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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2004 
Third Reading 

Resumed from 15 June. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.21 pm]:  One of the problems 
with any budget is not so much the information contained in it but the information that cannot be gleaned 
directly from the budget papers.  As a result of that, it is necessary to use the processes of the estimates 
committee or by asking questions in either Chamber of the Parliament to pursue further details.  I raise my 
concern at the Government’s lack of accountability on a range of budget expenditure.  First of all, I take 
members back nine months to when there was a considerable amount of controversy about the Government’s 
reluctance to provide information on a range of budget matters and other policy issues.  First of all, I will restate 
the Labor Party’s policy on accountability.  Under the executive summary it states - 

A Gallop Labor Government will aim for:  

•  the highest standards of openness and accountability; 

•  more integrity in public life . . .  

It could not be much clearer than that, I do not think.  Under the heading “open and accountable government” it 
further states - 

A Gallop Labor government will aim for the highest standards of openness and accountability. 

The public has a right to know: 

•  how their money is being spent; and 

•  how their public services and going to be delivered. 

As part of the budget and parliamentary process, one would think that the Government would adhere to its pre-
election commitment by providing all that information, particularly when it is asked by opposition parties.  
However, when I lodged a range of questions to each minister to find out about a number of budget matters and 
policy commitments, the response was nothing short of woeful.  In fact, 50 per cent of the ministers - seven of 
them - did not reply to even one of the questions.  That even included the Premier.  The Premier did not provide 
a full reply to one single question.  Bear in mind that we were discussing matters such as expenditure on 
government advertising, which was a matter that the Government had a very firm commitment to in the lead-up 
to the last election.  We were discussing matters such as the Government’s commitment to convert two-thirds of 
its vehicle fleet to liquefied petroleum gas.  Again, that has significant budget implications.  It also goes to the 
very heart of accountability in government.  Further questions related to the home garaging of government 
vehicles, the provision of privately plated government vehicles and the costs incurred by government 
departments and agencies from conferences and seminars.  It was a range of legitimate questions asked by the 
Opposition to find out more about the budget and the accountability processes of the Gallop Labor Government.  
As I said earlier, half the ministers did not bother to answer even one question.  That is interesting because the 
now Minister for Health and Attorney General, the member for Fremantle, was able to answer all but one 
question.  He answered 90 per cent of the questions yet the Premier could not answer one.  He gave a glib 
response that did not provide any of the information sought of him.  When the Opposition spoke of this matter to 
the media on Monday, 8 September, it had a field day.  The headline was “Gallop faces pressure on spending”.  
It was interesting to read that the leader of government business in this House was reported in The West 
Australian of that day as saying that any specific question would be answered in full.  In other words, the leader 
of government business in the House was saying do not worry, we will make sure that any specific question will 
be answered in full.  The next day, the Government copped a blast in an editorial in The West Australian titled 
“Gallop falls short on openness”.  Sure enough, the editorial hit the nail on the head when it stated - 

Labor promised to aim for the highest standards of openness and accountability . . . and asserted that the 
public had a right to know how its money was being spent. 

. . .  

But, judging by the Government’s performance so far, it looks increasingly to have been a political 
expedient rather than an undertaking based on substance and a genuine commitment to reform for 
openness. 

The editorial continued by referring to the questions I asked - 

The questions dealt with government credit card use, advertising costs and car uses and expenses - all in 
the mainstream of public financial accountability issues.  
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So the people are denied information on how their money is used and whether the promises that 
attracted votes are being kept.  They cannot tell whether money spent by ministers and their bureaucrats 
is squandered on indulgences or used in the public interest. 

And the Government’s response to this borders on the unbelievably insulting. 

That is how the media reacted to the Government’s cloud of secrecy last September, some nine months ago.  The 
Premier, having read that editorial and choking on his Weeties that morning when reading it, came into 
Parliament and gave a statement because he was so embarrassed by the matter.  The statement was reported in 
The West Australian of 10 September in the following way.  The article was headed “Gallop promises answers”.  
That is a telling heading.  It states - 

Premier Geoff Gallop has promised to ensure a raft of unanswered questions from the Opposition in 
Parliament will be re-examined. 

