
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 20 August 2003] 

 p10252c-10257a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Giz Watson 

 [1] 

MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Annette Read and Coral Miller 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.35 pm]:  On behalf of some constituents in the South 
Metropolitan Region I wish to bring two situations to the attention of the House.  The first is the situation of 
Annette Read and her family.  Annette is a delightful young lady aged 32.  She lives at home with her parents, 
Ron and Patricia Read, both aged 54, in the suburb of South Lake.  Annette was born with an intellectual 
disability, cerebral palsy, epilepsy and hydrocephalus.  She had to have a shunt inserted to drain fluid from her 
brain when she was a tiny baby.  Today Annette leads a very busy life.  She is supported by Interchange, a day 
activity program, from Monday to Wednesday; on Thursday and Saturday she is supported by Take Time; and 
on Friday she participates in activities organised by Activ Foundation. 

Annette, however, needs 24-hour care and supervision.  She is unable to live independently, and needs help with 
tasks of daily living such as cooking, washing, cleaning, shopping and handling money.  She is unable 
independently to fully attend to her personal needs.  Further, her health has deteriorated in the past two years and 
she needs more and more support to walk.  Because of her disabilities, Annette is very vulnerable to exploitation 
from strangers.  She has some inappropriate behaviours where strangers are concerned.  She cannot be left at 
home alone and needs support at all times when she is in the community. 

Annette’s parents are both ageing and are increasingly feeling the strain of her care.  They realise they will not 
be able to care for her for ever.  This was emphasised by a recent car accident involving Patricia and Annette.  
Ron and Patricia are very anxious to secure Annette’s future while they are able to do so.  After 32 years of 
complete dedication and devotion to her care, they know that they now need to make plans for Annette’s future.  
Ron and Patricia would like to see Annette settled into a group home.  They feel the time is right for her to take 
that next step to independence.  Annette, like any young adult, needs to leave the family home and live 
independently of her parents.  They would like to help her through the transition from the family home to her 
own home.  They believe she will need a lot of support at this time.   

Ron and Patricia have applied three times in the past for accommodation support for Annette.  They have been 
told that until their circumstances change they are unlikely to be funded.  They are extremely worried that when 
their circumstances change sufficiently for them to receive funding, it may be too late for them to ensure 
Annette’s safety and wellbeing for the future when they will no longer be around to look out for her. 

That information was provided by the family concerned, as is the further information relating to a similar 
situation with another family.  This situation applies to Coral Miller and her family, who have provided this 
further information and ask that it also be brought to the attention of the Parliament. 

Coral is a 30-year-old lady who lives in South Lake with her parents, Thelma aged 62 and Stan aged 67, and 
Thelma’s 63-year-old brother, Reggie, who has an intellectual disability.  Coral was born a healthy baby girl.  
When she was only three years old she was diagnosed with arthritis.  This caused her extreme pain and she spent 
a long time in hospital.  During this time she was chosen to be the Telethon girl.  She had her picture taken with 
John Farnham, which is still proudly displayed on her wall.  When Coral was eight years old she developed 
meningitis.  This devastating illness left her in a coma for 28 days.  When she regained consciousness she was 
unable to speak and started to have epileptic fits.  She spent the next six months of her young life in Lady 
Lawley Cottage receiving the therapy that she required.  The meningitis caused serious brain damage, leaving 
Coral with an intellectual disability. 

At 30, Coral is a lovely young lady, but she still suffers very badly from arthritis, which is quite crippling.  She 
needs to use a wheelchair when going any distance.  She tires easily and often is in a lot of pain.  She needs 
physiotherapy but is unable to access this.  Her intellectual disability is quite severe.  She needs 24 hour 
supervision and assistance in all areas of personal care.  She has a little speech and can make her needs known if 
given enough time and support.  

For five days a week Coral is supported by Interchange to participate in activities such as bowling, shopping, 
cooking or crafts, which she enjoys.  If she is well enough she goes out with a group on the weekend.  

Reggie, Thelma’s brother, came to live with the family when his parents died 20 years ago.  Reggie has an 
intellectual disability.  He is unable to speak and is very thin and frail.  He attends a day centre run by Activ 
Foundation five days a week.  He has a “Leisure Buddy” who takes him out, which Reggie enjoys.  

Thelma and Stan, who are both in their 60s, are finding the amount of care that both Coral and Reggie require is 
getting too much for them.  They have no extended family to fall back on.  If they are sick, they have to rely on 
each other and carry on.  The family has very little respite.  If respite is available for Coral, Reggie is at home 
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and vice versa.  They can rarely have respite at the same time, so Stan and Thelma never get a break.  They 
receive some help with showering from Silver Chain, for which they are very appreciative.  

