
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Wednesday, 28 March 2012 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 12 noon, and read prayers. 

COCKBURN CENTRAL TRAIN STATION — TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

Petition 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.02 pm]: I have a petition containing 222 signatures. It has been stamped as 

conforming to the standing orders, and is couched in the following terms —  

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 traffic congestion and car parking problems around Cockburn Central 

are now so bad that they are causing economic loss, social and employment problems for residents in 

the surrounding suburbs of Success, Hammond Park, Jandakot, Atwell, Aubin Grove, Beeliar, 

Yangebup and South Lake. Serious injuries and even fatalities have occurred because of lack of traffic 

lights, proper road management and planning. Lack of car parking around Cockburn Central has led to 

hundreds of fines and even jobs losses for commuters. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly, to call on the State Government to commit to the funding and 

building of a new overpass road bridge that will join an upgraded North Lake Road to Armadale Road 

and a new rail station with car parking at Russell Rd. These two major infrastructure investments are 

critical to road transport planning and will alleviate the horrendous traffic congestion blighting this area. 

That brings us to about 2 000 signatures. 

[See petition 565.] 

PINJARRA–MANDURAH BUS SERVICE 

Petition 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.03 pm]: My petition is 

supplementary to similar tabled petitions, approaching 3 000 signatures in total. In this case, the petition bears 

132 signatures. It is a petition for a bus service between Pinjarra and Mandurah, and is couched in the following 

terms — 

To the Honourable Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 

Australia in Parliament assembled: 

We the undersigned say that: The Murray Shire is growing at 6.5% pa and this year alone 150 new jobs 

have been created in the Pinjarra Industrial Estate, a new 200 place apprentice training facility has 

opened, a new swimming pool will open soon in Pinjarra and Indigenous training at Fairbridge is 

continuing to be an outstanding success. 

Additionally a new bus service will service those travelling to and from the Pinjarra Paceway and 

Race Club, new sub-divisions, schools, shopping centres, aged care and medical facilities. 

Residents of the Murray District, who travel to Perth for work, study, medical appointments or 

recreation are compelled to drive their cars and when they choose to use public transport are compelled 

to compete for limited parking at the Mandurah Train Station. 

The dual lane Pinjarra road is now WA’s busiest provincial road outside of the Perth Metropolitan area 

and carries large volumes of traffic to and from Alcoa’s Pinjarra and Wagerup Operations. 

Fuel prices are now making Public Transport a necessity in the Murray District, and those outlying 

towns such as Dwellingup, Waroona and surrounds will be able to park and ride at Pinjarra, taking 

further pressure off parking at Mandurah Train Station. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly to support our campaign for the Government to provide a 

regular bus service between Pinjarra and Mandurah.  

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter your earnest consideration and 

your petitioners, as is duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See petition 566.] 
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MORLEY BUS STATION 

Petition 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [12.04 pm]: I have a petition containing 212 signatures, conforming to the 

standing orders. The petition states — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 

Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, request that Transperth provide ―park and ride‖ facilities at Morley Bus Station. 

After recent changes by the City of Bayswater, there is now no suitable parking for people commuting 

to work in the vicinity of Morley station. 

We believe that commuters wishing to utilise public transport but who are unable to reach Morley 

station easily other than by car should have access to appropriate parking facilities. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure that appropriate parking is provided for commuters 

using Morley Bus Station 

[See petition 567.] 

ROBERT COCK, QC — APPOINTMENTS 

Statement by Attorney General 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [12.05 pm]: I rise to inform the house that on 26 March 

2012 the Lieutenant-Governor in Executive Council appointed Mr Robert Cock, QC, as a judge of the District 

Court and as the new Chair of the Western Australian Prisoners Review Board and the Mentally Impaired 

Accused Review Board. His Honour brings extensive knowledge of the state’s criminal law to the role from his 

background as a former WA Director of Public Prosecutions and, more recently, as Special Counsel to the 

Premier. 

His Honour was admitted to practise in this state in 1979, having completed a Bachelor of Jurisprudence and 

Bachelor of Laws (Hons) from the University of Western Australia in 1977 and 1978 respectively. His Honour 

then worked at what was known as the Crown Law Department and the Crown Solicitor’s Office, where he rose 

to the position of Crown Counsel. His Honour was made Queen’s Counsel on 16 December 1997 and was 

appointed Director of Public Prosecutions in September 1999. After a decade of service in the role of Director of 

Public Prosecutions, His Honour was made Special Counsel to the Premier on 1 August 2009.  

The state government would like to take this opportunity to extend its gratitude to Her Honour Justice Narelle 

Johnson for her performance as Chair of the Western Australian Prisoners Review Board and the Mentally 

Impaired Accused Review Board over the past three years, and wish her well in her present illness. On behalf of 

the government, I wish her a very speedy and complete recovery from that illness.  

The government also wishes His Honour well in the performance of his new duties. 

CRIME STOPPERS — MOBILE WEBSITE 

Statement by Minister for Police 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [12.07 pm]: Over the weekend, Crime Stoppers 

Western Australia launched a mobile version of its crime reporting website—www.crimestoppers.com.au. This 

website is encrypted to allow information on criminals to remain anonymous. This key cornerstone of 

Crime Stoppers also extends to the mobile version of the website. Photographs taken on a smart phone or tablet 

can be uploaded onto the mobile version of the website. This development will offer another option for Western 

Australians to provide anonymous information to Crime Stoppers It is hoped that more people, particularly the 

younger generation, will come forward with information on criminals.  

Our police officers need real community support. This new technology will deliver more valuable information 

on criminal activity. Information from the Western Australian community has been a vital tool in assisting 

WA Police solve many crimes. In fact, information provided by the WA public has increased by 32 per cent over 

the past five years. Today, nearly 60 per cent of intelligence held by WA Police comes from Western Australians 

through the Crime Stoppers hotline and website.  

The Crime Stoppers mobile website is the latest way WA Police is reaching out to the community using 

technology. Last year, Western Australia Police launched its own Facebook page to take advantage of the fact 

that Australians are among the highest social media users in the world. Facebook is seen as an ideal tool for 

WA Police to communicate and engage with the community, providing a range of information including news, 

law changes, appeals for information, crash statistics, articles on police events and operations, recruitment 

information, and arrests and emergency information. The WA public has embraced this concept, with 
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WA Police’s Facebook page attracting 10 000 ―likes‖ so far. Along with WA Police’s use of Twitter, social 

media and online sites will continue to be used alongside the agency’s current communication channels to 

interact with the public and media in the best interests of crime prevention in this state.   

METROPOLITAN LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW 

Statement by Minister for Local Government 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury — Minister for Local Government) [12.09 pm]: I wish to advise members 

of the progress of the metropolitan local government review and to highlight its importance. In addition to 

conducting a number of public forums and meetings with stakeholders, the panel has assembled a substantial 

database of secondary research. This data, together with submissions authorised for public release, are included 

in the dedicated website www.metroreview.dlg.wa.gov.au. As at March 2012 this website has attracted more 

than 9 250 visits of which more than 4 888 were unique visitors. I am advised that the panel has received 

approximately 250 submissions in response to its issues paper released late last year. A review of the 

submissions reveals that many authors have given a great deal of consideration to gaps and opportunities. Some 

have argued for retaining the status quo or minor boundary change, whilst others have advocated a need for 

significant structural and governance adjustment. The panel has continued to meet with representatives of 

government and the private sector. Its next task is to prepare a draft findings report that distils the submissions 

and research material. This will be completed by early April 2012. The panel will be finalising its report, 

including recommendations for presentation to me in early June or early July this year.  

The local government structures and governance of the metropolitan area have remained virtually unchanged 

since 1910. There is a great deal of fragmentation, inconsistency and costly duplication across 30 councils in the 

metropolitan area. Importantly, I believe there are great opportunities for local governments to plan and deliver 

improved services that are relevant to our current and future residents and to work in partnership with the state 

government. This review is an important body of work. There have been many reviews in the past and, despite 

consistent recommendations for change, they have been ignored. The latest government projections are that the 

state population will increase to just over three million by 2026. It is likely that the metropolitan population will 

be approximately 2.2 million at that time. In 2009–10 the WA local government sector expenditure was 

approximately $3 billion.  

The economic drivers, our demographics and our environmental issues are now quite different from what they 

were 20 years ago, and no doubt will be different in another 20 years. Our local government structures and 

governance models must be relevant. I encourage all members to become familiar with this review, and offer my 

resources to assist those members in their understanding of the review.  

TEACHER REGISTRATION BILL 2011 

Consideration in Detail 

The SPEAKER: Members, while the minister brings in her advisers to the floor of the chamber, I inform you 

that the Teacher Registration Bill has been reprinted overnight. Members, those of you who wish to follow in 

detail this process, at the bottom of the front page will be the numerals 260–2. That is the copy you need to have. 

Members, for your information, a pro forma amendment has been made. We now move to consideration in detail 

itself.  

Members, I need an indication from you as to the clauses you might want to deal with.  

Clause 1: Short title — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I want to seek a little clarification I guess because of the complicated and confusing nature of 

this entire process. I want to yet again place on Hansard the opposition’s objection to this process and our 

criticism of the minister’s failure to introduce to Parliament a complete Teacher Registration Bill when she 

introduced the bill and read the second reading speech last year. Where are we starting; are we starting on page i, 

which you indicated, Mr Speaker, is bill 260–2, or on page 1, which has on it a replication of the title ―(As 

amended—proforma amendments)‖? The pro forma amended version is probably the only indication the people 

of Western Australia—who were not here last night until midnight trying to extract answers from a minister who 

was very, very reluctant to provide them—have that this minister failed to introduce a complete document when 

she introduced the bill and read into Parliament the second reading speech on 1 December last year, the very last 

sitting day of the parliamentary year. The minister failed to introduce a complete document after she had 

received a comprehensive report of a review in June 2010 that indicated that this legislation was required to 

provide certainty and guidance to the teaching profession of this state through provision of a new body—which 

is afforded by this legislation. The minister received that report in June 2010. And on the very last sitting day of 

2011, the minister rushed into this place an incomplete, flawed and fairly useless document.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, the opportunity to widely debate what this particular bill is about is not 

provided under clause 1, ―Short title‖. I have given you some lenience and an opportunity to make your point, 
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member for Warnbro. I will always do that in this place. The discussion at this point should be with respect to 

the short title, which is clause 1. For all members’ information, all consideration in detail starts on page 2 of the 

document you have in front of you, which, as I indicated previously, should be numbered 260–2. I will give you 

the call again, member for Warnbro, to make your points on clause 1.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for your guidance. I will immediately go on but I will, however, 

point out that not only does the front page we are not considering have ―(As amended—proforma amendments)‖ 

it also has some changes. There is a change on the front page because the original document did not even include 

the word ―implementation‖ as an objective. I will relinquish my hold on that page and move on.  

The SPEAKER: Member, perhaps for clarification for you and for other members—you have drawn our 

attention to the document—under standing order 175, discussion on the information on page 1 that you have 

drawn our attention to can be discussed under the long title at the end of this bill.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: It seems to me that the Teacher Registration Bill 260–2, which is before us today, is a 

substantial rewrite of bill 260–1, which was before us yesterday. It would probably be more appropriate if this 

bill were renamed the Teacher Registration Bill 2012 to eliminate the confusion that may exist among those in 

the community who have been dealing with the previous version for some time. That would simply reflect that 

we have made what appears to be an almost clean break from what was before us yesterday.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Again, as this short title is at the moment, it is extremely deceptive. We clearly heard in the 

debate last night that the minister is not sure exactly what we are debating. Clearly, from the range of alternative 

material that keeps coming into the house since version 260–1 of the original bill was introduced into the house, 

there has been change after change and amendment after amendment, and there is no clarity from the minister 

that we are debating a bill that will create the Teacher Registration Act 2011, let alone 2012. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I can assure members that we have before us the reprinted Teacher Registration Bill 2011. 

It is the complete bill and, for the member for Forrestfield’s edification, I understand that when the bill is passed 

through both houses of this Parliament, it will be automatically dated 2012. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: This particular line of the short title indicates an absence of any recognition that this is a 

completely different bill. Is the fact that the minister introduced a changed bill at a time when there was no 

media scrutiny, and then pushed it through the second reading stage last night, an indication that she was trying 

to avoid any scrutiny of her failure to introduce the bill correctly in the first place? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I ask the chamber whether there is any reason why I should not now move to amend the 

bill in such a way as to ensure that it is more accurately titled—that is, to move for the deletion of ―2011‖ and 

insert in its place ―2012‖, so that the bill accurately reflects the circumstances with which we are faced? We have 

a very significantly altered bill but, more importantly, a bill that, when it becomes an act, will be a 2012 act. 

Why do we not simply get on with it? Mr Speaker, I would like to take the opportunity to move the deletion from 

the short title of ―2011‖ and to replace it with ―2012‖. 

Dr J.M. Woollard: Where’s the precedent, member? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Commonsense, member; commonsense. 

The SPEAKER: I am not interested in interjections across the floor while a member has the call. Member for 

Alfred Cove, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for Pilbara, my best advice, and I am 

quite happy to provide it to you, is that if you want to move that as an amendment, you need to write it out and 

sign it; we can proceed from there.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I will do that while I am on my feet, Mr Speaker. You have a very helpful table! 

The SPEAKER: We try to be, member! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I move — 

Page 2, line 3 — To delete ―2011‖ and substitute — 

2012 

The opposition is moving this amendment for no other reason than to at least get the bill in some semblance of 

order as we embark upon it. However, it is a further indication to government backbenchers of the pathetic 

situation they are faced with in respect of this minister. Only they can sort it out now; the people of Western 

Australia will eventually have the opportunity to sort it out, but in the meantime the house is obliged to propose a 

correction of this bill through the amendment that is now before the house. 

The SPEAKER: For the benefit of members in respect of this amendment, the amendments to the bill will be 

made by officers of the house once the bill has moved through this place. That is just for the information of 

members. 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: I support the proposed amendment entirely, but I would suggest that there is another reason to 

label this bill ―2012‖; that is, to indicate that the original rushed introduction of the legislation in 2011, on the 

last day of Parliament, was a flawed process. The minister did it under duress, because she realised she had made 

a commitment to the media some seven months earlier and had failed to deliver on it, and so she rushed the 

legislation into Parliament on the last sitting day. It was not adequately prepared and it was inappropriate; it 

should not have been done. It is appropriate that we change the date of this bill to 2012, because that is when it 

really got to Parliament. It did not get to Parliament in February, as was indicated in the media by the minister on 

1 December; it got here at the end of March. That is a further indication that the minister has completely failed in 

her duties. This is only the third bill introduced to this Parliament by this Minister for Education, and one of 

those was training legislation, so it was not her portfolio. She has introduced two pieces of legislation. I would 

suggest that this bill is of the greatest interest to the teaching profession of Western Australia—it should also be 

of interest to parents and students, but predominantly to the teaching profession. The nature of this bill, its 

content and the manner in which it was delivered sends a clear message to the teaching profession, and that 

message is: the minister could not be bothered. The minister could not be bothered to get the legislation right; 

she barely got it into Parliament within the time frame she had set, almost two years after having received the 

report into the Western Australian College of Teaching. She finally introduced the legislation yesterday, and we 

are debating it today.  

That is a terrible message to convey to the teaching profession in Western Australia. It reflects the minister’s 

attitude, and the fact that her focus is elsewhere. The minister has her mind elsewhere, and it is not appropriate 

for her to retain her job if she cannot give it her full focus, because education is too important to the people of 

Western Australia, and it is particularly too important to the most challenging and disadvantaged children within 

our education system, upon whom we should be focusing all our efforts to ensure that we get a better outcome 

for them and a better outcome for society. It is incredible that in this one opportunity—out of only two during 

her entire time in Parliament—for the minister to demonstrate her capacity to deliver, she has failed. I am very 

thankful to the member for Pilbara for moving this amendment; I fully support it, and I suggest that the minister 

accept it immediately. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: As I indicated earlier, when the member for Forrestfield raised the issue of the date, the 

date will be automatically changed to 2012 when the bill goes through both houses of this Parliament and passed. 

I do not accept this amendment. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Why do we bother, then, if the minister can just chuck any old thing in this place? Why 

worry about legislators? Why leave us to fix up anything? We are only elected to the place to be legislators; we 

can leave it all in the safe hands of the ministers to negotiate with the people who do these things. Well, we are 

the people who do these things. I do not care that the minister does not accept the amendment; I am sure that she 

is embarrassed by the amendment. But what an absurdity; she will not accept an amendment that will 

subsequently be accepted by some hidden, automatic, pro forma process. What a bizarre act of stupidity, to 

compound the embarrassment that the minister should be experiencing. Here we have an amendment that simply 

calls a spade a spade. The minister could have simply swallowed her pride and arrogance and accepted the 

amendment; she has just told the house that the date on the bill will be changed through some process that will 

be hidden from the chamber, after I have moved an amendment to make it explicit, overt and self-evident that the 

act will be a 2012 act.  

Do members not think that by any other normal process the amendment would simply have been accepted and 

incorporated into the bill so that the title would become the definition that is accepted by the processes before the 

bill is trundled down to Government House to become an act? I ask the minister to explain to the house why she 

will not accept the amendment moved in my name. What reason does she have for rejecting the amendment that 

deletes ―2011‖ and inserts ―2012‖? What strength of intellectual argument can she put before the house to 

persuade members to accept her recommendation that we leave to other people the job that is ours as legislators? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have a very simple and straightforward explanation for the member for Pilbara. It is the 

proper process of this Parliament that the date in the title will be changed after the bill passes through both 

houses of Parliament. It was introduced in December 2011 and it has been amended. The proper process is that 

the date will be changed to 2012 because it will be passed in 2012. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: That answer from the minister was completely inadequate. The proper process should be 

consistent with and have some relationship to the bill that was introduced in December. The minister has 

introduced a completely new bill. She did it intentionally last night at the last minute, just a few moments before 

midnight, just like the delivery of the Republic of India. The minister came into this place and introduced a bill 

that bore very little resemblance to the original bill introduced on 1 December 2011 in a rushed, ad hoc and 

ineffective, although quite a representative, fashion, because it demonstrates how the minister operates. The 

minister’s mind is not on her portfolio—it is elsewhere—and she has failed to produce a reasonable argument for 

why we should not change the short title of the bill right now. The short title should be 2012 to reflect when the 

minister finally got her act together and introduced something we could debate and deliberate on. It should not 
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be 2011, which would suggest that the bill the minister introduced in December was adequate and worthwhile. It 

was a failure on the minister’s behalf last year to try to prevent us changing the short title of the bill to reflect 

what actually happened. It is just stubbornness on the minister’s behalf. It is incredible that she would suggest 

that that is the proper process of Parliament. What the minister has done bears no relationship to the proper 

processes of Parliament. I understand that the minister has been advised that a similar situation occurred to a 

planning minister once before, 10 years ago. We have a member of Parliament who has been here for a long 

time — 

Dr E. Constable: It was in May 2010. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Who was the minister and what was the nature of the bill? Was it a controversial bill? 

Dr E. Constable: It was a planning bill. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Did it have a direct impact on the professionals for whom it would become the guiding 

document? I doubt it very much. I suggest to the minister that what has occurred is a unique event. The minister 

has done something that very few ministers, if any, have done before. The minister is trying to cover it up by 

refusing to change the short title so that it can be recognised forever more that it occurred in this debate in order 

to acknowledge a specific failure on the minister’s behalf, and not just because the minister did not want to do it. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The opposition raises a good point, but I would like to ask the minister a question because 

it is my understanding that when the bill becomes an act, it will become the Teacher Registration Act 2012, so 

the title will change as we work through that process. Can the minister clarify that for us? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: It is my understanding, as the member for Darling Range said, that the proper process is 

that when this bill passes through both houses of Parliament and becomes an act of Parliament, it will be the 

Teacher Registration Act 2012, so the date will automatically change. That is the proper process of Parliament. 

No matter what members of the opposition want to dress this up as, that is how Parliament works. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I wonder what the minister will say then is the great harm that would be done by simply 

accepting my amendment so that the title will be 2012. That is the title by which the bill will be known when it 

becomes an act. What is the harm in this amendment being carried to amend the short title of the bill so that it 

becomes 2012? That is name by which the act will be known henceforth. It seems to me a reasonable thing on 

the part of legislators to simply recognise the circumstance we are in. One year has passed and 2011 has gone by. 

We have a substantially new bill in front of us. We as a chamber are opting to recognise that fact by deleting 

―2011‖ and inserting ―2012‖. That is the name by which the bill will eventually be known when it becomes an 

act. What is the harm in accepting my amendment?  

Dr E. Constable: There is no point. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (22) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Ms J.M. Freeman Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr W.J. Johnston Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (26) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Mr A.P. Jacob Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr T.K. Waldron 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr C.C. Porter  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr G.G. Jacobs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr W.R. Marmion 

 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr J.E. McGrath 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I want to speak briefly on the Teacher Registration Bill’s short title. I think we must be careful 

when we legislate that we are not accused of any sort of false advertising when we title these bills. Of course, the 

nature of this legislation is essentially threefold. The registration of teachers is just one aspect of what this bill 

does. As we discussed at length last night, the bill does three things. First of all, it registers teachers, and there is 
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no argument with having it called the Teacher Registration Bill. However, there are, of course, two other aspects 

of this legislation that we think should be incorporated in the title. This bill will also govern the way in which we 

regulate the teaching profession, so it is not simply a question of receiving the registrations; it is the regulation of 

teachers in the field. Indeed, it is an ongoing process. ―Registration‖ would suggest that it is just a one-off; that 

is, the teacher registers, and the act is done. But we know that that is not the case. There is in fact an ongoing 

process that is core to the business of the Teacher Registration Board. The board is also charged with the role of 

regulating teachers in the pursuit of their profession. First of all, teachers register with the TRB, and then the 

TRB will regulate teachers in how they go about pursuing their profession. That, indeed, one would say, is 

probably the main work of the TRB. It is not just the registration; it is the accreditation of education programs, it 

is liaison with authorities in other jurisdictions, it is monitoring of those education programs and it is monitoring 

of the teachers in that role. However, there is, of course, a third function that is very important and one about 

which there was some discussion last night, and that is the disciplinary process. When teachers fall outside the 

bounds of what we consider to be professional behaviour, the TRB is very actively and very appropriately 

charged with the responsibility of disciplining those teachers. Therefore, it is simply not accurate to say that this 

is the Teacher Registration Bill 2011. It is, however, accurate to say that this is the ―Teacher Registration, 

Regulation and Disciplinary Bill 2011‖, because that set of words more accurately captures the actual business of 

the TRB. 

What we want to do in the short title is very succinctly and appropriately capture the role, the duties and the 

demeanour of the TRB. The TRB, in performing its functions under this legislation, would obviously want to 

refer to an appropriately titled piece of legislation to describe its business. What we acknowledged and discussed 

yesterday evening was that there is a threefold process—the registration, the regulation and the disciplinary 

process. Therefore, I move — 

To insert words such that the short title of the bill would become the Teacher Registration, Regulation 

and Disciplinary Bill 2011 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana — 

Mr R.H. COOK: And I had better write that down. 

Ruling by Speaker 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I am going to rule that out of order, and I will provide you with an 

explanation. If you wish to refer to your standing orders, you will find under standing order 132 the words that 

will describe what you are able to do with an amendment to something that has already had an amendment to it 

proposed. That amendment has been defeated in this place, so the words with respect to the short title, clause 1, 

―This is the Teacher Registration Act 2011‖, remain. I am advising you and giving you the opportunity to look at 

standing order 132. That particular amendment that you are moving is out of order. 

Point of Order 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I have a point of order with regard to that observation. Standing order 132, as I read it, 

states — 

No amendment will be proposed — 

(a) in any part of a question if a later part either has been amended, or has had an amendment 

moved to it, unless the proposed amendment has been withdrawn by leave of the Assembly 

without a dissentient voice; or 

(b) to any words which the Assembly has resolved will stand part of a question except to add other 

words to it. 

Are we not proposing to add other words? Is that not within the constraints of the rule? 

The SPEAKER: The proposed amendment that the member for Kwinana has brought to this house actually 

inserts words prior to the completion of the words that can be seen there: ―This is the Teacher Registration Act 

2011.‖ The member for Kwinana proposes an amendment that would insert words before those words that can be 

seen there. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I am sorry, Mr Speaker; I think it is helpful for us all to understand exactly what you are 

saying. I am reading standing order 132 and I am reading the short title. I have heard the amendment that has 

been moved by my colleague the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. He has asked the house to have the 

opportunity to insert some words in the short title. I have the task of trying to understand how we would do it so 

that it would be in conformity with standing order 132. At this point, is there a way of moving the foreshadowed 

amendment that would be in conformity with standing order 132? Can you guide the house as to how we could 

be in conformity with standing order 132? It reads — 

No amendment will be proposed — 
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(a) in any part of a question if a later part either has been amended, — 

Nothing has been amended — 

  or has had an amendment moved to it … 

Are you suggesting, Mr Speaker, that I have moved an amendment to delete — 

The SPEAKER: You have proposed an amendment to the short title, and that qualifies under standing order 132 

that you are now referring to. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Paragraph (a) says, ―has had an amendment moved to it‖. I moved for the deletion of 

―2011‖. The standing order says that no amendment will be proposed in any part of a question. Can we break 

this clause into two questions at this point? 

The SPEAKER: It would not be breaking the clause into two questions, member for Pilbara. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Is there a way of conforming with standing order 132 that still opens up the opportunity 

that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition — 

The SPEAKER: You would have to give consideration, member for Pilbara, to the short title, which is, ―This is 

the Teacher Registration Act 2011.‖ There was a proposed amendment to those words. That was defeated. So 

those words must remain in any amendment that is proposed. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Therefore, if the member were to move to insert after the numeral ―1‖ and before the full 

stop — 

The SPEAKER: It would need to be after the full stop. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: After the full stop. Can I suggest to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that he move to 

insert after the full stop the words that he wishes to insert, to which he earlier referred, and then it would be in 

conformity with standing order 132(a).  

The SPEAKER: To clarify for the member for Pilbara and everybody, the full stop that would be acceptable in 

this discussion occurs after the year, ―2011‖. So, after that an amendment, yes; prior to that an amendment, no.  

Mr R.H. COOK: On that point in this fascinating discussion, when the member for Pilbara moved his 

amendment the question that was put was that the words to be deleted be deleted, so in that instance it was 

―2011‖ and no other part of that title. I am seeking your clarification, Mr Speaker, as this is indeed a learning 

process. In fact, the Parliament has not yet deliberated the question of the words ―Teacher Registration Act‖; it 

has simply deliberated ―2011‖. Therefore, is it not consistent with standing order 132 that we can amend the 

words ―Teacher Registration Act‖, because at this point of the debate the Parliament has not expressed a view 

about those words?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, the only way that would be a possibility would be in reconsideration in 

detail, and that would be undertaken only after we had been through all the clauses in this bill. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I do not believe we should be lengthening the short title of this bill. If any amendment 

were proposed, it should be to shorten the title, because we have the Pharmacy Act, the nurses act, the medical 

act, and I could probably go through each profession and the name of the profession is part of the title of the act. 

If an amendment is to be put forward, it should be that the bill becomes the teachers act rather than the Teacher 

Registration Act.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am pursuing this somewhat further, and I take on board the comments of the member for 

Alfred Cove, which is another approach to this. Mr Speaker, I know that I cannot ask you ―Is this in order?‖ But 

I still think it is important—if, as the member for Alfred Cove suggested, this could be called the registration act, 

rather than just the teacher act—that the short title makes reference to the regulation and discipline of teachers, 

with which the TRB is charged under this bill. I understand from your ruling, Mr Speaker, that I cannot alter or 

challenge the words which currently exist, ―Teacher Registration Act 2011‖. I wish to provide the chamber with 

an opportunity to debate and form a view about the addition of the words ―regulation‖ and ―discipline‖. From 

that perspective, I will move that we insert after ―Teacher Registration Act 2011‖ the words ―and the Teacher 

Regulation and Discipline Act 2011‖  

The SPEAKER: The member is absolutely able to do that. If you wish to move that amendment, we will need to 

have the words and your signature.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I move — 

 Page 2, line 3 — To insert after ―2011‖ — 

  and the Teacher Regulation and Discipline Act 2011 
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The SPEAKER: Can I confirm with you, member for Kwinana, that the words you have added are ―and the 

Teacher Regulation and Discipline Act 2011‖?  

Mr R.H. COOK: That is right, Mr Speaker. I have used ―2011‖ to be consistent with the current date in the title 

of the bill.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I would like to briefly contribute to the debate on the proposed amendment. I share the 

member for Kwinana’s concerns that, as a consequence of the massive changes to the bill and of abandoning the 

Western Australian College of Teaching, the proposed board effectively has three roles which all revolve around 

registration, administration and disciplining of teachers. I want to contribute because, through this bill, the 

minister has completely abandoned any pretence of wanting to support the elevation of the profession of 

teaching in the public domain. That was made very clear last night when the minister suggested in her response 

to the second reading contributions, when I was not able to interject, that that will be done entirely through 

registration. The argument that we can elevate a profession solely through the act of registering the individuals 

engaged in that process is completely inadequate, if the intention is to contribute in any way to elevating the 

status of the profession in the public domain. It will not work. If that were the case, we could argue that WACOT 

was doing that. It did not do it very effectively. Ultimately, registration was achieved, but it was not done 

effectively. Ultimately, we know that WACOT did not elevate the status of the profession, because in the course 

of the review a comprehensive survey of teachers showed overwhelmingly that they felt they had been let down 

by WACOT. Overwhelmingly, teachers felt that WACOT had failed in endeavouring to elevate the status of the 

profession of teaching. I would suggest that was because they saw its only contribution to that process as 

registration. The people in WACOT, well meaning and motivated as they were, felt that the mere presence of 

that authority and the process it would put teachers through to be able to practice teaching would be adequate to 

elevate their status.  

I think that the Parliament of Western Australia, in introducing WACOT, with the full and wholehearted support 

of the current minister when she was previously an Independent, created an expectation within the teaching 

profession that they would have an independent third party authority that would go in to bat on behalf of teachers 

when the profession was under attack from government, opposition or any other party in the community. That 

frequently occurs; in fact, when members consider stories in the media about the teaching profession, incredibly 

a large number of them are negative or it is the negative stories that engender the most attention from the media. 

It is a sad indictment on this place that we have built up the expectation of teachers, but the minister’s response 

is to abandon that whole expectation. Instead of coming up with another means of elevating the status of the 

profession and mapping out a plan to support and bolster the reputation of that profession in the community’s 

eyes, the minister has said that the government will abandon that whole part of the process and make this bill 

purely about registering, administering and punishing teachers.  

