Northbridge Link, is the third part of his 
Infrastructure Australia fund project submission—that is, for extra funding. We have seen no costings and no 
planning. The East Perth Redevelopment Authority has published its grand master plan, after consultations, with 
costings, and there was not a central park in that project. The Premier keeps alluding to wanting a central park in 
the Northbridge Link—it is the missing link for him. Central Park in New York is 843 acres, plus associated 
lakes. If the Premier is involved, there will probably be canals in the Northbridge central park as well! We need 
to know exactly the costing of this project now that the Premier has got his hands in it. If the Premier cannot 
produce the grand master plan and costings today—I refer to changes made to East Perth Redevelopment 
Authority’s published master plan—those of us in the inner city can only assume that we have been dudded 
again by this mean government. Those of us in the metropolitan area can only assume that our project has been 
added third to a poorly articulated submission that contains bad costings and no master plan. Our project has 
been included only so that the Oakajee project, with all its deficiencies, will get up. Those of us in the inner city 
are desperate to find out the nuts and bolts behind the Premier’s grand vision. He has said there will be a central 
park with everything that involves, including the bells and whistles—the canals, the ducks and so on. Will there 
be an ice skating rink? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Will there be markets? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am sure there will be associated activities, member for Girrawheen. I believe that this very 
important issue should be addressed in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 that we are debating 
today. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [4.20 pm] — in reply: I will make some brief comments to 
effectively close the second reading debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. It is the first 
time that I have had the opportunity to do so from this side of the house. Accordingly, I would first like to thank 
members opposite for their varied contributions to a debate that has at times ranged a little wider than one would 
normally see in this framework; notwithstanding that, some important issues have been raised and I want to deal 
with some of them as we head towards the close of the second reading debate.  

At the end of the day one clear reason the Treasurer’s advance is at the level presented to the house is that the 
Liberal-National government is adopting its election commitments. That point has been made a number of times 
by members opposite, and it was made yesterday in the Standard and Poor’s review, which reconfirmed Western 
Australia’s AAA status. The review identified some issues that we have to deal with in the budget, but it also 
made the point that we have been elected to power and have adopted our election commitments. By definition, 
those election commitments represent expenses that were most certainly not anticipated at the time of the May 
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2008 budget. By default, the adoption of election commitments into our spending program has an impact on the 
Treasurer’s advance. That is a statement of fact. Indeed, a historic examination of the Treasurer’s advance in 
recent years reveals a spike in the Treasurer’s advance in election years. I have to acknowledge those spikes have 
not been of this magnitude; nevertheless, there have always been spikes. One significant reason that the total of 
the Treasurer’s advance is so high is that the election commitments have been rolled in to the government’s 
spending program. It is also worth noting, and we will go through this during consideration in detail, that the 
government has had to respond to some significant demands or spending pressures in the past six months or so. 
Those pressures are also reflected in the Treasurer’s advance. I want to touch on three of those because it is 
important to understand that they are expense items which were not, I think, foreseeable in May 2008, but to 
which we have had to respond. One is the additional $131 million in first home owners assistance funding 
provided in this financial year as a result of the federal government’s first home owner boost. That is a positive 
federal government policy initiative that resulted in federal home owner grants increasing from $7 000 to 
$14 000 for people buying established homes and to $21 000 for those building new homes. That is a good thing. 
It has had an impact on the state’s finances, and we are having to find an extra $131 million at short notice to 
fund that grant increase. That is reflected in the Treasurer’s advance. We have also had to find another 
$95 million to maintain our contribution to community housing and to first home buyers through the First Start 
program in Western Australia. Once again, the state government is happy to endorse that important expenditure. 
An interesting element that Treasurers do not like to see listed is that of refunds of revenues already collected by 
Treasury—almost $100 million. Although we will debate some elements in this package in due course, this 
budget contains a number of spending elements that no-one would have reasonably foreseen in May of last year, 
for which we have a technical responsibility to account for here in the Parliament, and that is what we intend to 
do.  

Some issues were raised about the $149 million contingency amount for the remainder of this financial year. I 
think those concerns were valid. Again, we will discuss those concerns during consideration in detail. I am very 
happy to discuss with the opposition mechanisms that can be put in place to ensure that, in a transparent way, we 
provide the Parliament the information either in aggregate at a periodic rate or as those funds are drawn down, 
because it is an important issue. I reviewed Hansard from last year when that amount was, I think, $70 million. 
We were very critical of the then Treasurer—let me rephrase that; we were interested! We were never too critical 
of the former Treasurer. 

Mr P. Papalia: You were critical. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; I was. We were interested in the need for that $70 million and the Treasurer 
explained why it was needed. However, $149 million is a lot more, and we need to be mindful of this important 
issue because, at the end of the day, appropriations are the responsibility of the Parliament. I am certainly happy 
to work with Treasury officials to ensure that the Parliament and the opposition are kept apprised of the spending 
of those funds.  

I wish to spend some time now dealing with some of the issues raised by specific speakers as the debate 
unfolded. I will not address the issues of all speakers because some, like the member for Pilbara, made 
contributions that were completely and absolutely unacceptable in this forum. I think the member for Pilbara has 
learnt today that Parliament will not tolerate his completely inappropriate misuse of the Parliament.  

First, I will deal with some issues raised by the shadow Treasurer, who spent a lot of time quoting from things 
we had said in the house. He spent a lot of time quoting from the Financial Management Act. Unfortunately, he 
did not spend a lot of time analysing the detailed information that we had provided for him. If I could be so bold 
as to say, it was a fairly lightweight response to a fairly significant set of figures. Indeed, from a public policy 
point of view, the member for West Swan made the most significant contribution to the debate.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: The Treasurer is a heavyweight when we talk about getting on the scales. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We all face challenges in life; some of them are on the scales, some of them are in the 
mirror. I do the best I can with what God has given me. There we go, member for Armadale. Some of us battle 
the scales and some of us battle the mirror. I am probably challenged on both fronts, but we will move on. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park! 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I was saying, I have a lot of technical — 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have a lot of technical issues to respond to following the contribution made by the 
member for West Swan. She raised some very good points and I am very happy to touch on those. I return to the 
shadow Treasurer’s lightweight response, and in particular his new mantra about a mini-budget. In a couple of 
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months he will have a maxi-budget. He need not worry about a mini-budget because I will give him the maxi-
budget to deal with. I will make sure the shadow Treasurer has some briefings—I hope that he will turn up this 
time—so that he can understand what a maxi-budget looks like.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I asked myself when the shadow Treasurer started talking about mini-budgets and when 
this new terminology sprang to mind. I have had my staff look—I must say in government it is handy to have 
people who can do this research—but they could not find mention of the shadow Treasurer talking about it 
recently. In fact, it is interesting to go back to the midyear review and the shadow Treasurer’s comments. Yes, 
the Treasurer’s advance is $1.2 billion and the opposition is right to call the government to account, but when the 
midyear review was handed down on 18 December, it flagged a $1 billion Treasurer’s advance. I would have 
thought that if the shadow Treasurer were on the job, if he were on top of his game, he would have looked 
through the midyear review and thought that was a major issue—a $1 billion use of the Treasurer’s advance is a 
major issue. When I looked at the midyear review and was preparing for the withering attack that should have 
followed — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The Treasurer may recall that Parliament was not sitting for months on end.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have read all the member’s press releases and he did not mention it. He did not mention 
the Treasurer’s advance once! Why? Because I do not think he saw it there! I do not think he read the midyear 
review. If he had seen it, as a member of the opposition it should have been like a red rag to a bull. The shadow 
Treasurer should have been all over it. He did not see it. I am more suspicious that he does not read at least the 
detail of the midyear review. When the shadow Treasurer was on 6PR on 18 December, he was asked by Harvey 
Deegan what his view of the state’s economy was. He said — 

… Treasury don’t expect a recession in Western Australia, and the Treasury expect continued healthy 
growth in the final two years of the forward estimates … 

Did the shadow Treasurer say that? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Show me the transcript and I will have a look. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have it here — 

… continued healthy growth in the final two years of the forward estimates … 
Because of that, continued growth. 