Thelma has not yet applied for accommodation for either Coral or Reggie.  Many years ago Thelma promised 
her parents that she would look after Reggie.  This she has done lovingly for the past 20 years.  However, Stan 
and Thelma now find that age is catching up with them and they need to slow down.  Their health is 
deteriorating and they feel they are nearing the stage at which they will need care themselves.  They now 
urgently need to plan for the future for Coral and Reggie, and for themselves.  They need accommodation 
support for both Coral and Reggie.  With the ongoing crisis in funding for accommodation support Thelma and 
Stan are extremely concerned that they will not be able to secure the future for their dearly loved daughter and 
brother before they can no longer care for them.  

These two families, supported by friends, many of whom are in similar positions, have asked that these stories be 
brought to the attention of members to illustrate the types of services that are required by an estimated 300 
people with disabilities and their families in Western Australia.  Currently, they are unable to access the 
accommodation support they need.  I am pleased to present this information to the House on their behalf.  I hope 
members find it informative, particularly members who are not familiar with the types of circumstances in which 
a small but growing group of families are finding themselves.  I will raise this matter again in different ways 
with the House in the future.  I thank members for their attention to these stories of the Read and Miller families.   

Offenders, Breach Rates 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [5.43 pm]:  I draw members’ attention to a few matters that have been 
raised in both Houses.  Particular attention has been drawn to them by events that happened yesterday.  I draw 
members’ attention to Hansard records going back to 2000 in which the Department of Justice was asked about 
dealing with offenders in the community.  The first reference was on 30 May 2000, when I was the Minister for 
Justice.  Mr Harvey was being examined in the other place on this matter.  He was talking about the completion 
of community orders and whether the Government was strict on them or otherwise.  I said -  

It is one of these things where if we are vigilant in our duties the breach rate can be quite high and 
successful completion can be seen to be declining, but if we are achieving our objectives of safety to the 
community, that is what we should do.   

Some people have used the core breach rate - a high recidivism rate - as a criticism of government in that it has 
not successfully rehabilitated people.  However, it often indicates a strict view towards misbehaviour by people 
who are under a community order.  On 14 September 2000 in this House I said -  

Another important issue is breaching, which is often misunderstood in society.  A high breach rate does 
not necessarily mean that there are problems with the offender; a high breach rate means there is a strict 
regime for breaching.  “Breaching” is the term used for community-based services officers saying, 
“That breach justifies our terminating your conditional release and reporting you to the appropriate 
body so action can be taken.”  The breach could be merely a failure to report or it could be the 
commission of another offence.   

 . . .  

The first question that must be asked when a person has not carried out his punishment relates to the 
risk he poses.  That is done by looking at his offending behaviour.  A different attitude would be taken 
to a serial rapist who did not turn up from that taken to somebody who was picked up for a graffiti 
offence.   

On 27 September 2001 Mr McGinty was the Minister for Justice and stated -  

The other comment that I would make is that we are looking towards punishing more people in the 
community rather than in prison, as we have said here today and on previous occasions.   

Mr Harvey said -  

It is true that the staffing allocation here is not keeping pace.   

In other words, the change of policy from punishing people in prison to punishing them in the community and 
the staffing to support that was not keeping pace.  Mr Harvey then explained one of the reasons for the increase 
in the prison population.  He said -  

Some of the increased imprisonment that we saw during the 1998 period was due in part to an increase 
in risk aversion -  

I repeat, risk aversion.  Should the Government implement a risk aversion policy, which tries to avoid risk to the 
community and means that there will be a high rate of breaching people for even minor infractions, or should the 
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Government pursue a policy that is not risk aversive?  I instituted a policy that was risk aversive.  It was mainly 
addressed to people who were considered to be dangerous.  Usually, the first sign that a minor offender, for 
example, a petty thief, who is out on parole will start to reoffend is that he misbehaves while on parole.  He 
either does not turn up, he turns up late or he fails a drug test.  Finally, he commits an offence.  At that stage, 
minor offenders are often, but not always, returned to jail.   

Petty thieves will usually commit another petty theft.  That is not a major risk to the community.  However, there 
is every possibility that an armed robber, a kidnapper or a rapist, will commit an armed robbery, kidnapping or 
rape.  Offenders do not change their offences a great deal.  Violent offenders tend to offend violently and petty 
thieves tend to commit petty offences.  Offenders’ backgrounds must be considered to predict what type of 
offences they are likely to commit, if the State is to wait for them to reoffend.  I took the view that the State 
should not have to wait for a rape, an armed robbery or a kidnapping to occur.  When an offender steps out of 
line, the State should step in and put him back in jail to prevent more people from becoming victims of armed 
robbery, rape or kidnapping.   