I suggest the consequence of this bill and the action of publicly abandoning the role of the minister, the 

government and the Parliament in elevating the status of teachers will have exactly the opposite effect: it will 

demean and lower the reputation of teachers in the public eye. It will contribute to what teachers are feeling at 

the moment and what they were feeling all those years ago when they asked for WACOT to be created: the sense 

that they are not accorded the appropriate respect that their profession deserves. I am saddened by the move to 

abandon and throw away that very clear, well-articulated objective, so this amendment is appropriate.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: There is the old saying that if it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it is probably a 

duck, so it is appropriate to call it a duck.  

This new Teacher Registration Board will register teachers, but it will also discipline and administer teachers. I 

think it is a very good amendment. I say that as somebody who, in my brief time in Parliament, has had to look 

for acts to determine the appropriate legislation that covers a particular incident that comes before me, and the 

first thing I do is go to the State Law Publisher website and look at the list of the acts in force. I remember one 

occasion when I spent quite some time trying to find the education act. I had naturally assumed the education act 

would be called the education act; that was probably a reasonable assumption. It took me a couple of minutes—it 

was not a huge amount of time—to find out that it was called the School Education Act. We need to remind 

ourselves that when members of the community have an issue or a concern with a teacher and they want to know 

where to go and what authority to bring that before, they are probably going to look at the short title of the 

legislation that is in effect to determine the appropriate body. I think that if we include ―discipline‖ in the short 

title, it will send a very clear indication to members of the public who wish to make a complaint if something 

untoward has happened that this is the legislation to be looking at, and hopefully it will point them to the 

appropriate procedures that need to be followed. Of course, clarity is probably one of the overriding objectives 

we should be trying to achieve with legislation that passes through this house. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: We have this amendment before us that states ―and the Teacher Regulation and Discipline 

Act 2011‖; I point out to you, Mr Speaker, that there is only one act here, not two, and this implies two acts, 

which is rather peculiar.  
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I will talk about the word ―registration‖. Registration necessarily includes discipline. It is about being registered 

and getting registration, and about losing it—it is not just about getting it. So, it is implied in the word 

―registration‖. I do not think these words add anything whatsoever to the title. In fact, if we look at similar titles 

for other professions and other teacher registration acts, in Tasmania it is the Teachers Registration Amendment 

Act and in the Northern Territory it is called the Teacher Registration (Northern Territory) Act. In Western 

Australia we have the Building Services (Registration) Act and the Occupational Therapists Act—without the 

word ―registration‖ even, but it is registration legislation—and it is the same for the WA Nurses and Midwives 

Act, which is a registration act. It does not even have the word ―registration‖. Mr Speaker, we find the detail of 

the bill in the long title, and I believe that ―Teacher Registration Act 2011‖ very adequately describes what this 

bill is about.  

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2 put and passed.  

Clause 3: Terms used — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I would like to refer to the definition of ―child care centre‖, which states — 

child care centre means a place where a child care service as defined in the Child Care Services Act 

2007 section 4 is provided; 

I want to refer to that line because last night, in the course of a very long debate, the minister refused to reply to 

contributors, and in her response to the second reading debate she refused to respond to most of the points I 

raised in my hour-long contribution. A key component of my contribution to the second reading debate referred 

to third parties—interested stakeholders who had replied to the former shadow Minister for Education’s letter 

asking for their opinions of the original draft bill, which is not the bill we are debating now. Those stakeholders 

submitted a number of letters to the former shadow Minister for Education, and the minister has a copy of some 

but not all of those letters. My concern is that now that we have moved on to a completely different bill, the 

questions raised and points made by those stakeholders at the time were never responded to by the minister. Her 

response did not include answers that could be recorded in Hansard and conveyed to those parties. A letter came 

from Curtin University that acknowledged that early childhood teachers were going to be accommodated for the 

first time in this bill. I am raising this because the minister, in her response, did not answer any of the points 

raised by Curtin University and which I read into Hansard, and I assume that that means that the minister did not 

want to respond, was incapable of responding, or did not think it was important to respond to third parties such 

as Curtin University, the West Australia Music Teachers Association, the English Teachers Association of 

Western Australia or Edith Cowan University. All those organisations submitted responses to the shadow 

minister that were read, in part, into Hansard because I felt that they deserved some sort of response from the 

minister. Will the minister now answer the questions as I raise them? I am seeking an undertaking from the 

minister as I go through and try to pick the relevant clauses in this new bill, because I thought the appropriate 

time for the minister to answer those questions was in the second reading of the other one that she sent out for 

comment. It will be a little difficult now because we are going to have to try to pick and choose clauses that 

relate to the different points made by these different stakeholders. I would appreciate it if the minister would 

respond as I go through them. I will try to pick them in time for each clause. The commentary from Curtin 

University was supportive and positive, but I chose its comments on early child care just to raise that point; it 

was mentioned by a number of other stakeholders. I did not get any response, so I do not know what the 

minister’s position is, but I will try to pick them as we go. I would appreciate, when I do that, the minister 

providing an answer based on the original submissions. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Look, it is quite plain in the bill, and I am not too sure why the member is raising it in this 

way. People can be registered if they teach—straightforward. If they teach, they can be registered. The definition 

of ―teach‖ is to deliver an educational program and assess students in a prescribed curriculum at an educational 

venue. So if early childhood teachers do that at childcare centres, which are educational venues, or if specialist 

music teachers or people delivering professional development training do that, they can be registered because 

they teach. I am not too sure what more than that the member is trying to get to. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will go to a part of Deputy Vice-Chancellor Professor Robyn Quin’s letter that was sent to 

my predecessor in the role of shadow Minister for Education. The minister has sought clarification of why I 

raised this matter; okay. The letter specifically refers to a couple of matters, including the description of ―child 

care centres‖. The letter quotes the minister’s second reading speech—although the letter states ―first reading‖—

and reads — 

According to the Minister, in her first reading speech on December 1st, 2011 ―The bill provides for the 

TRB to assist in the establishment and implementation of a national scheme for the accreditation of 

teacher education programs that was agreed by education ministers at the Ministerial Council for 
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Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs earlier this year. It also provides for the 

possible adoption, through regulations, of national standards for the profession, including how recent 

the experience and ongoing professional development. The adoption of these agreements, in whole or in 

part, does not involve the enactment of uniform legislation across jurisdictions‖. 

Professor Quin went on to say — 

This area over the next 2–3 years will be a complex, but important area for the new Board to address. It 

is hoped that this brief mention of the Board’s role in implementing these changes is a positive sign that 

WA will be an early signatory to these changes. 

Will WA be an early signatory to the changes? 

Dr E. Constable: I am sorry; what did you say at the end? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Professor Quin quoted the minister’s reference to the Teacher Registration Board having a 

role in assisting in the establishment and implementation of a national scheme for the accreditation of teacher 

education programs that was agreed at the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and 

Youth Affairs earlier this year. The professor continued the quote of the minister in her second reading speech 

about the role of the TRB and made the observation that that is a very brief mention of the whole process of 

moving to national accreditation, although the minister suggested that that would be a role for the TRB. The 

professor then said — 

This area over the next 2–3 years will be a complex, but important area for the new Board to address. It 

is hoped that this brief mention of the Board’s role in implementing these changes is a positive sign that 

WA will be an early signatory to these changes. 

Will WA be an early signatory to these changes? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have a couple of points. Let us get it straight. People have to be registered if they teach 

and they are entitled to be registered if they are qualified. If someone in an early childhood centre is qualified 

and is an early childhood teacher, they must be registered. Others, such as the music teachers the member 

mentioned earlier, will perhaps have the possibility of limited registration if they are specialists in the subject. 

The member then moved on to accreditation of teacher education programs, which is obviously a very important 

matter for Curtin University and the professor whom he has quoted. Clause 89(c) provides for the accreditation 

of teacher education programs, so we will deal with that matter then. The accreditation of teacher education 

programs is a matter for the Teacher Registration Board. Yes, we are up there with the matters that have been 

discussed at the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs about the 

accreditation of teacher education programs, which I think was the question that the member asked. It will be a 

function of the board. It will accredit teacher education programs. We will come to that matter when we deal 

with clause 89(c). 

Mr R.H. COOK: I want to seek clarification from the minister about some of the reverse engineering that has 

been undertaken with this bill. 

Dr E. Constable: Which page? 

Mr R.H. COOK: It would have appeared after line 24 on page 2. In the original bill, there was a definition of 

―child sex offender‖, with a reference to clause 46. 

Dr E. Constable: Which page are you on? 

Mr R.H. COOK: At page 2 of the current bill, a range of terms are provided. After the definition of ―CEO‖ in 

the original bill that the minister brought to this place, there was a definition of ―child sex offender‖, with a 

reference to clause 46. I note that there has been more extensive reverse engineering. Obviously, when people 

see words such as ―child sex offender‖, it gives rise to some level of concern. Can the minister provide some 

clarity to the chamber about what she has undertaken in removing that particular reference from the terms used 

in part 1? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The words have been removed from this clause and replaced in another part of the bill. 

The definition of ―child sex offender‖ has been deleted from this clause because of the consolidation of sex 

offences involving children. In the newly printed bill, it comes under ―sexual offence involving a child‖ and that 

incorporates child sex offender as one example. This is dealt with in detail in clause 46. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer the minister to page 3. I have a number of questions, but I will start with the definition of 

―detention centre‖ at line 10. The bill provides that ―detention centre‖ has the meaning given in the Young 

Offenders Act 1994. That is okay; I understand that. In clause 3, ―Terms used‖, there is reference to ―detention 

centre‖ at line 24 on page 3. I presume that means the same as that provided in the definition at line 10. If it does, 

what about immigration detention centres? At the moment, education is not provided in immigration detention 

centres, but it may be provided in the future. Where in this bill is there provision for the registration of teachers 
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who teach in immigration detention centres? At the moment, ―detention centre‖ has only the meaning given to it 

in the Young Offenders Act. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I thank the member for Armadale for his question. I thought that he would raise this issue. 

The question is really about what would happen in immigration centres if education programs were to be 

presented. To the extent that immigration centres provide schooling for asylum seeker children, the requirement 

for teachers who are employed in those centres to be registered certainly warrants consideration. I agree with the 

member. Although that does not happen now, in all instances so far at Leonora in which children have been 

provided with educational programs, they have been provided at Leonora District High School. It is possible that 

it could happen at some time. It warrants consideration because it is in the interests of enabling teachers to have 

their service taken into account as part of their registration and the renewal of their registration. 

As the member will know, immigration detention centres are federal facilities and some constitutional issues 

may arise from that fact. For example, the bill imposes obligations on and offences for teacher employers. I am 

not sure that we can do that for people employed in immigration detention centres. I will certainly ask the 

Department of Education and the Department of Education Services to investigate the issue that the member has 

raised and whether it would be appropriate to prescribe WA centres for the purposes of this bill. However, the 

strength of the bill is in paragraph (e) of the definition of ―educational venue‖ on page 3, which means ―any 

other place prescribed as an educational venue‖. So it may well be covered by that. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: With regard to the definition of ―educational venue‖, what will happen with home teaching, 

which, as we know, is becoming more and more popular? If a student is being taught by a parent, I presume the 

parent is not considered to be a teacher. 

Dr E. Constable: They might be. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: But not as a registered teacher; I understand that. What about the situation in which parents 

employ a teacher to teach their child in their home? Firstly, would a home be considered an ―educational 

venue‖? Secondly, would a teacher who is employed by parents to teach their child in their home be required to 

be registered? Thirdly, would tutors who come into a household to teach, or tutors who have their own business, 

be required to be registered? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I thank the member for his questions in his presentation just now. I understand that home 

schooling is a private arrangement in the home, and that is regulated under the School Education Act, not this 

act. Tutors would not need to be registered under this act, because they are not teaching and assessing a 

prescribed curriculum. The registration act covers those people who teach and assess a prescribed curriculum. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Could the minister please explain the process whereby an ―educational venue‖ will be 

prescribed? Will it be the Teacher Registration Board that will prescribe the venue, or will it be done through 

some other instrument? Could we please have a description of how that process will take place, particularly in 

terms of the speed?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Paragraph (d) of the definition of ―educational venue‖ refers to ―any other place 

prescribed as an educational venue‖. That would be covered in regulations, as I understand it.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the minister for that. So an educational venue would be prescribed. But would the 

minister do that, or would the TRB do that? I am trying to understand who will determine those places of 

education in which the profession of teaching will take place. I do not necessarily have a view about whether it 

should be the TRB or the government. I understand that the actual process will be prescribed in regulations, but I 

am interested to know to what extent we are delegating authority to the TRB for how we prescribe an 

―educational venue‖. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: There is no delegation to the TRB. The TRB might make recommendations to the 

minister, and, through the minister, to the Governor, and there would then be the ability for the regulations to be 

disallowed by either house of Parliament. So it will be through regulations. But the minister might take advice 

from any number of people. Catholic Education Western Australia might have a venue that is different from a 

school; or something might come before the TRB and it might want to make a recommendation to the minister; 

or the Department of Education or the Department of Education Services might give advice to the minister. The 

minister would then, on behalf of the government, make those regulations, which would go to the Governor.  

Mr R.H. Cook: So that declaration itself would not be disallowable? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The regulation would then come before this house.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I refer to page 4, line 23, which states — 

teach means to undertake duties in an educational venue that include — 

… 

(b) the administration of any such educational programme, 
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… 

(c) by a teacher’s aide, a teacher’s assistant or a student teacher; or  

(d) by a person employed or engaged to provide care at a child care centre … 

(e) by an unpaid volunteer, unless the volunteer is undertaking duties of a kind, or to an 

extent, prescribed for the purposes of this paragraph; or 

(f) by such persons, or in such circumstances, if any, as are prescribed. 

The minister might intend to do this later, but I think now is the time to address the questions that have been 

raised by a couple of the stakeholder groups that I have mentioned. I have posed these questions to the minister. 

One of those groups is music teachers. It is not so easy to just dismiss their concerns. I want to get some more 

detail about that. They have a specific question. They have engaged in a process for 100 years now of trying to 

convince people that they should be accredited and recognised as teachers. They have established their own 

accreditation system, which comprises a two-year diploma course to improve teachers’ skills and knowledge, 

and maintaining an ongoing program of professional development through seminars, workshops and conventions 

in association with the UWA School of Music. They want to know whether they will be included in this act. I do 

not think it is adequate to say that it will be on a one-off, individual basis, depending upon the principal and 

depending upon the circumstances. Music teachers are everywhere. They are an essential component of the 

teaching profession. They are an essential component of what we provide for education in the public sector and 

in the non-government sector across the state. They enrich the education of all our children. I think they have 

posed a fair question, and I want to get some detail about what is being done in response to their request—

whether it has been considered, and whether this bill will take that into account; or whether there will be some 

further action at a later date. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I just draw attention to the words that were read out by the member for Warnbro. He read 

out paragraphs (c), (d), (e) and (f) as though they are included. It actually states, before those paragraphs are 

listed, ―but does not include duties of the kind undertaken‖ by those people. I want to make that clear. 

Mr P. Papalia: Yes. My error was to read those out as though they are included.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I just wanted to clarify that first. 

Mr P. Papalia: Sorry. I accept that. I did not make that clear. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I just wanted to clarify that first.  

There are two different groups of music teachers, and I think it is important to clarify this. If a music teacher is 

teaching as part of the curriculum, and they are qualified as a teacher, they could be registered. But if a music 

teacher is a part of some activity, such as the school orchestra, that is not part of the curriculum but is extra to 

what they do. Those people are not considered to be teachers and they do not have to be registered. If they have 

qualifications, they could be registered, as I have said. I think the member might be talking sometimes about 

those music teachers who are qualified teachers, teaching the curriculum, and sometimes about the peripatetic 

teacher who teaches an instrument that is extra to the curriculum. If a music teacher is running the school band or 

the school orchestra, that is extra to the curriculum, and they will not fall under this legislation—although if they 

are qualified, they could be registered . 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Thank you, minister. However, that does raise questions. If music teachers are not considered 

to be teaching, or they are not considered to be teachers, as the minister just indicated, it raises the question as to 

whether a person who employs a music teacher is vulnerable to that part of the legislation that deals with 

employing people who are not qualified as teachers or are not registered as teachers. I also would raise the letter 

from the English Teachers Association, which refers to a number of visiting specialists, such as writers and 

actors, and those sorts of people, who are certainly not teachers, but who enrich the opportunities for education 

within our system and make a valuable contribution. It may be that the more appropriate time to deal with this 

discussion is when we get to the clause that deals with the penalty for employing a person who is not registered 

as a teacher. I would be happy to deal with this at that time if the minister so desires. What happened last night is 

that, as a consequence of my getting three calls during question time, and then being unable to push the envelope 

at all with the Speaker, I was unable to raise some legitimate questions that I had wanted the minister to address 

during her second reading summation. I just wanted to ask the minister to respond to the contributions and 

questions of those third parties that I raised in my speech, and that the minister did not refer to. That is what I 

was trying to get from the minister last night. I am glad the minister is accepting; that is a good thing. People 

have written contributions about the last bill, a completely different thing, and the minister has brought in pro 

forma amendments, and it is a completely different document. The minister can either address it now or we can 

wait until we get to the clause about penalties and talk about it then. There was a concern from the English 

teachers and from the music teachers in the following context: will people who employ them be vulnerable 

because they are not registered or acknowledged as teachers? 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: If we just keep with the example of the music teachers for a moment. Music teachers, 

football coaches and others are brought in for extracurricular things to enrich what is happening in the school. 

They enrich the life of the school in general and they enrich the lives of children, but they do not teach because 

the definition of teaching in this legislation is that to teach, a person delivers the curriculum and assesses student 

performance. Those two things are what teaching is about. These wonderful extra things happen and they enrich 

our schools. Every time we go to school these days as local members, we go to an assembly and hear wonderful 

music. Music enriches the lives of those children, but it is not part of delivering the curriculum or assessing 

student performance. There may well be issues that arise later on when it comes to discipline and so on, and we 

can deal with them then. Those people working with children have to have had a working with children check, 

and that is a really important part of their engagement by a principal to be part of what happens in the school.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Minister, can we just explore that a little. Is the minister sure about her observation that these 

musicians working in schools do not deliver a curriculum and do not conduct assessment, and that is why they 

are not defined as teaching? Is it not the case that people are employed in a lot of schools, often on a part-time 

basis, who deliver a curriculum in the field of music and conduct an assessment? 

Dr E. Constable: They would be registered as teachers if they are doing that. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Is the minister sure about that? 

Dr E. Constable: That is the advice I have, and that fits in with the definition of ―teach‖—delivering the 

curriculum. They might be part time or they might work across several schools delivering the music curriculum 

in primary schools. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Accepting that, the West Australia Music Teachers’ Association raised a point, and I think it 

is a fair point. Maybe the minister will cover it in the clause in which she has allowed expansion of the 

qualification recognition. I quote the point the association raised in its letter — 

… there are many people in the community who teach instrumental music without any professional 

qualifications and this has always been a matter of grave concern to us. 

Dr E. Constable: They are peripatetic teachers. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: They want to incorporate all of their membership and all of their people conducting musical 

education in the school system into the system. I wonder about the legislation being so rigidly stuck on them 

being a teacher or not under the current definition, as opposed to whether they have gained accreditation through 

their own association. Could we not look at their accreditation and determine whether there is a way of 

acknowledging that accreditation, or is that beyond the scope of the intent towards getting national recognition? 

Maybe that is constrained; I do not know. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I think in his comments, the member is now particularly talking about the peripatetic 

music teacher—the one who teaches my grandchild violin. 

Mr P. Papalia: And my son piano. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: And who teaches the member’s son piano. Those people do not teach the curriculum nor 

are they assessing student performance; they are enriching the lives of my grandson and the member’s son. That 

is a fantastic thing, but they are not teaching in the sense defined in this bill. They are not covered by this bill, 

and I do not see why they need to be. What difference does it make? They will still be able to teach their musical 

instrument; they will still be able to teach piano, violin or whatever. It does not come under school education and 

it does not come under what happens in schools in terms of the curriculum. However, they may well have a 

teaching qualification; they might have a Diploma of Education and they could in that case be registered. The 

legislation is not rigid; it is just clear. It is clear that a person must be registered if they teach the prescribed 

curriculum and assess student performance in a school; that is what this bill is about. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Madam Acting Speaker? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Madam Acting Speaker, I have a question on this. Unless the member for Alfred Cove wants to 

speak specifically on this subject, I want to continue the discussion.  

I think the intent of the association—excuse me, Leader of the House; I am representing a stakeholder group that 

has written and made a submission! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am asking the Clerk what clause we are on, my friend—that’s all. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I beg your pardon. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Thank you.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: The intent of the West Australia Music Teachers’ Association, as I understand from its letter, 

is to lift standards and to try to eliminate people who may not be of standard. I understand what the minister said 
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about her grandson’s violin teacher and my son’s piano teacher. If considering school environments, the 

association’s objective to get recognition of its process may have a role to play in improving and ensuring 

standards of music. I have seen a contribution from, I think, the review of the Western Australian College of 

Teaching—I am not sure about that—in which some principal made the observation that they thought they were 

getting a music teacher and instead got someone who filled out the application form saying they were a music 

teacher just so they could get a position in a certain school. I do not know that that will be resolved through this 

legislation, but was consultation conducted with that association in the course of developing this bill? Does the 

minister think it is worth conducting any subsequent consultation? Maybe the association will be looking for an 

amendment later on to encapsulate or to answer its concerns. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I understand the concern of the West Australia Music Teachers’ Association. I think we 

are now mainly talking about instrumental music teachers—the teachers we talked about who are not delivering 

the curriculum in a school; essentially, that means that they are outside of this legislation, because it affects 

people who deliver the curriculum. I wonder whether the association really wants registration, but that is perhaps 

another matter. It certainly wants recognition and it wants to ensure that the standards of people teaching 

instrumental music are high; I think that is the point. I am not sure what the association’s process is, but it is up 

to the Teacher Registration Board to accredit, and it may well be that it is worthwhile that this association opens 

up a dialogue with the board at some point when it is in place. 

Mr P. Papalia: I will notify the association of that; I think that is probably the best approach. I think the minister 

has addressed the association’s concerns. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: My understanding of this definition of ―teach‖ would not preclude other people on a 

school campus, perhaps the school health nurse, assisting in health education, which is part of the prescribed 

curriculum. They may be assisting by teaching about breast examinations or testicular examinations or the use of 

an EpiPen. They would be performing that as part of their role. Such people are often called in to assist with the 

health education part of the syllabus. Therefore, I believe they would still be able to assist in those areas under this 

legislation. I do not believe that this definition of ―teach‖ would preclude them because they are called in as experts to 

assist teachers with that part of the curriculum. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I thank the member for Alfred Cove for raising this matter. She is absolutely right; it does not 

preclude someone like a school health nurse assisting and delivering part of the curriculum or some particular aspect of 

it. The classroom teacher is the person who makes the assessment. Therefore, there would be no requirement for that 

assisting person to be registered, for instance, but they could of course continue to deliver and support the curriculum 

in the way they do so very well.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I am concerned. The points that have been raised have been very valid, but I am 

concerned about tutors as well. I am well aware that many tutor organisations are tutoring children in the 

curriculum specifically to enable them to achieve results in National Assessment Program — Literacy and 

Numeracy tests and in year 11 and 12 tests. This very much falls within that definition of ―designed to 

implement a prescribed curriculum‖. I am also aware that many of these tutoring organisations also carry out 

assessment of the students to report and determine whether or not the students are performing adequately, what 

they need to work on and so forth. I am of the view that in that sense tutors would certainly fall within the 

definition of ―teach‖ at paragraph (a), as they are dealing with a prescribed curriculum. I could even draw a long 

bow to say the definition of ―prescribed curriculum‖ is not in the legislation. We simply have ―prescribed means 

prescribed by regulation‖. We have no definition of curriculum. 

Going over to the music side, my daughter is currently being taught piano, and she is currently studying for her 

piano exams. Again, curriculum and assessment come within that definition of ―teach‖. The only thing that saves 

these people being caught up in this legislation is the fact that they will not necessarily be doing it at an 

educational venue. Is the intent of this legislation to ensure that any of that activity is not occurring whatsoever 

on a school premises? Are we seeing the end of tutoring at the end of the school day? Are we seeing the end of 

bringing in music teachers to assist children when they are in after-school care and those sorts of activities? If the 

minister could comment on that, that would be appreciated. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member for Forrestfield raises an important issue. Let us talk about tutors in 

particular, which the member raised initially. That is usually a private arrangement between the parent and that 

tutor. The tutor’s activities will certainly be covered by child protection legislation. Tutors require a working 

with children card. Although they might be teaching part of the curriculum or helping the child with part of the 

curriculum, they are not teaching a prescribed curriculum, nor are they assessing that child and nor are they 

carrying that out in an educational venue. So they do not, in that case, fall under the definition. But it does not 

stop those private arrangements being carried out, as they are by many people. 

Mr A.J. Waddell: Will there be prescribed regulations that define exactly which curricula are caught up in this 

act?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Yes, I understand that there will be. 



1478 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 28 March 2012] 

 

Mr A.J. Waddell: For any private organisation that has an arrangement with a school to carry out tutoring on 

school premises, though, how will they get around this particular legislation? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am not aware of that situation. Is the member referring to a school employing tutors? 

Mr A.J. Waddell: Some schools have after-school programs. The children do not get picked up until five 

o’clock or six o’clock, and parents can arrange for a tutor to come onto the premises and tutor the child in that 

period after school has closed. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Run by the school or run by somebody else? 

Mr A.J. Waddell: The after-school program is run by the school on school premises. It is for children who 

simply do not have homes to go to until their parents return from work. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Although something is being delivered, which may or may not be a prescribed 

curriculum, because I think it probably varies enormously, children would not be assessed on that. Therefore, 

again, it does not fit under the scope of this legislation. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I have one final question that is separate from those matters we have just canvassed. 

Page 2, line 20 states — 

CEO means the chief executive officer of the Department; 

Page 3, line 7 states — 

Department means the department of the Public Service principally assisting the Minister in the 

administration of this Act; 

Why are we being so circumspect here? It is a logic puzzle to try to work out — 

Dr E. Constable: Member, I understand it is standard drafting. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Would it not be easier to simply say, ―The CEO is the CEO of the education department,‖ 

so people know who we are talking about? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have to make it quite clear on the record that we are not talking about the Department of 

Education. We are talking about the Department of Education Services, which is a totally separate agency . 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: We have just proven the point then. My confusion on this matter is clear, and I suspect 

many people who read those clauses will have that same confusion. Would it not be better to define it? 

Dr E. Constable: Member, it might change its name at some point, and this covers that. It is standard drafting. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 and 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6: Requirement to be registered — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am going to refer to the same thing we were discussing earlier on with regard to this clause, 

because this clause does not appear to have much latitude within it for capturing people who are not registered 

teachers. By the minister’s definition, somebody who goes into a school as an actor, writer, musician or sports 

coach, who is not a registered teacher but works in the school, will not be subject to the penalties associated with 

this particular clause. I would contend that they probably are people delivering curriculum and making 

assessments, but if the minister is claiming that they are not, that is interesting. Does the minister have an 

expansive list of those people?  

Dr E. Constable: The best way for the member for Warnbro to look at this is to look at the definition of ―teach‖ 

in the legislation. If they do not come under the definition, then they are able to participate in those activities in 

the school, such as instrumental music, footy coaching or tutoring that we have discussed before, without 

incurring such a penalty—for example, people such as the child health nurse that the member for Alfred Cove 

mentioned. They are people who support what happens in a school but do not fall under the definition of ―teach‖ 

that we have been talking about and must be in an educational venue. That person must be registered. If they 

teach a prescribed curriculum, if they assess the performance of students on the curriculum, then they must be a 

registered teacher. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am a little concerned, because I am not entirely convinced by the minister’s argument that 

no-one is out there—an artist, musician or an author—actually delivering the curriculum and making 

assessments. I suspect that there are people conducting those two activities. I do not think we should stop them 

from conducting those activities. We should ensure that they are protected from any penalties under the act, 

intentional or unintentional. I think that was a reasonable question that was raised, firstly, by the English 

Teachers Association. They were the ones who have raised it, but they referred in their letter to visiting 

specialists, such as artists, authors or whoever that schools engage from time to time. Because the minister is 

assuring us that there is no-one like that out there delivering the curriculum and conducting assessment, all we 
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can do is accept that the minister is recording in Hansard that those people are not intended to be the subject of 

this legislation and they should be protected from any penalties resulting from them being accused of teaching 

without being registered.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The important part of this is that teachers have to be registered. The terms ―teach‖ and 

―educational venue‖ are defined. People must be registered if they are working as a teacher, delivering the 

curriculum and assessing student performance. However, if someone who does not have the qualifications wants 

to be registered, they can apply, with the assistance of their principal, for limited registration. That is an avenue 

for those people who may not have qualifications but who are delivering the curriculum and assessing student 

performance on that curriculum. That will happen from time to time, but this is very clear: a person must not 

teach, as it is defined in this legislation, in an educational venue, as it is defined in this legislation, unless that 

person is a registered teacher. That is very straightforward. The people who the member is talking about and has 

quite properly raised in this place today and tonight—namely, the peripatetic music teacher, the writer who 

comes in and does a special course or something special with students, perhaps over a month, or the artist-in-

residence—do not fall under this, generally speaking, because they are not doing those things defined in the 

legislation. For me, what is required of people in terms of registration is totally straightforward and very clear.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I really want to talk about clauses 6 and 7 together but, because of the way we operate, I have to 

talk about clause 6 now. The penalty for a first offence is $5 000 and for a second or subsequent offence, 

$10 000. The penalty under clause 7 has the same monetary value. It seems that there is a slight imbalance in that 

the teacher will receive the same monetary punishment as an institution. I would have thought that the institution 

should receive a greater monetary punitive sanction than an individual, because presumably the sanction is 

prescribed to be a deterrent. If it is supposed to be a deterrent, a $5 000 or $10 000 penalty for an individual 

would probably be a greater deterrent than a $5 000 or $10 000 penalty for an institution. Therefore, my 

argument is that we either reduce the monetary punitive sanction in clause 6 or increase the monetary punitive 

sanction in clause 7. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: First of all, I thank the member for drawing attention to this. However, I point out that 

these penalties are exactly the same as the penalties in the Western Australian College of Teaching Act. The 

penalties have not changed at all; they have been maintained at the same level. The member would know from 

his background that the penalties are the maximum penalties that can be imposed; therefore, that value will not 

necessarily be imposed. Given that they are the same as the WACOT legislation penalties—we have kept them 

at that level—and they were accepted before, I do not see the necessity to change them. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: A lot of confusion has come about because of the definition of ―teach‖. My 

understanding of ―teach‖ is that it is ―the delivery of an educational programme designed to implement a 

prescribed curriculum‖. A lot of concerns raised in the chamber by members have been about extracurricular 

activities, such as musical activities. Clauses 6 and 7, again, go back to the definition of ―teach‖ in terms of 

prescribed curriculum; therefore, people who assist with extracurricular activities at schools would not be subject 

to the offences in these clauses. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: All I can add to the comments of the member for Alfred Cove is that I agree with what 

she said. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 7: Requirement to employ etc. teachers who are registered — 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The minister dealt with my issue about the punitive value, but my other issue is the measure of 

liability of the institution or the employer. Is it strict liability or absolute liability? In other words, if an institution 

employs a teacher who is not registered, will it be liable to the sanction only if it knew that the teacher was not 

registered? Is it an absolute liability if the school employs a teacher who is not registered? Namely, is it subject 

to the sanction, or is it subject to the sanction only if it knew that the teacher was not registered and it had not 

taken the necessary due diligence? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Member for Armadale, I understand it is not strict liability, but employers should access 

the register to get the information that they require.  