I went to the midyear review because I was interested to have a look at what Treasury had forecast. When I read 
the fine print, I found that Treasury does not actually forecast economic growth in the last two years of the out-
years in the midyear review. They are generally projections based on long-term averages—usually 10 years. 
When the shadow Treasurer went on radio and said that Treasury expects economic growth to be solid in the last 
years of the forward estimates, that was not true. All Treasury was doing was using a historical 10-year 
projection. That confirmed my view that the shadow Treasurer had not read the midyear review. It is one of the 
reasons I arranged the briefing for him—so that he could better read the budget papers. That was the briefing that 
he responded to by email to say that he was going to turn up, and then never turned up. Who is going to give the 
budget response? Will it be the member for Warnbro in this house and perhaps Hon Sue Ellery in the other? I 
know they were both at the briefing, and I thank them very much for coming along to that very important 
briefing.  

I made the comment today, in relation to the response to the Treasurer’s advance by the member for Victoria 
Park, that the fundamental issue that confronts the government at the moment in relation to managing debt and 
spending money to support the state’s economy is something that the opposition has no position on. Here we 
have the shadow Treasurer saying that debt is evil —  

Mr M. McGowan: This is the Treasurer’s speech. Is the Treasurer going to address any of the major points?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am addressing the issues. I am not going to deal with the issues the member for 
Rockingham raised, because they are as pathetic as he is! Here we have the shadow Treasurer on the one hand —  

Mr M. McGowan: Will the Treasurer stop clowning around.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Why don’t I send an email to the member for Rockingham’s wife’s email! Go down and 
have a look in her inbox—one of the member’s favourite spots!  

Mr M. McGowan interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member talks about holidays. In the 2005 election campaign, guess who went on 
holidays? The member for Rockingham! He left his electorate and went over to Sydney, I think it was, to support 
Kim Beazley. I can just see it: he goes in there, there are Kim and all the ALP heavyweights plotting for Kim’s 
ascension to the Labor leadership, and the member says, “Here I am, off the plane from WA. What can I do?” 
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Guess what job they gave him? Driver! The member for Rockingham went over to Sydney, presented his 
credentials, got given a copy of the Sydney UBD, and was told to drive big Kim around to help shore up the 
votes! The then Premier of the day had to call him home—and he talks about clowning around!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The shadow Treasurer is anti-debt; the Leader of the Opposition, who still wants to be 
shadow Treasurer, wants us to go out and borrow money!  

Mr P. Papalia: What does the Treasurer stand for? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What do I stand for? A sensible approach to the state’s finances. We will borrow more 
money to support the state. The shadow Treasurer is all over the shop. He needs to spend more time with his 
leader so that they have a consistent position on debt.  

There is another issue that needs to be touched on and that is what elements of the Treasurer’s advance are 
capital expenditure and what elements are recurrent expenditure. The Leader of the Opposition said that we 
should be out spending more money on capital. “If we were to spend more money on capital, it would be 
reflected in the Treasurer’s advance.” The shadow Treasurer may be interested to know—if he had read the 
midyear review he would have noticed this—that at the time of the midyear review, capital expenditure 
accounted for 48 per cent of approximately $1 billion that was sought in the midyear review.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: It is not approximately; it is $1.2 billion.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am talking about the midyear review when the figure was $1 billion. Anyhow, 48 per 
cent. Yet he still fails to have a clear position on the debt position the state should be taking and the expenditure 
platforms that we should be using to sit on. If we accept his leader’s position—which I do—that we should be 
borrowing to spend more now, would we not surely expect the Treasurer’s advance to rise? Would the shadow 
Treasurer not surely expect it? One could argue that this outcome is in many ways entirely consistent with the 
position that the Leader of the Opposition has put. It is completely inconsistent with the positions that the 
shadow Treasurer has put, but I think that when it comes to developing opposition economic strategy, the 
shadow Treasurer is an irrelevance!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I am still not out there sniffing chairs and embarrassing myself!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member can resort to that every time he likes, but the facts are — 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park and member for Armadale! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The fact is, he is an irrelevance.  

Mr P. Papalia: We are still waiting to hear what the Treasurer is going to do.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Sometimes the way we measure how busy shadow minsters are is to count how many 
questions on notice they ask; it is a fair indicator. I had a look the other day. Before Parliament came back last 
week, the shadow Treasurer had asked me two questions on notice. In six months —  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What about the government’s other ministers?  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In six months the shadow Treasurer asked me two questions. In fact the only decent bit of 
information he asked for, I gave to him.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Unlikely.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is a very, very tardy track record.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: This whole attack is on the member personally.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am moving on to deal with some — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham and member for Victoria Park, I am interested in your interjections 
and I am interested in the Treasurer’s response. My suggestion is that the interjections and the responses be 
about the bill before the house, not about other incidents that might have taken place in other places. I ask the 
Treasurer to return to the subject at hand—that is, the bill.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. In relation to this bill, the shadow Treasurer’s 
responses are confusing at best. They are confusing to me, especially when compared with the comments by and 
positions adopted publicly by his own leader. That is the point I am making and I will continue to make, because 
the question has to be asked: who is in charge of the economic policies of the opposition? It is most definitely 
not a person who asks the minister he is shadowing only two questions on notice in six months. That is the point 
that I am attempting to make.  
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Mr P. Papalia: The Treasurer is never here to ask questions of.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Questions on notice. He only needs to write them down and send them by email. It is not 
difficult.  

I want to move on and deal with some of the comments made by the member for West Swan. As I said, I enjoyed 
her speech. She touched on four or five key issues. Firstly, the member asked me about what had happened at the 
meeting last week of the Council of Australian Governments. I have provided some information. I am happy to 
provide more in due course. At COAG in November, the Premier discussed—I just sat there and took notes and 
nodded at the appropriate time—with the other Premiers and the Prime Minister the government’s new approach 
through the national partnership payments. It is a great reform that the former government was involved in and 
one that we have picked up on. We support the work done by the former state government and the 
commonwealth government in this regard. In response to the question the member asked me, everyone knows 
that our goods and services tax income flow over the next few years has been reduced. The general rule of thumb 
is based on the numbers contained in the budget last year. It has dropped by about $1.8 billion, which is a 
significant issue confronting us. I would certainly rather have the $1.8 billion in our pockets than in the pockets 
of the New South Wales government, but that is an argument for another day.  

The question asked was: what was the implication of the national partnerships outcomes on the state’s finances? 
Basically, in Western Australia we receive through that process about $1.6 billion of national partnerships 
payments. That is money that comes into the state tied to a range of specific purposes under the umbrella of the 
national partnerships arrangement. We will be spending that $1.6 billion to meet our obligations and, in addition, 
another $200 million. Through the national partnerships arrangement we receive $1.6 billion and add 
$200 million of state contribution, making $1.8 billion at the end of the process. The commonwealth was 
generous and flexible in assessing the state’s effort. Most people say that the relationship now is a lot better than 
it has been for some time. I think the member for West Swan will find that the Premier has a very positive 
working relationship with the Prime Minister. I applaud both of them for the way they have gone about this, as 
we have attempted to do at Treasurer level with our counterparts, because although there will be issues that we 
will have discussions on, such as the goods and services tax share and the issue of the bank guarantee, we will 
attempt to work through those in a non-political way. 

The member for West Swan raised a couple of other questions. She referred to the issues that we face raising 
debt. The statement was made that one of the reasons we are facing those issues is the debt profile that we are 
looking at over the upcoming years and that impact on the state’s AAA credit rating. That argument could be 
mounted, but the facts are that every state, perhaps with the exception of Victoria, is currently facing these 
problems. The member will find that every state will be involved in ongoing negotiations; in fact, we signed 
joint letters generated by the Queensland Treasurer on this issue. It is a really important issue that we must 
resolve.  