Mr Harvey continues -  

. . . partly in response to community concerns, and an increase in the breach rate.  We suspect that if we 
put a more structured approach to breaching, they will in fact slowly return back to a normal breaching 
environment.  These are the sorts of initiatives that we are trying to put in place.  We are also, I must 
say, reallocating some funds internally within my division to try and deal with this huge increase in 
workload.   

Mr Harvey is the head of offender management.  Mr Piper said -  

Talking about the increase in workload, what we have seen in terms of imprisonment was a very 
significant increase in imprisonment occurring around 1998.  In a feed-through effect about two years 
later, which is about the average length of imprisonment that you would expect, we are starting to see a 
significant increase in orders, so the shift in workload for CBS that is in these papers are largely a flow-
on of what we saw in imprisonment two years before.   

That is true.  Mr McGinty has made a big play of how he reduced the numbers of people being imprisoned.  Part 
of that was because people had just finished serving their sentences.  There was another reason why there was a 
big drop in the number of people who were imprisoned when this Government came into power, for which Mr 
McGinty can take credit.  However, half of what he claimed credit for was not his to claim.  Mr McGinty had no 
capacity to affect sentencing practice.  The only area in which he could affect what happened in prisons was the 
breaching of people who were on parole, bail or community service orders.  That is what he did and it is well set 
out in Hansard on 27 September 2001 where he states - 

People breach their parole in two primary ways.  The first is by not complying with their reporting 
requirements . . . The other is by committing offences.  If people commit offences while they are on 
parole, there should be very little tolerance whatsoever shown towards them.  

However, I think we cannot breach someone to the extent they get put back inside for what might be 
seen as procedural rather than criminal failure to comply with parole conditions . . . if it is of a minor 
nature, of a procedural nature, then there might be a greater tolerance shown for what is otherwise 
technically a breach of parole.  We are working on that at the moment, but that is the broad thrust of 
what we are going to try and do, not to put people back inside for procedural breaches.  

Yesterday, a young woman was killed and another person kidnapped by a man who was on parole and who was 
known for being an armed robber and a person charged with deprivation of liberty.  We know that that sort of 
person is likely to repeat the same kind of offence.  This person was allowed to remain at liberty because until 
that time, his offences had been only of a technical nature.  Governments can make these decisions.  If a 
Government wants there to be low-risk aversion, then that is fine.  That is why a Government is elected; it is 
allowed to make those policy decisions.  The Minister for Justice at the time boasted that he had reduced the 
present prison population by half.  Fine, but how did he do it?  He did it by abandoning the risk aversion method 
with regard to high-risk offenders.  This person was identified as a high-risk offender, but what does it mean 
now?  Nothing until such time as a person commits an offence.  Mr McGinty said that a person can stay out of 
prison, which is exactly what happened.  The other thing is that the staff working in the area of offender 
management have got enormous workloads as a result of shoving all these people onto them; people who are 
harder to manage than the ones they used to manage.  Did they get any support?  No, they are all on three-month 
contracts.  What happens when something goes wrong?  Does the author of this situation say, “Whoops!  It’s part 
of a government policy and it is one of the things that can happen.  I admit I am at fault.”  No, this Government 
says it will make the head of the civil servant responsible roll.  No civil servant is responsible.  The Government 
is responsible because this is its policy.  It is entitled to make that policy and it has the obligation to appear in 
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public and take the rap when the results come.  I do not mind if Mr McGinty or Michelle Roberts on behalf of 
Mr McGinty say that is the government’s policy and, overall, they think it has benefited the community.  We can 
then see what the community thinks of it.  That is what his duty was.  This is that good-news Government that 
passes the buck whenever it can!  The first thing it does is get someone to say, “We’re going to make heads roll 
in the civil service.”  If it dares do that, it will besieged by me. 

Death of Mr Bert Crane 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.55 pm]:  I record the passing on Friday night of a late member, Mr 
Bert Crane, who was the member for Moore for quite some years - he was the previous member.  He was a 
family friend and he served his country well in the Royal Australian Navy during the war.  It is with considerable 
regret that I report his passing to the House.  He served the agricultural industry well and was a member of the 
Pastoralists and Graziers Association and what is now called the Western Australian Farmers Federation.  He 
worked hard for his constituents and he was a good and loyal Australian.  He had been ill for some time and it 
was quite emotional for me on the day of my maiden speech in this place as he had received a strong dose of 
chemotherapy that morning and my speech was made just prior to lunch.  He was a loyal man with integrity and 
had a habit of putting his own interests second.   