Dr A.D. Buti: The due diligence. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 8 and 9 put and passed. 

Clause 10: Application for registration — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not sure, minister, whether this clause is the right place to raise this question. Looking at 

the registration of teachers, the detail required from applicants and the content of applications in clause 10(2)(a) 
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to (e), which is subsequently repeated in other clauses, does this legislation define who will receive and analyse 

this information, and determine whether it meets the requirements; or is that just stated as ―the board‖ for the 

purposes of the legislation? Is there any reference in the legislation to the secretariat or the administrative staff 

who will conduct the actual nuts and bolts of the task? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I think it is obvious and implied that the board, operating through its staff, would receive 

and assess the information. Members of the board will not do that; they will have employees who do that. 

However, the board will have the overarching responsibility for that work.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: It does not specify that within the legislation; that is just assumed throughout the 

legislation — 

Dr E. Constable: That would be assumed; the board is the decision maker, and people are employed to do that 

work. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will be interested to know the extent of the secretariat allocated to this task, particularly in 

light of the challenges and pitfalls that befell the Western Australian College of Teaching in its financial 

management and the difficulties it encountered with conducting its role in an effective and financially viable 

way. I will be interested — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! Excuse me, members entering the house, we are 

debating a bill. Could you please keep it down? Thank you.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will probably raise this issue in different clauses as we go through the legislation. I am very 

interested to learn from the minister the analysis or work done in determining exactly how many people will be 

required to conduct this task in an efficient manner, noting that WACOT was widely criticised for being 

inefficient and ineffective. How many people will there be and what sort of budgetary allocation has been made? 

What costs will be associated with conducting this administrative task in receiving all these applications and 

processing them in an appropriate fashion? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, please keep the noise down. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: This will come up as we go through the bill, but I flag that clause 92 indicates that the 

CEO of the Department of Education Services is required to provide the staff and the appropriate support so that 

the work of the board can be carried out; this will come up in later consideration. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

ROADS NETWORK — RAT-RUNNING 

137. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the minister’s confession on radio this morning that he is a rat runner. 

(1) Why has the government budgeted to spend only $723 million over four years in state capital 

appropriations for new roadworks, compared with $819 million spent by WA Labor during our last four 

years in government? 

(2) Will the minister guarantee an increase in state funding — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! I would prefer in this place that members asking questions were heard in 

silence. I direct that advice particularly at this moment to members on my right. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: To continue — 

(2) Will the minister guarantee that he will increase state funding for new roadworks to stop the explosion 

of rat runs that are currently occurring due to the congestion crisis that his government is creating? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

(1)–(2) This answer may have to be headed ―Confessions of a rat runner‖, because indeed from time to time, 

when attempting to get from A to B, one does use alternative roads, as I suspect everyone in Western 

Australia does. Sometimes, heaven forbid, I use what members might call back roads through either my 

home town of Busselton or the suburbs. The funny thing is that they are still roads that people are 

entitled to drive on, provided they do it lawfully. There are a couple of issues here. The member raised 

the issue of the amount that is being spent on roads. I put it to the member that if we take out the fact of 

the Forrest Highway, largely supported by the then Howard government, that dramatically reduces the 

former Labor government’s spend on metropolitan roads. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That’s not true. The Howard government gave us less than what you’re getting! 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will take the member for Midland on a little tour of the metropolitan area just to explain 

what we are doing, particularly on arterial roads. Later I will table this very impressive document I have with 

me. Let us say, for example, we start out in the member for Belmont’s electorate. If we come out onto Great 

Eastern Highway and turn left, we travel through the $325 million that is being spent to upgrade and put in place 

a much-needed extra lane on Great Eastern Highway. That is something the member for Belmont failed to do in 

eight years of government, but I am here to look after him and his constituents. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was 80 per cent federally funded. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We then turn right and make our way through the Graham Farmer tunnel, where we have 

just committed $57 million to add a third lane, and an additional lane to Mitchell Freeway heading north. As we 

head along Mitchell Freeway, a third lane between Hepburn Avenue and Hodges Drive will be built there later 

this year. The member for Midland would then do a U-turn there, come back and travel along Reid Highway 

towards Midland where she lives or where her electorate office is. She would go through the Reid Highway–

Mirrabooka interchange and the Reid Highway–Alexander Drive interchange, and to finish off the circular tour, 

she would end up at the $112 million Great Eastern Highway–Roe Highway interchange. The point I am trying 

to make here is that more money is being spent upgrading the arterial roads of Perth at the moment than has ever 

been spent. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Yes, but what about you? What about state funding? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member for Midland, I have been in this place for only eight years; it feels like a lot more 

sometimes. One thing I found in my eight years is that it is a lot easier to spend money when members are in 

opposition than when they are in government. The point I also made on the radio this morning is that the time at 

which we will have a test of the opposition’s commitment to the Perth road network is when we head into the 

election campaign next year, and the opposition will have to actually fund all of the things that it talks about. The 

rattle of its hollow promises will ring out across the Perth metropolitan area! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: One person has asked the question. I think members know the rhetoric they are going to get 

from me at this point. The next person to interject on this question will be formally called to order. Member for 

Midland, I will no doubt give you a supplementary question. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will wrap up pretty quickly. The point I want to make is that the member for Midland 

could barely travel along an arterial road in Perth and not notice roadworks that either have just been 

completed — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is like a Bea and Frankie assault! 

The member for Midland would not be able to see a major arterial road that either had not had roadworks 

recently completed, that did not have roadworks underway or in the not-too-distant future would not have 

roadworks that are planned. In relation to this sudden emergence of this phenomenon called ―rat-running‖, which 

has probably been in existence since the first Ford Model T rolled out of the factory, yes, it happens; it has been 

happening for a long time. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: So you don’t see it as a problem, do you? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There are some areas where it is a particular problem, member for Midland. One of them 

was highlighted in the newspaper this morning; that is, around the area in Belmont heading out towards Perth 

Airport. One of the reasons that people use alternative routes through there is that we are spending $325 million 

upgrading Great Eastern Highway. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Most of that was provided by the federal government. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I did not see the member for Belmont spend a cent. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am so sad that the member for Belmont failed his constituents in relation to the most 

important road through their electorate. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will tell the member for Belmont what I will do. The opening of that upgrade may be 

when he is no longer a member of this place, but I will make sure he gets an invitation to come along and I will 

make sure he gets the due acknowledgement that will be due to him on that day. It will not fill up much of my 

speech! 
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ROADS NETWORK — RAT-RUNNING 

138. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Transport: 

I have a supplementary question, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Before the member for Midland asks the supplementary, I do not know at what point the 

minister is going to table that document, but he did give an indication that he would do that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will do it again. 

[See paper 4659.] 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Is the minister aware that his budget also includes $962 million in commonwealth 

capital appropriations funding for roads over four years compared with only $628 million that was provided by 

the Howard Liberal government during WA Labor’s last four years? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

Firstly, I am just intrigued by this transformation of the Labor Party from ―Labor‖ to ―WA Labor‖. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have a tip for the member for Midland: when you are largely funded by the union 

movement and when you are definitely controlled by the union movement, you can run but you cannot hide from 

the fact that you are Labor. I know that it is hard labour being Labor, but you are in labour and you cannot get 

out of it, member for Midland! 

Mr M. McGowan: How long did you practise that one for? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I just thought of it as I stood up. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Like the member for Rockingham, occasionally I have an original thought, not like the 

Zurich train sardine experiment of yesterday! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Speaker, here is the nub of the question. Am I aware that the commonwealth 

contributes to road construction in Western Australia? Absolutely! I met recently with federal minister Anthony 

Albanese and we discussed the very issue. It may well have helped WA Labor if it had a better relationship with 

the commonwealth in relation to roads, because we are certainly not doing too well on a range of other fronts. Of 

course I am aware of it.  

COMMONWEALTH GRANTS COMMISSION — GOODS AND SERVICES TAX SHARE 

139. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Premier: 

On behalf of the member for Wanneroo I would like to acknowledge the year 7 students from Carramar Primary 

School.  

On radio this morning, the Premier used some pretty strong language when talking about the federal government 

further reducing Western Australia’s GST share. Can the Premier please update the house on the latest 

Commonwealth Grants Commission estimates for 2012–13 and the implications for all Western Australians?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

I thank the member for North West for the question.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Have you cheered up?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I have not cheered up. The opposition clearly seems to be happy about the way the 

Gillard government treats Western Australians. We have said all along — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I have given you an opportunity, member for Mandurah. I formally call you to order for the 

first time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Treasurer, I and others have continuously—in fact, since this government has been in 

power—made comment about how Western Australia is getting a raw deal out of the sharing of the GST 

revenue. We have talked about how it has gone from 72c in the dollar this year down to 55c.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is interesting that WA Labor, the western branch of federal Labor, has this view.  
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Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, please!  

Mr M. McGowan: The truth hurts. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Truth will catch you out, my friend!  

We have relied on figures from the Western Australian Treasury — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have relied on figures produced by the Western Australian Treasury. We can now go 

to the ―Report on GST Revenue Sharing Relativities‖ produced by the Australian government. These are 

commonwealth government figures. I want to tell members what the reality is.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: At least members on this side stand up for the state, and care about it. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for 

West Swan, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Members, I hope you want question time to continue. It is pretty easy for me to say that is the end of question 

time. I do not want to do that. Some of you are giving me the indication that that is what you want to happen.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As population, and consumer spending, continue to grow year in, year out, the size of the 

GST pool for distribution grows. For the coming financial year, 2012–13, it is estimated that the total GST pool 

will grow by around $3.5 billion. There is an additional $3.5 billion to share. Every state and territory, with the 

exception of Western Australia, will get a sizeable increase in its GST payments for the next year. For the 

coming financial year, Western Australia will actually get $600 million less. Not $600 million less than we 

expected, but $600 million less than we received this year, in absolute dollar terms. Queensland will get an extra 

$1.3 billion while we lose $600 million. Both New South Wales and Victoria will get about an extra $1 billion. 

Even the Northern Territory will get an extra $300 million. It is absolutely outrageous. WA Labor does not want 

to hear this, but it is going to hear it. What does that mean? I will refer to an example of what it means. Next 

year, Western Australia will receive $1 219 for every man, woman and child in this state. Queensland will 

receive $2 177 for every man, woman and child in that state. That is over $1 000 a head more for the Queensland 

population. Is that fair? What is wrong with Western Australia? Is it fair that men, women and children are 

devalued by Labor by $1 000? That is what is being done by the Gillard government.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for 

West Swan, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to 

order for the first time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Let me give another perspective on this. We can compare Western Australia with the little, 

old Northern Territory. The Northern Territory has a population of 238 000. That is a little bigger than the City 

of Stirling, which has 202 000. So, 238 000 people live in the Northern Territory. Western Australia has a 

population of 2.4 million. The GST share to Western Australia next year will be $2 914 million. The GST share 

to the Northern Territory will be $2 909 million—almost identical. The GST share to the Northern Territory—a 

little bigger than the City of Stirling—is the same size in absolute dollars as all of Western Australia, with all of 

its territory! The growth is here. The economy in Western Australia is underpinning the Australian economy on 

every criterion.  

As I said on radio this morning, one simple indicator is what the Minister for Education has had to deal with. In 

our schools this year, we expected an extra 3 000 children in preprimary. An extra 7 000 students turned up 

because of interstate or international migration and birth rates. That is what we have had to deal with. This is a 

growing state and a state with economic potential. That is the reality. The state government does not have the 

capacity to fill a $600 million hole taken out of its budget. We do not have the capacity. It is interesting that 

WA Labor immediately jumped to the defence of federal Labor! Without hesitation, every one of those opposite 

jumped to the defence of federal Labor. Every single one of them jumped to the defence of Julia Gillard and 

federal Labor. WA Labor they are not!  

We saw it yesterday—the Leader of the Opposition could not answer the question about whether he supports a 

carbon tax or not. He refused to answer. Why did he refuse to answer? Because Julia Gillard will not let him 

answer the question! They all failed this state. Until the Labor Party stands up for Western Australia, it will not 
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rate. It failed to stand up for the people of this state. It simply supports the federal government taking money off 

this state and giving it to the other states. The Leader of the Opposition failed our state; he does not stand up for 

Western Australia! 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, there is a time to stop. I formally call you to order for the second time 

today. Members for Victoria Park and Willagee, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Another 

outburst like that and it will be the end of question time today, members.  

RANGEVIEW REMAND CENTRE INMATES — FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL 

140. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to commitments the minister gave to the media yesterday, which were reported on ABC TV and 

elsewhere, to release the contract between Serco and the Department of Corrective Services over Rangeview 

prison.  

(1) Will the minister table that contract today; and, if not, why not? 

(2) Was a public–private cost comparator done on the Serco contract; and, if so, will the minister table it? 

(3) Will the minister also table all associated correspondence on this matter; and, if not, why not?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

(1)–(3) I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. In the first instance, all the contracts with Serco 

for both the Acacia Prison arrangements and also for the court security and custodial services contract 

are tabled. That is a matter of course. The contract for the new young adults facility will be tabled. It 

was signed last week. 

Mr M. McGowan: When? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In time. I will do that in my time frame, not the Leader of the Opposition’s, and consistent 

with —  

Mr M. McGowan: So public accountability does not matter.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Absolutely it matters, but I will do that consistent with how we have done all the other 

arrangements with the other contracts, including the court security and custodial services contract and the one for 

Acacia Prison. The member’s second question was about the cost comparator. Of course, with all arrangements 

we do a public–private sector comparator. That is an internal process for Treasury and within cabinet; we make 

decisions on where cabinet will put contracts and where it will not. The answer is: no, I will not table that. That 

is consistent with government practice and how we do business within government, so I am not stepping out of 

that space. The member is absolutely right; a public–private sector comparator is done to judge whether it is to 

the state’s benefit to use some private contractors.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Why don’t you be accountable?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We are absolutely accountable. We have the contracts tabled. It is only a matter of getting 

on the website. It is interesting that the shadow minister, who is not here today, made the comment publicly that 

these contracts have not been tabled. That is rubbish. He has only to look on the website and it is all there and is 

open to the public. I assume that members have looked at the other ones there. 

Mr M. McGowan: Table it! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will table it in my time, not in the opposition’s time. It will be tabled and we are 

absolutely publicly accountable in how we do that. Consistent with other practice in government, we will not 

table the public–private sector comparator. That is part of the process within Treasury and within cabinet and the 

answer is: no, I will not table the information. If the member wants to seek that, a freedom of information 

process is available to him as it is to anybody else. 

RANGEVIEW REMAND CENTRE INMATES — FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL 

141. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I have a supplementary question. Is the minister’s reluctance to table that contract in an appropriate time frame 

based upon his many changes of position on the issues surrounding Rangeview yesterday; and why will he not 

be accountable and table it immediately?  

The SPEAKER: Before the minister answers that question, Leader of the Opposition, you are seeking an 

opinion. My standard practice in this place is to bring that to your attention and to other members’ attention. The 

opportunity is there if the minister chooses to answer. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

If members look at the transcript of the interview I did on 6PR, they will see that I was cautious with my 

language. Obviously, the media quite rightly will pick up the greatest contrast that they can possibly pick up. I 

made it openly known through the media that I had not received a briefing about any work that was being 

done—or not being done, for that matter—to have prisoners do some work at Fiona Stanley Hospital. I made that 

absolutely openly known. I also made the point that I support the notion of section 95 releases of prisoners, 

which happens as practice within prisons in Western Australia and within our work camps. I gave an analogy 

about working in gardens and doing that ground-type work. Just as a matter for the record, prisoners work in two 

hospitals in Western Australia. At least one prisoner from the Pardelup Prison Farm works in the gardens of the 

Mt Barker District Health Service. Also, a prisoner out of Greenough works at Geraldton Regional Hospital. As 

a matter of practice, it is not off the record or something that is not done; prisoners are encouraged to engage 

with the community, to do work that supports upskilling and to take the approach of getting some reparation and 

giving something back to the community. It is actually a matter of practice.  

If members look at my commentary yesterday morning, they will understand that I was in defence of the 

arrangements in this state under section 95. I was not aware and I made it openly known that I was not aware of 

any planned arrangements with Serco and what it might or might not do. I refer to the notion of having an 

organisation that is contracted to provide services for the young adults facility therefore having prisoners 

working on another site. I certainly do not support prisoners being orderlies or being in care of people in the 

hospital, as was claimed by the unions and so on. It is absolutely scurrilous how the unions took the issue to that 

extent. The point is that I can fully appreciate that we have the potential for one organisation to get a benefit 

from the other, but those claims were absolutely wrong. I defended the notion of section 95 releases and the very 

good work of the Department of Corrective Services to try to stop prisoners coming back into prison. What was 

the last part of the Leader of the Opposition’s question?  

Mr M. McGowan: It was really one part and that was: when are you going to table the contract?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In my time, Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I suggest that you choose more parliamentary language if you are going 

to interject on the minister. I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

SOUTHERN INLAND HEALTH INITIATIVE — NURSES 

142. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Health: 

I am very interested in the progress in getting the southern inland health initiative up and running as it will make 

a big difference in the southern parts of the state. I know that the minister has already engaged some doctors, 

with many more to follow, but could the minister please update the house on where he is up to with engaging 

nurses under the initiative? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I thank the member for the question. As the member knows, the magnificent southern inland health package is 

funded by $565 million from the royalties for regions fund and it is designed to totally transform the way we 

deliver health services through the middle part of Western Australia, stretching right down to Esperance. We 

have been actively pursuing the employment of doctors. So far we have seven new doctors who will start work 

under that program. That will help those practices that struggled to get support in the past and those local 

governments that have gone out and spent enormous amounts of money to try to attract and hold doctors in the 

area. Seven new doctors will start in that area. A significant number of nurse practitioners have been doing their 

work and we hope they will proceed very soon into those new areas.  

We are actively seeking further emergency nurse practitioners across the wheatbelt, the great southern, the 

goldfields and the south west regions. That does not mean that we are ignoring the northern part of the state; we 

have spent additional funding in that region, particularly in remote Indigenous communities. An amount of 

$22.2 million from the royalties for regions fund has been allocated to upgrade remote Indigenous communities. 

I was very keen on that after visiting Mulan out near Balgo and seeing the very poor standard of the healthcare 

service facilities provided in that location. We will put extra facilities in Bayulu, Mulan, Mindibungu, also 

known as Billiluna, Wakathuni and Noonkanbah. Significant new facilities will go into those areas.  

The changes we are able to make through the funding under this program are moving forward exceptionally 

well. We are at the stage of designing upgrades to hospitals and providing new facilities, such as clinics, through 

those areas. The most important part is that we have been able to get those new doctors started. We are very 

confident that we can grow both the doctors and nurse practitioners to provide a service through that region that 

they have never seen the like of in the past. 
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NEW CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — SERVICE PRIVATISATION 

143. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I refer to comments attributed to the minister on 4 January that he would not privatise hospital services at the 

new children’s hospital for the time being.  

(1) Does ―the time being‖ mean until the next election when the minister then plans to privatise services at 

the new children’s hospital?  

(2) If no to (1), will the minister categorically state today that he will not privatise hospital services or any 

other aspects of that hospital after the next election? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(2) I have been through this before at length. The member has quoted half of my statements to this house 

and not all of them. I will repeat the other half that I have said publicly and to members before. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: They changed their name!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: So have WA Labor! I have never heard of them before.  

As I have said before, for this term of government we will not contract out or privatise, as the member calls it, 

the services at the new children’s hospital. Although it is not my intention to do that in our next term of 

government it is a decision for the Liberal–National government, or for our individual parties, to put forward 

their policies prior to the next election. I am very strongly of the view that it will not be done in our next term of 

government either, but it is not up to me in this term of government as the Minister for Health — 

Mr M. McGowan: You’re only a minister and cabinet member! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That does not matter. It is not up to me during this term of government to make those types 

of categorical statements. The Premier, at a time of his choosing in the lead-up to the next election, will make 

commitments about what we will do in the future. What I did say was that I would make sure that if it were our 

intention to do that in the next term of government, we would say so before the next election. There is just under 

a year to go until the next election. As I have said, if it is our intention to do that, which I strongly doubt, we will 

say so. For the opposition to try to use that to jump to the conclusion that we are planning to contract out the 

services of the children’s hospital after the next election is absolutely untrue. 

NEW CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — COMPLETION DATE 

144. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question. This commitment goes with all the other commitments the Liberal Party made, 

such as this government would build the new children’s hospital by 2014. Given the minister’s broken promises 

on this issue, how can we trust him at all? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I have been through the issue of the children’s hospital and how it came about. We said that it would be built by 

2014. Members can imagine that in the lead-up to the election there was a bit of jousting over who would deliver 

what and when. 

Mr R.H. Cook: And so you lied; is that what you’re saying? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Using all the best and available information, we worked out the time it would take us to build 

that hospital, which was by 2014. Once we came to government we found that there were things the Labor Party 

had not told anyone and that were not public knowledge. One of those things was that the new children’s 

hospital that the Labor government promised to deliver by — 

Mr R.H. Cook: So your broken promises are someone else’s fault as well? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Listen to this. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Do you take responsibility for anything? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member does not want to hear this, does he? The 2015 delivery date that the Labor 

government announced required some buildings to be demolished. Buildings L, N and M had to be demolished 

and rebuilt somewhere else so that the hospital could be built on its current site. There were two things missing 

from that plan. The first is that there was no money in the budget whatsoever to do it. The Labor government did 

not have the money to build the hospital and rebuild buildings L, N and M. It was a totally empty promise on the 

Labor Party’s part to build the hospital by 2015 because there was absolutely nothing in the budget to fund it. 

Secondly, it would not fit. The Labor government had not done its sums properly on the size of the hospital and 
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it would not fit where the L, N and M buildings were. The Labor government had not done a single design, a 

single drawing or a single plan. It was like what the Labor government did at Fiona Stanley Hospital. The day 

after a bulldozer had cleared a bit of bush on the site, Jim McGinty went out there and announced that that was 

the start of the hospital. The design had not even begun let alone been finished, yet the then Minister for Health 

made the announcement after bulldozing a bit of dirt. The Labor government announced that the new children’s 

hospital would be built by 2015, with zero money, and it had zero plans. 

Several opposition members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The former government had nowhere near enough money for it. It had $200 million or so 

sitting there for a $1.2 billion project. That was pretty good planning! Luckily we now have a good Treasurer 

who can sort all these things out. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA — 

CONSUMER CONFIDENCE SURVEY 

145. Mr F.A. ALBAN to the Treasurer: 

Yesterday, questions were asked that made reference to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 

Australia’s survey of consumer confidence, which pointed to consumer concerns relating to living costs. Is the 

Treasurer able to provide some further details about other matters covered in that report? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

I thank the member for the question. Yesterday the opposition shadow Treasurer asked the Premier some 

questions about electricity prices. That question noted that in the CCI survey, 63 per cent of respondents said that 

utility costs would have a major impact on them over the next year. It is absolutely true that the CCI survey did 

note that. However, the CCI survey is a very interesting document and I recommend that everyone read it. It is 

full of quite remarkable things about our economy, and not all of them cast doom and gloom on it. The survey 

shows that consumer behaviour has changed somewhat recently. There are greater amounts of household 

savings, probably due to people’s concerns about global uncertainty; 28 per cent of respondents in Western 

Australia claim they are better off now than they were last year, which is up from 27 per cent and is very high 

according to national comparisons; and 23 per cent of respondents in WA claim they are worse off, down from 

25 per cent, which is also very high compared with the national statistics. One of the fascinating findings is that 

48 per cent of households believe that now is a good time for a major household purchase. It is very interesting 

that, at a time of concern about utility prices, more people than ever before think they are better off and believe 

that it is a good time to purchase a major household item. 

Several opposition members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I suggest to members who wish to interject that a better way to make a contribution is by 

seeking the call and asking a question. I formally call the member for West Swan to order for the third time 

today and the members for Bassendean and Forrestfield for the first time today. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: All of that is explicable and there are reasons why people have varying concerns. When we 

look at the consumer price index, which obviously is the measure of the growth of prices from year to year, and 

then we look further inside that to see what is happening, of course we can see that the cost of living is an issue, 

and we often debate that in here. However, it is remarkable to see that in 2007–08, when the Labor Party was in 

government, the CPI—the growth in the rate of price increases—was 3.6 per cent and in 2010–11, the last 

financial year of this government, it was 2.8 per cent. The growth in prices, which is the basic measure of the 

cost of living, is lower under this government than it was under the previous government, yet that is the major 

issue of the day for the opposition. When we look inside that CPI figure, we can see that there is a lot going on 

and there are a lot of different goods. The lines on the graph I am holding represent the rate of the change of 

growth. Unfortunately, over time most prices increase, but what is important is how quickly or relatively slowly 

that increase is occurring. When members look inside that rather busy graph—I might get the Minister for 

Planning to hold it—they will see the rate of growth in 2007–08, when WA Labor was in government, and the 

rate of growth now. The major goods types, the prices of alcohol and tobacco are increasing faster than they 

were under Labor. That has a lot to do with commonwealth taxes; I apologise. However, the change in the rate of 

growth of housing and furnishing and household equipment is about the same. The price of food and non-

alcoholic beverages is increasing much slower than it was under Labor and the rate of the increase in the cost of 

recreation and culture has been much slower under this government. The Minister for Transport will be 

interested to know that transport has experienced considerably slower price increases under this government. The 

Australian Bureau of Statistics figures for the discretionary and non-discretionary aspects of household spending 

in WA show that not very long ago, households in Western Australia simply had negative spending on 

discretionary items. 

Several opposition members interjected. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: Now members will find that households in that dark blue section have a greater amount — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I instruct members 

once again that when I am on my feet, there should be silence in this place. Whether the Speaker, Deputy 

Speaker or Acting Speaker is on his or her feet, there should be absolute silence in this place and members are 

not to move around. I displayed some leniency in just calling you to order for the first time today, member for 

Armadale.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The CPI is lower under this government than the previous government. Under this 

government, more people have more money to spend on the things they want, which is a good thing for 

households.  

Finally, I want to comment on utility prices, electricity in particular. Regardless of whoever is in government in a 

year’s time, electricity prices will go up by some rate. That is an unfortunate fact of life. The only thing that will 

dampen the increase and militate against the increase is greater private generation and competition for electricity, 

and as much has been noted —  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Now that the Leader of the Opposition has invited me to keep going, I will. In fact, it was 

the Leader of the Opposition who said, in debate on the Premier’s Statement —  

We support private investment in electricity generation; the government seems to hate it.  

There are some private electricity generators—Perth Energy, ERM Power, Griffin, Wesfarmers—and they 

should be encouraged. Private generation is a very good thing because it has the ability to provide competition 

with prices. But the idea that the Leader of the Opposition supports private generation of electricity is ridiculous. 

One of the price increases—perhaps the sharpest price increase—this government has presided over is in the 

contestable tariff, which allows private generators to generate electricity. There are two things about the 

electricity market that are absolutely true.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, you have successfully made this the last question today.  

I will allow you to conclude your answer, Treasurer, and that will be the end of question time.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The opposition leader says that he supports private electricity generation. He did not 

support increasing the contestable tariff, which raises two questions, one of which is: how many private 

electricity generators are willing to sell energy at a price below cost? The answer to that question is none. The 

second question — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Members opposite do not like this, Mr Speaker. The second —  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Your ego is so large you think we should all sit here and listen to you all the time! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I formally call you to order for the first and second time today.  

I am not interested in this behaviour, members. I am not interested in it at all, members on my right and members 

on my left. That concludes question time.  

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE — EXTENSION 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, I want to draw your attention to the fact that we just had the answer to a 

question that must have gone for at least eight minutes. Regularly, the opposition is goaded by both the Premier 

and the Treasurer, and the Premier’s performance — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members continue to demonstrate why I finished question time today. The Leader of the 

Opposition is trying to make a point of order. He is not being enabled to do that.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, the opposition is goaded. The Premier points and rants and screams abuse at 

members of the opposition — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: — which he did! And at that point question time is closed because the opposition objects. 

Mr Speaker, I think it is a little unfair that the opposition loses questions when the government behaves in that 

manner, and I would like you to reflect on that.  

The SPEAKER: We move to orders of the day. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I move that order of the day 3 be now taken. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have a point of order! This point of order is in regard to your decision to close down 

question time after three questions had been asked by the opposition. It is my view that that is an incorrect 

decision because the opposition has not been given the opportunity to ask more than three questions, and 

because, as the Leader of the Opposition highlighted, the answers by ministers exceeded normally expected 

answering times by up to eight minutes. I ask you to reconsider closing question time and allow another question 

from the opposition.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I am not going to do that; I am not going to do that at all. I indicated 

very early in today’s question time what I would accept in this place, and I indicated to members—I think 

everybody in this place would have heard me today—that if this sort of behaviour continues, I will close 

question time. In my considered opinion, that sort of behaviour did once again arise and I have closed question 

time.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: I am not going to take any more points of order. 

Dissent from Speaker’s Ruling 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [2.46 pm]: I move —  

That this house dissents from the Speaker’s ruling in closing question time after only three opposition 

questions.  