The member criticised the government in part for the range of processes that it has in place at the moment to try 
to deal with financial matters. I did not write down the quote, but I think she said that there is chaos around the 
public sector. I do not necessarily agree with that, but the member is right; there is a subcommittee of cabinet 
called the expenditure and economic review committee, which I head and which has leading responsibility for 
financial management. It is meeting for extended hours over an extended period to deal with some of these 
issues. We have an economic audit. Why do we have an economic audit? It is because there is a fundamental 
reform agenda that we need to engage in for the Western Australian public sector. There must be reforms around 
efficiency and expense management. The economic audit will play an important role in our delivering on that.  

I think the member for Cannington made the point that we have not touched any of Labor’s spending programs 
thus far. We have—especially some of the major infrastructure projects. We all heard the Premier talk about 
Subiaco Oval redevelopment, the Western Australian Museum and the foreshore development. Those projects 
are no longer on our capital works list.  

Mr M.P. Murray: What about the long-drop toilets for the lake? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I heard the member was using those as a lamington hiding repository, so when he is out 
near the lake looking for marron he has something to have a nibble on. I heard that marron on lamington is an 
absolute delicacy in Collie. The member for Collie-Preston knows that I acknowledged on the day I visited there 
the work that he had done on that exceptionally good project for his local community. 

I make no apology for the fact that we have the economic audit trawling through the expenses of government to 
try to find programs that we can remove. We also have a series of what I call value-for-money audits, one of 
which is currently working with the police department and one soon to be working with the science area of the 
Department of Commerce. The West Australian has called them flying audit hit squads or something like that, 
but whatever they are, they are another tool to help us and agencies.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Which accounting firms are you using? 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My understanding is that the accounting firms are being chosen from the Treasury’s panel 
contract, so I could not specifically answer that. Post the event I could let the member know, but my 
understanding is that they have been chosen off the panel contract. We also have the capital works audit and, by 
crikey, we need it because there was no control over the capital works program, and there is no better case in 
point. 

Mr P. Papalia: You might have some concern about capital works growth and the pressure that puts on the 
budget. How do you reconcile that with your willingness to allow the country local government fund to 
distribute $100 million in the next few months without any real return in the way of structured strategic 
planning? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Let us look at that. One of the issues that we are trying to do in the short term is to 
support economic activity in regional Western Australia and in the metropolitan area. My knowledge of where 
that money is being spent thus far would tend to indicate to me that it is an excellent way for a unique 
partnership with local government to provide support at the grassroots level to regional economies. I have no 
problem with the member’s gas mix and no problem with supporting that program.  

Mr P. Papalia: It is $100 million. You don’t have a clue! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Of course we have a clue.  

Mr P. Papalia: You don’t know where it is going.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is not even worth responding to. We also have a strategy to deal with wage growth, 
which is a major issue confronting government.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Minister for Regional Development and member for Warnbro!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Between 2001 and 2008 wage growth accounted for around 41 per cent of the total 
growth in recurrent spending. It is a major challenge to government. We have implemented a head-count freeze 
to try to take the increased head-count growth out of the equation. We will be dealing with the wages side of the 
equation in due course. It is important to understand. I will give members an example of why a head count is 
important. In the 2007-08 financial year the size of the public sector, as measured by full-time equivalents in 
Western Australia, went up by 5 000 people. By my reckoning, that is around 100 FTEs a week, or for every 
working day for a full financial year 20 FTEs joining the public sector. That is one of the factors driving wage 
growth. The ceiling is one of the tools we have in place.  

It is not just about controlling the rate of expenditure, but also about a much broader reform program, because 
we must embrace a broader reform program for the public sector in this state focused on efficiency of service 
delivery and a reform program focused on a far more robust approach to expense management and expense 
reporting. The member for West Swan indicated that when she looked through the list of items that made up the 
Treasurer’s advance, there was nothing that was urgent or unforeseen. I am hoping that the member for West 
Swan is not referring to the $131 million that we are providing to assist first home buyers in Western Australia to 
access the federal government boost package. Some of those whom I happen to know are in and around the 
member’s electorate. I am sure she would not say that it was unforeseen because basically it was. I am sure she is 
not referring to the $95 million of unforeseen money that we had to inject into the housing authority because the 
former government had not forecast house sales correctly when everyone else knew that the housing market was 
on the slide. No major change was made to forecasting and there was a significant black hole into which we have 
had to inject money. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You separated the agencies.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The agency separation was perhaps after that.  
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is not the case at all. Housing and works managed lots of projects but the actual 
works component of its recurrent budget is not that terrific. The big issue in housing was the erosion of income 
from the sale of land. There are 20 000 people on the social housing waiting list at the moment. It is not a 
political problem; it is a social problem. Those 20 000 individuals and families are looking for homes. I cannot 
give the member exact figures, but it has gone up by around 3 500 people in the past eight months. It is a real 
challenge for government, so I do not think putting $95 million of extra spending in to help some of those people 
could be foreseen and considered not urgent. Those things are very urgent and were entirely unforeseen. 

The last point the member touched on was very interesting and revolved around the deficit. The member argued 
that we had been left with a very healthy set of state finances and that we have basically squandered the 
inheritance, for want of a better term. I will share some figures with the house because this is a very important 
issue. Basically, as of last year’s budget, the estimated surplus for this year was $1.8 billion. In four years’ time, 
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2011-12, that $1.8 billion surplus will have dropped to a $200 million surplus. Therefore, within the budgeting 
parameters that the former government adopted in the May budget of last year, the surplus dropped from 
$1.8 billion to $200 million. That is a $1.6 billion decline in the annual surplus across a four-year period, and in 
actual fact, when we put it on a graph, that decline is almost linear. It is a fairly consistent decline in the surplus. 
Therefore, one would argue that a structural issue is deeply embedded in the finances of Western Australia. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: The revision that came about since you got into government has us going into deficit. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If you will let me finish, Einstein, you will understand the point I am trying to make. A 
person who flies around with John Travolta and reads L. Ron Hubbard—just wait until the end of time and I will 
let you know exactly what has happened. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: They believe some pretty strange things, but I do not know that they believe in seat sniffing 
for sexual gratification.  

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr M. McGowan: If you’re going to attack people, you’ll get it back! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What happens if I do? Will the leader of opposition business refuse to give me a pair? 

The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer and the member for Bassendean! The member for Bassendean might not have 
been in this place when I made some remarks, so I will make them again. I do not mind making them. We are in 
here to discuss a particular bill. I am not interested in references to other incidents that might have happened in 
other places. I also draw the Treasurer’s attention to those remarks I have just made. I urge everybody in this 
place, if they want to interject, that they do so with particular reference to this bill. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I apologise, and I am now nervous about upsetting the leader of opposition business in 
case he points his finger at me as he did in relation to the lamington and Tim Tam incident and threatened to 
withdraw my pairs or to not offer a pair! 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer, please continue your remarks with reference to the bill. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Getting back to the point raised — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for West Swan made a very good point about the deeply embedded 
structural imbalance in the state’s finances that sees our surplus go from $1.8 billion to $203 million. Let us take 
a look at what happened in the midyear review. The member for Bassendean is right; the surplus has 
disappeared. However, listen to what happened. The surplus in the midyear review was $1.2 billion declining to 
a deficit of $360 million at the end of that four-year period. When we add that up, it is a decline in the surplus to 
debt position of $1.56 billion. In other words, it curves down—I will move so the camera can see me—and in the 
state’s finances the rate of decline is similar. Therefore, those fundamental embedded imbalances that are 
sending us into deficit that were there in May last year are still there now. The challenge for us is to alter the 
angle of the curve. The challenge for us is to engage in a reform agenda that turns it around so that we are not on 
this slide.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It has shifted; yes. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: So all you have done is make it worse since you got here. That is all you have done! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We are on a slide and that is why we have the economic — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is why we have the rolling value for money audits, the capital works program and 
the wages growth strategy, and it is hard. It is hard work to turn around the finances of the state. Sometimes I 
feel like I am on the back of the Titanic; I can see the iceberg and I have my little oar and I am trying to turn 
around, and it is a difficult process. I do not resile from that at all, but it is a challenge that we quite simply must 
meet. It is a challenge that we have acknowledged many times and we will continue to work on it. 