. . .  

But Dr Gallop said departments would go through the 10 questions to provide answers. 

I had asked 10 questions of each minister.  The Premier implied very strongly in this House that he would make 
sure that his departments went through the questions and come up with some answers.   

By 20 September, a few days later, we had not heard anything.  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services 
defied any test of openness and accountability.  She copped a serve in the editorial of The West Australian.  The 
editorial also reminded the Government of its failure on accountability only a few weeks earlier when it stated - 

This Government continually forgets, or denies by its actions, that it was elected on a promise of 
openness . . . Before this episode - 

That is, the one relating to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services - 

the Government failed to answer a range of accountability questions dealing with Government credit 
card use, advertising costs and car uses and expenses.  

Later, Premier Geoff Gallop, who had reason to be embarrassed by the criticism this provoked, found 
the need to promise that the questions would be re-examined. 

There was therefore a little more media attention and the heat was turned up again.  On 29 October, still not 
having received answers to any of those questions, I asked a question of the Premier in the Parliament.  The 
question was very simple.  I asked if he was aware that my questions remained unanswered and if he would 
instruct his ministers, as a matter of priority, to answer each of my questions that remained unanswered.  I also 
asked - 

As the Premier was one of the worst offenders, failing to answer even one question, when will he 
ensure that each and every question that I have put to him is answered in full? 

The Premier said -  

All the information that the Government can gather on those issues is being gathered and I will inform 
the House appropriately when that information has been put together. 

The West Australian reported under the headline “Gallop promises answers” and there was the Premier in the 
Parliament saying that he had the departments working on it and when they had the information together, he 
would let us know.  I hate to say it, but it is now nine months since I first raised this matter.  I have not received 
an answer to any of those questions.  The Premier to this day defies any promise of accountability.  To this day 
he has not answered one of the 10 questions put to him.  I say this because these are the sorts of things that we 
cannot pick up from the budget papers.  We in the Opposition can only gain information on these matters by 
questioning the Government.  We have a legitimate role in doing so.  That is actually what the opposition party 
is for in our democratic Westminster system.   

Were the sorts of things I was asking about unreasonable?  Was I asking for too much information?  Was I 
asking for superfluous information?  As I said earlier, the Attorney General did not seem to think so because he 
answered all but one of those questions.  He gave some excellent detail in answer to some of them, particularly 
one question about the provision of services to people in our community who are deaf or profoundly deaf.  He 
provided an excellent answer to that question, which was of great use to people involved in providing services 
for the deaf in our community.  Why is it that the Premier cannot answer a similar question about services to 
deaf people in our community?  Why is it that the Premier cannot answer questions about who in his department 
is entitled to take cars home and garage them, who has privately plated cars, and which of his government 
departments and agencies have held conferences and seminars?  Why can he not tell us whether his departments 
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have met his commitment, which was made before the last election, to convert two-thirds of government 
vehicles to run on liquid petroleum gas?  Why can he not tell us what is happening with expenditure on 
government advertising?  Why can he not give us information about contracts or the use of credit cards and so 
forth?  I note that again The West Australian had to resort to freedom of information applications to get 
information about credit card use.  That information should have been provided as a result of this line of 
questioning in Parliament.  It should not be up to The West Australian to exert that sort of effort when the 
Opposition has asked exactly those questions and surely should be entitled to some decent answers. 

I mentioned government spending on advertising.  Again, we cannot look that up in the budget papers.  We must 
ask specific questions.  I asked those questions of every minister.  It is worth noting that in its accountability 
policy before the last election the Government made a very firm commitment with regard government publicity.  
It said that public money should be spent for the public benefit, not for advertising and polling that promotes 
political and partisan purposes.  It also said that Labor will end the practice of misusing taxpayers’ money for 
party political advertising and polling and it will implement guidelines to prevent publicly funded advertising 
being used inappropriately for political partisan purposes. 