Ruling by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Member for Midland, you have been in this place longer than many 

people in this place. You have been in many question times, as many people in this place have. What is afforded 

the Speaker in this place, member for Midland, and for all members—some will know and some will not 

know—is the discretion to run question time for as long as he or she wants. In the last Parliament—and in 

previous Parliaments—question time was extended to 45 minutes by the previous Speaker, Hon Fred Riebeling. I 

have followed in that tradition to enable question time to run for as close to 45 minutes, as much as I possibly 

can, and I have always enabled that. Members, today I indicated that I would close question time down if certain 

behaviour continued—it did, and I note that the time was possibly around 2.42 pm or 2.43 pm. Certainly, 

members, after that it would have been the time of the last question at any rate by my reckoning. It is my 

discretion; it is not a ruling. It is a discretion I have.  

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, can I ask you to accept a point of order? 

The SPEAKER: I will certainly accept a point of order, member for Balcatta.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I accept your ruling and I understand that is the standing orders. The point of order goes to 

the standing order relating to questions being asked and the answers given. That goes generally to relevance, and 

you rule on that. But there is an issue of timing, because yesterday—as I do every day—I time from when the 

question is asked until the finish. The Minister for Transport took over 10 minutes on a dorothy dixer. Today, the 

Minister for Transport answered a question and took nine minutes. The Premier took nine minutes. The answer 

to the last question, on which you closed question time down, again a dorothy dixer, took nine minutes. It seems 

to me that measuring question time by the time allowed is not the issue; it is whether the opposition can ask 

questions. If the ministers simply filibuster, as I have pointed out with the time taken, that is denying the 

opposition the opportunity to ask questions, and I raise that as a point of order for your consideration, Mr 

Speaker.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Further to that point of order. I have been in this place a very long time, the same as the 

member for Balcatta — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That was a classic example of why question time goes longer than it does and why we do 

not get more questions. Comments made by the member for Balcatta do not exactly relate to the standing order. 

Question time is at your discretion, Mr Speaker. Quite simply, if members opposite want to get more questions, 

as you have said many times, all they have to do is stop interjecting. I am subject, together with other ministers 

on this side of the house, to a total barrage of interjections, and when about 10 people start interjecting and 

shouting it makes it impossible for a minister to answer a question quickly.  

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [2.49 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow question time to be 

recommenced for another 20 minutes.  
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Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have moved the motion that order of the day 3 be now taken. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, you gave me the call, and the member for Mandurah took a point of order 

after I had moved that motion. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the House, with the greatest respect, I had not asked the house whether that motion 

be agreed to. I then accepted the point of order from the member for Mandurah. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The member for Balcatta has highlighted the fact that government ministers are now 

taking an extended period to answer dorothy dixers. I accept, Mr Speaker, that you have been relatively generous 

in the amount of time that is allowed for question time, but time and again ministers abuse the privilege by 

giving lengthy answers of eight or nine minutes, especially to dorothy dixers. One of the worst offenders is, of 

course, the Treasurer, who gets asked basic dorothy dixers and strays on relevance, as does the Minister for 

Transport. The commentary that they run has little to do with the questions they were asked. They bring in lots 

of material that would be better supplied by way of a brief ministerial statement or, indeed, a long ministerial 

statement given the time that they take. 

The other matter I want to raise in calling for the suspension of standing orders is that the Premier, for the second 

day in a row, stood up with the intention of deliberately goading the opposition. That is not to say that that kind 

of robust activity does not occur regularly in this place, but when the Premier leans across the table, points his 

finger at the Leader of the Opposition and says in a loud voice — 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am imitating the Premier. I am demonstrating what the Premier was doing. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I expect to hear the member for Midland in silence. The reason for that is that she has raised a 

very serious issue. I expect it to be treated in that way. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier, in a deliberate strategy, leant across towards opposition members and 

goaded us. Yesterday we heard him ask the same question over and again of the Leader of the Opposition and 

members sitting on this side of the house. It was only natural that he should get a robust response. In my long 

term in this house, as you have referred to, Mr Speaker, I have seen that when the person on their feet invites a 

response from those sitting opposite, it is generally accepted and members sitting opposite are not penalised for 

having responded once goaded. There is also a general convention that if the questioner continues to goad and 

there is no response from the opposition, the person on their feet moves on. Yesterday, the Premier did not do 

that. When it became clear that he was not getting a further response from the opposition leader, he continued to 

repeat the same question louder and louder and pointed his finger at members sitting opposite. Of course, he got 

the wall of noise that he anticipated. 

I do not think that three questions are sufficient. I do not think that it is fair to say that the opposition has been 

treated appropriately in this instance and that we have had the opportunity to raise the questions that we would 

like to have raised. Quite clearly, there is a deliberate strategy by the Premier to goad members opposite by 

asking questions of the opposition over and again, which he is not entitled to do. He has been angry and 

belligerent in his approach to the opposition, and he has received the response that would generally be expected. 

Ministers—particularly the Treasurer, to some extent the Premier and certainly the Minister for Transport—

come into this house on a daily basis and take seven, eight or nine minutes, or longer, to answer dorothy dix 

questions. I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that we find that to be an abuse of question time. 

I do not intend to speak for a long time. When the Premier came to government, he said that he intended to have 

new standards in office. Indeed, I well recall the editorial in The West Australian at the time, in which he said 

that he would not have dorothy dixers as such and that they would not be used to attack the opposition. He has 

offended that very principle himself in recent times. 

I think it is only fair that the opposition have a further 20 minutes of question time. I acknowledge the difficult 

position that you are in, Mr Speaker, but I do not think we can, for a second day in a row, put up with the 

strategy that the government has employed. We do not want that to continue. That is why we have taken the 

extraordinary step of seeking to have a further 20 minutes of question time today. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [2.55 pm]: It is an unusual step that the 

opposition has taken to seek additional time for question time, but we must remember that the most important 

element of accountability in the parliamentary process is the question time period during each sitting day. 

Everyone in this place should understand that the requirement for ministers to answer questions from the 
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opposition is the most important part of government accountability. When that process is truncated, it is a serious 

issue. That process has been truncated because of the behaviour of ministers with their abusive, aggressive and at 

times bizarre ranting and screaming across the chamber at opposition members. I include the Premier’s 

behaviour in that. I watched him during his response to the question asked a moment ago when he screamed 

abuse across the chamber at me and implied that we were all unpatriotic Western Australians. He was red-faced 

as he ranted, screamed and pointed at us from across the chamber. It elicited a response from the opposition, 

because it is natural that people will respond to that sort of abuse and will not sit quietly. And when members on 

this side respond, they are called to order and question time is truncated and members do not get to ask their 

questions. We need to look at the cause and effect. The strange, unusual ranting by the Premier and other 

ministers promotes that sort of reaction, and then question time is closed. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There he goes again, Mr Speaker. 

The other thing I want to point out is that some ministers—I know it has been discussed regularly by members in 

this place—take so long to answer the most simple of questions, and they use graph after graph. I think that 

standing orders should be amended so that ministers are banned from using graphs in this place. The former 

government used them; this government uses them. I make this commitment: if we are elected to government, 

we will ban the use of graphs in this place. That is another policy. That is about the twelfth policy in the past two 

months. I think that policy would have bipartisan support, with the exception of a couple of ministers. 

That sort of behaviour by ministers to extend their answers simply exasperates members of the house. It 

promotes the behaviour of members on the back bench on both sides of the house because it does not allow for 

the free flow of questions and answers in this house, which is what should happen. As you will recall, Mr 

Speaker, the Procedure and Privileges Committee presented to this Parliament 18 months or two years ago a 

report on how to deal with these issues—to have shorter questions and answers, to try to promote the free flow of 

ideas, and to have perhaps eight or nine questions from each side during question time on a daily basis, rather 

than the five questions or, on this occasion, the three questions that were asked. I think there are ways to manage 

this, if only the government would accept the recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

To return to the original point, question time is about accountability. Removing the capacity of opposition 

members, in particular some regional members who had some questions to ask — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Look at the behaviour of your members. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Look at your own behaviour. Watch a video of yourself in question time. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: How many times do your members get named? They continually interject. Look at their 

behaviour last night; it was appalling. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Government members were sitting there embarrassed watching the Premier’s behaviour in 

question time. It was unbecoming — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is outed now and he is a bit embarrassed. He is embarrassed at being caught 

out. Government members were sitting there embarrassed by the Premier’s behaviour — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I ask the Leader of the Opposition to come back to the substantive motion that the member for 

Midland has moved. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I just say that question time is the most important part of the day and I think that some 

ministers, in particular the Premier, should have a look at a video of themselves during question time; they 

should be embarrassed. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.01 pm]: I certainly think the opposition is being 

entirely too precious over this issue. A few of us have been in this place for a while and I recall what question 

time used to be in the old days and, of course, we see what it is like on both sides of the house. I recall that in the 

earlier days, question time used to go for 30 minutes, not 45 minutes; that was the standard time. I am fairly 

certain—I am not positive—that we did not have supplementary questions in those days, or if we did — 

A government member interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No; therefore when we had a 30-minute question time there were no supplementary questions 

and the opposition would get maybe four or five questions. We would have four ready; five was the most that 

members got up. Now, how many questions are being asked, if we include supplementary questions? Five. The 

opposition got five; normally we would get a lot more than that. The time allocated for questions was extended 

by Hon Fred Riebeling from 30 to 45 minutes, and in doing that he allowed supplementary questions. But what 
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most slows the opportunity for ministers to speak? It is the opposition and the noise it makes. We used to do just 

the same in opposition; we used to get in strife on the opposition side just the same. I have to say that Hon Fred 

Riebeling was far quicker with his calls to order—naming and formally calling people to order. He would run us 

up to our three pretty quickly and it was a good tactic, because it would shut us up pretty quickly. The opposition 

has a few serial offenders and we only have to look at those members who racked up three calls to order pretty 

quickly—yes, I see the smile from the member at the front, who is one such serial offender—but there are three 

or four others who are the same.  

I have with me today the times taken for answers. The time taken for answers is actually 30 minutes, not 

45 minutes. We have to ask why that is so. The remaining 15 minutes is the time that ministers are sitting on 

their seats when the Speaker stands up and calls the opposition to order. There is 15 minutes of calling the 

opposition to order and 30 minutes of answers. I will just tell members some of the times taken for answers. I 

certainly try to keep answer times to a minimum. Some of us are a bit more verbose, but not very much. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Let us go through these times.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Warnbro! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This will be difficult because I have names and not seats. The member for Midland asked a 

question of the Minister for Transport. His answer was four minutes one second; we would think that is not 

unreasonable. The time taken for the answer to the supplementary question was one minute and 31 seconds; that 

is very reasonable. The answer to the question to the Premier took six minutes and 21 seconds, but there was no 

supplementary question; therefore his time was only marginally longer than the time taken for answers to the 

question and supplementary question to the Minister for Transport. The answer to the question from the Leader 

of the Opposition to the Minister for Corrective Services took two minutes and nine seconds; therefore it was 

very brief. There was a supplementary question—that was, in reality, the fourth question—and it took two 

minutes and 50 seconds to answer. The question to me was answered in a very brief two minutes and 40 seconds; 

I thought that was very impressive! I was a little more verbose in answering the question from the shadow 

minister; I took five minutes and four seconds, with no supplementary question. Therefore, the answer to the 

shadow minister’s question was within the average time of five to six minutes. The answer to the question to the 

Treasurer took six minutes and 14 seconds. That is almost the same as the Premier’s answer, but again there was 

no supplementary question. Therefore it took five to six minutes per answer; that is not unreasonable. The 

Leader of the Opposition will well recall — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr M. McGowan: You got that wrong! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, but it is the answer; I only have the figures I have.  

The Leader of the Opposition will well recall Hon Jim McGinty giving an answer to a question in this house on 

health. Earlier a member said how long the answer went for.  

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It went for something like 13 minutes; that is an extraordinary length of time to chew up 

question time.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I understand the motion; I understand the aggro.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Warnbro! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The reality is that there are things both sides need to do. One is that our ministers need to 

shorten their answers. 

Mr P. Papalia: How reliable are those stats? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, you are perhaps underlining or not underlining the case that some 

members in this place are making. I formally call you to order for the second time today.  



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 28 March 2012] 1493 

 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think it is reasonable for ministers to keep their answers short, and indeed the Premier has 

advised us to do that. However, short does not mean to get out and spend two minutes answering a question. If 

there are a lot of interjections from the opposition that require a response, it is reasonable for a minister to go for 

five or six minutes, but we need to do our best to keep those questions short. The Leader of the Opposition needs 

to try to curtail his serial offenders. There are only about five members, a core group, who are getting up to two 

or three formal calls every single question time. I think the Leader of the Opposition needs to do something to 

keep those members under control. 

Mr R.H. Cook: So it is all our fault? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Did I say that? I have just given two options.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I thought the Premier was stirring the opposition up very nicely, and it responded. I have seen 

leaders of Labor governments doing it on large numbers of occasions in the past, so stop being so precious; 

toughen up.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.08 pm]: As the member for Midland pointed out, time and again we have 

had ministers giving what should be brief ministerial statements in question time, and using question time to 

outline whatever issue the government wants to get up on the day. The previous Speaker, Hon Fred Riebeling, on 

a number of occasions when ministers in the former Labor government went on too long would refuse to give the 

government the call, and questions would therefore then stick with the opposition. Ultimately, Mr Speaker, you 

have not seen fit to pursue that path.  

A number of members pointed out the good example of the Treasurer. Today the Treasurer, in answer to a 

question about the Curtin Business School–CCI survey, ended up talking about the role of the private sector in 

Western Australia’s energy system. There were absolutely no particular questions in that survey relating at all to 

that issue. The Treasurer was not asked about the Oates report; the Treasurer was not asked about the Premier’s 

view on merging utilities; and the Treasurer was not asked about whether the public sector should build 

$10 billion worth of infrastructure over the next few years. It was a question about a survey.  

I mention the Treasurer, in particular, over the last few question times: on 28 February he took seven minutes in 

response to a dorothy dix question; on 29 February he took 10 minutes to give an answer. The government says 

that question time is 45 minutes; just under a quarter of that time is taken up by the Treasurer in response to one 

question. Nearly a quarter of the 45 minutes that the government wants for question time is taken up by the 

Treasurer answering one question. The Deputy Premier says he wants there to be 30 or 35 minutes, so the 

government would be comfortable with the Treasurer taking a third of question time in answer to one question. 

This year alone, the Treasurer has answered eight questions at just over seven minutes per answer. I do not think, 

in light of the fact that the government has said that it wants 45 minutes for question time, that that is acceptable.  

It was pointed out that the time taken to answer is the opposition’s fault, but the Premier deliberately goads the 

opposition; it is not a matter of being precious. One example was on 22 March—last Thursday—because when 

the Premier gets going, when he gets the purple on, he certainly gets out of control. The Premier said to the 

member for Girrawheen who, Mr Speaker, you had already called to order: ―Has she gone dumb? Cannot talk? 

Cannot see, cannot hear, cannot talk?‖ He then called the member for Girrawheen a monkey. When the 

opposition obviously responds, the Speaker calls the opposition to order. There is abuse from the Premier, but 

the member for Albany—a member of the opposition—gets called to order. The Premier, who time and again is 

abusive and nasty during question time, is never called to account. Mr Speaker, as you have pointed out, as it 

apparently is acceptable in question time now for the Treasurer to take 10 minutes to answer a question—nearly 

a quarter of the time that you want allocated to question time—you have to expect that the opposition will move 

dissent to those decisions. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Treasurer) [3.11 pm]: I will make my comments brief — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think one of the confusions — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have not had time to laminate.  

However, I think one of the difficulties is that the numbers being bandied around about how long people speak 

for are either gross or net, depending on who is using the numbers. When people talk about — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: See, this is the problem! I am not pointing a finger or shouting; I am just talking. When 

people say, as they did earlier, that the Treasurer spoke for over nine minutes, which I heard one member 
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opposite say, the fact is that I spoke for six minutes and 14 seconds; nine minutes was the gross time between the 

question being asked and the completion. Six minutes and 14 seconds is the net figure; nine minutes is the gross 

figure. The difference between gross and net is the time in which interjections require you, Mr Speaker, to calm 

proceedings and speak. On occasion, interjections might be prompted, but I do not recall today speaking for 

nine minutes, because I did not. For three of those nine minutes, I had to be seated so that you could calm 

proceedings, and I thought that my answer actually was quite dull. I did not think that there was anything in it 

that would necessarily fire the opposition up or warrant one-third of the total time being taken by you, Mr 

Speaker.  

To conclude these brief comments, the timing of members on this side of the house on their feet, when we 

consider it as a net figure, is entirely reasonable. It looks like a good third of all the time is being taken up by 

interjections and the necessity to calm proceedings. 

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Kalgoorlie) [3.13 pm]: Although I may not support the motion, I certainly support the 

sentiment behind it and the proceedings that have led to this debate. 

Why do we have Parliament? There are two basic reasons why we have Parliament: the first is that we pass good 

legislation for the orderly running of the state and the second is that Parliament is there for the accountability of 

the government, inspection and openness. The very heart and core of that is question time. I have been 

increasingly frustrated and, Mr Speaker, I have been to see you on more than one occasion in the past year or so. 

I am getting to the stage that I will not bother coming to question time unless I am going to ask a question 

myself, because it is just so frustrating. It is becoming increasingly frustrating for me. I do not know whether I 

am getting old and grumpy, but I believe there are mistakes on both sides. As in any dispute, not all the fault is 

on one side.  

There are now far too many supplementary questions. When I came into this place 11 years ago, in some 

question times there would be two supplementary questions and sometimes there would be one—maximum. 

Now, every question from the opposition has a supplementary and, invariably, if we listen closely to the answer 

to the first question, the supplementary question was answered in the minister’s first answer anyway. However, it 

is up to the opposition to decide whether it wants to have two questions on the same issue or to have more 

questions. 

Secondly, there are too many interjections but, more importantly, the answers from the ministers are far too long. 

The federal government now limits answers by ministers to five minutes maximum. In January I went to the 

Parliament in Wellington, New Zealand. I think in that question time there must have been 14 primary questions 

and another 25 subsidiary questions and it was all over in half an hour. However, the important thing is that the 

people of New Zealand, I believe, were better served by that question time than the people of Western Australia 

are being served by our question times.  

I am just one Independent member in this Parliament and I am saying to both sides—and you, Mr Speaker, as the 

umpire in the middle—that what has developed is not good for the people of Western Australia. I urge both sides 

to reconsider where they have come from, where they are going and to look to a better future. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [3.15 pm]: I am not going to move the gag motion; I 

just think it is important, as a member who does this job on this side of the house and who has done the job that 

the member for Midland is doing on the other side of the house, to know that some of the comments we have 

heard during this debate are very important. The member for Kalgoorlie made some very important comments.  

Certainly, I remember how Hon Fred Riebeling as Speaker handled question time. I had quite a lot of time with 

Hon Fred Riebeling and I got on very well with and respected him. Question time is at the discretion of the 

Speaker, which is something that members must never forget. Question time is not a prerogative of the 

opposition, the government or anybody; it is the Speaker’s prerogative to have that discretion. If the Speaker 

feels that behaviour in the house is so bad that it warrants calling off question time, that is his prerogative. The 

same thing happened, certainly, when Hon Fred Riebeling was the Speaker. I remember quite clearly that before 

Hon Fred Riebeling was the Speaker, we virtually had no supplementary questions under the two previous 

Liberal Speakers—Hon Jim Clarko and Hon George Strickland. I think Hon George Strickland allowed some 

supplementary questions — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: He certainly did. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: But he did not allow the number of supplementary questions that are allowed today; I can 

tell the member that for certain.  

Hon Fred Riebeling trialled it and he was a Speaker who had a lot of innovation in mind and wanted to put 

things in place to try to improve the way the house runs. Sometimes, with the best will in the world we can try to 

improve something and sometimes that can go awry. Hon Fred Riebeling would never allow more than 

three supplementary questions. He would time and again call me from the seat that is now occupied by the 
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member for Midland and say, ―Member for Hillarys, manager of opposition business, I am not going to allow 

more than three supplementary questions. Can we make sure your members do not ask a supplementary on every 

single question?‖ We, the then opposition, tried to comply with that and we thought, at the end of the day, that 

we were doing quite well because we had supplementary questions on two or three questions. But that was not a 

guarantee, and certainly we as an opposition accepted that. As the manager of opposition business, I accepted 

that and I thought that it was fairly generous compared with what happened before. Therefore, I have no problem 

with that. 

As you and other members in this house quite rightly said, Mr Speaker, every single question from the 

opposition has a supplementary question—every single one! 

Mr P. Papalia: Yes, all three! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I did not interject on members opposite.  

The maximum number of questions we normally got was five, although sometimes we got six questions if we 

were lucky, but that was six genuine questions that did not include supplementary questions. Therefore, what I 

am saying, Mr Speaker, is that the opposition today, I think, does very well under your guidance and oversight of 

this chamber. However, other members are quite right in what they have said about what extends question time 

and why we run out of time. I will give the house some figures, which are not very complimentary, I have to say. 

These are statistics from question time for the year 2011, which was 63 sitting days. These statistics are from 

question time only; they do not include people being formally called to order in other debates. This is what takes 

the time.  

Mr M. McGowan: The Procedure and Privileges Committee came out with a report that suggested four-minute 

answers and one-minute questions. If we implemented that, all of this would be avoided. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is all very well, when people move from this side to the other side of the house, to say 

they are all in favour of certain changes to the way things happen — 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s a government-controlled committee! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition asked the question; I am giving him the answer. I have to 

tell the Leader of the Opposition that it was led by him — 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s led by the Speaker! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The debate was led by the Leader of the Opposition, the actual suggestion was put by him 

because he declared in the house that he would take it to the Speaker’s privileges committee — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We need better behaviour in this chamber. In days gone by I was guilty of misbehaving 

and was formally called to order. I want members opposite to listen very carefully to the real culprits during 

2011—not necessarily this year, but 2011. The number one person who was formally called to order was the 

member for Cannington. He was called to order 24 times out of 63 sitting days. That is during question time 

only.  

Mr P. Papalia: Seriously, so what? What a revelation!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Obviously some members do not understand the reason I am putting these facts. The bad 

behaviour we have seen during question time elongates question time.  

The member for Cannington was followed closely by the member for Girrawheen. She was called to order 

24 times as well. The list goes on: the member for Cockburn, 24 times; the member for Warnbro, 23 times; the 

member for Albany, 20 times; the member for Victoria Park, 18 times; the member for West Swan, 14 times; the 

member for Willagee, 11 times; the member for Joondalup, 11 times; the member for Mandurah, 10 times—I 

think that is a very generous one—the member for Bassendean, 10 times; the member for Pilbara, nine times; the 

member for Collie–Preston, eight times; the Leader of the Opposition, seven times; and the member for 

Forrestfield, six times. The list goes on and on. Every member of the opposition has been formally called to 

order during question time. Some are recidivist offenders day in, day out when this house is sitting. If members 

opposite want a better question time, then the Leader of the Opposition should have a word to his colleagues and 

say, ―You may not like the answers but just keep quiet.‖ I used to keep members quiet when I was occupying 

that seat over there, very often because I wanted more questions and I did not want —  

Opposition members interjected.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, need I say any more? They do not want to listen to reason. They know the 

truth and they cannot handle it, particularly some who are huge recidivist offenders in this place. Quite frankly, I 

am staggered that more members of the opposition have not been excluded from the chamber for their behaviour.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.22 pm]: Apparently once a week I get called to order in question time! 

Once a week I am called to order in question time and that makes me a serial offender. That once a week that I 

have done that causes the truncation of question time! I want to make a point regarding the way ministers answer 

questions. I particularly draw members’ attention today to the Premier. I refer to the way he regularly answers 

questions. He does not actually go to the standing orders and explain, as he is required to do under the standing 

orders, the government’s performance or explain the government’s policy, or explain the future agenda of the 

Liberal Party; instead, he asks questions of the opposition. He says, for example, ―Do you support — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Why don’t you answer them?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a very good interjection. I will take the interjection from the Treasurer. He says, 

―Why don’t you answer it?‖ Once a week I do and I get called to order! That is one of the issues that arises. I 

thank the Treasurer for that, because the Treasurer today did the exact same thing. He did not talk about the 

agenda of the Liberal Party in government; he talked about the agenda of the opposition. He talked about the 

policy of the opposition. He talked about the opposition’s position regarding — 

Dr K.D. Hames: You do not get called to order for interjecting; you get called to order for serial interjecting.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What the Treasurer did in question time today was ask, ―Why does the opposition not 

tell us what its position is on electricity reform?‖ Why does the minister not come in here and suspend standing 

orders and ask us that? The Premier stood today and asked us where the Labor Party stood on the GST. He did 

not tell us where he stood back in the 1990s when he signed the agreement. He asked us where we stand today 

on the agreement he entered into! He was the one who entered the agreement, and we are asked to explain 

ourselves! I do not understand that. If the Premier had some courage he would come in here and debate these 

issues rather than hide behind the cowardice that is represented by the activities of the Liberal Party in this 

chamber. He does not allow a proper debate. Not once has the Premier invited a debate on policy issues in this 

chamber; issues that are so critical. When the Premier was in opposition he went on in great detail over a number 

of years about how the Parliament of Western Australia needed to debate the issue of rock art in the Pilbara. Not 

once, since he has had the capacity to bring that debate on in this chamber, has he been prepared to come in here 

and actually debate the issue—not once! He comes in here and demands that we tell him in question time where 

we stand on GST, but does he have the fortitude to come in here and hold a debate on the GST? Never. The 

Treasurer challenges us on electricity reform. Where is the debate? Bring the debate on! We are ready for it. The 

government hides behind its procedures. It knows exactly what it is trying to do.  

When government members have respect for this place, respect for the Chair of this chamber and respect for the 

proper details of answering questions and being accountable—not for the opposition’s opinions, for their own 

behaviour, their own attitudes, their own delivery and failures, and weak performance and second-rate 

ministers—when they come in here and answer those things in question time and bring on the policy debate at 

the end of it, fine, but while their cowardice continues in the way it is now, this is what happens. The 

government’s deliberate strategy to undermine the role of Parliament continues here. We need to see proper 

activity by the government and proper accountability to the people of Western Australia. If the government 

wants a debate on GST, it should move a resolution. I am ready for the debate. If the government wants to debate 

the carbon tax or debate the minerals resource rent tax, it should bring on a resolution. I will debate it right this 

second! Right now I will debate it. But do not come in here and hide behind question time or hide behind the 

ancient procedures of this chamber, which we should all respect. Remember, when we consider supporting this 

suspension of standing orders, the more senior someone is in the Parliament, the more those great traditions of 

the Parliament falls on their shoulders. When members have been here for as long as the Premier, or if they have 

the high office of Treasurer, these are the roles that demand proper behaviour in this chamber. Do not come in 

here and hide behind procedures. Call on a debate! If the government wants to debate any of these great and 

pressing issues, suspend standing orders. The government has the numbers—do it. Then we can have a debate. 

Do not hide behind the cowardice that we saw today.  

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [3.28 pm]: I would like to follow on from the member for Kalgoorlie 

about the process and procedure within this house. I was recently very privileged to travel to London with the 

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and go through the processes of the Westminster system. We 

observed the sittings of the House of Lords and the House of Commons. It was really interesting to witness 

23 questions go through in half an hour in the House of Commons. That is bit different from the way we do 

things. Supplementary questions are asked by different people, one after the other, so there is a very straight line 

where the question is coming from. My contribution to some of the noise in here is that sometimes our behaviour 

is not something we are proud of. Sometimes it is the frustration of listening to the waffle and the inability of 

ministers to put their points across. That was very evident in the answering of questions in the House of 
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Commons, where answers were sharp and precise. Of course there were interjections across the chamber. At the 

time, the Prime Minister had borrowed, along with his daughter, a police horse and used it for his own personal 

use. When he spoke, there were ―clip-clops‖ and ―neighs‖ and all that sort of thing going on, exactly as occurs 

here. But it was under much more control. The answering of the questions by ministers lifted the standard. The 

answers were short, sharp and to the point from the ministerial side. They did not have to say, ―What did you 

mean?‖ or listen to nine and a half minutes of waffle, as we heard today. What did the minister actually say? Can 

we analyse it when it is in Hansard? Not a great deal at all. It is in the answering of questions that the opposition 

becomes frustrated, because we have heard the minister talking, but there is no content in the answer. Mr 

Speaker, I think that is something you have to address with the government of the day.  

As part of the CPA program we had to analyse the habits of the Speaker. When he brushed his eyebrow it could 

mean that he was likely to do something. He was very intense in the way he went about his business. If he did 

stand, there was deathly silence; there were no extra comments such as those we hear in this place. Respect was 

shown to him because he had the respect of the government as well as the opposition. He did not appear to be 

favouring one side by suppressing the comments of members on one side while not calling those opposite to 

order. Even in this debate here today, Mr Speaker, when a lot of noise came from the government side, you, 

yourself, did not take exception to it. We in this house need to look procedurally at how we do things. In the 

House of Commons members can ask 23 questions in half an hour, and we cannot ask four in three quarters of an 

hour. There is something wrong with what we are doing. As the member for Kalgoorlie said, it is exactly the 

same in the New Zealand House of Representatives. Members can ask far more questions, and I think that is 

what the public deserves. Yes; I have been an offender and I make no apologies for that.  

We need to retrieve some semblance of order and be given some decent answers to our questions so that we 

know what the government of the day is doing, and we have to work very hard within the whole of the 

Parliament to make sure we are not seen as the fools we are sometimes made out to be among the general public.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont) [3.37 pm]: I have been in question time in a variety of capacities and I must say I 

am seeing question time from something of a new perspective from this seat. In government I certainly did my 

share of sledging the opposition from the position of Deputy Premier when answering a question. I also was 

severely interjected on.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you remember saying, ―Barnett’s black hole‖? You banged on about that for about 18 

months.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do remember—not quite that phrase, but it went on for a long time. I certainly remember 

attacking for some length of time the member for Vasse for going to a meeting in a car park with Noel Crichton-

Browne. I remember also the member for Vasse continuously shouting at me through most of my answers.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Surely not!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: But I have to say this: I think we have got into a vicious cycle. Lengthy answers cause more 

interjections from the opposition, more interjections from the opposition cause more lengthy answers, and that 

brings more interjections, and so the place deteriorates. We all have to conclude that a question time in which 

there are only three opposition questions is a failure for not only the opposition but also accountability. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What about when there are six?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When there are six questions that is good. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: When you get three plus three?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am trying to give a fairly non-partisan speech here, Leader of the House, from the 

perspective of the different roles I have had. Three questions from the opposition is a failure; and it is a failure of 

accountability. Having looked at the way question time operates in this place I am of the view that the rule that 

says question time will last for a certain number of questions is a more efficient rule than the rule that states 

question time will last for a certain length of time. When we were in government, the number of questions was 

the limit and, quite frankly, if ministers answered at length, question time just went on and on and on. The 

member for Balcatta, who was then the Leader of the House, used to respond to that by timing our answers and 

coming to us after question time and saying, ―Eric, you spoke for nine minutes in answer to that question; you 

have to shorten it.‖ I recommend to you, Mr Speaker, that you consider re-introducing that rule on the number of 

questions as the guiding determination for how long question time will last, because then ministers will have a 

natural incentive to keep their answers short, and that will draw forth fewer interjections from the opposition 

and, therefore, there will be less further lengthening of the answers.  