I will touch on a couple of other points made by some members opposite. I think it is important to acknowledge 
points that are made and to attempt to respond to them. It is a courtesy that we were rarely afforded in 
opposition. However, the member for Cannington talked about this year’s Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill and he made a very brilliant observation. He told to us that we will be back in this place before the end of 
the financial year because we will have to settle the wages negotiation with the police and their wages will go up, 
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which will impact on the Treasurer’s advance. I have news for the member for Cannington; that is, the 
Treasurer’s advance relates to expenditure in this financial year. For his information, in Australia the financial 
year starts on 1 July and finishes on 30 June. The police enterprise bargaining agreement expires on 30 June. 
Renegotiation of the police EBA will apply to wages—I hope we will finish negotiations before the EBA 
expires—and it will apply from 1 July onwards. Therefore, nothing that comes out of the police EBA 
renegotiation will impact on the Treasurer’s advance. However, I thought I would put that on the public record 
just in case the member takes the time to read it.  

Of course, we had an amazing contribution from the member for Cockburn. It was a very, very interesting 
contribution. I noted that the thing he said the most was that the royalties for regions plan is simply smoke and 
mirrors—smoke and mirrors, with no detail provided about the $337 million allocation in the budget. We 
actually took the time to put it in the midyear review. It is all there; almost two pages with all the details—every 
single line item and the line item that the member for Warnbro is so envious of, the $100 million local 
government fund. It is all there! All the member for Cockburn had to do was open it and read it. However, I do 
not expect much more from the member for Cockburn because he is the person who claimed that all that 
happened on Varanus Island was an explosion, something that was incredibly obvious. There was a big blurb last 
year about the government spending $6 million to upgrade tech park and the member for Cockburn—the 
member for Victoria Park was involved too—was going to call it “Silicon Valley with soul”. Those were the 
member for Cockburn’s words—“Silicon Valley with soul”. I cannot remember the exact date, but I think it was 
announced about March last year. He said, “By March next year, we will have Silicon Valley with soul and it 
will have a lot of Pointer Sisters down there and it will all be full of soul.” He said it would have companies 
bidding for lots of activity there and it would all be fantastic, and it was all going to be done by March this year. 
I had a phone call in March from a newspaper person, because the media diarises these things. This person asked 
what had happened at Technology Park. I said nothing. Nothing has happened! 

A government member: There’s no soul! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There is no soul out there! I do not know what it is, but it is not soul. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: What about that broadband contract? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will get on to that.  

The member for Cockburn is having a go at us, yet his Silicon Valley with soul is a mirage. I will tell members 
what happened. He said in March last year that it would be finished in 12 months. The member for Victoria 
Park’s name was on the press release as well, but I do not think the Silicon Valley component can be attributed 
to him. What did we discover? There is a planning process to get us from A to B that generally takes about two 
years. Do members know when the plans were submitted? In June! He made the announcement in March that it 
would be finished in 12 months and submitted the plans in June, although approval can take up to two years. 
That is simply remarkable. 

The Kimberley broadband project currently has, I do not know, 20 users hooked up to it. The member for 
Cockburn announced these grandiose plans to hook up 16 remote Indigenous communities, which is a fantastic 
thing to do for those communities. In fact, I am a very strong supporter of providing that type of communication 
and access to information to people who live in remote communities. The feedback I have is that when that sort 
of infrastructure is provided, it has a major positive impact on the kids in the community. I think it is a fantastic 
thing. However, we have this project with, again, all the focus on the announcement and no focus on the 
deliverable. All the focus is on this great big announcement in Broome and no focus is on the deliverable. That is 
a real shame for all those kids in those communities who should and could be accessing those computers and that 
infrastructure because it is so very important. The member stands in this place and lectures us about providing no 
detail, yet he was the king of the quick press release and the king of the quick photo opportunity, and he 
delivered nothing. 

I can see that the Leader of the House is getting a bit tetchy, so I will close with a response to some comments 
made by the member for Willagee. The member for Willagee stands in this place and attacks us; that is fine. He 
pontificates on how poorly we are doing and how wonderfully well his government went. The member for 
Willagee attacked the member for Wanneroo—I should say it was an unsubstantiated attack—who needs no 
defence from anyone on this side. Just leave him alone! I had a bit of a look. If the opposition was so good in 
government, how did it use the Treasurer’s advance? I dug down a bit. This is interesting; members might want 
to listen. We are asking for $1.2 billion for the Treasurer’s advance. The member for Willagee criticises the 
government for doing that. The interesting point to note is that of that $1.2 billion, $158 million is due to 
expenses that the previous government incurred during the first five weeks of this financial year, from 1 July 
until 10 August, or whenever the election was called. The opposition criticises the government because the 
Treasurer’s advance is at — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: What was the figure? 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am reading from the pre-election financial statements. There is a section at the back 
called “Treasurer’s Advance”. The total amount projected to be drawn against the Treasurer’s advance after five 
weeks was $158.5 million; 13 per cent of what is being asked for today was racked up by the previous 
government for unforeseen or unplanned items over a five-week period. If I annualise that five-week 
performance by multiplying it by 10, the previous government would have been asking for $1.6 billion, and it 
did not even account for election commitments. That is the problem.  

Mr M. McGowan: That’s a weak argument. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: A weak argument? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; of which — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I have given the member for Bassendean ample opportunity. I formally call him for the first 
time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The government is asking for a $1.2 billion sign-off on the Treasurer’s advance. 
However, $158.5 million of that—13.2 per cent—was accrued in five weeks by the previous government. This is 
for unforeseen or unplanned expenses. How can the opposition be — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Warnbro for the second time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: How can the opposition be so disorganised as to have nearly $160 million of unplanned 
or unforeseen expenses within the first five weeks of the financial year? What is the opposition’s definition of a 
plan? The opposition must have had its face to the wall and did not look past the first couple of days. The 
member has the gall to lecture the government, yet during the five weeks—thankfully the only five weeks—he 
had his hands on the Treasury, he spent $158.5 million of the Treasurer’s advance. I make this point again — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Okay; let us annualise. I do not usually respond to interjections from this member because 
they are usually inane, but this one is so dopey, I feel compelled to put an answer on the record. If we annualise 
$158 million over five weeks, we have $1.6 billion over a year. The opposition criticises the government, yet its 
own figures indicate that it completely lost control of the state’s finances within five weeks. How can there be 
$160 million in unforeseen expenditure within the first five weeks of the financial year?  

Mr A.J. Waddell interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: From when? The opposition has some good ones over there. I seriously think the Labor 
Party needs to reflect on its preselection process! Does the member know what the cut-off date is? It is not the 
election date; this is the state government. We are not writing figures on the back of our hands trying to make 
some Labor Party branch stack up! These are the finances of Western Australia. The cut-off date was 6 August, 
but the previous government went into caretaker mode the day the election was called. The cut-off date is not the 
election date. The member should make sure he has his facts right before he opens his mouth. They are the facts 
as they are presented. I think I have dealt with most of the issues that members opposite raised. The member for 
Victoria Park has gone to a better place!  

I thank members opposite for raising these issues. I look forward to consideration in detail. I reiterate the point I 
made earlier, and I say this in good faith: the government will provide as much information as it can through the 
consideration in detail process, and looks forward to it. 

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time. 

Referral to Public Accounts Committee 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.05 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 be referred to the Public Accounts Committee, 
and that the committee report to the house by 31 March 2009. 

Question put and negatived. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, I was on my feet to speak to the motion I moved. 

The SPEAKER: Member, I did not hear a division called. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, can I request a formal ruling? I was on my feet to speak to the motion. 