Why then, when I asked 14 ministers for some detail about government advertising, to see whether the Labor 
Party had lived up to its pre-election promise, were only two out of 14 ministers willing to answer the question?  
Only the Leader of the House and the Attorney General answered those questions; the Premier and the Deputy 
Premier did not, and none of those other 12 ministers bothered to answer questions that related entirely to a pre-
election commitment.  There are a large number of questions that government ministers are obviously sensitive 
about answering.  They are prepared to break firm election commitments on accountability.  The point is that the 
Premier gave a commitment in this Parliament nine months ago that he would pursue the questions that remain 
unanswered, that his departments would collate information and that he would provide information in due 
course.  Nine months later, despite a barrage of criticism and a terse but polite reminder from me in the Chamber 
last October, to this day the Premier has not responded to any of those questions.  It begs the obvious questions: 
has the Premier carried out the work that he promised this Chamber he would carry out; has the Premier asked 
his departments to collate that information; or is this just a bit of spin that he was peddling on the day to try to 
make the issue go away?   

I still want the answer to those questions.  Unless the Premier comes forward with them very shortly, I will be 
again lodging those questions and we will be going through the whole process again.  Important pre-election 
commitments need to be assessed.  Important budget information needs to be examined.  That is our role in 
opposition and we will not shirk from that responsibility. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [1.38 pm]:  I will commence my comments in the third reading debate of 
these budget Bills on a positive note, which is to place on record the fact that I had the pleasure of attending a 
presentation by music and dance students of Ballajura Community College last Saturday evening.  It was an 
outstanding performance from start to finish and a great credit to the abilities and commitment of the students 
and staff of Ballajura Community College.  The students are embarking on a cultural heritage tour of some of the 
eastern States next week, including visits to and performances at the Australian War Memorial in Canberra, 
Parliament House in Canberra and Darling Harbour in Sydney.  I wish them all the best and thank them for the 
opportunity of seeing their performances last Saturday.  They were a great credit to themselves, the school and 
its staff.  They deserve to be congratulated.  They are led by their music director Stuart Rhine-Davis and their 
principal Dr Steffan Silcox.  The performances we saw at Ballajura Community College last Saturday speak very 
well of the leadership there and the commitment of students.  Ballajura Community College is a very good 
example of a government school in Western Australia. 

The performance I saw last Saturday night at Ballajura Community College was in stark contrast to some of the 
performances that I have heard about in recent times from the Minister for Education and Training.  The minister 
made two addresses to the principals’ associations; one was to the Western Australian Secondary School 
Executives Association and the other was to the Western Australian Primary Principals Association.  I was not 
present, but the feedback I have had suggests that the principals were very much affronted and, quite frankly, 
insulted by the comments, their tone and the way in which they were delivered by the Minister for Education and 
Training.  I understand that he really gave them a dressing down and spent most of the time berating principals 
and school administrators.  If that group previously had any respect for him, it certainly had no respect following 
his performances.  It is entirely appropriate for a minister to indicate some sort of vision or raise some concerns 
and to expect people in a position to put changes into effect to improve conditions, in any area of government.  
The minister can also make some comments about how that might be achieved or the need to put changes in 
place, but to behave in the way the minister did can only be counterproductive.  I am sad to say that the minister 
does not respect the professionalism of many people in the education system in Western Australia, either 
government or private.  There are many very highly skilled, dedicated and competent staff in both the 
government and private school systems in Western Australia, although the Minister for Education and Training 
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deals primarily with those in the government sector.  The expertise and commitment that is present in the 
overwhelming majority of cases needs to be respected more by the minister.  In this morning’s The West 
Australian there is reference to comments made by the State School Teachers’ Union over the past couple of 
days.  Teachers are indicating a very strong level of frustration with the way they have been dealt with over the 
past two or three years, and particularly during the past six or eight months.  It is very unusual for a union to 
criticise a minister in a Labor Government in this way, and I do not recall any comments along these lines being 
made by the State School Teachers’ Union during the period of the previous Government, particularly when the 
present Leader of the Opposition was responsible for the portfolio.  No doubt there were differences of opinion 
that were exchanged fairly vigorously, but I do not recall any comments with the strength of those being made 
by the teachers union at the moment.  It is worth putting a couple of those comments on record.  The President of 
the State School Teachers’ Union, Mr Mike Keely, referring to the minister, said -  

He deals in small issues while leaving the big issues to someone else 

. . .  