The other thing I want to say is that I think there has been some rule creep. I was in this place before we had 

brief ministerial statements. Brief ministerial statements were introduced to lessen the number of lengthy dorothy 

dixer questions and answers. Instead, they have become just an addition to the dorothy dixer questions and 

answers. I was also part of a committee that recommended the introduction of supplementary questions. 
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Supplementary questions were supposed to be related to the answer that was given, and they very definitely were 

not to be read. How can they be related to the answer if they are read? They were to be made up on the spot in 

response to what the minister said.  

Finally, I want to refer to three other things, which I think all members should take account of. All of us have a 

responsibility here to contribute to the proper running of the house. Some things are just a bad deterioration of 

behaviour. Firstly, for example, it is not right for any member to speak while the Speaker is on his feet. 

Secondly, it is not right for anyone to respond to the Speaker when they have been formally warned or when the 

Speaker has made a statement. That is grounds for immediate expulsion from the house for a lengthy period. 

Thirdly, it is not right to interject when someone is taking a point of order. Fourthly, it is grossly improper to 

take a vexatious point of order that is actually a debating point. That is the way they operate in the Parliament of 

Bangladesh, where the Prime Minister has the right to cut off the microphone of any opposition speaker, so the 

opposition is driven back on points of debate masquerading as points of order. There are other opportunities for 

the opposition. I say to the Speaker that it would be worthwhile considering, perhaps with the Procedure and 

Privileges Committee, re-introducing the rule that question time last for a certain number of questions rather than 

a certain period of time. I ask all members of the house to think about their responsibilities to promote the 

efficient functioning of the house and let us not have these vexatious points of order; let us not speak back to the 

Speaker when there has been a formal warning; and let us not do the other things that ultimately contribute to 

this place not performing its accountability role.  

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [3.37 pm]: As a relatively new member to this house I have experienced 

question time only as it has taken place in this Parliament. I guess I need to say that when school groups come to 

Parliament and I host, say, the leaders of a school and we have lunch here, I always say to the principals, ―If you 

want to teach your kids how not to behave, bring them into question time‖. I am embarrassed as a member of 

Parliament about what takes place in question time in this chamber. I believe that the public wants to look up to 

us as members of Parliament and as leaders of our community. But unfortunately, as members of Parliament, we 

are often referred to as politicians, and politicians rank fairly low in our society. It reminds me of one of the first 

school groups that I hosted when I came to Parliament. The group was from, I think, Thornlie Christian College, 

and I went out into the courtyard to talk to them. I told them what I did before I became a member of Parliament 

and one of the young boys asked, ―Mr Abetz, did you say you have been a pastor for 25 years?‖ And I said, 

―Yes‖. With an all-knowing look on his face he said, ―Well, my dad says pastors tell the truth and politicians lie, 

so how come you can now be a politician? ‖ That is the sort of thinking that sadly pervades much of the public 

thought. As members of Parliament, we bring that largely upon ourselves in part by the way we conduct 

ourselves. I think the media also has a responsibility to report what we actually say rather than what they like to 

make out we say. But that is another story in itself.  

I believe that as members of this house we have a responsibility to act politely and with integrity. Certainly we 

can be vigorous in our debate, but surely common decency ought to prevail. What I see happening at question 

time is all too often something that really does not befit us as members of Parliament. When I look to the 

Speaker, I find the Speaker incredibly tolerant. I think if I were in the chair, I would have thrown out quite a few 

people many times. The Speaker has an incredibly difficult job because of the way in which people conduct 

themselves in this place. I urge members to treat each other with respect. We have differences of opinion and 

that is not a problem; that is what makes this place function.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Would you include in that, ministers heckling the other side of the house in provocative 

ways?  

Mr P. ABETZ: I think that all adds to it, which is not helpful. There needs to be integrity in the sense that 

ministers answer the questions as concisely as possible. However, ministers often start answering a question and 

before they are one sentence into it, interjections are already being made when opposition members do not know 

even what is about to be said. It is just crazy.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Do you think dorothy dixers should be used as opportunities to sort of bash up the 

opposition? 

Mr P. ABETZ: They should not be used to bash the opposition, but used to expose folly if something foolish 

has been said. By all means, it is fine to use dorothy dixers to expose folly.  

In closing, it could be very interesting to watch question time in the new Queensland Parliament; it might be a 

very short question time! 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [3.46 pm]: I feel compelled to say a few words on this. You know, Mr 

Speaker, that I have spoken to you previously about the behaviour of certain members in this house and the fact 

that little respect is shown to people when they are on their feet and speaking, especially during question time. 

Over the last three and a half years or so you have cut short question time on probably a handful of occasions—

maybe two or three; it has not been a lot; that is for sure. I know that you have threatened to cut short question 
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time on many occasions and the opposition has never taken those threats seriously, but on the one or two 

occasions that you have done it, they get all wound up and upset. I agree that question time is critical, but I also 

believe that when the opposition asks questions, in a lot of cases they are not really interested in listening to the 

answer if it is not the answer they want to hear.  

I heard members talk about dorothy dixers. I do not think they are dorothy dixers in a lot of cases. I say that 

because when we listen to members of the opposition talk on radio or give interviews in the newspapers, they 

misrepresent or change the facts around. Dorothy dixers are an opportunity for the minister to try to correct those 

mistakes. I know that when I listen to the answers—which is very difficult on a lot of occasions because 

members opposite do not give us the opportunity to listen because they are too busy interjecting and stopping the 

minister from expressing the truth—a lot of good information is expressed by ministers. They show facts and 

figures and charts and graphs, which are very valuable because, as we all know, a picture paints a thousand 

words. I would rather see a picture than hear a thousand words. In that respect, I think dorothy dixers are very, 

very important.  

Even during the course of this debate we still hear frivolous interjections and people making comments. 

Opposition members are not really interested in having a fair and legitimate debate on this issue and trying to 

come to a resolution. The whole reason for this motion is that the Speaker cut short question time by a couple of 

minutes and people are upset about that fact. I have not been here in previous Parliaments, but people tell me that 

when the Liberal Party was in opposition, we were similar to the opposition as it is now. That sometimes scares 

me, because I am not very impressed by the way opposition members behave on certain occasions. I hope that if 

we ever find ourselves in opposition in the future, we will not have the same standards that I have observed in 

this house.  

The member for Belmont made some good points about the behaviour of members on this particular occasion. I 

think it is important for people to respect this Parliament and respect the Speaker. All too often members have 

disrespected the Speaker by talking or not abiding by his rulings. On one occasion I remember a member 

walking out while you were on your feet, Mr Speaker.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Does all the fault lie on this side of the house in your view?  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The fault also lies on our side of the house for letting the opposition get away with so 

much of that bad behaviour and by not bringing it to the Speaker’s attention earlier.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: So chucking toilet paper around the chamber, for instance—is that a reasonable thing to do?  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The Speaker made a ruling on that and said that is not appropriate, and that has not 

happened since that day. The Speaker is doing his job. Occasionally, members will try to stretch the bounds and 

the Speaker on all occasions has made the right decision and has not allowed that behaviour to continue. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: So when the Premier calls people monkeys, is that reasonable? 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That accusation has been made twice. That was probably recorded by Hansard this time. 

That is not true. I do not ask for an apology, but I want to place on the record that I did not refer to a member of 

Parliament as a monkey and I have checked the Hansard to that effect.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Just on a further point of order, I think the member for Belmont made a point just a few 

minutes ago that points of order should not be used as debating points. He indicated it was grossly improper to 

do so and I think the Premier should reflect upon that fact. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Further to the point of order, I think the member for Pilbara breached standing order 92 by 

reflecting adversely on the Premier by saying that he said something that he did not say.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Member for Carine, please continue your comments.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Today we heard some facts represented about the length of questions and answers. In 

some cases the questions are taking longer than the answers; that also needs to be taken into account. Again, I 

think members are right on supplementary questions. I think I have heard that they should not be read. On every 

single occasion supplementary questions have been read by opposition members. If an opposition member has a 

supplementary question, the Speaker should rule accordingly that the question needs to be related to the answer 

that was given. At the same time, maybe the opposition should try to let the ministers answer the questions and 

just see what happens. Maybe they will be given short answers and supplementary questions can be used once 

answers have been completed, as opposed to members interjecting.  

I also urge the Speaker to look at the standards being displayed in this Parliament and what is happening during 

question time. The Speaker should make sure that people on both sides are doing the right things and respecting 

Parliament, the Speaker and each other. 
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MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [3.48 pm]: I fully concede up-front that I have been called 23 times in whatever 

number of months it was. I think I have reflected — 

Mr M.W. Sutherland: You are always shouting across the chamber. You are the worst culprit—the worst one! 

You never stop.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Thanks, Michael.  

The SPEAKER: I think you know the way you should address other members in this place, member for 

Warnbro, and I will give you the opportunity to address the member for Mount Lawley in the appropriate way.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I thank the member for Mount Lawley. I concede that I interject. Like other people here, I 

have reflected on this matter in discussions with visitors to Parliament and with friends and also with people who 

are guests —  

Mr J.M. Francis: It is embarrassing for guests.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I do not concede that. I always say to visitors that being in opposition is not what I would 

have chosen, but being in opposition is incredibly instructive and educational. Being in opposition builds one’s 

capacity to empathise with people in this place who are deprived of positions of power or privilege. When I sat 

on the government side of the house—I was there for 18 months as a backbencher—I looked aghast at the 

opposition and thought, ―Oh, my goodness. I cannot believe they behave in such a way. It is bringing disrepute  

upon us all. How terrible. How embarrassing. I wish they would behave only in a respectful fashion to the 

ministers and the Premier.‖ Having been in opposition for some time, I recognise that what motivates the 

opposition is being frustrated by ministers who refuse to answer questions, and the manipulation of question 

time. That is what prompts the opposition’s behaviour to deteriorate. Members interject because they feel 

disempowered. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Are you saying that the opposition behaves badly? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes. When I was sitting where the member is, I felt exactly the same as the members for 

North West and Carine, who suggested in a fairly dismissive manner that the opposition always behaves badly. 

The reason oppositions behave in that manner, as the member for North West well knows, is because of the 

frustration generated by the lack of prompt, concise and honest answers to questions being responded to in a 

respectful fashion. The government employs dorothy dixers as a mechanism to enable its very few heavy hitters 

to have a free hit at the opposition during question time, because if the opposition interjects, opposition members 

are repeatedly called to order and consequently question time is shut down. Everyone knows that what happens 

in question time is a complete distortion.  

I was elected in a by-election and because I was not part of a group of new politicians coming into this place 

who were educated at the same time about how Parliament runs and correct parliamentary behaviour, the Clerk 

organised for the father of the Parliament, Hon Max Trenorden, to speak to me about the way Parliament 

operates. What he told me was a learned view of the way Parliament operates, from someone who has been 

around for a long time, regardless of whether all members agree with him at all times. Hon Max Trenorden said 

to me—this is often cited as being the truth—that Parliament is about the opposition having its say and the 

government having its way. The reality is that if the opposition is deprived of having its say, it will get frustrated. 

The opposition has its say on behalf of the people of Western Australia. If people in the community have a 

grievance, they seek redress from the opposition when the government is not fulfilling its part of the bargain. 

That happened when government members were in opposition. The role of the opposition in the Westminster 

system is to hold the government to account. Government members cannot complain if the opposition asks 

embarrassing questions or attacks ministers who are not performing their role to the extent that they should. 

Dr K.D. Hames: This debate is not about us complaining. We’re not complaining. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: There are people who have complained in the course of this debate. Government members 

cannot complain when the opposition is prevented from performing its proper role in opposition because that 

role is truncated as a result of question time being manipulated for political purposes by government members 

asking dorothy dixers and ministers giving lengthy responses. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: You blokes were world champions at dorothy dixers! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not suggesting that similar types of behaviour did not occur before; I am saying that 

what is happening comes as no great surprise. The only way to resolve the issue and reduce that sort of 

behaviour is to do what the member for Belmont suggested, which is to make question time ruled by the number 

of questions asked, not by time, because otherwise the government can manipulate the time by extending 

responses to dorothy dixers. That truncates question time by reducing the ability of the opposition to hold the 

government to account, and that is not what Parliament is for. 
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DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.54 pm]: I will not support this motion. I sought the Speaker’s 

attention today to ask a question after the third question was asked in this house. I believe that it was after the 

third question was asked when the Speaker told members that if the level of noise continued as it had done, 

question time would finish early. Usually I wait until the third or fourth question has been asked by members on 

both sides of the house before I stand up but today I stood up early because everyone could see that the Speaker 

had had enough and that question time would not go for the length of time that it usually goes for. I am not a 

serial offender, but what happened today on both sides prevented me from asking my question, and my questions 

are just as important as the opposition’s questions. The opposition has said that it asked only three questions 

today. I wanted to ask only one question. Today is not the first day that I have wanted to ask just one question 

but have been unable to do so because question time has been cut short. Today it was shown that it has been cut 

short because of the length of time ministers take to answer the questions and the number of interjections from 

the opposition.  

There is a lesson to be learnt by everyone in this house. We have possibly 17 sitting weeks left this year; I do not 

have the chart in front of me. We are not being accountable to the community if we allow those 17 weeks to be 

wasted, which is what is happening. Question time, government business time and private members’ business is 

being wasted. I have been waiting to debate a bill that has been on the notice paper as private members’ business 

since last November. I would like to debate that bill anytime, but no time has been given to debate it because of 

instances like today when time is wasted. I once worked out how much it costs for us to sit in this house for an 

hour, and it is an astronomical figure. The amount of time that is wasted is unacceptable. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Cockburn is one of the prime examples of a member who wastes the 

time of the house. I have mentioned wasting time in question time, government business time and private 

members’ business. What time did the house rise last night? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: What time did the house rise or what time did you leave? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I left at the usual time because I had a committee meeting this morning and I take my 

committee responsibilities very seriously, unlike some members of this house who are quite happy to sit until the 

early hours of the morning. If the house is to look at ways to not waste time during question time, perhaps it is 

also a good time to look at having professional sitting hours. Maybe if we had professional sitting hours and 

members were not here until one o’clock in the morning, we would not have the type of misbehaviour that 

occurred today during question time. Maybe if members were not so tired and irritable the business of this house 

would be conducted more professionally and more work would get done. There is much important legislation to 

come before this house and we have only about 17 weeks left of the parliamentary year, yet time is being wasted. 

Look at the debate last night on the Teacher Registration Bill. If someone were to read what members had to say 

during that debate — 

Mr A.J. Waddell: It was new information.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It was not new information that was being presented.  

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The motion that I moved called for additional time for questions; it was not about the 

matters that the member for Alfred Cove is now canvassing. I ask you to draw her attention to the motion.  

The SPEAKER: I am sure that the member for Alfred Cove will do that. I have given a little latitude to 

members to address this particular motion to suspend standing orders. With respect to the time, members, I know 

that at 4.00 pm we would normally expect private members’ business to take place in this place. However, under 

standing order 61 the business in front of the house at the moment takes precedence, so the motion that the 

member for Midland has moved will continue at this point, as opposed to moving into private members’ 

business. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Midland is being is a bit hypocritical when members look at what has 

been said during this debate and suddenly she stands up to call me to order for not sticking to the motion when 

all sorts of things have been discussed.  

Mr Speaker, as per your directions, I will get back to the motion that is before the house.  

The motion we are debating relates to extending question time. Mr Speaker, as I pointed out before, I think it 

was after the third question had been asked that you made it very clear that question time would not be 

continuing today unless the noise and the interjections were kept down in this house. As the member for 

Warnbro said earlier, I remember very well the former member for South Perth repeatedly standing up in this 
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house and saying that the opposition will have their say, but the government will have their way. When time is 

wasted during question time that wasted time reflects on all of us as members. We have to accept now that we 

have maybe 17 sitting weeks left this year, and there may not be another sitting in 2013 before the next election. 

The government has legislation it wants to put forward and the opposition has legislation it has put on the table 

for private members’ business. We have to look at what is happening in this house, and the time wasting has to 

stop.  

Coming back to the motion for an extra 20 minutes of question time today, if we are going to look at question 

time, I remember—as Mr Speaker would remember—when members opposite were in government, often in 

answer to questions asked by members of the current government when they were in opposition, Labor ministers 

would stand up and say no. Maybe the government needs to look back and think about those times, and rather 

than repeat the answers that they have already given during the first question and that they repeat during the 

supplementary question, do the same as Labor members did when they were in government—that is, say, ―I have 

answered that question‖, and they would sit down. By asking the same question by way of a supplementary, 

members opposite are not allowing more questions to be asked. I would like time in this house as an Independent 

to be able to ask questions. The Independents get the opportunity to ask a question after four or five questions 

have been asked from the opposition side of the house and four or five on this side of the house. This is not only 

affecting Labor members—Labor may have missed out today with only three questions, but the Independent 

members missed out completely. Labor does not miss out, as I do every few weeks when I try and get a question. 

Even when question time goes on for longer, I am not able to get a question. It affects members on both sides. It 

is no good asking for additional time now, when the opposition is part of the cause of this problem. The 

information that the Minister for Health and the Treasurer put forward today from someone who was out there 

measuring the time taken to ask and to answer questions showed that two-thirds of the time taken was by the 

ministers and one-third of the time came from interjections from the opposition side of the house.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Maybe if you stop wasting the time of the house with your interjections — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I formally call you to order for the second time today. If you want to 

make a contribution in this place, I expect it to be better than that and you know it should be as well.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I was disappointed not to ask a question today. I hope that question time tomorrow will 

be a more controlled question time. We all accept that interjections and some banter across the house is part of 

the process of this Parliament, but when it results in only three questions from each side of the house in 

45 minutes, then the community as a whole, as the member for Kalgoorlie said, is missing out because of 

members opposite. My question would have been an important question on the government’s actions, but when 

opposition members continually interject and waste time during question time, they are not able to do the job 

they are meant to do. I remind members again that we possibly have only  17 sitting weeks left to get through 

some very important legislation.  

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot) [4.06 pm]: I want to make a couple of fairly brief comments about the motion 

to suspend standing orders moved by the member for Midland. I will make these comments wearing a number of 

different hats. Before anyone says ―diddums!‖ I think that, apart from the member for Riverton, I would 

probably be the most interjected-upon government backbencher.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: It is like feeding the chooks! Mr Speaker, you know exactly what I am talking about! 

Every time I stand up to make a comment, I get interjected upon. They cannot help themselves.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Mr Speaker, once again, I will stand here and seek your protection so that I can make my 

comments and be heard in silence.  

I do go home sometimes thinking I must be at the top of the list for the number of interjections made on 

government backbenchers. I also make these comments wearing a hat as one of the Acting Speakers.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: This is the point I am trying to make. I can stand here —  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The longer it takes for them to be quiet, the longer it will take for me to make my 

comments. I think that I deserve, like every other member in this house, the right to be heard in silence without 
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being castigated and yelled at. When I look back at some of the comments I have heard thrown across this 

chamber during divisions and debate, which perhaps whoever occupies the Speaker’s chair does not always hear, 

quite frankly it is bloody disgraceful! I have heard members opposite call members of the government Nazis and 

jackbooters during law and order debates and during divisions. These comments have not been heard by the 

Speaker or reported in Hansard, but everyone in this chamber knows what I am saying is true.  

Several opposition members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: That is just offensive. The members think that is funny. It is just absolutely bloody 

offensive and they should be ashamed of themselves.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Jandakot, I do not think you are helping yourself in making the point with the 

words you are choosing to use.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: You are absolutely right, Mr Speaker. I apologise, but you can sense my frustration on this 

issue.  

I want to reflect on my maiden speech at which time I made the observation that in my previous career as an 

officer in the Royal Australian Navy—there are a number of former military officers in this house—I always 

considered the community’s expectations and their impression of the standards expected of certain professions in 

society. I made the reflection in my first speech in this house that military officers, doctors and certain other 

professionals are held in far higher esteem than others, and that at the bottom of the list of the community 

ranking of respect, there are always lawyers, journalists, used-car salesmen and politicians. I made the point that 

during my time in this house, I would like the level of regard in which the community holds politicians to be 

raised. I do not think it will ever be raised to the level of regard in which other professions in the community are 

held, but it should be. It would be a good thing if we could endeavour to raise our standards. As I look around 

the house at what I consider to be some of the worst offenders, I can say with a heavy heart that some of them 

come from professions that were held in much higher esteem prior to them entering this house. I will not name 

those particular members, because they know exactly whom I am talking about. 

Having said that, in my reflection on what I think is a very difficult job for you, Mr Speaker, in basically 

refereeing this place, I would like to think that when I sit in that chair, I act with utmost impartiality. If I ever err 

in favour of one side of the chamber, it is always in favour of the opposition. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I think that is a fair and right thing to do in the interests of a balanced democracy and 

healthy parliamentary debate. That is why, on a number of occasions when I have been in the Speaker’s chair, 

no-one would have blamed me if I had named members and asked them to leave the chamber. I have never done 

that. I have called members four times. I am not quite sure where that stands under the standing orders; I assume 

it is within my right to do that while I sit in the Speaker’s chair. I do not know whether that is necessarily the 

way that things should be done, but that is the way I chose to do it at the time. I make that point because there 

must be consequences for bad behaviour. There must be consequences when people refuse to listen. Mr Speaker, 

what you did during question time today was to give more than fair and adequate warning that if the behaviour 

that we saw today continued, you would act in the way that you did. I stand here in full support of your action. I 

also say that as an Acting Speaker. 

The last observation I would like to make on the issue of question time is that I have noticed—I think I am pretty 

right—that in reflecting impartiality from that chair, Mr Speaker, whenever you call for questions at question 

time, you always give the first question to the opposition. On most occasions, you also give the last question to 

the opposition. That means that when the number of questions are weighed up, most questions by far go to the 

opposition. I think that is the right choice when you use your discretion during question time. I congratulate you 

for doing that. 

In closing, as I said, I am bitterly disappointed sometimes at my own behaviour, but mostly at the behaviour of 

many members in this house, especially during question time, to the point at which I have had to apologise to my 

visitors in the Speaker’s gallery on behalf of every member in this place for their behaviour. I think that is a 

slight on all of us. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [4.13 pm]: I will make only a couple of brief comments. The 

government obviously does not support the motion to suspend standing orders so as to extend question time. Mr 

Speaker, as you made clear, the duration of question time is entirely at the discretion of the Speaker, but, in a 

practical sense, it is actually in the hands of the opposition of the day. I have spent time on both sides of this 

house over a number of years and the number of questions that are asked is essentially in the hands of an 

opposition. If an opposition member asks a question and members then engage in interjection, it will prolong the 

answer. 
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Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have been both Leader of the House and leader of opposition business over the years, 

and I know that if the opposition wants to ask more questions, it needs to keep its troops quiet. The opposition 

asks questions and does not ask lots of supplementary questions, and it gets through. But if an opposition 

member asks a question and members immediately launch into multiple interjections, it will slow down the 

whole process. 

The second point I want to make—it has been made by a number of members—is that the continual automatic 

asking of supplementary questions limits the number of questions that can be asked, because a supplementary 

question is a second question. If the opposition wants to ask more questions, it should not ask a supplementary 

question to every question. That is the major reason that the opposition does not get more questions asked. I 

agree with members about the length of the answer. I think that answers often are too long, and I have said to 

ministers, as has the Deputy Premier, that they should keep their answers shorter. I do not have any difficulty 

with that. That might be something that this house reviews for the next Parliament. I do not think anyone would 

particularly object to that. 

There are times when members might lose the plot. I admit to doing that once; I was thrown out of Parliament 

when I lost the plot because I was so outraged by the then government’s approach on drugs. I felt embarrassed to 

be thrown out. I made the comment at a function that night and I got a round of applause. Every now and again, 

people are going to lose it. 

For goodness sake, question time is the time for politics in the Parliament. We are members of political parties; 

we have different points of view. There is a combative environment and a rivalry going into an election. Surely 

we do not want to sanction not having a bit of robust political debate in this chamber. Members opposite asked 

how dare I, as the Premier, throw a question to the opposition leader. How dare I not? This is where politics is 

played out. If the opposition wants to challenge the government, the government is entitled to challenge the 

opposition. That is the time when it happens. All of us can do a better job in respecting the rulings and at taking 

the lead from the Speaker. That is the way it works. 

We will not continue with this debate any longer. We have made our point. This was a very poorly thought out 

motion by the leader of opposition business. It was silly to bring on such a motion. We saw the behaviour during 

question time. It was no different from the behaviour we see during question time after question time. Members 

in this house have been a little precious. I will not go through it, but I have been called more names and had 

more insults and more abuse directed at me than has any other member in this house, and never more so than 

when Geoff Gallop was Premier. To the best of my knowledge, I have never particularly cared about that; I have 

accepted it as part of the hurly-burly of political debate, and that is what members should do. 

Mr P.B. Watson: A typical bully; you can’t take it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the member reads Hansard, he will find dozens of examples of abuse being thrown at 

me when I was on both sides of the house. People wanted to take points of order and I told them to let it go. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is true. 

Mr P.B. Watson: My hero! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am just making the point. That is the politics of it. If members cannot take a bit of rough 

and tumble, they should not be in here. Members should follow the lead of the Speaker and engage in political 

debate, but if they are so precious, they should not stand for politics; they should not take on public office. We 

all come under scrutiny, whether it be in this place or through the media or public analysis. There have to be 

rules of engagement, but question time is a time for politics in this house. That is the time when it should be 

played out. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 

Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Ms J.M. Freeman Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley  
Mr W.J. Johnston Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell  
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Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A. Krsticevic Mr T.K. Waldron 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Ms A.R. Mitchell  

Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr C.C. Porter  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr G.G. Jacobs 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr W.R. Marmion 

Question thus negatived. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES — NINTH REPORT —  

AMENDMENT TO QUESTION TIME PROCEDURES 

Notice of Motion 

By leave, Mr M. McGowan (Leader of the Opposition) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he 

would move — 

That recommendations 1 to 3 of the ninth report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and 

Privileges, ―Minor Adjustments to the Standing Orders‖, be adopted by the house.  

NO PRIVATISATION OF MIDLAND HEALTH CAMPUS BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 November 2011. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.25 pm]: It gives me pleasure to stand and 

speak on the No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus Bill 2011 that was introduced into Parliament by the 

shadow Minister for Health and Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the member for Kwinana. I am also pleased to 

acknowledge the members of the health profession who are in the public gallery today to observe this debate, 

because I know it means a great deal to them that this bill be properly debated by the house and that their 

concerns about the proposed privatisation of the Midland health campus by the government be heard.  

The context of this debate is that back in 2004 the report of the Reid review was presented to the then 

government. It proposed a reorganisation, particularly, of hospital facilities and buildings around Perth and it 

suggested that some of the problems being faced by the health system were because some of the facilities were 

old and outdated, and not up to the task expected of them. It suggested that some locations were not as good as 

they could be, and that either new or redeveloped health facilities needed to be put in place in communities 

around Perth. The Reid review was endorsed by the Gallop Labor government and enormous amounts of money 

were allocated to carry out the proposed outcomes of that review. As a consequence of that review, endorsed by 

Hon Geoff Gallop and his successor Hon Alan Carpenter, and I might also add by the current Premier, there was 

an arrangement to construct new hospitals or to redevelop existing hospitals around Perth.  

Therefore, we have seen the construction of the Fiona Stanley Hospital in Murdoch in the southern suburbs, 

which is a facility designed to be a new tertiary hospital—the first new tertiary hospital in Western Australia in a 

long time. Obviously, construction is progressing. It is an excellent initiative and I am sure it will be well 

received by the people of Perth. On top of that, in my own electorate of Rockingham, Rockingham–Kwinana 

District Hospital was renamed Rockingham General Hospital, and it was massively expanded with new facilities 

and a range of new services for the people who live in the broader Rockingham, Kwinana and Mandurah 

communities, as a new facility for people of that region. On top of that, the idea was that the old Swan District 

Hospital, which had passed its use-by date, be replaced by a new hospital service out in the Midland area. As a 

consequence of those actions, we have a new hospital being constructed in Midland, which we welcome. We 

welcome a new hospital being constructed in Midland for the people of that region. On top of that, we welcome 

the proposed new children’s hospital, which is another part of the jigsaw puzzle that was set out back in 2004. I 

remember the massive amounts of money allocated in the budget to carry out that entire reorganisation. The new 

hospital works going on around the state as a result of that Reid review back in those days was probably one of 

the biggest works expenditure programs in the history of Western Australia, and perhaps of any state government 

in Australia.  

That was a good process. It was carried out on the basis that we should have an excellent and outstanding public 

health system here in Western Australia, and obviously we were keen to carry that out. The Labor government 

was going to carry that out on the basis that they were public hospitals. The hospital in my own electorate that I 
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am very familiar with, Rockingham General Hospital, is a public hospital. It is well acknowledged as an 

excellent and outstanding facility for the people of Rockingham and Kwinana, and it has played a major role in 

those communities since 1975 when it was opened as a public hospital. It has received many awards. It carries 

out its role as a public hospital, and that has been a good arrangement for a long time and many people indeed 

have enjoyed the experience of attending the hospital. We would have liked to see Midland health campus 

treated in the same way as other hospitals have been in Western Australia—that is, operate as a public hospital as 

was expected.  

We note that the government did not reveal to the people of Western Australia before the last election that it 

would come out with a private arrangement for the Midland health campus. That was not its policy commitment. 

I also note that the Queensland government, which lost office in dramatic circumstances on the weekend, went 

into an election campaign in 2009 without revealing its privatisation ambitions in Queensland. Admittedly, the 

circumstances were more dramatic over there, but it is still the same principle—there was a major privatisation 

program in Queensland of public services assets. It did not reveal that before the 2009 election and, last 

weekend, we saw the consequence of that misleading of the Queensland public. This government in Western 

Australia has done exactly the same thing, albeit on a smaller scale—I acknowledge that—with the Midland and 

Fiona Stanley hospitals. There is no mandate for what has gone on; there is no mandate for this privatisation 

program.  