Parliament House, Security Upgrade 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [5.56 pm]:  I want to put on record my views about the internal 
security upgrade that Parliament began to implement yesterday.  I appreciate that care is being taken to better 
protect members’ safety and my following remarks are in no sense critical of the upgrade itself.  However, it 
would be very wrong for this subtle change to the way in which the House is operating to pass without any 
remark in the Chamber about the implications of that change.   

It is now slightly more difficult for us to move around parts of the building.  For those of us that do not wear 
jackets all the time, there are some complications with ensuring that we keep our plastic cards on us so we can 
move around all sections of the building.  The removal of the parking bays in due course will be a more 
significant inconvenience to visitors to the Parliament who are on parliamentary business.  These changes are 
necessary and we do not oppose them.  However, they are part of an insidious but radical change to our way of 
life.  They are part of what we are seeing occur in all sorts of other public activities such as, for example, aircraft 
services where some now come complete with air marshals for improved security.  We are also hearing about 
changes to parking arrangements in the city of Perth.  These are the kind of insidious changes to our lifestyle that 
are taking place.  We need to understand that these threats we now face are directly linked to federal and state 
government policies which, in the recent past, have seen Australia become an aggressor for the first time in its 
history.  We have managed to put offside Muslim people throughout the world because of our support for the 
invasion of Iraq and because that is interpreted not as a moral crusade, but as a resource grab for control of the 
112 billion barrels of oil located in Iraq.  Furthermore, we have allowed the port of Fremantle to become a 
support base for the US Navy under the sea-swap trial and, if that is not enough, the Gallop Government has 
actively canvassed the US Government to seek to entrench that trial as a permanent arrangement.  In other 
words, we are now a potential terrorist target as a direct result of our own foreign policies through our overly 
close association with the US military, through our lack of independence from the US position, and through 
global understanding of the US military as being there to back the US global economic domination.  The fact 
that we have now become potential victims to a terrorist threat should not be seen to be something without any 
sense or logic to it.  The horrible sense to the logic is that the threat to which we are now exposed is the reaction 
by people who feel themselves to be politically powerless to redress our own politics.  Therefore, we are 
ultimately responsible for what has taken place.  It is a very sad day for this Parliament that those changes are 
taking place, as it is a sad era for Australian foreign policy.   

Corporal Punishment 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.59 pm]:  I will make a few more comments to follow on from the 
motion on corporal punishment, which was concluded by the House this afternoon.  Before that debate ran out of 
time I raised the issue of the impact of corporal punishment on those who receive it.  I was in the middle of 
reading a quote when the debate was concluded, which was taken from the report of the Advisory Council on the 
Treatment of Offenders, headed “Corporal Punishment”, and continues -  

On the other hand, those whose personalities are other than normal were said either to act on impulse, 
without reflecting on the possible consequences, or to have some deep-seated motive for accepting any 
risk that might be involved.  The knowledge that corporal punishment was available as a judicial 
penalty would therefore not deter them from committing offences, and if they received that punishment 
they would not profit from it.  In many cases they might be permanently harmed, and indeed might 
commit further offences in consequence of having been beaten.  Medical witnesses were agreed that if 
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an individual already had a substantial element of resentment in his make-up, judicial corporal 
punishment would be likely to make it worse; he would tend to become bitter and resentful and 
therefore more, rather than less, inclined to behave in an anti-social manner.  The aggressive type of 
adolescent, in particular, often expected violence to be met with violence; if it were, his aggressiveness 
might become more intractable, but if he were treated by reformative methods there might in due course 
be a lasting improvement.   

  38.  Many correspondents suggested that youths who committed crimes of violence were cowards at 
heart and would not run the risk of receiving a sentence of corporal punishment, while others, even if 
they were not cowards, would not risk the ridicule and “ loss of face ” among their associates which, it 
was suggested, would result from a birching or a caning.  We discussed this with our medical witnesses, 
who agreed that, while this may be true of some youths, many others, far from being afraid, would 
accept the risk and exploit the punishment as a means of showing that they were “ tough ” and could “ 
take it ”.  Moreover, in order to maintain their status in the eyes of their associates, many who had 
received judicial corporal punishment would be likely to commit further offences to show that they had 
not been intimidated.   