He has failed to maintain the resources to schools, class sizes remain unacceptably high, maintenance of 
schools is too slow and upgrading of school facilities is woeful, 

Comments like those reflect issues that are being taken up by the Opposition, in particular the issue of school 
maintenance and the resources available for capital works in schools.  I will return to that issue in a moment.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Do you support the minister or the union?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am drawing attention to some very serious and legitimate concerns expressed by not only the 
State School Teachers’ Union but also many teachers and principals in this State.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Do you agree with what the minister said to the principals?  The teachers were upset about 
what the minister said to the principals.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  As I said, I was not there.  It would have been interesting to be there, but the feedback I have 
had from meetings of the principals’ associations is that they were insulted and affronted by the belligerent way 
in which the minister behaved.  I understand that this has occurred on at least a couple of occasions.  Without 
naming people, he tends to effectively single out particular people with whom he might disagree for some 
reason.  That is an entirely inappropriate way for a minister to behave.  The sad part about it is that it is 
counterproductive.  If a minister wants to make changes and improve standards in schools, he must work with 
people rather than turning them against him.  He must respect professionalism where it exists.  

Mr M. McGowan:  If people run the system down all the time, should you not be able to take them on?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am commenting on the way in which he has done this.  If the member was listening, he 
would know that I said earlier that it is highly appropriate to raise issues of concern, but the way in which this is 
being done, the comments being made and the behaviour of the minister on a number of occasions is at best 
counterproductive.  I will make the point again that he does not have respect for genuine professionalism in the 
education system in Western Australia. 

An example of the way in which the minister operates is the issue of pupil-free days.  I raised a grievance in this 
place a couple of weeks ago.  I made the point that most, if not all, principals, and many teachers and parents, are 
not at all happy with the changes made by the minister.  In that debate, I went through the reasons for this.  I will 
quote from some of the letters and e-mails I have received on this issue.  A primary school principal writes -  

The ministers lastest idea is an absolute joke.  Trying to run effective PD in schools for teachers is 
already like trying to change a car tyre while it’s still moving.  The plan for Govt schools key objective 
number 2 : Motivated and capable workforce - to promote professional learning: develop professional 
knowledge and expertise and ensure all staff are valued and supported was thrown out the window 
today.  

This is a political decision based on the number of complaints received by inconvenienced parents not 
on the best educational outcomes for students.  

The outcomes for student has not been considered at all in this release.  

A letter from a head of department in the great southern region states - 

The pupil free announcement by Alan Carpenter is being met with much mirth in schools.  It is a crazy 
idea.  
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He goes on to detail reasons for this.  From a parental perspective, he and his partner have four children, and it is 
easier for there to be one day a term that is a pupil-free day than five pupil-free days at once when they are both 
working.  The deputy principal of a primary school in the mid west region writes, in a letter to the minister - 

I am writing to voice my strong objection to your statewide policy decision to get rid of Pupil Free Days 
during the school year.  Many schools refer to these days as School Development Days as that is exactly 
what it allows us to do.  

Further on, the letter reads -  

As demonstrated the cancelling of the pupil free days during the year benefit no one but will in fact 
harm the student’s academic progress and achievement.  I request that the Minister reverse his decision 
and reinstate the pupil free day each term for 2005.  

An e-mail from a primary school teacher in the goldfields reads - 

I feel the needs of individual schools, the professional development of educators and thus the education 
of children, is best served by the current system.  If PD days must be mandated, why not make them the 
first Monday of terms 2, 3 and 4?  This means that childcare is already in place, and need only be 
extended by one day.  It offers the opportunity of whole-school development, and immediate 
application of knowledge.  

