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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair. 

Select Committee on Advocacy for Children (Appointment of a Commissioner for Children) - Interim Report in 
relation to a Proposal to Travel - First Report 

Resumed from 2 December 2003. 

Motion 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I move -  

That the report be noted.   

On 11 June 2003 the Legislative Council passed a motion moved by me to establish a select committee to 
investigate and recommend to the Parliament the appointment of a commissioner for children for Western 
Australia.  The terms of reference were set in the motion, and the committee has duly met and considered its 
responsibilities.  This select committee originally consisted of Hon Giz Watson, Hon Jon Ford and me as 
chairman.  Hon Jon Ford has since been replaced by Hon Kate Doust.  Select committees are of particular 
relevance to the work of the Parliament.  Over the years many important issues have been considered by select 
committees, and they are part and parcel of the work of this Chamber.  The other select committee I have been 
involved in investigated immunisation rates in children.  At the time I moved the motion to establish that 
committee, Western Australia had a very low immunisation rate for children - something like 47 per cent.  The 
canvassing of the issues by that select committee has resulted in a far greater number of Western Australian 
children being age-appropriately immunised against childhood illnesses that could cause death or long-term 
harm.  Many other select committees have done very good work.  The federal Government and other 
Governments around Australia have commented in complimentary terms on the work that was done by that 
select committee.  The work of select committees is relevant and important and an integral part of this 
Legislative Council.   

The Select Committee on the Advocacy of Children (Appointment of a Commissioner for Children) has met and 
looked at the important role that a children’s commissioner for Western Australia would perform and it proposed 
a travel program.  We all know that it is fine to make telephone calls, to have a teleconference or to exchange e-
mails or letters, but we also know that there is nothing better than sitting down and discussing the issues that are 
important; doing that makes for a better exchange of information.  Whilst I am aware that this Government wants 
to avoid any proposals for travel, either interstate or overseas, the nature of Parliaments in Australia and other 
Parliaments around the world means that travel for members of Parliament is a very good way of improving and 
exchanging knowledge. 