Speaker’s Ruling 

The SPEAKER: Members, it is quite simple. A motion was moved; I asked for those in support and I asked for 
those against. I ruled in favour of those against and gave plenty of opportunity for a division to be called. I did 
not hear a division called. If I had heard a division called, I certainly would have given it; the member knows 
that. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Mr Speaker, the member was on his feet and was about to proceed to make the case for 
the motion. 

The SPEAKER: The point is this: everybody in this place knows that if a member wants to get my attention, or 
the attention of any of the Acting Speakers or the Deputy Speaker, he says, “Mr Speaker”. The member was 
more than entitled to say, “Division”. 

Dissent from Speaker’s Ruling 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.08 pm] — without notice: Mr Speaker, under section 112 of the 
standing orders, I move — 

To dissent from the Speaker’s ruling. 

I do so advisedly because I think, from the evidence of this example and from a range of other examples during 
the week, we have seen a degree of bias in the rulings of the Speaker. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is the opportunity to do so, my friend, when one is moving dissent from the 
Speaker’s ruling. It is an opportunity to say what one thinks about the Speaker’s ruling. The Speaker made a 
ruling a moment ago that I think reflected badly upon him. I am going to say this to the house, because this is the 
opportunity that members have to raise these issues.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, this is not an opportunity to debate what might have happened in 
this place previously. I have read and acquainted myself with standing order 112, as you no doubt have. As far as 
I am concerned, you are fulfilling the requirements of standing order 112; I do not dispute that. What I need to 
know from the member, before we can proceed in this place, is the ruling that you dispute—what it is that you 
seek clarification of. That is what you need to provide to me and this house.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, a moment ago I asked for a formal ruling on whether I was entitled to speak 
to the motion that I moved mere moments before, and you rose to your feet and indicated that you had ruled that 
I was no longer entitled to speak to the matter that I had moved moments before. That is the ruling that I am 
objecting to. I have moved dissent from that ruling that you made.  

I stood five or so minutes ago to move a motion to refer the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public 
Accounts Committee for examination for a little over a week, and you ruled that I was unable to speak on that 
matter, even though I was on my feet. This place is a democratic chamber, and when members rise to their feet 
to speak on an issue, they should be entitled to do so; however, Mr Speaker, you ruled I was not able to do so, 
and I want to take the opportunity to dissent from the ruling that you made.  

Mr Speaker, are you saying that I am unable to speak on the dissent motion?  

The SPEAKER: Not at all, member for Rockingham, and I understand what you are asking. I absolutely 
understand what you are asking. Everybody in this place is entitled to raise a point of order or speak, as you are. 
Member, if you believe that I was wrong in the decision I made—I am not in any sense in this place the most 
perfect of human beings; none of us is—I am quite willing to listen to your point.  

In the decision that I made in calling the ayes and the noes, I was proceeding down the path of putting to the 
house whether members supported the motion that you moved. Perhaps I was in error, member for Rockingham, 
in not noticing whether you were on your feet; and, genuinely, I did not know whether the member was on his 
feet when I was making that decision. I was simply giving the opportunity to the house to vote either yes or no. 
If the member wants to proceed to put a case for why this should go to that committee, I am prepared to hear that 
now.  

Member, the process in front of the house at the moment is that you have moved a motion to dissent from a 
ruling I have given. To proceed with the motion the member just described, which I am happy to hear in this 
place, either he needs to withdraw his dissent motion or the house needs to deal with it.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, of course I want to maintain the very friendly relations that we have. If you 
are prepared to allow the debate to resume on the original motion I moved, of course I am prepared to withdraw 
the dissent motion.  

The SPEAKER: I did not notice that you were on your feet. I had gone to the ayes and noes as part of the 
process. That was the decision I made at that point. I think the point the member made in referring to standing 
orders is a valid one, and if the member wishes to speak to that original motion, and he withdraws his dissent 
motion, I will enable him to do that.  

Motion, by leave, withdrawn. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.14 pm] — without notice: I move —  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would allow the following motion to be moved 
forthwith — 

That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 be referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee and that the committee report to the house by 31 March 2009. 

I have moved this motion because the Treasurer is asking the Parliament to allocate an amount of incredible 
magnitude and scale through the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. The government is seeking a huge 
amount to be allocated to the Treasurer’s advance, and it is the opposition’s view that this matter deserves some 
consideration by the Public Accounts Committee.  

Naturally, when the Parliament resumes in a little over a week, there will be an opportunity for the third reading 
of this bill to be debated. However, that is not enough discussion on this issue. In the case of the budget, we have 
the entirety of the budget estimates period for the budget to be examined. In this case, the only time we have had 
is the debate on the second reading of this bill, and the government is insistent that it deserves and needs to be 
debated by the Parliament as soon as possible. I suggest that the best opportunity for this is to refer this matter to 
the Public Accounts Committee for some examination.  
Now, Mr Speaker, this is not an unprecedented motion —  

Point of Order 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Mr Speaker, I cannot hear the member speaking. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Albany does not have a point of order, but I do acknowledge what he is 
saying, and I am sure that the member for Rockingham would appreciate some silence as well. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, we need to suspend standing orders to allow this to happen. There is a 
precedent for this. Last year the member for Avon, a member of the National Party, moved exactly the same 
motion.  

Government members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will get to that. 

The person who spoke in favour of the motion was none other than the member for Cottesloe at that point, now 
Premier of Western Australia. He spoke in favour of exactly this motion. He said, “I find myself in agreement — 

Mr C.C. Porter: When the member for Avon spoke, did he manage to do it properly?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The dark princes are back, one of whom has not only blue blood running through his 
veins, but blue ink as well.  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not assault women, Treasurer. I do not assault women!  

The Premier said at that time, “I find myself in agreement with pretty well everything the member for Avon had 
to say”. Further in the debate, the member for Cottesloe said, “…I think it would be a worthy thing for the Public 
Accounts Committee to look at this practice.” The member for Cottesloe at that time thought that this was a 
worthy thing for the house to agree to. The National Party, under its former leader the member for Avon, also 
thought it was a worthy issue for this house to consider. They sought a full month for the Public Accounts 
Committee to examine this issue. All I am seeking is a little over a week for the Public Accounts Committee to 
examine this issue. I think that that is fair, particularly in light of the fact that the amount being sought is 
$450 million more than was sought last year. That is a very material difference from last year. In light of the 
rhetoric of the former opposition, now government, on this issue, we are seeking a referral period of a little over 
a week, and we are seeking to examine an amount that is $450 million more than was sought last year.  



2234 [ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 19 March 2009] 

 

The Public Accounts Committee can examine issues surrounding the contingency payment, the $149.3 million 
that is contained within the submission that the Treasurer has put forward, the various small items totalling 
$6.6 million, and, indeed, all the other amounts; but it would be particularly important, I think, for the Public 
Accounts Committee to examine those particular items so that we can understand exactly what the government is 
proposing in this matter. 

I realise that I am speaking only on the suspension of standing orders; I am not speaking on the actual motion. 
However, the opposition needs to outline its argument somewhat in the suspension debate so that members can 
understand what we are seeking. We are seeking a little over a week for examination by the Public Accounts 
Committee, because there are such important issues to be examined. That would provide greater, additional 
examination of that huge amount of money than a discussion in the second reading stage of this bill would 
provide. I believe that is a reasonable and fair request, particularly in light of the fact that the then opposition, 
now the government, said exactly the same thing last year when far less money was involved. Indeed, the now 
Premier was totally in support of this matter last year. I urge the house to support the suspension. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [5.21 pm]: I find it an appalling situation that we 
have reached this point whereby the government will not agree to a suspension of standing orders so that we can 
have a reasonable debate on the substantive issue, which is the issue of referring the question of the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public Accounts Committee. 