The comments of Hon Frank Hough on this matter probably bears that out.  If there is any argument that should 
be observed in terms of the ill effects of corporal punishment, perhaps the member himself is a shining example.  
Psychologists tell us that those who have been beaten are more likely to beat others and to accept this as a 
legitimate activity.  The other point I wanted to make about the principal argument that corporal punishment is a 
deterrent is also contained in the report of the inquiry.  On page 26 it states - 

. . . we consider that, in these circumstances, the reintroduction of judicial corporal punishment could be 
justified only if there was a reasonable assurance that it would substantially reduce crime and afford 
real protection to potential victims.  We think that there cannot be any such assurance.  There is no 
evidence that corporal punishment is an especially effective deterrent either to those who have received 
it or to others.  We recognise that in a limited number of cases a sentence of corporal punishment would 
deter both the offender who received it and other potential offenders; but the same could be said of 
many forms of drastic and severe punishments which have long since been abolished as affronting the 
conscience of a civilised community.  We are not satisfied that the numbers likely to be deterred are 
sufficient to justify the reintroduction of a form of punishment that has the manifold disadvantages 
discussed elsewhere in this report.   

It is rather sobering that we are raising this kind of debate almost 50 years later in this country.  During the 
debate on the motion Hon Frank Hough said that -  

. . . the punishment should be at least equal to the amount of harm done to the victim. 

And that -  

. . . carefully meted-out and controlled violence as a behaviour-modifying device is a positive use.  

Where would this all stop if we were entertaining state-condoned violence?   

The member also spoke at length and with a fair degree of glee about the prospect of guns in every home.  He 
referred to the United States as an excellent example of how home burglars run the risk of being shot, and that 
this was probably the best deterrent that he could think of.  The rate of gun ownership in the United States has 
another consequence; the United States has the highest rate of firearm deaths of any country in the world.  That 
is certainly not a precedent that we would want to follow.   

This motion, if anything, indicates that One Nation is seeking to grab some headlines and to have some 
relevance.  Page 177 of a book called Rethinking law & order contains a very interesting quote -  

Along with the former Labor, now independent, member for Kalgoorlie, Graeme Hanson, -  

Whoops, it actually says Graeme Campbell; they are not married yet -  

Pauline Hanson has elevated the politics of grievance and paranoia to a prominent place in the national 
political culture.  This politics seizes upon easily identifiable scapegoats - immigrants, Aborigines, the 
UN, the Family Court - for the nation’s ills and proffers simple solutions in the form of a return to the 
past.  In place of reasoned, public-spirited debate designed to promote understanding and informed 
responses to complex issues, it makes a visceral appeal to the fear of the other and difference - 
depicting certain groups as crime-prone or as carriers of contagious disease, invoking images of 
Aborigines staking claims on family homes, warning that faceless international bureaucracies like the 
UN are stealing away our national sovereignty.  Such scaremongering fosters the very insecurities 
which are then relied on to demand policies to exclude or repress those it has demonised.   
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Such a politics seriously threatens, even while it invokes, the social cohesion of the nation.  It is hardly 
surprising if the cultivation of a sense of victimisation and threat at the hands of visible minorities is 
taken by some as a licence for retaliation and the open expression of hostility and hatred against their 
supposed victimisers.   

It was very clear from the debate on the motion that was defeated today that an assertion has been made that 
violence has escalated in our community and that people are much more at risk.  Unfortunately, I do not have 
time to quote the statistics, but there is no evidence to suggest, for example, that homicide is any more prevalent 
in 2003 than it was 100 years ago.  Also, the emphasis on particular victims, which is very much the grist to One 
Nation’s mill, is not borne out in statistics.  The most likely violence against the person is perpetrated in the 
home by someone known to the victim, and usually against women and children.  If One Nation were really 
concerned about violence and providing justice for the victims in our community, it might want to tackle some of 
the issues to do with domestic violence and the protection of children.  The debate its members run revolves 
around simple rhetoric that does not have any basis in statistical facts or information.  A similar debate was 
raised by Richard Court when he was in government.  Barry Ebedes was the author of an article that appeared in 
The West Australian of 13 January 1996.  In conclusion, he stated -  

The last western country, as far as I can ascertain, to reinstate corporal punishment was nazi Germany.  
Adolf Hitler himself endorsed the measure . . . as damning an indictment as any of such a vile method 
of abuse.   

That is the conclusion I have reached on the repugnant nature of the proposition that Western Australia should 
once again beat people as punishment.  

House adjourned at 6.09 pm 

__________ 
 