The select committee to appoint a commissioner for children has been refused interstate travel.  We initially 
hoped to travel overseas to speak with the commissioners in France, Norway and Sweden. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Was that the first proposal for you to travel to those countries? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The member should listen to what I have to say.  I said the committee discussed the 
importance of meeting with commissioners in other countries and considered that that would be an extremely 
costly thing to do.  I have travelled on my imprest account to visit the Commissioner for Children’s Office in 
London. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Have you been there? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  On my imprest, yes.  The other members of the committee have not.  There is not a 
commissioner for children in London, I point out to the member.  I visited the office.  I can tell the member and 
the Government, as I have done before, that the commissioners for children in Sweden, France, Northern Ireland, 
and those proposed in Scotland and other countries, would have a lot to offer this select committee.  However, 
we were moderate in our proposal for travel and we proposed a travel itinerary to go to Australian States with 
commissioners for children to look at the legislative framework in which they were established.  That was those 
in Queensland, New South Wales and Tasmania, and New Zealand as the nearest country to Australia with a 
commissioner for children.  Three States in Australia have commissioners for children and it is a great 
disappointment that the committee was not able to meet with them.  The committee believed that the best way to 
gather information was to sit down in a formal face-to-face meeting and have dialogue with the respective 
commissioners and their senior advisers in the States of New South Wales, Queensland and Tasmania and in 
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New Zealand.  Such meetings would have provided us with first-hand knowledge of the empowering legislation 
in those respective jurisdictions, as well as any new developments and initiatives that they have looked at. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You might be able to get the legislation from those jurisdictions off the web.  I am trying 
to be very helpful here, member.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I do not consider that very helpful.  The member obviously did not listen to what I 
said in the first instance, which is that we have looked at the legislation and we do have the legislation.  It is still 
relevant for members to sometimes go outside their front doors and to sit down and have discussions with people 
in similar situations.  Otherwise, members of Parliament would be confined to this State; they would be locked 
away on an island without being able to share any information with anyone in any other jurisdiction.  If that is 
what the member wants, as a representative of this Government, that is fine.  However, other members of this 
Chamber, as well as members of the Western Australian public and of the lower House of this Parliament of 
Western Australia, actually believe that a face-to-face interchange is relevant and important.  I challenge Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich to deny that.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Why couldn’t members have used their imprest moneys?   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The member obviously did not hear what I said in the first instance; that I had already 
travelled to England on my imprest moneys to meet with the commissioner’s office there, among other things.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I suppose you can go only so far.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  I am trying to listen to Hon Barbara Scott.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It is important before we move, as a Parliament, to put in place a commissioner for 
children in Western Australia that we look at the legislative and policy impacts on children from the way that is 
done, how commissioners have been able to obtain interagency cooperation and coordination across agencies, 
how to ensure children’s participation and the development of a strategy for children, how to investigate 
complaints and reports of maladministration of government, and at the development of research relevant to 
children.  The proposal was a reasonable request for interstate travel.  The denial of that travel is perhaps 
indicative of this Government’s opposition to the instrument of a children’s commissioner for this State, which 
has been said a number of times, even though under its policy the Government agrees with it.  However, it does 
not want any genuine and proper research to be conducted into this instrument for Western Australia, even 
though 19 countries now have commissioners for children.  There is a big call in this community for children to 
be protected and for them to be number one on the agenda.  This Government talks about children being number 
one on the agenda, but has done very little about it.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Not like you in eight years.  What did you do in eight years, honourable member?  You 
did nothing.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I have just told Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that one of the things I did was to chair a select 
committee into immunisation, which was instrumental in raising the percentage of age appropriate children 
immunised in this State from 47 per cent to 92 per cent.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You did that single-handedly?  Nobody else helped?  You did not have any supporters?   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The member obviously does not want to listen to details.  I do not want to go back 
over that detail, because I have already said in this Chamber, and will say again, that the select committee was 
instrumental in influencing the federal Government to increase the immunisation funding given to doctors to 
make sure children were immunised age appropriately.  It also raised in the community and among health 
professionals and other Governments the awareness that the immunisation of children was important. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  So you didn’t do it on your own; you actually had help. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I did not say that I did, so I do not know why the member continues to interject with 
minor - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are actually here to whinge about not getting $35 000 for your trip, as I understand 
it.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  That is the proposal I am speaking about.  I suggested that the select committee 
embark on some travel within the State.  We looked at a budget for that and considered that it was probably 
unwise.  We decided to bring in some young people so that we could exchange some information with youth 
advisory councils.  This Parliament did not even have enough money to provide the committee with morning tea 
and muffins for those young people.  Hon Giz Watson paid for it herself and I said I would pay for the next 
morning tea.  It was left to individual select committee members of this Parliament to buy morning tea for the 
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members of the Youth Advisory Council of WA who met with the committee for half a day to discuss the issues 
with which they are confronted.  The members of the Youth Advisory Council certainly were not provided with 
sandwiches for lunch, because that was voted down.  The point is that if this Parliament is to operate properly, 
the Government must increase rather than decrease the funding that is provided to the Legislative Council for 
this type of work.  The Government must be truthful about whether it wants the Legislative Council to operate in 
a meaningful and relevant way for the benefit of this Chamber and Western Australia.  I think that the message 
coming from on high from this Government is not to give this woman any rein because she has already made an 
impact in the community regarding the appointment of a children’s commissioner.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Is that you?   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Yes.  The Labor Party is terrified because it supported the establishment of a 
children’s commissioner in its party platform but it has not done anything about it in government.  It does not 
want anybody in the Opposition to benefit from gaining more information about that in the select committee.   