Why would we want to do that? What is the urgency of this matter? What is the requirement for the suspension 
of standing orders? In question time today, the Treasurer told us that debt is going to be larger than the 
$16.7 billion forecast in the midyear review—itself a totally unsustainable level of debt, with a debt-to-revenue 
ratio of more than 60 per cent, and loss of the AAA credit rating. People who would normally lend the state 
money are not willing to lend the state money, while the Treasurer and the government continue to run up the 
tab. Is that not the sort of situation that the Public Accounts Committee ought to examine? Is that not the sort of 
situation that the house should allow a reasonable debate on? Moreover, the Treasurer told us in question time 
today that there will be a deficit. He said, almost in passing, that there will be a deficit. The last time we had 
deficits was when the Premier was on the budget committee in the Court government, and it delivered five 
budget deficits out of eight. Here we are again, back in the realms of debt and deficit with the wonderful 
financial management of the Premier and his chosen Treasurer. Why would we not have a Public Accounts 
Committee inquiry? Why would we not have a suspension of standing orders to allow a debate on a very 
reasonable proposition that the Public Accounts Committee should look at the Treasurer’s advance when the 
Treasurer is asking for $1.2 billion outside the budget process—$1.2 billion. An amount of that size has never 
been asked for before. It is an extraordinary amount to ask for, $1.2 billion. 

There is evidence from today’s proceedings of Parliament alone that the finances of this state are out of control 
and heading for disaster under the stewardship of this novice Treasurer across the way. The buffoon from 
Busselton is leading us into a very dangerous financial position. 

What the opposition wanted to debate, and would debate, if there were a suspension of standing orders is the 
very reasonable proposition that the Public Accounts Committee should examine the state of the finances, when 
we have debt at $16.7 billion and, in the Treasurer’s own words, growing; the loss of the AAA credit rating 
threatened, with a debt-to-revenue ratio of above 60 per cent; a deficit in store; and the Treasurer asking for the 
Bankcard limit to be extended to $1.2 billion. 

We have seen that the government’s efforts to control expenditure are being seriously compromised by its failure 
to effectively manage the three per cent efficiency dividend. Ministers have been lazy, asleep at the wheel. The 
expenditure review committee has not been meeting, leaving it to the bureaucrats, who are being run over as 
soon as the — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The committee is meeting now, is it? On the basis of the advice available to me, it certainly 
was not meeting before Christmas when the three per cent was being organised. The government has not been 
managing the three per cent effectively and efficiently. Government members have locked themselves into an 
unsustainable royalties for regions deal, which is already causing 500 public sector redundancies to be instituted 
and which will be the cause of further job losses and further service cuts. It was unsustainable before the global 
financial crisis. It was the desperate, do-anything deal of the Premier. Compromise the state’s finances—
anything to get power! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I am interested in hearing from the Leader of the Opposition. Obviously, some other members 
in this place are more interested in talking to each other across the chamber. I ask those members to desist from 
doing that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is an unsustainable deal. It was unsustainable before the global financial crisis. 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We agreed to $1 billion of additional expenditure. The government signed up to $2.8 billion. 
It was unsustainable before the global financial crisis; it is even more unsustainable afterwards. This deal will 
produce much bad news, and the first example is the 500 public sector redundancies announced by the Treasurer. 
I support additional regional investment, but the size of the deal that has been agreed to by the government is 
unsustainable, and it will produce negative impacts on our finances. Given the gravity of the financial issues 
confronting the state, these are the issues that should be examined by the Public Accounts Committee, but the 
government will not even allow the suspension of standing orders so that we can have a reasonable debate on the 
substance of that motion. 

I have been in this Parliament for some time. I was once the manager of opposition business when the Premier 
was the Leader of the House. I remind the Premier of his experiences as Leader of the House when he was ham-
fisted in his dealings with the then opposition. It is unwise to try to deny the opposition, let alone a party with 
28 seats, its legitimate rights in the Parliament. I say this: we will keep debating the suspension motion either 
until the government allows the debate on the referral to the Public Accounts Committee or until it gags us, 
because we are not going to stand by and have our rights for a perfectly reasonable motion to be debated to be 
ridden over roughshod by an increasingly arrogant government. We are not going to stand for that. We are going 
to defend the rights of members of Parliament to have issues, in particular grave financial issues, scrutinised 
properly. 

I am amazed that the Leader of the House has been so cavalier in his rejection of the suspension of standing 
orders. People know that what happened in this house was an unfortunate series of misunderstandings and 
miscommunications. That is what happened. Anyone who was here observing knows that that is what happened. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members on my right! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This is arrogant, flippant, cavalier, dismissive. Carry on like that, Premier. We like to see him 
display that side of his personality to the community. It is actually helpful if he displays that somewhat juvenile 
side of his personality. 

What I am talking about is this: the government ought to agree to a suspension of standing orders so that we can 
then debate the motion to refer the Treasurer’s advance to the Public Accounts Committee. Moreover, member 
for Murray, the government — 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Murray-Wellington, please.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: — ought to then agree to the substantive motion, because I am sure the member would be 
concerned about the loss of the state’s AAA credit rating; I am sure members would be concerned about debt of 
$16.7 million; I am sure members would be concerned about a deficit; I am sure they would be concerned about 
the resulting harsh measures that will be imposed in their electorates on the services that people enjoy as a result 
of this gathering financial crisis. 

We debated it all day in the second reading stage of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. We have not got 
as far as we wanted with the Treasurer.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We think that the Public Accounts Committee ought to examine the issue.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Treasurer spends his entire time attacking individuals—it is time he got down to the real 
task at hand. The government still has a chance to redress this situation. I say to the Leader of the House that he 
should agree to the suspension — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

The SPEAKER: If the member for Albany wants to get to his feet and talk to this particular motion, I will let 
him do that. I am going to formally call the member for Albany for the second time. The Leader of the 
Opposition has the call. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, the Leader of the Opposition is on his feet: I want to hear him speak! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, the Leader of the Opposition is on his feet: I want to hear him continue. I do not 
want to hear from any other member!  
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I say to the Leader of the House that he can agree to the suspension of standing orders. There 
will be a debate anyway, unless he wants to move a gag motion immediately. We can have a more sensible 
debate if he agrees to the suspension of standing orders. He will then be in a position in which he can disagree 
with the motion for a referral to the Public Accounts Committee if that is what he so chooses. I suggest that he 
accept both motions. It is not actually a difficulty for the government to have a short, sharp Public Accounts 
Committee inquiry. Moreover, the Leader of House knows that should the members of the Public Accounts 
Committee decide to have that inquiry, they can go ahead and have that inquiry anyway.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If I were him, I would recognise a bit of reality and I would accept both motions. But in the 
first instance, I would accept the first motion in the interests of the harmonious operation of this house. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [5.33 pm]: I must respond to the comments by both 
the Leader of the Opposition and the manager of opposition business. This is another one of the new boys’ 
stunts. Not at one time today did the manager of opposition business come to me and say, “Leader of the House, 
Rob, Mr Johnson”, whatever he wants to call me — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not at one point did he come and see me and say to me, “We want this to go to the Public 
Accounts Committee; we want to move a motion.” What do we get? At gone five o’clock, which is the time 
when this house has normally risen, we get a stunt being pulled to try to — 

Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would keep quiet if I were the member! The member is in disgrace, my friend! He 
should go home, if he has a home to go to!  

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the House has the call. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I in no way intend to be arrogant or cavalier, but I like people to be reasonable. If the 
manager of opposition business had spoken to me, we could have discussed it. The Leader of the Opposition can 
move this motion in the week we come back, any time between the second and third reading when we are 
normally sitting. He can do that.  

Mr M. McGowan: It’s due to report on the day we come back! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The manager of opposition business is being stupid, that is why! The argument we have 
heard so far is that they want this to be scrutinised — 

Mr M. McGowan: It states to report on 31 March—that’s the day we come back! 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Rockingham! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The manager of opposition business had the opportunity, during consideration in detail, 
for every member to scrutinise the bill—every member! But no, no, what do the manager of opposition business 
and the Leader of the Opposition want? They want five members to scrutinise it —  

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kimberley! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is all he wants. Obviously, there may be some provenance behind that. As has 
already been said, they can initiate one if they want to. If they feel so strongly about it—I remember the former 
Treasurer opposing this sort of thing in the past, and before — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Did we face the loss of the AAA credit rating when I was Treasurer? No! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Before the Leader of the Opposition and other members on that side start attacking the 
Premier and the Treasurer, I will quote what happened last year on 18 March, when there was some talk about 
sending the then same Treasurer’s advance bill to the Public Accounts Committee. What did the now Premier 
say? Amongst many other things, he stated — 

I do not agree, however, that we need to refer the bill to a committee. Referring it will create all sorts of 
problems for the administration of state services and I do not advocate that. 