That is just a taste of some of the thoughts and concerns being expressed by a range of people across the 
education system about the quite unilateral decision made by the minister and announced during the estimates 
committee discussions.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Would you change it back if you were in government?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I would certainly consult with principals, teachers and parents to try to arrive at a better 
outcome than exists at the moment.  Many parents are not happy about the change.  They would rather have one 
pupil-free day at a time during the year, rather than five days lumped together at the end of the year.  In 
particular, no explanation has been given by the minister of how this change is to the educational benefit of 
children in Western Australian schools.  I have asked the minister to outline the rationale of how this change will 
improve conditions and educational outcomes in government schools, but he has not so far done so.  I do not 
believe that he can put up any such justification.  Any Government should be focusing on doing the best it can to 
improve educational outcomes in schools.  I challenge the minister to explain how this change will improve 
education for children in Western Australia.  He has not so far done so; hopefully, he will take that opportunity 
at some stage, but I will not hold my breath waiting.   

One issue that was raised during the estimates committee hearing was the backlog of maintenance needs in 
government schools.  As I have mentioned, the State School Teachers’ Union of WA is concerned about that.  I 
am also concerned about it.  During the estimates committee hearing, I managed to obtain from the minister the 
fact that there is a need for about $73 million of maintenance to be undertaken in government schools in Western 
Australia, but only $9 million is available in the current budget for that maintenance.  There are additional funds 
for reactive maintenance; that is, for breakdowns, vandalism and so on.  However, only $9 million is available in 
the current budget to deal with that $73 million backlog of maintenance, which leaves a deficit of $64 million.  
That is a substantial backlog.  The minister agreed that not enough funding is going into maintenance in 
government schools.  It is quite clear that because of this Government’s priorities and, to a large extent, the 
amount of money that is being sucked out of other areas of government responsibility for the railway that is 
being built to Mandurah, simply not enough funding is going into government schools in Western Australia to 
maintain them at an adequate level.  We know there is a big need for the upgrading and renovation of many older 
schools, and in particular those that were built in the 1950s and 1960s.  However, because of the other priorities 
of this Government, in particular the southern metropolitan rail line, there is not the ability to deal with these 
needs.   