The people of Western Australia do not want their public services privatised. I do not think they like it. I 

understand that the people of Western Australia want to see services run to a standard and not to a profit. That 

has been the Australian way for a long time; it is part of our history and part of our ethos. We have not gone 

down the route, as other countries have, of mass privatisation, sell-offs and the provision of public services by 

private operators in the same way as Great Britain or the United States. I think that we are a better country for 

that; Australia is a better country than those places and our services are better. We have a strong social 

democratic ethos in this country that everyone should have good access to quality core services in health, 

education, law and order and the like, and that, where possible, those services should be publicly provided. That 

has been the Australian way for a long time. Our public hospitals have been a great institution in this country. 

Our public hospitals are very popular, I might add. As an elderly person once said to me, ―You know if you’re 

really sick, go to a public hospital. You’ll receive the best treatment and if you’re in trouble, that’s the best place  

for your life to be saved.‖ That has been my family’s experience of public hospitals through a number of 

incidents and that has been the common experience of many Australians. We stand for public hospitals; we stand 

against the privatisation of those public services. 

In recent days we have seen some embarrassing incidents involving this government and its privatisation 

ambitions. Last week, the Minister for Water was revealed, I thought, as fairly incompetent in the provision of 

some water services in Western Australia. Secret deals, unrevealed contracts and unrevealed arrangements were 

brought to public attention last Thursday, which the Minister for Water had great difficulty in explaining. 

Yesterday, we saw the Minister for Corrective Services at one point endorse the use of prisoners to provide 

services at Fiona Stanley Hospital and then back away from that. The Minister for Health then endorsed the 

provision of public hospital services at Fiona Stanley by prisoners from Rangeview Remand Centre next door, 

before he went to ground, I might add. I do not think the Minister for Health actually backed away from it, but 

the Minister for Corrective Services did. We asked him today to unveil the contract to see whether there is the 

opportunity for those prisoners to work next door at Fiona Stanley Hospital. We asked the minister to reveal the 

contract and the relevant correspondence, and he refused. He said, ―All in good time and that time will be my 

time.‖ That was what the minister had to say. The minister will decide if and when that contract is released, even 

though he said yesterday that he would release it.  

We are saying to the government that that is the second point on these arrangements. There is no accountability 

on the part of government for the provision of public services when we see behaviour such as that of the Minister 

for Corrective Services today. The Minister for Corrective Services’ behaviour bears out our point: when the 

government provides public services, it needs to be open and accountable to the public of Western Australia. The 

minister was not open and accountable to the public of Western Australia and that is our second reason for 

opposing this arrangement. We believe that public services have, for a long time in this country, been run to a 

standard and not to a profit. We think that there needs to be accountability, but that is not there when we see 

performances such as that by the Minister for Corrective Services.  

We also have high regard for the people who work in these public institutions. It is not an easy job working in a 

hospital. A lot of the people who work in that environment are not well paid, despite the fact that it is a difficult 

job. Anyone who spends a little time in a hospital—admittedly, my experience in hospitals is probably less than 

the minister’s—will understand that it is not an easy job. Many of the people who work in hospitals are not 

highly paid and we believe that they should be as well rewarded as possible. In a wealthy society such as ours, 

people who do those difficult jobs, which often involve life and death events and some awful aspects of human 

sickness and illness, deserve to be well rewarded. We think that people who work in those public hospital 
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environments would be better rewarded when the facility is not driven by the profit motive than they would be 

working in an alternative facility. 

In the interests of staff, accountability, the Australian public, and not being misleading about its promises before 

the election, the government should at least take what it is proposing to an election, as opposed to simply 

implementing it without a mandate. That should be the minimum standard that the government adopts on this 

matter. The No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus Bill 2011 sets out the difference between Labor, on this 

side of the house, and the Liberal–National government in the provision of the most basic of public services. 

This bill does that, so that if government members vote against it, they will be voting in favour of the 

privatisation of those core services in the Midland area. We have deliberately brought this matter into Parliament 

to demonstrate the difference, once again, between the Labor and Liberal Parties in this state. We believe in the 

fundamental provision of those core services in public hospitals and it is apparent that members who vote against 

this bill do not. 

MR F.A. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [4.37 pm]: I rise in opposition to the No Privatisation of Midland Health 

Campus Bill 2011. There are some who would have us believe that the new Midland health campus will be built 

and operated under a completely new model, although public–private partnerships have been around for some 

time. In Australia, federal and state governments have introduced private participation in more than 50 public 

hospitals, through different models, and the Midland health campus is not unique in this respect. In 2002, the 

member for Belmont, when he was Treasurer, released a report that highlighted the opportunity to use public–

private partnerships to deliver community infrastructure. The Department of Treasury and Finance document, 

signed on 1 December 2002, was called ―Partnerships for Growth‖. The document stated — 

Some forms of infrastructure are more suited to PPP arrangements than others. The Western Australian 

Government considers that the following forms of infrastructure are best suited to partnerships with the 

private sector: 

It lists transport and health facilities. The document also states — 

Services which complement physical infrastructure can create opportunities for PPPs. These may arise 

in conjunction with an agreement to provide the physical infrastructure, — 

As the Midland hospital will be — 

or may be an independent arrangement. 

… 

It is recognised that there are some areas of infrastructure and ancillary service delivery where the 

private sector has advantages over the public sector, and vice versa. 

The same document under the heading ―PPP is not privatisation‖, which is where the deceit falls, states — 

PPPs differ from privatisation in that: 

 public owned assets are not sold off to the private sector 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I think the member should listen; this is from a document that was signed by his Treasurer. 

The document continues — 

 in many cases new assets which are initially funded by the private sector are eventually transferred 

to public ownership 

 core services continue to be provided by the public sector 

These are, again, the Treasurer’s words. I am reading from a document signed by the then Treasurer — 

 the public and private sectors share ancillary service delivery obligations 

 the Government, on behalf of the public, sets standards of ancillary service delivery 

 the public sector is paid according to its performance in reaching agreed ancillary service standards 

 the Government as a partner will always play a key role — 

I repeat, a key role — 

in ensuring that the use of assets and the delivery of ancillary services remains in the best interests 

of the community  

… (PPPs) have been used throughout the world to describe joint approaches to infrastructure and 

service delivery between the public and private sectors. Western Australia has for some time now 

actively engaged the private sector in the provision of physical infrastructure and ancillary services.  
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… the opportunities for strategic partnerships with the private sector enter a new and exciting phase.  

This is what the former Labor government said —  

This means that the Western Australian Government recognises and will actively pursue PPPs as a way 

of delivering infrastructure and ancillary services, within the boundaries established under this policy.  

This was in 2002. What has changed?  

Last year I was in India on a state delegation. A few of my constituents rang me, or left messages, and said, 

―Frank, you are famous.‖ I thought, ―Here is my big opportunity!‖ I was told I was mentioned on every radio 

station in Western Australia, and there was also the kind of advertising material that I am holding in my local 

media and in The West Australian. It said — 

Swan Hills MLA Frank Alban has been invited to explain why he supports Colin Barnett’s privatisation 

agenda.  

That is deceptive. I had not been invited, which was quite strange. I found out eventually what was happening 

and attended this forum. What an interesting forum it was! I thought Western Australia was a democratic state of 

this country. The moment I walked in the door I was spoken to by a person who said I had five minutes to speak. 

I thought, ―That’s wonderful! What kind of a forum is it?‖  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: They had called the meeting. It is pretty usual to have speaking times.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Is it—five minutes!  

The interesting part, member for Midland, is that the other side of the debate had maybe seven speakers, 

including the member for Midland. I attended along with Hon Helen Morton, Minister for Mental Health; 

Disability Services. She was far more qualified than I to speak. I asked the person who met me, ―Is it okay, since 

I am the only speaker on the government side of the argument, for the minister to have five minutes as well?‖ I 

was told, ―No. You have five minutes all-up.‖ What a wonderful country we live in today! What a democracy! I 

have been mocked by the member for Kwinana saying, ―You didn’t say anything!‖ Member, just listen, because 

I intend to say what I did not say on the night. I know some Labor Party members were there. I believe it is 

totally disrespectful to publicly say, ―You have been invited‖, perhaps hoping that my delegation was staying in 

India beyond that date and I could not attend. If I had not attended, they would have said, ―There you go—look 

at this gutless Liberal‖, which obviously did not happen because I attended.  

I am not sure who counts numbers at forums such as this. It was in the Midland Town Hall; a wonderful 

building. I saw the usual contingency of Labor members. I reckon the Labor Party was lucky to have 

100 members there at all, plus all the general hangers-on. I had not seen anything so disgraceful in all my life. 

We are supposed to live in a democratic country. If there is an argument, as happens here, both sides should be 

clearly represented. Not this mob. I have never seen so many Labor members of Parliament wag their tails like 

little puppy dogs on cue for the union movement!  

The people of Midland and the surrounding catchment deserve a new hospital. They do not need union 

ideologies and politics. This is not privatisation—the hospital is not being sold to anyone. It is PPPs—all 

members know how it is. On that day there was what I believe to be slandering of other hospital workers. Swan 

District Hospital workers were saying ―the other hospitals‖—referring to fellow Western Australian workers in 

private hospitals—―are not doing their job properly; we are doing it‖ — 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have allowed the member who is on his feet, and should probably now be sitting down 

if he knew the standing orders — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Sit down, please, member. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: — to talk quite a long time about this meeting that occurred. Although it is all very 

interesting, it is actually not particularly relevant to the bill before the house. So far, he has not made any 

argument for why he supports, or is not supporting, the No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus Bill. He has 

talked a lot about a particular public meeting and how he feels particularly aggrieved by the people who 

organised it and how he was not happy with the meeting, but that does not deal with the substance of the actual 

bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order, member. I would like the member for Swan Hills to get 

back to the bill and not just read from notes.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: The relevance of this was that this motion was raised on that night. The very motion that is 

being debated this afternoon was raised on that night. My own view is that hospitals are for the sick, not for the 
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unions. We run our schools for our kids and for our teachers, not for the cleaners. Public–private partnerships are 

not about saving money; they are about achieving value for money, which is in everybody’s interest.  

I also make the point that there was an amount of scaremongering at this function, still to do with the workers. 

There was a concern that the workers at Swan District Hospital, which has 150 beds, would struggle to find a 

place in the new hospital. I make the point that the new hospital will be at least double that size and will need at 

least double the number of workers. By way of explanation, all permanent staff have the option of continuing to 

work in the Western Australian health sector or being redeployed in another Western Australian health 

opportunity. The opening of new Western Australian health sites and the expansion of other sites and services 

means demand will grow for staff throughout the metropolitan area. I do not think for a moment that any one of 

the workers at Swan District Hospital will be short of a job. As a matter of fact, it might be the opposite.  

I also mention another issue that was raised at the forum. The second biggest issue, apart from staff and 

redeployment, was that private hospitals had dirty ceiling fans. Apparently a particular hospital had dirty ceiling 

fans. Although ceiling fans were popular in the 1970s, I would have thought that in this day and age it would 

have been appropriate to take the ceiling fans down and perhaps have air conditioning like in other hospitals. I 

cannot for a moment think that dirty ceiling fans was such a big issue.  

The claim was made on the evening that the union was representing the working class. This issue of 

no privatisation of our hospitals is about the workers—the working class. Yes, there was a time when the Labor 

side represented the working class. Now it has a new generation — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, can I remind you that you are not allowed to read from notes. You can 

refer to them but not verbatim.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: These are my notes. Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. And they are notes, by the way. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am just saying you cannot read from notes. You can refer to them. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Okay. I am referring to them.  

It was an education for me because at that forum — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Minister for Health, you got up and talked about the standards of 

the house today and you are doing exactly the same thing that you said people should not do.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I believe there is now a new generation of snake-oil salesmen. They are now middle-class 

opportunists, several of whom were cited on the night, who use their positions in the unions to feather their own 

nests. Three members of United Voice set up that forum. Some members will have safe seats in this Parliament 

and others are seeking to run for seats. Good luck to them.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I would prefer that you got back to the bill.  

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Does the member for Riverton think that is funny? 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: No; I have not lost my spot.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: The Midland community and the surrounding areas are looking forward to a new hospital—

the first new hospital in 50 years. We do not want any stories, fairy tales or scaremongering. The expanded 

services are on their way, which, as I mentioned, will double the number of services at Swan District Hospital. 

Midland will benefit from the extra building work—and Midland can do with a favour—for its tradespeople, its 

service workers and business and retail sector, which has had a hard time lately.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Under this government.  

A member interjected. 

Mr M.P. Murray: You can’t blame us for that as well.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: It is strange that the member for Collie–Preston should raise it. I was a councillor for the City 

of Swan during the previous government’s term, the member for Midland’s term.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member on his feet has the call, but if you are going to encourage 

interjections, member, I will not be able to protect you.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I was a councillor for six years during the term of the 

member for Collie–Preston’s government. Does he know what happened in Midland in that term of government? 

It was the same as has happened in the rest of Western Australia, so the member should not try to get smart.  
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A large proportion of my electorate does not use Swan District Hospital. I think the proportion is that one-third 

goes to Swan District while two-thirds go to Joondalup Health Campus. I do not think it is appropriate that my 

constituents should need to go to Joondalup hospital. Now we can look forward to a brand-new hospital being 

built in Midland. I do not think my constituents are interested in ideology or politics. They want this government 

to build a decent hospital.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I have not finished yet.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Thank you for the applause!  

As I said earlier, the new hospital will have 307 public beds. There will also be 60 private beds. I am reading 

from my notes because it is information I have gathered. This hospital will have a significantly expanded 

emergency department, a 24-hour anaesthetic service, high dependency and coronary care units and many other 

services not currently available at Midland hospital. Best of all—I repeat, best of all—this will be managed by 

the most respected hospital management group in Australia, which, I believe, has 130 years of experience.  

I have more to say, but I will pause on that for a moment to talk about the disgust I felt for the union movement 

when my electorate office was picketed while I was there. It is not that I mind picketing.  

Dr A.D. Buti: You hate unions, do you?  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: No. I do not object to picketing. I have been a member of a union, so I do not have a problem 

with them. But the comments on their placards were ―Do not give money to the Catholic Church; don’t let the 

Catholics run our hospital.‖ How disgraceful in this day and age.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I suggest you get back to the bill. I am not sure that the Catholic Church 

has anything to do with this bill. I want you to get back, otherwise I will sit you down.  

[Interruption from the gallery.]  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members of the public, we encourage you to come into the public gallery, but I must 

ask you to keep quiet, otherwise I will have to remove you, I am sorry. Thank you. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I have no problem admitting I am a Catholic and I believe there are also many Catholics on 

the other side of politics.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, get back to the bill, please. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It has nothing to do with it.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: It has; you were picketing with anti-Christian and anti-Catholic sentiment. The St John of 

God organisation is a Christian not-for-profit organisation.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: You’ve been misrepresented. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Not only have I been misrepresented, but I also have been insulted. The member clearly 

stated that I, the member for Midland, had been picketing with anti-Catholic sentiment. I take great umbrage at 

that remark and I ask him to withdraw it.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): There is no point of order but I would like you to withdraw it.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I did not intend to say that. It was the ALP and the unions who were picketing. The member 

for Midland certainly was not there. But the insult was aimed at all Catholics, member for Midland, and I was 

thoroughly insulted by it.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: St John of God Health Care is a Christian, Catholic not-for-profit organisation that has the 

community’s highest respect. Currently, it is the preferred tenderer and has designed a modern, highly functional 

hospital, which it will also be responsible for building.  

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale!  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: In essence, the Midland campus will be one of the most eagerly awaited projects in Midland, 

as well as in the north eastern region. My constituents will be looking forward to this hospital. They are not 

terribly interested in all the politics and are certainly not interested in the scaremongering.  

Mr P. Papalia: Have you got down to the section marked ―Conclusion‖ yet?  
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Mr F.A. ALBAN: A while ago the member for Warnbro complained about interjections. He is the serial 

interjector of all time. For the record, I will read one more quote and I may need a few minutes’ extension.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I will read from the member for Kwinana’s second reading speech because he said, ―Oh, 

you’re too scared to talk for a couple of minutes‖, so I am taking full advantage this evening. The member for 

Kwinana said — 

The current Swan District Hospital is a functioning hospital, with staff dedicated and working 

together — 

They are — 

to deliver high-quality health care to the people of Midland — 

They have done that for quite some time — 

and the districts that surround it. These services go throughout the eastern suburbs of Perth and into the 

Wheatbelt. It is these staff, and their commitment to these areas, who are now in jeopardy.  

I do not know what word I can use other than ―lie‖, but those jobs are not in jeopardy. I mentioned earlier that 

the building of the new hospital will bring twice as many jobs to the area, and those people working at Swan 

District Hospital who deserve consideration will be given due consideration.  

Dr A.D. Buti: How does that work?  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: It will work by there being twice as many jobs available in the new hospital as there are in the 

present one. The Midland health campus will be a public hospital in a public–private partnership, with the 

private sector designing, building and operating this facility. It will be available to the public of this region, and 

it will be one of the greatest projects Midland has looked forward to.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.58 pm]: In rising to support the No Privatisation of Midland Health 

Campus Bill 2011 I do so both as the parliamentary representative of the Midland electorate and as a person 

who, over time, has been deeply concerned about privatisation of government agencies and contracting out by 

government. In my experience, contracting out of government services leads to a culture of irresponsibility, 

deniability, blame shifting and inertia. I was appalled at the contribution made by the member for Swan Hills 

today. He made no coherent argument to promote the privatisation of a public service, but he has shown that he 

is anti-union and anti-worker and that he could not care less about those people in the community who are 

entirely dependent on public health services. 

He has also tried to misrepresent the opposition. He has tried to misrepresent those people who want to see 

Midland hospital stay in public hands. He has tried to portray us as people who are somehow opposed to the 

Catholic Church and private hospitals. We are not. I am particularly not. I am a Catholic and I support the private 

hospital system, but I also support a strong public system. The public health system is essential for the majority 

of people in this state. For those people who can afford a private service, they are welcome to use it; I am 

welcome to use it. That is the choice that many people can make, but a lot of people in the community cannot 

make a choice and are totally reliant on the public hospital system. Perhaps more people in my electorate than 

people in the electorate of the member for Swan Hills are entirely dependent on the public hospital system, but 

that does not mean that he should vote accordingly and say, ―We’re all right in Swan Hills; I have only 30 or 

40 per cent of people in my electorate who are dependent on the public system. I don’t care if those people don’t 

vote for me. I’ll just go for those who can use the private system.‖ He has failed to deal with the actual issue at 

hand with this bill.  

We have introduced this bill because, as the opposition and as the Western Australian Labor Party, we are 

opposed to the privatisation of Midland hospital. We want to see it remain entirely in public hands. That was the 

plan when the Labor government committed to build a new hospital in Midland. The Labor government had the 

option of doing some renovations and repairs to Swan District Hospital at its current location or looking at a 

greenfields site in Midland and building a new hospital. I was thrilled when Hon Jim McGinty, the then Minister 

for Health, made the announcement that the government would do the latter. Swan District Hospital was exactly 

that; it was like a country district hospital 40 to 50 years ago, and since then it has grown like Topsy. It had 

extensions put on here and there and further little facilities and buildings plonked on the site. Essentially, it was 

like a country hospital, because it was at the periphery of the then metropolitan area and was utilised by a small 

number of people. The reality is that the population in the eastern corridor has grown quickly in the past 

20 years. These days my electorate is very much an inner metropolitan electorate, but 20 years ago suburbs in 

my electorate essentially did not have housing. I point to areas such as Jane Brook, for example, or Stratton, 

previously known as Wexcombe, where there were a few farm houses and some cattle properties. Cows were 

being milked on those sites 20 years ago, whereas now that is a heavily populated urban area. In the electorate of 

Swan Hills, areas such as Ellenbrook and Vale have all been developed in recent years. A major public hospital 
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is needed to service the eastern region. Frankly, I am sick of second-class treatment from this government, which 

seems to think that second-rate services are okay for Midland. Government members have premium facilities in 

their own electorates and servicing the western suburbs, but it seems that something on the cheap and something 

on the never-never appears to be good enough for the eastern suburbs. I do not agree at all.  

In the tirade from the member for Swan Hills, he made all kinds of insulting remarks about people representing 

the union movement. In this instance, those people who represent the union movement represent some of the 

lowest paid people in our community—people who do an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay. What is the 

member for Swan Hills’ answer to this? His answer is that there will be even more jobs for them at the Midland 

hospital. He says that there will be twice as many jobs. We will see whether there are twice as many jobs. He 

failed to address the working conditions of those workers. I have spoken to workers at the Peel Health Campus 

who have not been happy with the privatised arrangement there. Their wages have been less than those paid to 

people in the public sector. Their working conditions have been worse than those of people who work in the 

public sector. I do not want that for Midland. I do not want that for a range of reasons, but first and foremost I do 

not want those people working hard in such an important area of public responsibility to not be paid fairly and 

equitably. I do not want them to be screwed in terms of their working conditions. Those people need to be paid 

well and they have to have good working conditions.  

Mr F.A. Alban: Were they paid adequately when you were in government or has this just happened lately?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The member for Swan Hills made a particularly inane contribution and now he wants to 

interject during mine. He has missed the point of what I am saying. The point I am getting to here is this: when 

people at some hospitals are paid under one system and are paid better and have better conditions, yet at another 

hospital—let us say the future Midland health campus—the working conditions are worse and the pay is less, 

where will people want to work? Presumably they will want to work where they are paid more and the working 

conditions are better. If we have a situation such as what occurred down at Peel in which people have worse 

working conditions and are paid less, people will not choose to work at Midland.  

No doubt we live in a time when accountability is often talked about in this place and other places; it is paid a lot 

of lip-service. The public loses the accountability of government when services are privatised or contracted out. 

Under a public system with public hospitals and public schools that are publicly run with a public sector 

workforce, there are great accountabilities. Our whole system of government is built upon accountabilities. For 

example, government departments and agencies must report annually to the house. Ministers are accountable in 

the house to answer questions about those agencies and departments. They have that information at their 

fingertips. There is a direct accountability. However, when core government services are contracted out, there is 

a loss of accountability to the community and to this house. Information that was once publicly available 

becomes the province of a private company. Information that was once public becomes commercial-in-

confidence information and not even this Parliament gets access to it. There have been numerous examples in 

recent times in which opposition members have asked for certain documents, contracts and the like, and we are 

told not only that we cannot have the information, but we cannot even have the contract that set up the 

arrangement. When we cannot have that, there is no accountability.  

Further, when people deal with a publicly run public institution, they can go to the Auditor General or the 

Ombudsman and raise their complaints there. Those same accountabilities do not exist for a private company. 

Private companies are beyond the scope of parliamentary questions, the Ombudsman and the Auditor General. 

When there is no accountability to this house or when the opposition raises questions, there is no accountability 

to the public. I do not support that because it leads to issues being either swept under the carpet and ignored or 

massaged into a pretend response. Those who need public services the most also need those types of 

accountabilities in place, and I want to see accountabilities in place for the public money that is expended. I want 

public accountability also for the workers who are employed at the hospital and for the people who use the 

hospital’s services. 

I put it to the house that the privatisation of services is promoted because of ideology and not as a measure of 

good practice, and that it provides an absence of public responsibility and accountability rather than a better and 

more efficient service. The question must be asked: does private enterprise run a public institution better than the 

public sector? The government’s argument is that because private operators are governed by the need to maintain 

profitability, moderated somehow by competition with other firms, tendering out government work to private 

companies is a more efficient use of our public resources. Those suppositions, of course, are full of flaws. A 

company that is governed by an absolute need to return a profit to shareholders will not spend all the public 

money that is provided to it. It will always hold back because it has to; it has no choice. That means that a 

significant proportion of money that the government sets aside for the service, whether it is for cleaning services, 

the provision of meals or gardening, will not be spent on those services but will go towards providing a dividend 

for shareholders. How efficient can that be? How efficient can a practice be when up to one-third of the money 

received is not spent on the services but is spent on speedboats, four-wheel drives and plasma televisions for 
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company owners and shareholders? I would dearly like the government to explain to me how that is an efficient 

use of the money paid by the taxpayers of Midlands. 

One of the arguments put forward by those in favour of privatisation is that prices are kept down and margins 

shaved by competition. If that is the case, we have not seen very many examples of it so far. When a hospital 

contract has been let by this government, who does it go to? It goes to Serco. If a prison contact is let, who does 

it go to? Serco. It is a one-horse race. Serco seems to be the answer to all these large privatisations. I will use an 

analogy that the member for South Perth might appreciate. If Black Caviar was the only horse in the race, how 

fast would it go? Things might be different if the market in Western Australia were different and we had more 

operators, greater competition and the size of our economy and public sector were greater. However, in an 

isolated economy such as Western Australia, there is only so much work to go around and only so many 

companies that are able to provide it. So far, Serco is one of the main companies that is getting the contracts. 

There is not the true competition that those who promote privatisation talk about and there is nowhere to go 

when the company fails to deliver. We have seen that happen before. The private sector failed to deliver when 

Hon Richard Court tried this approach. That government was blinded by ideology and deaf to the possibility of 

learning from that experience. Sadly, the Barnett government is determined to follow suit. The lessons learnt 

from the privatisation of Royal Perth Hospital cleaning services were increased costs, reduced services and an 

outbreak of bacterial disease. 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The message for government after that initial experience should have been to not 

privatise and contract out hospital services because it is not in the public interest and because front-line services 

will be under-resourced by the constant need to ensure a profit margin. Private operators do not have to meet the 

same level of responsibility and public accountability that is in place when a hospital is run by the government. 

We have seen time and again that when services are contracted out, the government shifts the blame to the 

company and the company shifts the blame back to the government. When we ask for the company to be 

accountable and provide information, it is not provided because it is considered to be commercial-in-confidence. 

The only time we hear about accountability is when the contract is negotiated. Generally, we cannot see the 

contract. In this instance we have been asking for the government to demonstrate the case. The government says 

that it is better to give this contract to the private sector rather than do it in-house. Let us see the public sector 

comparator. Why can we not see that? Why is the government hiding that, not just from the opposition — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Who is to say it has been done? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Who is to say it has been done? Perhaps we should take that on a wink and a nod from 

the minister. I do not believe that is good enough or provides sufficient accountability for the community. I do 

not want Midland health campus to be run by a company that provides a profit for shareholders rather than by an 

organisation that spends the whole public remit for the provision of that service on the service itself. The people 

of Midland are very reliant on their public hospital. I will talk particularly about the oldest suburbs in my 

electorate. Midland and Guildford, both of which I represent, are some of the oldest towns in this state. 

Generations of people in those communities have had access to a fully public hospital. When the Labor 

government committed to building the new Midland health campus in the heart of Midland, which was much 

more accessible by public transport with fabulous new facilities, we committed to building a public hospital. The 

federal Labor government also committed $180 million to that hospital, which was almost unprecedented. I 

would like to have seen the federal Labor government say that it would give the state that money only if we 

committed to providing a fully publicly run hospital. Sadly, the federal government would not do that. One 

reason it would not do that was that it was providing similar money in similar circumstances to the states, 

including Queensland. Last weekend we saw what the people of Queensland think of the privatisation of services 

like hospitals: they do not like it and they do not want it.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: I hope you believe that.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Not only do I believe it, but I know it is true. I expected the Liberal Party members who 

are interjecting to say the kind of things they are saying.  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have no issue with them interjecting, and their interjections are just what I anticipated 

they would be because they care only about the people at the top; they do not care about the people at the 

bottom. Members opposite have no concept of what it is like for struggling families.  

Several government members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If members opposite had any concept of what it was like for middle-income families, let 

alone struggling families, they would not sit there with their mouths zipped as their government plunges towards 
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a 60 per cent increase in electricity prices, a 40 per cent increase in water prices and a 40 per cent increase in gas 

prices. 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member raised a point of order on relevance during the previous debate and clearly her 

points are irrelevant.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member, back to the topic, please.  

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I was responding to opposition interjections. This motion is about the importance of 

publicly run public facilities and what that means for people on low incomes. That is why I responded to the 

interjections as I did.  

I believe this government is out of touch. It is out of touch with real people who are struggling to pay their 

household bills, with real people who are struggling to pay their bills when they go to hospital and need to go to 

a public hospital. This government is also out of touch with workers in the hospital who — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I will go for the same time you go for!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is a poor interjection from the Deputy Premier and it is beneath him.  

Dr K.D. Hames: We are in private members’ business and you agreed to keep things short. You have another 

matter you want to deal with.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Deputy Premier is currently wasting my time.  

Dr K.D. Hames: We will stick to our side of the bargain; you need to stick to yours!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am the member for Midland. I do not know whether that is lost on the Deputy Premier, 

but this is probably the single most important issue in my electorate and he is trying to shut me up! I take great 

offence to that—really great offence!  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: You are trying to sit me down — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: — on the most important issue in my electorate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Midland and minister! 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister Hames! I suggest we get back to the topic and only that topic, without 

going away from it. Minister for Health, if you would just cease the interjections.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Madam Acting Speaker, I do not want to canvass your ruling, but I am astounded that he 

has not been named. He continually interjected on me. He has made me very angry because he is telling me to sit 

down and, if I do not, he will speak for an equal time. That is his prerogative as the Minister for Health, but it is 

my prerogative as member for Midland to talk about the most important issue for my constituents. I will talk 

here for as long as I need to take. The minister might not like that, and he might choose to respond by boring the 

house and speaking for ages, but that is his prerogative.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It is a very important issue for me as well!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Perhaps if he had not interjected — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Are you going to call him to order or not, Madam Acting Speaker?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I make those decisions, member.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I look forward to your doing so. 

The fact is I probably would have finished my remarks by now if it had not been for those kinds of 

interjections—the insulting interjections I have had from the Deputy Premier. He might be sensitive about this, 

because his government lied by omission. If we want to use Catholic terminology, it is called lying by omission. 