That was a very, very good comment, and he was considering the state services and everybody else. The 
opposition is trying to pull a political stunt. If members opposite had come to me and told me in a civil way—a 
reasonable way—that they wanted this to go to the Public Accounts Committee, we may well have accepted. But 
under these circumstances, we will not be threatened and bullied by a very inexperienced manager of opposition 
business who really needs to learn his job! As for the Leader of the Opposition, I am staggered that he would 
make these sorts of threats to us. I am staggered that he, personally, would make these sorts of threats, because I 
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have always thought of him as being a reasonable person. The comments he made to me were very unreasonable 
and very out of character. Most members want to go home; they have had a very, very busy week — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGowan: You’re just lazy! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You are lazy! I may be lazy—the member may think I am lazy, but I think he is stupid! 
There we go! Those are our different opinions!  
Mr T.R. Buswell: You’re right! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly! I am right; he is wrong!  
I am not trying to be arrogant or cavalier — 
Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is against my character. I am trying to bring some reasonableness into this. I know that 
members opposite want to go home—they have already told me they want to go home; they wanted to go home 
at four o’clock! If they had not had so many speakers, we would have gone home at four o’clock! 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That was the National Party! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it was not!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: We could win any vote on a Thursday afternoon! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I ask the Leader of the House to direct his words to the motion in front of us; I also ask other 
members to focus on members who are speaking and not on others in this place—once again! The Leader of the 
House has the call. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will address my comments to the motion before us, that so much of standing orders be 
suspended. The Leader of the Opposition and the manager of opposition business strayed a long way from that, 
and I think they were given a lot of leeway by the Speaker, who I think has done an excellent job under a lot of 
pressure today. I have been going for four minutes, and I will go for one minute more—that is all—because I do 
not want to delay members of this house from going home.  

We will not be bullied by members opposite. We are happy to be reasonable. If members want to move this 
motion when we come back, and if they still feel so strongly about it, they will have an opportunity and we will 
not oppose the suspension of standing orders when we come back if they want to move it. They will be allowed 
to talk to the motion and we will obviously address it, provided they do not want to take a day doing it. But I am 
not prepared to accept the motion they have put forward tonight; I think it is unreasonable, unjust and unfair, not 
only to members on this side of the house, but also to their own members. They need to take some counsel from 
some of their own members who dearly want to get back to their electorates tonight rather than tomorrow 
morning.  
For those reasons, the government will not be agreeing to the suspension of standing orders.  
MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [5.38 pm]: The government’s attitude to this is appalling. It is failing to 
facilitate a negotiated agreement between the Leader of the House and the member for Rockingham to overcome 
an impasse — 
Several members interjected.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY: What actually happened is that the member for Rockingham — 
Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer! 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: — moved the motion and was about to express his right to debate that motion, and, with 
respect, I think the Speaker a little hastily in putting it to the vote — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, members! 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: As a result, the member for Rockingham moved a motion of dissent against the Speaker’s 
ruling—something that is incredibly serious and the member did not do it lightly. He did that because it was the 
only way of getting, through the standing orders, some sort of remedy. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Mr Speaker, I raise a point of order about relevance. What the member is discussing here is 
not the issue of whether we should suspend standing orders. What he is talking about is some sort of — 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! I want to hear the member for Bassendean. It is my belief that the member 
for Bassendean is moving towards describing why the circumstances at the moment are important in terms of the 
suspension of standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I am precisely describing why we should suspend standing 
orders. We should suspend standing orders—and the government should agree to that—to facilitate an informal 
agreement that was reached between the member for Rockingham and the Speaker to overcome an impasse. I am 
explaining the circumstances in which this impasse arose. What happened was that the member for Rockingham 
had moved a motion and was about to exercise his right in this Parliament to outline the merits of that motion. 
However you, Mr Speaker, I think acted a little in haste and put the motion to a vote before you would have 
intended—upon reflection—to have done. The member for Rockingham then moved a motion to dissent from 
your ruling. I think you then, Mr Speaker, had an opportunity to reflect upon the circumstances that had 
occurred, and you suggested to the member for Rockingham, as a way of overcoming this impasse, that if he 
were to withdraw his motion of dissent, you would allow him to speak, as he would have done, on the substance 
of the motion—in other words, make the case for sending the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill to the 
Public Accounts Committee. However, what that required—you obviously realised that afterwards, Mr 
Speaker—was the suspension of standing orders to facilitate that agreement.  

We had an impasse between you, Mr Speaker, and the member for Rockingham, which both of you have 
negotiated in good faith to overcome. The only missing ingredient of goodwill in this whole process is the 
government! Under normal circumstances, had you not acted so hastily, Mr Speaker, the member for 
Rockingham would have had the capacity to have that debate and to outline the case for why this $1.2 billion 
blow-out should go to the Public Accounts Committee for consideration. However, because of the circumstances 
I have outlined, he was unable to do that. You have recognised the problem, Mr Speaker, and you have 
suggested a pathway forward. Unfortunately, it requires the suspension of standing orders. The only impediment 
in that process is the arrogance of the government. The government is not prepared to facilitate the agreement 
between you, Mr Speaker, and the member for Rockingham. That is why the government should support the 
suspension of standing orders. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.42 pm]: The substance of the actual motion that we had intended to move 
has already been outlined by the leader of opposition business and the Leader of the Opposition. I am surprised 
that the leader of government business is not being cooperative on this matter.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: It is because of your bloke over there! You need to talk to him!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Leader of government business, I am just making a point. The reason that we need to bring 
on this matter now is that we want a short, sharp inquiry by the Public Accounts Committee. This house will not 
be sitting next week. We want the Public Accounts Committee to report to the Parliament when we come back 
the following week so that we can look for other ways in which the Parliament can inform itself of things such as 
the Treasurer’s advance—as the Treasurer has also said we need to do—because the Treasurer’s advance does 
have some problems, as I think we have all identified.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: In all honesty, if you were sitting on this side of the house, you would not be making the 
comments that you are making now in support of this motion. You would be opposing it if we had moved it 
when we were sitting on that side of the house!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Leader of government business, we are taking about a suspension of standing orders. We are 
talking about the opposition’s right to move a motion to refer $1.2 billion of expenditure beyond the budget 
process to the Public Accounts Committee. The Public Accounts Committee is the appropriate committee to 
inquire into this sort of expenditure. The committee has the right to call public servants to appear before it and to 
question them on exactly what is being spent and what is being allocated, and whether it is necessary that this 
appropriation be made now in this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill or whether it can wait until the budget 
process. There is a contingency fund in this bill of $150 million. As the Treasurer has indicated previously, 
$150 million is a lot of money. This is certainly a matter that is worthy of consideration by the Public Accounts 
Committee. As the leader of opposition business has indicated, a similar motion was moved last year by the then 
member for Avon, Max Trenorden. It is not new. It is not shocking. It was supported at the time by the member 
for Cottesloe, the now Premier.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I doubt that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. The Premier supported it.  
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Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier then noted the fact that the world financial conditions were deteriorating, and he 
was right. The global credit crunch had started to impact. Since then we have come a long way further. Since 
then the revenue sources for the state have started to decline significantly. Since then expenditure by this state 
government has gone up significantly. It is not outrageous and certainly it is within the rights and expectations 
that the opposition of Western Australia should seek to have this matter referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee for a short inquiry. The Treasurer indicated that he would like to have this matter through the 
Parliament by mid-April. Having the Public Accounts Committee report to Parliament on 31 March will not 
delay that process. I dare say it would actually be a speedier process than going through the consideration in 
detail stage in this place. Both sides of Parliament would then be in a position of having a lot more information 
about the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill and be in a position of being able to vote in a way they were 
comfortable with. I am surprised that the leader of government business will not support the opposition in this 
regard and is not cooperating. It is something about which I think that the people of Western Australia will have 
great concern when they realise that the opposition is not being given the opportunity to move a motion that 
relates to a significant amount of money being spent outside the budget process.  