I had the pleasure of attending the Harvey Senior High School when the shadow Cabinet held a meeting in 
Waroona and Harvey on Monday this week.  I was pleased to meet with the principal, Elaine George, who is an 
excellent principal.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  She is a fantastic principal.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am pleased to hear that from the member for Murray-Wellington, but I have heard it from 
others in Harvey as well.  One of the interesting things I observed during my visit to Harvey Senior High School 
is the upgrading that is occurring as a result of the funding that has been provided from the sale of AlintaGas.  
Some maintenance and upgrading is occurring, but it is ironic that it has occurred as a result of the sale of 
AlintaGas by the previous Government.  That is something that this Government tends to criticise.  There are 
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many deficiencies in this budget, and some of those have been pointed out, but I could go on at much greater 
length if I had the time.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [1.52 pm]:  My contribution to the third reading debate will be relatively brief.  
I get only 15 minutes, so it will have to be very brief.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  You might get only 10! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly, I might get only 10 minutes.  I want to bring to the attention of the House a 
concern I have about the supplementary information that was provided to me after the budget estimates hearing.  
I have a grave concern that the Minister for Tourism has misled this House in the information he has provided to 
me.  It has been widely reported - the media wanted to ask the question of the minister and the Government - that 
the cost of the Rottnest Island Taskforce was $273 000 of taxpayers’ money.  The question I put to the minister 
asked for information on the cost of the Rottnest Island Taskforce through to the end of April.  By that I meant 
this April, not April last year, because the task force was not formed then.  The answer I received states that, as 
at the end of April, it was $51 000.  Either $222 000 has been spent since the answer to that question was 
provided to me or something serious has happened.  I question whether the minister has set out to mislead this 
House by giving me that answer.  The answer that is now on record in Hansard is $51 000.  It is not the true 
cost, which was the $273 000 cost that the minister gave to the media.  I would dearly love the minister to 
explain in this House the difference between $51 000 and $273 000.  I know that the difference is $222 000.  I 
am fairly quick at mathematics.  However, I want the minister to explain the difference between the content of 
the answer that he gave this House and the answer he gave the media.  It is a very serious concern and unless I 
get an answer from the minister, I will take this matter further.  I do not believe for one moment that $222 000 
was spent in May this year.  I want a full, frank and honest explanation of the answer to that question I asked 
during the budget estimates hearing.  Budget estimates hearings are a time for members of this House to ask 
ministers to be truthful and to tell us answers.  I am glad that the minister has just wandered into the Chamber.  
Perhaps he can answer me by way of interjection.  I am always happy to take interjections.  The minister told me 
by way of supplementary information that the cost of the Rottnest Island Taskforce as at the end of April was 
$51 000.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is correct.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Where did the $273 000 come from?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is the total estimated cost of the task force.  I have a copy of your question here.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why was the minister not more truthful and say that he was expecting to pay another 
$222 000?  For God’s sake, the difference between $51 000 and $273 000 is one helluva lot of money. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You asked for that.  Your question asked for information on the cost of the Rottnest Island 
Taskforce through to the end of April.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have already read the question. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  As at the end of April the cost was $51 000.  Since that time the task force has been wound up 
and all the costs have been paid.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Did the minister not pay the chairman of the task force any money during that period?   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  No, not until the end of it is my understanding.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Does the minister not think he is being a little disingenuous with the truth by not saying 
that they are the costs so far?   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You specifically asked for a particular period.  You just can’t ask your questions properly.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We expect a bit more openness and accountability from this Government. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No; you expect us to do your work for you because you are too lazy to do it yourself.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This Government has professed to be most accountable and open.  That is absolute 
balderdash.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Is the minister supposed to read your mind when you say, “I didn’t mean what I wrote in 
my question; I meant something else”?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Minister for Tourism does not need the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s 
help.  She should not be such a bully. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I can’t help putting you right because your performance during the estimates was woeful.   
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Mr R.C. Kucera:  I think the member for Avon raised exactly what you were talking about yesterday, and I 
questioned it yesterday.  If your competence and the way you approach estimates hearings are to be the way they 
are, you will simply get an answer to the questions that you ask.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister’s competence leaves a lot to be desired.  He made an absolute mess of the 
health portfolio and now he is doing the same thing to the tourism portfolio.  He has done it with Rottnest Island.  
He has spent $273 000 of taxpayers’ money on a task force that came up with recommendations that were little 
different from those the Liberal Party came up with some months ago.  The only difference is that the Liberal 
Party did not cost the taxpayers any money, unlike the minister who cost them $273 000.  It is absolutely 
unbelievable.  When we released our paper on Rottnest Island, I remember hearing the minister on the radio 
having a go at me and saying that I had no vision.  I retorted by saying that the minister would not know vision if 
he fell over it in the street.  I also said that he had to employ a task force to give him a vision, because he and the 
Labor Party did not have one.  All they had was $273 000 of public money to spend on a task force to come up 
with a vision, which is almost identical to the Liberal Party vision.  The minister is failing in his duty.  I think he 
is failing in his duty by not being a bit more honest and open by telling us what he expected the cost to be.  I got 
the impression that the cost of the task force did not fall under only the minister’s portfolio; some of the cost fell 
under the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  Is that true?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  If you want to ask a question, ask it in question time.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am asking the minister a question now.  I am happy to take an interjection.  Did the entire 
$273 000 come from the minister’s budget area, or did some of it come from the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet?  He has gone absolutely dumb.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I’m more than happy to take your question at question time.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Answer the question.  The trouble is that the minister does not know; he does not have a 
clue.  He does not know what he is doing.  He cannot answer a simple question.  If I were to ask the minister in 
question time, I would not get an answer anyway.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Can I ask you a question? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Was it true that it was you who talked about a dead man walking?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am talking about my friend the minister, who was hopeless in health; he is now doing 
exactly the same thing in tourism.  

Mr M.P. Murray:  Do you know what happens when you get to the back pocket?  Next is over the fence and out.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is that what is happening to the member for Collie?  The member has more chance of 
being over the fence and out than I have.  I can tell the member about that! 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Protect me from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, please, Mr Speaker!   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3788.] 
 