When a party goes to an election and says that it is equally committed to the Midland hospital, a public hospital 

committed to by the Labor government, and it does not tell the community that it is going to privatise the service 

or it is going to contract out those services, that is basic dishonesty where I come from and it is called a sin of 
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omission; it is lying by omission. That is what members opposite did not tell the public when they went to the 

last election. I am speaking up for my electorate. I am speaking up for those people who are dependent on public 

health services in my electorate and beyond my electorate—people in country areas, people in the wheatbelt who 

are utilising the Swan District Hospital Campus now and who will be utilising the Midland health campus in the 

future. I am speaking up for the people who will be working in that hospital who will be paid less and whose 

working conditions will be reduced, and for the community and taxpayers of Western Australia who will see 

their money go into a privatised service in which the public gets a lesser service and will pay more for it, and in 

which some proportion of the money that the government hands over to the private contractor goes towards 

profits for shareholders.  

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [5.25 pm]: I would like to start by pointing out a fact in my life. I was 

elected in 2008 on a very tight margin of only 96 votes. That has certainly characterised my time in this place, 

and representing such a marginal seat has focused my mind very closely. However, I have to say that I have been 

operating under a false premise. I was robbed. I was robbed of about two per cent of the votes in my electorate, 

because if this government and members of the party opposite had been open and honest with the people of 

Forrestfield and had declared their hand about what they would do to our public hospital system, I guarantee as 

an absolute fact that I would have been delivered to this place with a couple of thousand extra votes. I can tell 

you, Madam Acting Speaker, that there is no hotter topic in my seat than the privatisation of Midland hospital. It 

is raised with me, unprompted, on a regular basis. Every time someone sees a piece of material on the hospital, 

their response is: ―Yes, I’ll be happy to sign up for that.‖ This will be an issue at the next election.  

The reality is that the Liberal Party deceived the people of Western Australia. It told a big fat porky by not 

letting them know it was going to rob the people of Western Australia, the people of the eastern suburbs, and the 

people of the seat of Forrestfield of a decent public hospital.  

I hear interjections from time to time that Midland is a public hospital. All I can say is: if it walks like a duck, 

talks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it is a duck! If a private operator is walking away with a bagful of 

dollars as a result of running a hospital, it is in the private sector and that is a private hospital.  

The question the Minister for Health needs to answer is: why he is selling out Western Australians? Why is the 

minister selling out the Western Australian public health system? Why is the minister so unsure of himself and 

his ability to effectively run a health system that he has to sell out our public hospitals in this way? This is really 

an ideological issue. This is one of those things that divides us. Members opposite believe that the private sector 

is more efficient than the public sector. That is what underlines in red ink the government’s belief on this matter. 

There can be no other explanation. The minister cannot demonstrate those efficiencies to us and how that is true, 

as he has never brought into this place a business case; he has never shown us a public sector comparator. The 

minister hides behind the veil of commercial-in-confidence and he does not let anyone know what is going on. 

The minister says that the opposition has to take it on faith that this will be run more efficiently than the existing 

public sector health system. I am not a person who is prepared to take the minister on faith, because I honestly 

believe that the Australian public health system is in fact one of the best in the world today. It is relatively well 

run. I do not doubt for a moment that there are efficiencies to be found, but those efficiencies can be found by 

competent public sector managers. If a job is capable of being done at 80 per cent of the cost, it can be done by 

the public sector at 80 per cent of the cost. If the private partners in this arrangement are walking away with a 

profit, there is only one thing we can be certain about and that is that that money could be utilised somewhere 

else in the state’s coffers, either on building schools and putting more police on the street or in delivering further 

services in our hospitals with more beds, shorter waiting times and better emergency response times. The reality 

is that the government is giving away taxpayers’ dollars to a private operator because the government does not 

have faith in itself. It does not believe that it is an adequate manager. It does not know how to do the job it was 

elected to do. I might add that it was elected on a lie. 

Everyone in this place will say that they listened to the member for Swan Hills go on about the United Voice 

front and that we are all union stooges. I see the member for Riverton nodding. I have never been associated with 

United Voice. I have never been a member of United Voice. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: What’s your union? 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Right now I am not a member of any union. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: It is a fact; right now I am not a member of any union. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member for Forrestfield! The topic is not about which unions 

you belong to, member for Riverton and member for Forrestfield. Member for Forrestfield, I suggest that you 

address your comments to the Chair, not to other members in the house, and return to your speech. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr A.J. WADDELL: The point is that this is a campaign about the privatisation of the Midland health campus. 

United Voice has an interest in this issue because it is looking after its members, who are some of the lowest 

paid workers in Western Australia. These people are also voters. There is no reason to be ashamed of that. I am 

fully supportive of its campaign in that respect. It is not just the staff at the hospital who are concerned; the 

potential patients also are concerned. The people in my electorate are looking at a long period of association with 

this new hospital. It will be the premier hospital in our area. They have worries. They do not want a cut-price 

service; they want the real deal. That is what this campaign is about. That is what we are on about. We are saying 

without any doubt that we support keeping public hospitals in public hands. Let me underline that. That is what 

we believe. It is not about us supporting a particular group. It just happens to be that, in my view, we are on the 

side of right. We are on the side of the public on this particular issue. I can give the house this guarantee: I will 

fight to ensure that the people in my area get the best health service, I will hold the Midland health campus to the 

tightest scrutiny I possibly can, and I will fight to ensure that we keep as much of our public health system in 

public hands after the government has continued to rip the guts out of it. 

This government needs to come clean. It needs to be held accountable. ―Accountable‖ is a very important word, 

and the government is trying to remove it from the dictionary by putting distance between what happens at this 

hospital and itself. It knows that if it handballs it to someone else, it will not be held accountable when the errors 

inevitably occur because the private operator has cut corners to increase its profits. I will hold the government 

accountable. I will ensure that people know that the Liberal Party deceived them by not letting them know that 

this was its intention. I think the minister should come clean. He should acknowledge that he deceived the people 

of Forrestfield. He should acknowledge that he has further plans and that he is ducking and diving. He should 

acknowledge that he intends to rip the guts out of the rest of the public health system because his party is 

ideologically bent on this and does not care about public health at all. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [5.34 pm]: I will not support the No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus 

Bill 2011 for a couple of reasons. I thought I would put that out there in the first instance. The reason I will not 

support the bill is that it is incredibly misleading to the point at which its title is untrue, which is quite interesting 

given the debate we had about the Teacher Registration Bill earlier today. In fact, according to the opposition’s 

terminology, it should be the No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus Bill of 2012, but that is a separate 

issue. The government does not have a proposal to privatise Midland health campus. What the opposition and 

others are misleadingly attempting to imply is that the government is in some way, shape or form selling off state 

assets by selling off assets in the health system. Quite simply, that is not true. The opposition knows that that is 

not true. It knows that that is not what has been proposed, but it never lets the truth get in the way of a good 

story. What the government is proposing is a public–private partnership. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: The member ran for a party that was 100 per cent behind public–private partnerships three 

and a half years ago. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: In fact, I suspect that members opposite will suddenly support that model again in the very 

distant future when they one day find themselves back on this side of the house, but that is a separate issue. 

That is one of the reasons I will not support this bill, but the main reason I will not support the bill is that, quite 

simply, I do not wish to deprive the very good people of Midland and the surrounding areas of what I believe is 

an increasingly superior model of delivering hospital and healthcare services to those in our community. I am 

baffled why WA Labor has such a problem with this structure, because it is an egalitarian party and that is the 

foundation that it likes to build itself on. Everybody will rock up to the same front door under this model. It will 

not matter who they are—whether they are on a disability pension and rock up for 100 per cent public health 

care or whether they are on a six or seven-figure salary and have the highest level of private care. People will 

rock up to the same front door and they will get seen more or less by the same staff, but some people might have 

a few little options along the way that they will have to pay for. 

I have firsthand experience with this PPP model. I am speaking of one of the most important hospitals in this 

state, Joondalup Health Campus, which is near my electorate. I will briefly touch on some of the comments that 

the member for Midland made, because my wife has worked at Joondalup Health Campus since she qualified as 

a registered nurse. I find it quite offensive that this model was described as providing a second-rate or second-

class level of service. Members need to remember that it is a service industry. People provide this service, and 

members opposite denigrate those people who provide this service by calling it second class over and again. I 

found that quite insulting, and I suspect that if the member for Joondalup were here, he would probably quietly 
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agree with me. We have a fantastic local hospital in Joondalup. Quite simply, it employs local community people 

from all walks of life to care for local community people regardless of their socioeconomic standing. I do not 

think those aspersions represent the aspiration we have for a community hospital right in the heart of Joondalup. 

I suspect it is one of the largest employers, if not the largest employer, in the area. As the member for 

Forrestfield said, our very own local people are running this system. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: No, I know; he is busy chatting. 

I will refer to Bloom magazine, which I suspect members will not generally see from most public hospitals. 

Joondalup Health Campus puts out publications quarterly. It works hard to keep the community informed. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: No, it is not, member. That is the whole point; it is paid for by Ramsay Health Care. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: No, it is not, member. Ramsay runs a private hospital alongside it. It does not matter. I will 

give the member a very quick example. My wife and I have just had a baby; in fact, the back page of the 

magazine indicates that 2 367 babies were born at Joondalup Health Campus in the past 12 months. An awful lot 

of those patients were private patients and an awful lot were public patients. It does not matter what level of 

health care people can afford; they go through the same front door, they are seen by the same staff and they get 

the same level of service, but there are a few little options along the way. That is the fantastic thing about it. I 

believe that Ramsay generally manages to make a profit mostly from the private side. In fact, there are some 

benefits in the private sector running the public contract and having the private sector — 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I will talk about a few things that members opposite raised. If members opposite stop 

interrupting, they will get more time for private members’ business today. I am sure that would be good.  

I just go back to some of the things about people in the local community. When I flick to any page on this 

magazine, I see local people. I will not mention their names, but I know that both these people on this page are 

my constituents and that they live in my local area. I know that they are very hardworking people who have put 

their entire lives into health care and local health care. As a member in the Joondalup area, I ask members to be 

careful about the aspersions they cast on the public–private model, because there are people who work in 

hospitals in our community—they may even vote for Labor—who will not appreciate the services they offer 

down there on the ground being described as second class because some of the administrative functions might 

differ slightly.  

I respond to some of the questions that were just shouted across the chamber asking where is the efficiency 

proof. I do not want to speak for too long today, because I think the minister wants to raise a couple of things. I 

have two very quick examples of this public–private partnership model really delivering efficiencies and of the 

community benefiting from these efficiencies. When the Liberal–National government came into power, there 

was a $100 million funding black hole for Joondalup Health Campus’s expansion. It had been talked about year 

upon year. Despite this issue that we faced when we came into government, the project is currently under budget 

and ahead of time. We have made savings and we are delivering it ahead of our timetable. I am very happy to 

take some interjections. When was the last time we had a public project of this size and capital investment—

hundreds of millions of dollars—that not only came in ahead of time, but also found savings at every stage of the 

construction process? That is a fantastic model and a fantastic example of this model delivering.  

I want to pick up on the member for Forrestfield’s comments because he implied that if the contractors find these 

savings, they just take big moneybags and run off and take them to their shareholders. In fact, he did everything 

but accuse those shareholders of being overseas oligarchs. Here is what actually happened to savings we made 

on the Joondalup Health Campus budget. One of the first things the savings were sown back into, to bring it back 

to my earlier example, was a special care nursery. When my son, Joshua, was born, he had to stay in the special 

care nursery. I was there today visiting a friend whose baby had just been born at Joondalup Health Campus. 

Incidentally, there is not a public or private special care nursery. It does not really matter; people are seen in the 

same special care nursery. However, although the nursery was not in the initial expansion plans for Joondalup 

Health Campus, the private operator managed to find savings in the expansion project and just sowed those 

savings and ploughed them straight back in. The community has been given a much-needed service that 

otherwise had not been looked at in the expansion plan. It is a key addition, because we are currently 

experiencing a massive baby boom and the nursery is making a really big difference right there in the 

community.  

I have another example in which these savings have made a huge difference for the local community and in 

which the public–private partnership model has absolutely shone. When planning first started for the expansion 
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of Joondalup Health Campus, there was talk of including a cardiac catheterisation laboratory. The minister and I 

discussed this many times. In fact, when members opposite from my area talk about Joondalup Health Campus 

being a tertiary hospital, I think they generally mean that it has cardiac cath lab services. We originally hoped to 

include one there, but thanks to that $100 million funding shortfall, which was a legacy we received, the minister 

found himself pushed to include it in the planned expansion. So what happened; did we not end up getting one? 

No; Ramsay Health Care came to the party. Ramsay Health Care, the private operator, is funding a cardiac cath 

lab out of its own pocket on site in Joondalup. The community wins again. The community gets a superior 

service because the government has partnered with the private sector. As I said, I am just absolutely baffled why 

members would be voting for this bill. It is a new world. The efficiencies are actually there. I have given to —  

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I am voting against it! Members know what I mean; I am voting against the bill—very 

strongly against the bill. In fact, I am voting against the bill on behalf of the good people in the eastern corridor 

who I think have a right to the fantastic healthcare benefits, and the project benefits, that public–private 

partnerships can clearly bring. We have the very clear example of Joondalup Health Campus delivering in the 

northern suburbs in very difficult circumstances. I am so happy to be voting against this bill and to be supporting 

the people in the eastern corridor getting the services that they actually need. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [5.45 pm]: I would like to start by reading out a letter from a Ballajura resident 

who asked me to raise these issues in Parliament. The letter reads — 

MY DEAR LADY,  

I wish to register my protest towards the privatisation plans for hospitals and schools being envisaged 

by the BARNETT Government. I work at Royal Perth Hospital as a food service attendant in the retail 

catering department. Privatisation will directly affect me and my fellow workers. Private ownership of 

hospital catering will reduce the number of staff while increasing workloads and less remunerations. I 

want to get the facts out and for there to be a proper debate about the BARNETT Government’s 

privatisation agenda, not just in Parliament. Essential government services should be publicly owned 

and run. Public ownership of essential services is crucial because this provides for a system of 

accountability and responsibility. The public sector is needed so it can focus on providing quality high 

standards of services. Privatisation of essential services has failed in the past. I was involved when 

catering at R.P.H was in the hands of — 

They were two private companies; I will not name them — 

… both overseas companies that pull the plug on the running of the catering department because they 

could not make it profitable. I believe government should run schools and hospitals. W.A. is a rich state 

and we can afford to provide quality hospitals and schools for our community. Privatisation will 

undermine the quality of services provided everywhere. Doctors, nurses, cleaners, catering staff, admin 

staff, all work together to provide high standards of care. I do hope you will raise your voice on mine 

and my co-workers’ behalf in Parliament so that this privatisation madness may be stopped. 

I think that letter pretty much encompasses what has been raised today. No-one is arguing against private 

hospitals, but we are arguing against the privatisation of public services. The government cannot say it is not 

privatising; it is privatising the entire hospital. I want to go back to the Reid review, because I was part of the 

Reid reform group. We set out a comprehensive plan to build up our secondary hospitals throughout the suburbs 

and, of course, the new Midland health campus was a key part of that. It was not envisaged that it would be a 

privately run hospital. As has been asked, why did the Liberal Party not tell the public that it would privatise that 

hospital? Why is the government privatising it? Today we heard the Minister for Health say that he was not quite 

sure what he would do with the children’s hospital; he might privatise it — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I did not say that at all; you’ve totally misinterpreted my position. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister said he would make a decision and announce it during the election campaign.  

Dr K.D. Hames: I said I was opposed and you just said I did not know. I said I do not agree with it, but it will be 

a government decision. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, but the minister is the Minister for Health.  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the minister support the privatisation of the children’s hospital? 

Dr K.D. Hames: I did not say that either. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the Minister for Health support — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I do not; I said that — 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Why not? 

Dr K.D. Hames: I said that before. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: But why not? 

Dr K.D. Hames: I can tell you in my speech. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Therefore, it is okay to privatise Midland health campus — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I’m not answering; I said I will tell you in my speech. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The government is very conflicted; sometimes privatisation is good and sometimes 

privatisation is bad. If the government believes in privatisation, why is it not privatising the children’s hospital? 

Mr P. Papalia: That is a bad look.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is it a bad look? The Liberal Party never told the people of Midland and surrounding suburbs 

that it would privatise this hospital. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: They did not want to go into an election telling people that they were going to privatise — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The children’s hospital. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Thank you members! Member for Warnbro, I might remind you 

that you are on three calls. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is what I do not understand. The government should tell us now what it is doing with 

the children’s hospital. If it believes that privatisation is so good for the Midland health campus, why is it not 

privatising the children’s hospital? Why is it taking a different approach? On this side of the house we believe 

that essential services should not be privatised, and that is the view of the public.  

Sorry, member for Riverton? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I didn’t say anything. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, you did. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No, I didn’t. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, you did.  

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We do not believe essential services should be privatised. On this side of the house, we do 

not believe in privatising our health services; it is as simple as that. Why can the government not run hospitals? I 

always find it strange that Liberal governments do not want to run anything that they have been elected to do. 

We saw that with the Richard Court government when it privatised the Main Roads maintenance contract, which 

led to problems throughout regional WA. It sold off Westrail Freight and we are still trying to fix that problem. It 

also entered into arrangements with Joondalup and Peel hospitals, which has not been all beautiful sailing, as 

known by the member for Mandurah, who has unfortunately lost his voice today and cannot get up and 

contribute to this debate. The member for Mandurah wanted to point out that when things go bad with these 

contracts, they go very bad and the government loses power and control over what it is doing. That happened 

with Peel hospital. The member for Mandurah asked me to relay that point: with privatisation, the government 

does not have the control it needs over government services. 

As I said, the issue of accountability was raised. The past week has been absolute mayhem for the government 

side. Yesterday morning, Serco was going to provide prisoners to Fiona Stanley Hospital—was that right?—but 

by yesterday afternoon that was not going to happen. Contracts have not been made public. Why not? If the 

government is telling us that these contracts are value for money, why not prove it? If the government is so 

proud of what it is doing and is so proud of privatisation, I cannot understand why it does not come into this 

place and table the contracts. Why does the government not just table the public sector comparator? I simply do 

not understand. It is obviously something that the government is very proud of. The government will make it a 

key election theme; government members will go out and say, ―We’re privatising essential services.‖ Is that not 

what they will all be doing because it is such a good policy from the Liberal government? 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Government members should put it on their ads. I cannot wait to see ―We’re privatising 

hospitals‖ on their ads! 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The issue is about accountability in contracts. Why does the government not come into this 

house and produce that information? 
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The shadow Minister for Health also raised with me workers’ entitlements and guarantees in that regard. I think 

that the member for Swan Hills said that every worker at the current hospital will be given a new job. Is that 

what the member for Swan Hills said? 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Twice as many—so will every worker be given a job? 

Dr K.D. Hames: I’ve made public statements two or three times now. I will get you a copy. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Health can just tell me now. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, I’m happy to use your time! What we said is that if anyone at Swan District Hospital 

wants to get a job in the new hospital, obviously they can. Some may wish to remain. Some of the doctors going 

through and senior medical staff may wish to work there for a short time and then come back to the system; so, 

there’ll be an arrangement for those. Those who don’t want to do either of those will be given a job within the 

public sector in an alternative location. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How about their entitlements, minister? 

Dr K.D. Hames: All their entitlements will either be cashed out if they want or be retained if they want. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Will they be transferred? 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We will see how that translates. 

Dr K.D. Hames: If they go to the new operator and are employed by the new system, they would cash them out, 

although some, particularly some of the junior doctors, may choose to do that as sort of part of a rotation, in 

which case we’ll have an arrangement where we hold their entitlements and they go back onto those when they 

come back. We’re discussing that now. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As we on this side of the house said, there is less accountability with privatisation. When 

contracts go bad, and they always do, basically the public is left to fund the problems. We have seen that time 

and again. We saw it when the Richard Court government went around privatising everything that it could get its 

hands on. Basically, every time contracts came up for renewal or there was an issue, there was a problem in 

managing those contracts. As I said, this side of the house believes that essential services such as health should 

be in public hands. I simply cannot understand why the government would want to privatise an entire hospital. I 

cannot believe it. If the government wants to prove it with some evidence, let it do that. We believe that essential 

services such as health should remain in public hands. We look forward to seeing during the next election 

campaign the ads run by the Liberal Party outlining its privatisation agenda. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [5.55 pm]: I cannot believe the hypocrisy shown by 

members on the other side of the chamber in this debate on the No Privatisation of Midland Health Campus Bill 

2011. It is absolutely mind-blowing!  

The member for Midland quoted some things straight from the Labor’s former Deputy Premier — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Let me get one sentence out, for goodness sake! 

Mr R.H. Cook: It was the member for Swan Hills, not the member for Midland. You gestured towards Frank. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Swan Hills—my apologies! 

The member for Swan Hills talked about what the former Leader of the Labor Party in this house would do in 

contracting out services. The former leader made the point that this is not privatisation. Part of his document 

talked about the problem of selling privatisation versus contracting out to the public, which made it very clear 

that this sort of work was contracting out, not privatisation. The former government went into negotiations with 

Joondalup to considerably expand that public–private partnership, growing it even bigger. When the leader of the 

previous Labor government, Hon Alan Carpenter, had the option to cancel the contracting out of cleaning 

services in schools, he refused to do so. There are many examples of support on the other side of the house for 

contracting out of services. Indeed, every other Labor state in Australia—or previous Labor state in Australia—is 

undergoing these same sorts of public–private partnership. Although members opposite choose to try to blame 

the Labor Party’s election defeat in Queensland on the contracting out of services, when I watched the television 

coverage go through the decimation of the Queensland Labor Party, a former Labor minister was still boasting 

about privatisation and the public–private partnerships it had to deliver services in Queensland.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: He retired, so he was not contesting his seat, but was still proud of what Labor had done.  
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I have before me an evaluation from February 2003 of the former Labor government’s contracting out policy. 

This evaluation goes through things such as how that government was finally aligning with the other Labor states 

and had finally brought in a document that referred to the contracting out of services. As the member for Swan 

Hills said, the document discusses how hospital services provide an excellent opportunity to do that.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Will you take an interjection? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, because I will get lots of them. Perhaps later in the debate I will. I am normally happy to 

take the member’s interjections, as he knows. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: I went on your website and it showed that Labor had a commitment not to privatise essential 

services in hospitals. That was on your website from the last government. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Whatever the member says about that matter, the document that lists the previous 

government’s commitment to contracting out services went through his cabinet with him sitting in there. It went 

through the member’s cabinet! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: It was not for services in public hospitals; there was a clause there! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I wanted to go to — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know whether members opposite know, but the shadow minister and I had an 

informal agreement that because the opposition has other private members’ business coming up, I would keep 

my comments relatively brief. I apologise to the member for Midland for upsetting her before. What I was trying 

to say is that I know other members want to speak on other issues in this house. But I have had lots of members 

attack me and my government about this, so I need the opportunity to defend myself. I will not do what I said I 

would do; I will just debate the issue, but I need a bit of quiet to allow me to get into the history of Midland and 

Swan District hospitals and what happened. 

The member for Albany, who has had a long issue with Albany Regional Hospital, had many promises of 

hospital redevelopment, but it was not until the death knock before the election that the Labor government of the 

day promised to build a new hospital. The former Labor government planned to carry out a major upgrade and 

maintenance of the existing Swan District Hospital during a large portion of its last term in government. I was 

aware of this. I had been looking at opportunities as shadow Minister for Health and I did not think that that was 

the best option. I thought the best option was to go to the new site in Midland. I heard that the Minister for 

Health was about to release the Labor Party’s policy. I heard through the grapevine that it contained the 

rebuilding of Swan District Hospital, so I deliberately went out with our policy of building the new — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That’s not true.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is true. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You came out first; that bit is true. What is not true is that we were about to announce 

rebuilding on site. Cabinet had already committed to going to the new site.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member knows that I had access to lots of information along the way. It was my 

understanding, and I had detailed inside information that suggested, that that was going to be in the document. 

We put out our document. The document that was due to come out from the minister a week or two later did not 

appear. That document came out about eight weeks later, and what did it include? It included a commitment to 

the new site for the new hospital. 

I think it is a fantastic location. I think it is a fantastic hospital. The reason we did not tell people before the 

election that we were going to contract out the provision of services at this hospital—this thing that the member 

for Forrestfield especially calls ―the lie that would have got him two per cent‖—is that we had not made the 

decision. I had no intention of contracting out the services of Midland hospital because I had not even thought 

about it at that stage. The Department of Health and Treasury presented us with the best models to manage this 

hospital. This was not driven by Liberal Party ideology—not in the least. This came to me as a proposal that 

would provide the best standard of service at the best cost to the taxpayer, and I agreed that this was a reasonable 

option to follow. That is how we came to this point, not through Liberal Party ideology. 

Having come to that decision, what reference did we have to follow? Where did we come across the concept that 

that was a good idea? We got it from the Joondalup Health Campus. The member for Joondalup has got up in 

this house and told us what a fantastic service it is. Some members come along to openings of expansions of 

Joondalup Health Campus, not recognising that it is one of the best hospitals we have. The former Treasurer 

would know that its employees are paid at a lower rate than those working at our public hospitals. Joondalup gets 

a discount per patient of about 15 per cent compared with what a public hospital gets, yet it still makes a profit. 
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Are these private hospitals grubby little hospitals? When we look at the private hospitals, clearly, they are not. 

They provide a great standard of service, have a very low rate of infection and are great for people to work in. 

We never hear any complaints from the workers in those hospitals. Then we go to the Joondalup Health Campus 

and look at the standard of service it provides; again, it provides a fantastic service. I accept that there was an 

issue with Peel, and I was not happy with the level of wages its workers were receiving either. I had a fair 

influence in ensuring that their standard of wages increased. That is an issue with contracting out of services. 

That is probably part of the reason why it took so long to reach the contract details with Joondalup and the same 

will occur with the new Midland hospital. We need to ensure that we have some control so that people working 

in those hospitals are paid adequately.  

I turn to the shadow Minister for Health’s second reading speech. He said that experience in Western Australia 

and other jurisdictions demonstrates that private service providers fail to consistently deliver high standards of 

quality, safety and equity of access. Where on earth did the shadow minister get that from and where are his 

figures to back it up? Wherever I look at the services provided by hospitals, whether they be private or public–

private partnerships, the quality has been excellent. In particular, as members on this side of the house have said, 

the shadow minister denigrates those staff, those workers and those people who are working in the private 

hospital system and public–private partnerships. 

I want to refer to some figures on infection rates. Part of the argument was that if there was to be privately run 

hospital in Midland, we would get a lesser standard of service, cleaning would be a problem and there would be 

higher rates of infection. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is different. The member is trying to draw a comparison with Royal Perth, and it is 

clearly not a good one. I have said publicly that I accepted that that was the wrong thing to do and that that was a 

failure. We know that increased infections occurred through that system at that hospital. That does not apply—I 

will give the member the evidence if she wants to see it—to systems in which we have a public–private 

arrangement with hospitals. I have a comparison of methicillin-resistant staphylococcus aureus infection rates 

across the public hospitals in the public–private partnerships and the same with staphylococcus aureus infections. 

I have before me the rates per 10 000 multi-bed days. The highest MRSA infection rate was 2.4, which was at 

Osborne Park Hospital. For Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, the rate was 1.2; Royal Perth was 1.6; Joondalup was 

1.34; and Peel was 0.27. In that case, Peel had the lowest rate of MRSA of any hospital. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Do you really believe that?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is true. I do not understand what the member is saying. 

Now I move to staph aureus bloodstream infections. The lowest in this case was Osborne Park at 0.22, so it was 

the highest for one and the lowest for the other. The highest was Sir Charles Gairdner with 1.49; Joondalup was 

0.27; and Peel was 0.35. Those rates are very low when we compare Australian and international rates. Our 

hospitals have a very high standard of health, a very high standard of care and a low rate of infection. For people 

who work in the public hospitals to suggest that for some reason the cleaners who are working at Joondalup 

Health Campus or in the new Midland health campus may not be able to do as good a job as the others is 

patently nonsense.  

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I say to the shadow minister that we have discussed this issue of the length of my speech 

before. Perhaps he can do something about the interjections.  

I want to make a couple of final points which relate to union membership. Why is the Labor Party so focused on 

hospitals being publicly run as opposed to the private sector running them, or even private hospitals? What is the 

difference? Why is it so focused on opposing that, particularly when it did not oppose it in recent years and when 

it was not like that in government? I forgot the example in Midland where the renal dialysis services were 

contracted out to a private operator by the Labor Party. I think it has a little to do with membership. Hospitals 

such as Joondalup employ staff who are members of United Voice or the Health Services Union, yet the Labor 

Party says that the membership working in a public hospital is somehow different from the members of the same 

union who work in a privately run public hospital. It is understandable why that should be the case. So why then 

is the agenda being driven? What is the main driving force for it? I reckon it is to do with percentages. When we 

look at a public hospital and see the percentage of staff that belong to the Health Services Union or to United 

Voice, we can see it is somewhere between 50 and 60 per cent. The figure in a hospital such as Joondalup Health 

Campus or St John of God Health Care is about half that. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Where do you get those figures from, minister? How do you get those figures, minister, 

when most of them pay their fees out of their pay? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Shadow minister, please, can you exercise some control? 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Nollamara!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I know that the member for Nollamara is a staunch union advocate, and I admire her for that, 

but there are times and places! 

There is therefore a clear difference in the percentage of staff to membership in one hospital versus another. Why 

therefore is the head of United Voice out there in the community—apart from wanting to run for a seat—driving 

to keep it a public hospital? Why do we have the HSU also mounting the same campaign? It is because they can 

get more members in a public hospital than they can in a private hospital. Clearly it is dollar driven and 

membership driven, and not driven by anything to do with the Labor Party’s previous commitments in 

government. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You’re wrong! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Ha, ha! 

I have one final little point to cover. The member for West Swan read out a letter from Royal Perth Hospital 

saying it was a big issue. I reiterate that this is not happening to Royal Perth Hospital, it is not happening to Sir 

Charles Gairdner Hospital, it is not happening to Fremantle Hospital, and it is not happening to the new 

children’s hospital. The member asked why I do not want to contract out services to the new children’s hospital. 

It is because we have one whole hospital with about 220 or 230 beds being replaced by an identical hospital just 

down the road with 240 beds. It seems entirely logical for the smoothness of care of the children of this state to 

move from one to the other, and not to get into arguments, debates or issues with the contracting-out of services. 

Midland is different. We will spend $360 million of public money on building over 300 brand-new public beds. 