Question to be Put 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [5.46 pm]: I move — 

That the question be now put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
 

Ayes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

 

Noes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  

 

            

Pair 

 Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.A. McGinty 

Question thus passed.  

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion Resumed 

The SPEAKER: I ask members to listen to my following remarks in relative silence so that those members who 
have not been through this experience might hear what I am saying. Members, because this is a motion without 
notice to suspend standing orders, I will need to satisfy myself that there is an absolute majority present. If I hear 
a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly again. 

Question put. 

The SPEAKER: There being a dissentient voice, the house will divide. 

Division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
  

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pair 

 Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.J.M. Bowler 

Question thus negatived. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

On motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 31 March 2009 at 2.00 pm. 

PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes of the bill. 

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND AND LEVY COLLECTION 
AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Receipt 

Bill received from the Council. 

House adjourned at 5.56 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — COMMUNICATION AGREEMENTS 

325. Mr E.S. Ripper to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport; Disability 
Services 

With respect to communication agreements, can the minister advise; 

(a)  the date when communication agreements were signed by the Minister and each respective department, 
agency or government owned corporation the Minister is responsible for;  

(b)  the names of the people who signed off on each agreement;  

(c)  the name of the department contact for each agreement; and  

(d)  can the Minister table a copy of each communication agreement?  

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

Public Transport Authority - 

(a)  4 February 2009 (Minister); 10 February 2009 (Chief Executive Officer); 6  February 2009 (Minister 
assisting the Minister for Transport); 5 February 2009  (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Transport) 

(b) Hon Simon O'Brien MLC; Reece Waldock, Chief Executive Officer 

(c)  Department contacts are Reece Waldock, Chief Executive Officer, or his  nominated officer. 

(d)  [See paper No 736.] 

Dept Planning & Infrastructure - 

(a)  27 February 2009 (Minister); 27 February 2009 (Director General) 

(b)  Hon Simon O'Brien MLC; Eric Lumsden, Director General 

(c)  Department contacts are Eric Lumsden, Director General, or his nominated officer 

(d)  [See paper No 736.] 

Main Roads WA - 

(a) 1 December 2008 (Minister); 27 November 2008 (Commissioner of Main Roads) 

(b) Hon Simon O'Brien MLC; Menno Henneveld, Commissioner of Main Roads 

(c) Department contacts are Menno Henneveld, Commissioner of Main Roads, or his  nominated officer. 

(d)  [See paper No 736.] 

Disability Services Commission - 

(a)  31 October 2008 (Minister); 2 October 2008 (Department) 

(b)  Hon Simon O'Brien MLC; Dr Ron Chalmers (Director General) 

(c)  Department contacts identified are Dr Ron Chalmers, Director General; the Manager of Strategic and 
Executive Services and members of the Corporate Executive of the Commission 

(d)  [See paper No 736.] 

CRAIGIE COMMUNITY HOUSE — “AT RISK” CHILDREN 

425. Mr A.P. O’Gorman to the minister representing the Minister for Child Protection: 

(1)  Will the Minister please identify the “at risk” children who will benefit from the money budgeted by the 
previous government for the Craigie Community House? 

(2)  On what basis does the Minister consider those services, planned to be provided from the Craigie 
Community House, are no longer needed when the Department for Communities has nominated this 
project as a high priority? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

The minister has provided the following response 
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1. This funding will benefit some of the state’s most vulnerable children who are now entering care with a 
variety of difficult to manage behaviours and issues. Unfortunately, for many of these children foster 
care placements frequently break down and therefore a professionally staffed residential care facility is 
the best option in providing suitable accommodation and care. 

2. I am advised that commencing the building, or at least being seen to have commenced the building, 
prior to the recent election formed the basis of the project being a “high priority”. Specific services had 
not been identified. 

CULLACABARDEE ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY — VISITS FROM DEPARTMENT 

454. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Community Services 

With regard to the Cullacabardee Aboriginal community, I ask:  

(a)  can the Minister provide a list of times and dates that the Department of Communities visited 
the community in the past 12 months;  

(b)  what were the reasons for the visits;  

(c)  can the Minister provide a list of times and dates when the Department of Communities had 
telephone communication with residents from the community; and  

(d)  what were the reasons for this communication?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

The Minister for Community Services has provided the following response 

(a) The Department for Communities Best Start co-ordinator and activity leader visited Cullacabardee 
twice last year on 31 March 2009 at 1.30 pm and 17 April 2009 at 11 am. 

(b) The purpose of these meetings was to discuss provision of suitable activities for babies and young 
children on one morning per week while school age children were attending school.  The first meeting 
did not proceed. The second meeting was stopped by the chairperson of the Cullacabardee Community 
due to community friction between resident families. 

(c) The Best Start coordinator rang a young Indigenous community leader/spokesman prior to these two 
meetings. 

(d) The purpose of that phone call was to assist with arranging the two meetings outlined above. 

CRAIGIE COMMUNITY HOUSE — CLOSURE 

471. Mr A.P. O’Gorman to the minister representing the Minister for Child Protection: 

(1)  Why has Craigie Community House been axed? 

(2)  Where has the allocated budget of $890,000 specifically gone to?  

(3)  What is now going to happen to the land that was excised for the specific purpose?  

(4)  Where are Craigie residents going to get financial assistance now?  

(5)  Where will the services that were intended to be provided out of that House now be provided from?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

The minister has provided the following response 

(1) The Craigie Community House project was cancelled to provide urgent capital funding for the reform 
of residential care facilities across the state as recommended by the Ford review. The Department for 
Child Protection allocates capital funding to meet its priority commitments in providing for the 
protection and care of children and supporting at-risk individuals and families. 

(2) The allocated budget will assist in funding the purchase, refurbishment and construction of residential 
care facilities across the state. 

(3) The future status of the land offered to the Department for Child Protection by the Department of 
Education and Training for this project will be discussed with the Department of Education and 
Training. 

(4) There will be no change to the provision of financial assistance for the Craigie residents. They will 
continue to approach their local Department for Child Protection district office or non-government 
organisations. 

(5) There were no specific services identified to be provided out of the Craigie Community House. 
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NEW PERFORMING ARTS VENUE — NAMING 

531. Ms R. Saffioti to the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to the Minister’s statement in Parliament on Thursday, 11 December 2008, regarding the new performing 
arts venue, where the Minister noted that during 2007 the Department of Culture and the Arts conducted an 
extensive consultation process to consider the criteria for naming the new venue and I ask: 

(a)  what was the result of the extensive consultation process to name the new venue; and  

(b)  what were the names put forward through this consultation process?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a) As part of the consultation process to name the new performing arts venue, a set of decision making 
criteria were developed. It was determined, when considering a name, if any of these criteria could not 
be met, the name should be disqualified. 

• The name should not be culturally specific or offensive. 

• The name should make a thematic connection between the name of the venue and the names of the 
main theatre and studio space. 

• Any acronym of the name must not be offensive or inappropriate for a government-owned venue. 

• The name should be timeless, yet contemporaneous. 

• The name must be registerable and trademarkable (in Australia). 

• The venue should not be named after an individual. 

• The name must be inclusive of all performing arts (drama, dance, theatre etc) 

• The name must be able to be easily and accurately spelt just from hearing it. 

• The name should be short enough (or have an acceptable shortened version) to pass the “phone 
test”.  

• The name should be able to be translated into an uncomplicated, available URL 

(b) Three names were submitted to the previous Minister for Culture and the Arts (Hon Sheila McHale). 
They were: The Lantern Theatre; The Filament Theatre and The Binalux Theatre. 

__________ 

 

 

 