For the first time there will be private beds in that area since Undercliffe hospital shut. We will therefore have 

new private beds. The plan is, over time with the expansion in that region, that the hospital will build a whole 

new private hospital a couple of hundred metres down the road. The proponents are now looking at buying the 

land for a new private hospital. Therefore, for the first time in a long, long time we will have a magnificent 

private hospital in Midland. Members opposite talk about them running off with their moneybags to the 

shareholders. I just remind them that St John of God, the preferred tenderer, is not a company that has 

shareholders; it is a non-profit organisation. I got something off its website that refers to where the profits of St 

John of God Health Care go. The website states that the profits go into updating and expanding technology and 

facilities; expanding existing services; expanding new services; and providing social outreach and advocacy 

services to people experiencing disadvantage to improve health and wellbeing. That is where the profits will go 

to from this hospital, and chances are they will go to the people of Midland who thoroughly deserve, under this 

government, to have a decent hospital looking after the best interests of their health. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.13 pm] — in reply: I will be very brief 

in summing-up this debate today. I want to first of all make the observation that whenever we rise in this place to 

make comments around the privatisation debate, we are seldom confronted with legitimate arguments to rebut 

those which we put up. What we get is a schoolyard chant of, ―You did it. You did it. You did it.‖ That was no 

more obvious than in the speech by the member for Swan Hills. Perhaps for the first time in his political career 

he undertook a bit of research and read some of the old documents. The problem is he failed to actually pick the 

right part—if there was any part to choose—from the document on which he wanted to prove his case. What he 

did was quote from a previous policy document that referred to public–private partnerships, such as the 

development of a private building within which a public service is run; that is, the private sector develop the 

physical infrastructure and the public sector provides the service from within it. The problem for the member for 

Swan Hills is that it has nothing to do with what the government is proposing in this bill. Here we actually have a 

government that has set aside—even though it is in the budget forward estimates and therefore, by the Premier’s 

own admission, it does not exist—$180 million for this particular project. For the first time since we mercifully 

ditched the Howard government, we have a federal government that is providing capital investment to a hospital 

provider of another $180 million to develop this particular facility. It is therefore not what the member for Swan 

Hills described; it is something entirely different. It is a building paid for by the public sector that will be run by 

the private sector. That is the complete antithesis of what the member for Swan Hills described so learnedly in 

his initial comments! 

This is not about scaremongering of workers, as the member for Swan Hills tried to say. This is genuine concern 

by workers that soon they will, as the minister politely suggests, have to cash out their entitlements to go and 

work with the new private operator. Sure, as the minister says, they can go and try their hand elsewhere in the 

public sector. They might even find opportunities to work elsewhere in the health department in some other part 

of the state. However, as we know, these are workers who are very dedicated to the patients they serve and they 

are very dedicated to the institution in which they work. We have seen often, as in the case of Peel Health 

Campus—where workers, by the minister’s own admission, are paid dreadful wages—they stay. Why do they 

stay? It is because they care. Why is that important? It is because this is about a care industry; it is not about 

profits. It is something that we on this side of the chamber strongly believe should be done to a standard and not 

to a profit or a contract. 
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The member for Forrestfield rightly pointed out that this is an exercise about accountability. This is about 

making sure that governments have absolute control over the way these services are delivered so that we know 

when they get broken that we can fix them; and that when we need something different we can change them. 

Those on the other side of the chamber often talk about the successes at Joondalup hospital, and I will come back 

to those specific anecdotes in a moment. However, one of the things we lose once something becomes privatised 

is that accountability. For instance, the member for Swan Hills, as obviously a concerned local member for the 

community, or the minister would be able to see reports about what goes on in their hospitals that the member 

for Ocean Reef currently cannot see. The member for Swan Hills would be able to understand more about the 

function of his hospital, and indeed when things go wrong, than the member for Ocean Reef would. 

Dr K.D. Hames: He gets things on it. 

Mr R.H. COOK: When I say the member for Ocean Reef, I mean either the member for Ocean Reef or the 

minister on his behalf. There are certain obligations that a publicly run facility has that a public, but privately 

run, facility does not. It is important that we have that information. Of course, the minister and the member for 

Ocean Reef often talked about the fact that there were delays in the redevelopment of the Joondalup Health 

Campus, and indeed that there were added expenses associated with that. Why do those members think that was 

the case? Why do they think it took so long to actually redevelop this hospital? It is because the government had 

to sit down and have lengthy conversations with the private sector partner that was involved in the Joondalup 

Health Campus to ensure that the private sector partner got its little bit of opportunity out of it as well. That 

opportunity was about having more skin in the game, expanding their private facilities and extending their 

contract. It is not straightforward to simply say that having a private sector partner is a benign element in the way 

these hospitals work. The previous Minister for Health’s staff and former staff—I remember speaking to them at 

the time and I have spoken to them since; they are no longer in the minister’s office and were reflecting on their 

time there—talk about those negotiations as being the most difficult they undertook simply because there was a 

private sector partner sitting in the way of the expansion of that hospital to deal with the huge demand brought 

about by the expansion of the population in that area. It is the expansion of which the member for Ocean Reef 

often speaks. We also heard from other members, including the member for Ocean Reef and the minister 

himself, about how good things are at Joondalup Health Campus. I addressed this somewhat in my second 

reading speech, which I do not think the minister has a copy of, because, as much as I checked the quote from 

him, it is not in this particular second reading speech. I can perhaps furnish him with that later.  

Members opposite talk about how great things are at Joondalup hospital and therefore why privatisation is good. 

That is a very ahistorical and selective view about what is going on. In my second reading speech, I 

acknowledged that things are going well at Joondalup Health Campus, but that is not because it is privatised; it is 

in spite of the fact it was privatised. It is because Kempton Cowan and his team at Ramsay Health Care are doing 

a bang-up job. They are doing a very good job. Let us not forget that the two previous owners of the Joondalup 

Health Campus did not do a bang-up job. They did not do well. That campus was deeply entrenched in a poor 

reputation and in certain events that took place at that campus. It was a very troubled workplace indeed. I 

commend the CEO, Kempton Cowan, and his team for the work they have done and continue to do at that 

hospital. But, as I said, that is not as a result of the campus being privatised; it is in spite of it being privatised. 

We all know about the other place where a similar model of privatisation exists, which is, of course, the Peel 

Health Campus, which is a very unhappy workplace. I must say, minister, that the rotation of CEOs through the 

doors of that campus was continuing as recently as the last fortnight. Essentially, that is not what those on the 

other side of the chamber would like to point to as a shining example of privatisation work. Under the previous 

CEO, who has recently left, they managed to address some of the pay parity issues associated with that Peel 

hospital. But my understanding is that they still fall behind, with the wage for an enrolled nurse at Peel hospital 

sitting at around $23.60, while government rates are $25.77. I acknowledge the minister’s comments that it is 

much better than it used to be, but they continue to fall behind.  

There are some legitimate reasons for people on this side of the chamber having concerns about the privatisation 

process. Some of those come down to ideology. We heard the member for Rockingham, the Leader of the 

Opposition, speak about some of those very real concerns. We believe that core public services should be run by 

the public for the public. We have strong anxieties that once these things are privatised, staff wages and 

conditions suffer. When we privatise these services, we lose accountability and we lose the capacity to control 

the future for these sorts of organisations. When we privatise, we lose the harmony that occurs in hospitals and 

across our health system with people working together in a care industry to make sure they are delivering the 

best possible health care for the public they serve.  

The minister reflected for a moment on the Queensland situation. One of the strong similarities between what 

has happened in Queensland and in WA is that the former government in Queensland was accused of having no 

mandate to privatise the services, yet privatise it did. This minister has no mandate to privatise these services 

either. He never went to the people of Midland and said, ―Elect my side of politics and I will privatise your 

hospital.‖ The people of Midland were never given that choice. The people of Western Australia were never 
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allowed to make that assessment. The government simply chose to go down that path, albeit on prompting from 

the Department of Treasury and Finance—we know where the hearts of many in the bureaucracy lie in relation 

to these things. The minister never had a mandate to undertake this privatisation process. He never went to the 

people of Jandakot, Riverton or Southern River and said, ―We will privatise large chunks of the new Fiona 

Stanley Hospital.‖ I dare say the attitude in the community would have been very different towards Liberal Party 

candidates had they been honest enough to lay that before the feet of the people of Western Australia.  

Today in question time we asked the minister what his plans are for the new children’s hospital; what is he going 

to do there? We asked him to make a commitment today—put it on the table. He should let people know what 

his position is. We heard the cascade of slippery words from the minister: ―Well, I’m against it, but, hey, I am 

just the Deputy Premier and the Minister for Health. The government might get on and do it one day but that’s 

not my fault. I’m with you on this one. But, hey, it’s a Liberal government; it might do anything.‖ We saw what 

it did after the last election. It is anyone’s guess what will happen after the next one. We know this government’s 

form when it comes to what it says on one side of the election and what it does on the other side. Why should we 

believe a word the minister says now? This is the same minister who said he would deliver the new children’s 

hospital by 2014. This is the same minister who said he would deliver the new Midland hospital by 2014, only to 

say in November 2008, ―Oops, now it’s 2015.‖ Why should we spend a moment wondering whether he is being 

honest with the people of Western Australia now? Why would we sit back and think, ―Well, they’re on the level 

at the moment‖? The government has form.  

Given the opportunity, the government undertakes privatisation where it can and this is what divides this 

chamber. We believe that these core public services should remain in public hands. We believe that we owe it to 

the people of Western Australia to make sure that they receive the best possible health care for their dollar. We 

believe that our schools should be the best schools that our public service can deliver. We on this side believe 

that those core elements of a public service upon which the community depends should be delivered by the 

public for the public. That is what divides this chamber. That is the clear distinction between Labor and Liberal 

in this state. We stand by the public; we stand for the public; and we will not allow this government to continue 

its privatisation agenda unchallenged. We will come back here day in, day out, challenging the fact that the 

government has no mandate to privatise, and declaring that we on this side of the chamber believe it is wrong 

and it is doing the people of Western Australia wrong by putting forward its privatisation agenda. 

This very important piece of legislation will save the public hospital services of Midland and the Midland 

districts that rely upon those services. This legislation will save the workers and the hospital staff who do a 

fantastic job in some very tired hospital infrastructure at the moment. This is that bill that will save the hospital 

services for the people of Midland and that is the reason all members in this place concerned about the future of 

health care in the eastern suburbs and the western wheatbelt region should support this bill. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 

Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Ms J.M. Freeman Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley  
Mr W.J. Johnston Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell  

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan 

Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 

Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr W.R. Marmion 

 Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr G.G. Jacobs 

Question thus negatived. 

Bill defeated. 
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YANCHEP NATIONAL PARK — DRAFT MANAGEMENT PLAN 2010 

Motion 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [6.35 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its neglect of Yanchep National Park, its failure 

to finalise the Yanchep National Park draft management plan of 2010 and its failure to implement the 

recommendations contained therein. 

In the past two days, I have spoken about Yanchep National Park to a number of this chamber’s members 

outside the chamber and everyone has said, ―Ah, yes; I remember it. I went there 20 years ago to go boating on 

the lake.‖ That is the lake known as Loch McNess. Yanchep National Park is situated in the northern part of my 

electorate and, obviously, in Yanchep. It is a unique national park. The caves in the park were discovered by 

Henry White in 1902, but the park as a recreational facility per se was really developed in the 1930s. Those who 

have visited the park would be aware of Gloucester Lodge and Crystal Cave, which was developed in the late 

30s for the Royal Ball when the Duke of Gloucester visited and the ball held was conducted in Crystal Cave. We 

could not do what was done to the cave in preparation for that ball because they concreted the floor and some of 

the walls, as well as installed a seat all the way around the cave. Nonetheless, that having been done, it remains a 

unique part of the cave system in Yanchep National Park. 

Yanchep National Park covers approximately 3 000 hectares. It is a large park. Extended to the east side of 

Wanneroo Road, the park today incorporates the massive limestone formation known as The Ridges. The part of 

the national park best known to Perthites and some tourists is the area that has been developed around Loch 

McNess—including Yanchep Inn, with which many people would have a passing familiarity; Gloucester Inn, 

which is just to the north of that and is closer Crystal Cave; and, finally, McNess House, which is located back 

towards the entrance and overlooks the southern end of the lake system. 

A draft management plan was prepared in 2010, and I have a copy of it here. The introduction provides a brief 

overview and cites the area as ―unique‖. In the early part of the twentieth century the park was developed for 

recreation and tourism—the key values in the planning area—including boating and unique services such as 

viewing koalas and cave tours. It was a valuable setting for education and community opportunities due to its 

close proximity to the Perth metropolitan area—although it is now within the Perth metropolitan area. The Perth 

metropolitan area has developed to such an extent that, as the member for Wanneroo knows, the land available 

for subdivision runs right up to the western edge of the national park. On the southern side of Yanchep Beach 

Road is the huge subdivision of Jindowie. There are also subdivisions around Saint Andrews Park to the west of 

the national park. Many members might remember from their visit to Yanchep some time ago that there is a big 

roundabout on the way into Yanchep. That is where Marmion Avenue terminates. I think a lot of members 

would be amazed at what they would see if they were to turn onto Marmion Avenue off Yanchep Beach Road. A 

lot of people would remember that the old Yanchep service station on Yanchep Beach Road was one of the few 

commercial premises in the area. A huge Coles store on the eastern side of Marmion Avenue, just south of the 

roundabout, is now 80 per cent complete. That supermarket is a much-needed facility up there because of the 

exploding population. We talk about Yanchep being in close proximity to the metropolitan area, but in fact it is 

part of the metropolitan area. It is a major regional resource for all the people in my electorate.  

Satterley is developing blocks in Butler. I am not critical of the Satterley corporation because those blocks sell, 

but blocks close to where the railway station will be built have five-metre frontages. These are pocket-sized 

blocks.  

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The frontages are five metres wide, member for Darling Range. That is right; they are 

room size, but with a rear laneway so cars can come and go out the back. They are handkerchief blocks. They are 

starter homes for the young, right next to the railway station. As the Liberal member for Wanneroo could 

corroborate, the developments at Butler, Alkimos and Jindalee demonstrate the population explosion of Perth. 

For any member to drive north along Marmion Avenue to Yanchep and see the amount of development would be 

a real eye-opener. All these people need recreation facilities and Yanchep National Park is the major park in the 

area.  

The first thing we notice when visiting Yanchep National Park is that there is a booth on the way in and park 

users are charged $11. This is incredible. If we go to Whiteman Park in the eastern suburbs, we are welcomed in. 

Can members imagine what would happen if we put booths at Kings Park and started to charge every car that 

went into Kings Park $11? There would be an outrage. At least once we get into Kings Park, there is something 

that is verdant and really beautiful, as Yanchep National Park used to be. There is a problem with the Yanchep 

park, as identified in ―Parks and Reserves of Yanchep and Neerabup: Draft Management Plan 2010‖. I am not 

dealing with Neerabup at the moment, which lies some five or 10 kilometres to the south.  



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 28 March 2012] 1527 

 

There are nice, pretty pictures on the cover of this report. One shows a cave with a lake at the bottom of it. There 

is also a photo of a happy family in a rowboat on Loch McNess. It is absolutely beautiful. After people have paid 

their $11 for entry, the next thing they will notice is that there is not a drop of water in what was Loch McNess. 

It is just thick, heavy, mud that stretches as far as the eye can see. The draft report has never been acted upon. 

This document is a bit tragic. The author of it makes some good points, but it is as though they are pining for the 

past. As I said, the report refers to unique features such as boating services. There is no boating there now. The 

Department of Environment and Conservation used to have its own craft that could take 20 people at a time 

around Loch McNess. That has been sold off. The wooden rowboats that families used to hire and use on Loch 

McNess are now in permanent storage. The drying of Loch McNess is not simply a climate change issue, 

because it is not dependent upon rainfall for recharge. The draft report identifies in its introduction that Loch 

McNess and the wetland system of Yanchep National Park are wholly dependent on the groundwater system 

known as the Gnangara mound. This report has never been acted upon by this government although it was 

completed in 2010 and all the public were invited to put submissions in, which they did. The report identifies 

that the whole system is dependent upon the Gnangara mound and that it is the management of the mound and 

the groundwater system that will determine the future of the lake system within Yanchep National Park. The 

report states — 

The final Gnangara Sustainability Strategy will provide strategic direction for management of the 

Gnangara area.  

The ―Gnangara sustainability strategy: Draft for public comment‖ was prepared a year before this report. 

However, it in turn was never finalised because the government did not want to grasp the nettle and deal with the 

sustainability of the Gnangara mound. As a result of the government’s refusal to deal with that report, the 

environment in Yanchep is being absolutely murdered. The Gnangara mound sustainability strategy report of 

July 2009 recommends that the drawdown of water from the Gnangara mound be capped at 110 gigalitres and 

gradually reduced to 80 gigalitres to give the environment a chance. I note with the utmost concern for my 

constituency that rather than implement those findings, the Minister for Water has signed off on a drawdown for 

this year of 163 gigalitres, which is in excess of twice the recommended drawdown and 53 gigalitres more than 

what is already happening. The mound is being sucked dry and the environment is being destroyed. What is 

causing this? The member for Cockburn will address the Gnangara mound draft report in more fulsome detail, 

because we have divided up the workload. He pointed out to me that the Gnangara mound sustainability report 

refers to several factors that seriously and adversely impact upon the Gnangara water supply.  

The first of those, of course, is the environmental tragedy caused by our forebears in planting all those pine 

plantations out there; every pine tree is just a water pump. I recognise that some of those plantations are now 

being harvested and some were destroyed by fire three years ago, but a lot of pine trees are still standing. Whilst 

any pine trees stand out there, they will contribute in a major way to the emptying of the Gnangara mound. The 

previous Labor government initiated a trial, a pilot scheme, in which meters were put on those commercial bores 

sitting on top of the Gnangara mound to ensure that lessees or licensees did not exceed their allocated water 

entitlements. The government has ended that pilot scheme, and we do not know what the bore holders are now 

dragging out of there, but commercial imperative would see them take as much as they could; we just do not 

know. The third factor is that even where there has been shown to be a massive over-drawdown from the 

Gnangara mound, there has never been any enforcement for breach of licences. Finally, the city has failed to 

protect the mound through adequate planning controls. The Gnangara mound is critical to the lifestyle, and, 

indeed, life, in my electorate, and what is happening to the Gnangara mound is unforgivable. This city has 

decided that it will just keep on drawing its water supply from the Gnangara mound at whatever cost, and the 

cost is self-evident to anyone who wants to pay their $11 and go into Yanchep National Park. 

Yanchep National Park, and the lake system within the national park, has been nationally recognised as part of 

our nation’s important wetlands. They are unique because they are unlike Lake Nowergup—I know that the 

member for Ocean Reef is very familiar with Nowergup Valley—Lake Neerabup and, for that matter, Lake 

Joondalup, which all had agriculture around them, so that fertilisers, agriculture and stock manure had a very 

adverse impact upon the lakes and the ecosystem within those lakes. However, that was not the case with Loch 

McNess, because Loch McNess was situated within Yanchep National Park and used to remain as a pristine lake. 

I know that the member for Ocean Reef mentioned to me a little while ago that he can recall—he is only young, 

so it is not decades and decades ago—even at the end of summer, swimming in Loch McNess in chest-deep 

water. It is all gone. I went out there for a photoshoot the other day — 

Mr A.P. Jacob: It was 1996. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There we are; it was 1996. That is a tragedy—in 16 years. This report identifies that there 

was even boating on it about eight years ago. I went out there for a photoshoot with the local newspaper the 

other day, and I was standing on the thick, turgid mud. It was dreadful. It is just a situation of neglect. What can 

be done? This is not going to be a turnaround in a term of government or even in four years. This is going to 
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require sustained effort and discipline to restore the important lake system of the national park to what it was; 

and it deserves to be. As I have said, it is on the national register of important wetlands. 

What is happening around this lake with the lack of water is that we are at a tipping point. The report itself 

recognises that around the perimeter of the lake, or what was Loch McNess and is now the mudflats, there is 

invasion of Typha orientalis and other exotic weeds that are now, because there is no water there, starting to 

move into the lake. There was a program of weed eradication by the Department of Environment and 

Conservation to try to preserve the lake bed, but the advance of weeds, especially on the western side, and, 

indeed, the bulrushes on the eastern side in front of Yanchep Inn, is now out of control, and the department has 

given up trying to eradicate the weeds. The only thing that will save this area is the return of water, and the only 

thing that will see the water return is some mitigation of the excessive drawdown from the Gnangara mound. As 

everybody knows, the biggest drawdowns are made by commercial users. We do not say that the commercial 

users should not access our groundwater supplies. They are important for employment in the area. However, they 

should not exceed their allocated drawdown, which they clearly are. 

As I said, the report identifies some things that are useful. In other aspects, it is quaint. For instance, one of the 

recommendations for hydrology is — 

undertaking a hydrological study of Loch McNess to determine future options for protection such as 

encouraging artificial watering of Loch McNess by the Department of Water; 

That is a sensible suggestion. In the meantime, we should try to pump some water back into the lake to protect it. 

I did not know until I read this report—I am sure the member for Ocean Reef can stand and speak for himself—

and nor did the member for Ocean Reef, that the lovely Nowergup Lake itself is replenished by pumping from 

the Leederville basin accessed through a bore at Neerabup. During summer and spring, they pump water from 

Neerabup to Nowergup to sustain the Nowergup wetland. Also, there is annual measuring of the water in Loch 

McNess. The money for doing that can be saved, because we know that there is simply none. 

This issue of the national park will not be a remote issue and it will not be a silent issue for Perth because, with 

the influx of people into this area, the community will not stand for what is happening out there, and nor should 

they. The dire state of the national park has now attracted the attention of the local media, which will remain on 

the case as well, and I congratulate it. 

Let us look at what else in this report has been completely ignored by this government. The report properly 

identifies that the buildings that I have already named—McNess House, Yanchep Inn and Gloucester Lodge—

are some of the few remaining examples in Western Australia, perhaps with Caves House in Yallingup, of pre-

war recreational buildings. The report identifies that on Rottnest Island we have examples, together with some 

spots in Fremantle, of buildings from prior to the turn of the century. Yanchep National Park has a highly valued 

set of buildings that are prime examples of pre-war architecture. The report states — 

maintain and/or restore Gloucester Lodge, Yanchep Inn, McNess House and culturally significant 

introduced plants in the planning area … 

Nothing has happened in relation to the further maintenance of these buildings. Gloucester Lodge now has 100 

beds in it so some primary school students can occasionally stay overnight, but it is in a terrible state. I read in 

this report, and laughed when I read it, that it recommends the continuing maintenance of the swimming pool. I 

do not know whether anyone in this chamber can remember the Yanchep swimming pool. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Yes; I swam in it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member for Albany can remember it. 

Yanchep National Park had the first concrete swimming pool in Western Australia. Prior to the development of 

the concrete swimming pool at Yanchep National Park, there was only Crawley baths, Nedlands baths and 

Claremont baths, and the opening of the new concrete swimming pool behind Gloucester Lodge at Yanchep 

National Park was quite an event. This report, which was written in 2010, recommends its continued 

maintenance, member for Albany. There is a problem, though: they filled it with sand. There is nothing there. 

They punched a hole in the bottom of it before they filled it with sand, so the maintenance of it is going to be 

quite a problem. That is why I say that this report is quaint in some respects. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

HERITAGE LISTED BUILDINGS — INSURANCE 

7322. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

In relation to protecting State heritage listed buildings I ask: 

(a) what amendments to heritage or planning acts can be made to ensure adequate insurance for top-listed 

heritage buildings (for example Government House and the Guildford Hotel) to cover restoration costs 

in the event of fire or other natural disasters; and 

(b) will the Minister commence action to amend heritage legislation to ensure adequate insurance for top-

listed heritage buildings? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(a)  Places entered in the Register under the provisions of the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990 are all 

of State significance and are treated under the legislation equally.  

State agencies make arrangements through Insurance Commission of Western Australia for property 

owned by the Crown to ensure they are repaired in the event of being damaged. 

The Heritage Council offers information on insurance through an on-line brochure and articles in its 

Heritage Matters magazine, which is distributed to all owners of registered places.  

The Heritage Council also takes practical steps in encouraging owners that are considering development 

or conservation works to ensure they have adequate insurance cover. Where major development is 

proposed, the Heritage Council may require the owner to enter into a Heritage Agreement. This is a 

statutory agreement entered into under the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990 that outlines 

amongst other things the works proposed, future maintenance and ongoing adequate insurance. These 

agreements are binding on the current and any future owner through the lodgement of a memorial on 

the property Certificate of Title. About 70 of these agreements have been established so far. 

In addition, owners wishing to obtain grants under the Heritage Council's annual Heritage Grants 

Program must provide evidence of adequate insurance cover prior the funds being disbursed. 

(b)  No. 

GUILDFORD HOTEL — DETERIORATION 

7323. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

Has the Minister for Local Government or the Minister for Heritage written to the City of Swan to enquire why it 

hasn't exercised its powers to address deterioration of the Guildford Hotel? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

No. The City exercised its powers under the Local Government Miscellaneous Provisions Act 1960 to order the 

owners of the Guildford Hotel make the building safe by issuing a Section 403 Dangerous Building Notice. 

GUILDFORD HOTEL — DETERIORATION 

7324. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

In relation to the Guildford Hotel, I ask, what concrete measures have been taken by the Heritage Council, or the 

Government, in the past 12 months to guarantee a halt to deterioration of the State heritage listed Guildford 

Hotel? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

There are no powers available to either the Minister for Heritage or the Heritage Council under the Heritage of 

Western Australia Act 1990 to compel the owners of a registered place to undertake maintenance works of any 

kind. Through the Office of Heritage, the Heritage Council has been working with the owners of the Guildford 

Hotel and the City of Swan to progress the owners' plans for restoration of the Hotel and redevelopment of the 

site as a whole. 

This led to the submission of a development application by the owners to the City of Swan. The application was 

referred to the Heritage Council for formal advice under Section 11 of the Heritage of Western Australia 

Act 1990 on 15 August 2011. The Heritage Council supported the proposal and rendered its advice to the City 

on 23 September 2011. The City of Swan subsequently approved the development, with conditions, on 

30 November 2011. 
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The Office of Heritage has continued to work with the owners and the City of Swan as review of some of the 

City's conditions attached to the development are resolved through mediation at the State Administrative 

Tribunal. 

The Office will also continue to work with and provide advice to the owners as the detailed design 

documentation required to move the project forward to the next stage of the approvals process is completed. 

HERITAGE LISTED BUILDINGS — SECURITY 

7325. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

What measures can be taken under any of the existing laws within Western Australia to ensure vacant State 

heritage-listed buildings are made adequately secure? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

There are no written laws within Western Australia to ensure vacant State heritage-listed buildings are made 

adequately secure. 

If any building is suspected of being in a dangerous state by a local government, section 403 of the Local 

Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960 can apply. 

GUILDFORD HOTEL — DETERIORATION 

7326. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

In relation to the continued deterioration of the State Heritage-listed Guildford Hotel, I ask: 

(a) what response to the recommendations in the Wood and Grieve report did the owners of the Guildford 

Hotel give to the Minister; 

(b) has the Minister asked the owners of the Guildford Hotel why they have not roofed the Hotel or placed 

any temporary protection on it to prevent the entry of rain; and 

(c) have the owners of the Guildford Hotel submitted any grant or funding applications to the Heritage 

Council, given they have cited the economic downturn as a reason why their restoration plans have been 

delayed? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(a)  The owners stated that they are satisfied with the measures they have in place, under the advice of their 

own engineers, to maintain the Guildford Hotel until it is restored. 

(b)  Yes.  

(c)  No. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNMENT ARCHITECT 

7329. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance 

In relation to the Office of the Government Architect, I ask: 

(a) what is the budget for the Office; 

(b) what expenditure has been incurred so far this financial year, and each of the financial years of the 

Barnett Government; and 

(c) what written guarantees of independence for the Office has the Minister provided? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(a)  The 2011/12 budget for the Office of the Government Architect is $726,000. 

(b)  Up until the end of January 2012, $379,000. 

2010/11, $800,000;  

2009/10, $664,000. 

In 2008/09, The Office of the Government Architect was part of the former Department of Housing and 

Works. The Department of Housing advises actual expenditure was $319,894. 

(c)  The Western Australian Government Architect's role is to provide independent advice to 

Government. The Government Architect, supported by the Office of the Government Architect, 

undertakes a whole-of-government leadership and strategic role with the objective of improving the 

design of public buildings and spaces and enhancing the quality of the built environment. Their 

independence is provided in a role statement and is reflected in the Government Architect's contract of 
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employment with Government. The Government Architect and his office operates independently of any 

particular department and is able to respond directly to other stakeholders, both within government and 

the community. 

HERITAGE BUILDINGS — DELAPIDATION PROTECTION 

7331. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister representing the Minister for Commerce 

In relation to local government powers to compel renovation of dilapidated buildings, I ask: 

(a) what amendments to the Local Government Act 1995 under Section 409, or elsewhere, are needed to 

give all local councils confidence that they can protect heritage buildings from dilapidation; and 

(b) will the Minister instigate amendments to the Act, and if not, why not? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

(a)  The Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960 section 409 enables local governments to 

compel owners of dilapidated buildings to renovate those buildings.  

(b)  This provision will be repealed on the commencement of the Building Act 2011 on 2 April 2012. The 

Building Act 2011 section 112 enables local permit authorities to make building orders to compel 

owners of buildings which are in a dangerous state or unfit for human occupation to, among other 

things, renovate or repair the buildings. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — JOB LOSSES 

7339. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Education 

I refer to the number of public sector job losses in regional and Perth metropolitan areas of the State for all 

agencies or departments under the Minister's portfolio responsibilities, and ask: 

(a) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in each regional/non-metropolitan area of 

the State for the financial period 2010–11; 

(b) for each agency or department, how many job losses have occurred in each regional/non-metropolitan 

area of the State for the period 1 July 2011 to 1 February 2012; 

(c) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in the metropolitan area for the financial 

year 2010–11; and 

(d) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in the metropolitan area for the period 

1 July 2011 to 1 February 2012? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a)–(d)  Refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 7334 for response. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — JOB LOSSES 

7347. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Citizenship and Multicultural 

Interests 

I refer to the number of public sector job losses in regional and Perth metropolitan areas of the State for all 

agencies or departments under the Minister's portfolio responsibilities, and ask: 

(a) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in each regional/non-metropolitan area of 

the State for the financial period 2010–11; 

(b) for each agency or department, how many job losses have occurred in each regional/non-metropolitan 

area of the State for the period 1 July 2011 to 1 February 2012; 

(c) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in the metropolitan area for the financial 

year 2010–11; and 

(d) for each agency or department, how many job losses occurred in the metropolitan area for the period 

1 July 2011 to 1 February 2012? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(a)–(d) Refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 7334. 

__________ 

 

 