The select committee has presented its proposal to travel to Sydney, Melbourne, Tasmania and New Zealand at a 
total cost of $34 000 for five people because it is confident that considerable benefit would be gained from it.  
Whether one regards that amount as chickenfeed or not, it must be looked at in the context of the budget that is 
given to this Chamber and what it is used for.  I plead to members opposite to provide the funds.  The other 
Chamber has a very generous budget.  Why is the Legislative Council’s budget so trim in comparison?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  This has really up upset the honourable member.  I have not heard her so upset since I 
have been here, and I have been here for more than six years.  I am amazed that this has got under the member’s 
skin.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members! 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The member may not understand that I can get quite passionate when I have a 
purpose and believe that I can do something that will impact on the community.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Travel is obviously a passion!   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I am passionate about children and I will plead their case wherever I am at every 
opportunity I have.  This small select committee of three people wanted to meet with the children’s 
commissioners in some other States of Australia and in New Zealand.  The committee has not had the benefit of 
doing that because this Government has reduced the committee’s budget.  The Government cannot even manage 
its budget.  The Government might receive a windfall in the next few weeks.  The decision not to allow the 
committee to travel to other Australian States and New Zealand is unfair, short-sighted and restricts the work of 
this Chamber to the detriment of the children of Western Australia.  Western Australia is one of the few States in 
Australia which does not have a children’s commissioner and in which there is consensus in the community 
about the need for a children’s commissioner.  That is the purpose of the select committee.  The select committee 
must adjourn to report to Parliament by June 2004, but there may be an opportunity in the next budget to put up 
another proposal for the select committee to travel.  It causes me great concern that the committee’s proposal for 
travel has been refused.  I hope members will take an interest in the report that has been tabled. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am disappointed that the proposal by the Select Committee on Advocacy for 
Children (Appointment of a Commissioner for Children) to travel has been refused.  Part of the culture of this 
Chamber is that it usually finds enough money to fund travel by committees, particularly interstate travel.  It is a 
different story with overseas travel, because there is now greater scrutiny of that travel, which from the 
taxpayers’ point of view is probably what they would demand.  Over the years this Chamber has developed the 
very good process that any committee that wishes to travel must bring that proposal before the Chamber for 
adjudication.  Committees usually travel for very worthwhile reasons.  I am, therefore, disappointed that in this 
case, when we are talking about $34 000 for interstate travel -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is not just interstate.  It is also New Zealand. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I did not hear the part about New Zealand.  Irrespective of that, New Zealand is 
already almost one of our States, and it probably will become one eventually if it keeps drifting towards us. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You said that only because a certain gentleman is out of the Chamber at the moment! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I have been fortunate enough to have been on some committees that have 
travelled, and of course there are benefits -  

Several members interjected. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Members are picking on me!  
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The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  I do not want to be the next one who picks on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, but let us listen 
to Hon Bruce Donaldson. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I well remember, as a member of the Standing Committee on Legislation when 
we were inquiring into DNA profiling, travelling to the United States, London and Germany, along with Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson and the other members of the committee -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You are making the rest of us drool!   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  After that trip we produced a report that led to the introduction of the Criminal 
Investigation (Identifying People) Bill.  That Bill was introduced just before the Parliament was dissolved at the 
end of 2000, and I was very pleased that the new Government took on that Bill, because that legislation has now 
been passed, and it will have huge benefits.  It is interesting that when we left on that trip we knew very little 
about DNA profiling, because we are not scientists or forensic experts, but when we came back 18 months later -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That was a long trip! 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  And you didn’t even know that we’d gone!   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  When we came back, and after we had taken a lot of submissions and had a lot of 
deliberations, we made a number of visits to the PathCentre, and the people there were quite astounded that a 
mob of politicians and their staff had managed to learn something about DNA profiling.  We even asked them 
why they were not using barcodes to ensure privacy, because on one of our visits to the PathCentre we had 
noticed that the names of the people who had given DNA samples were clearly visible on the containers that held 
the cotton swabs that had been used to take the sample.  That was at the time of the Claremont murders, when 
DNA samples were being taken of taxi drivers, and the photographer from The West Australian who was with us 
at the time said to the people at the PathCentre that he thought they had better turn the containers around because 
anyone who looked at the photograph that he was about to take would be able to recognise the names of those 
people.  The people at the PathCentre had not realised that.  Therefore, the PathCentre now uses barcodes to 
label the containers.  That advice to use barcodes came from a mob of lay people.  The committee examined 
what had happened in the United Kingdom, and the recommendations that we made in our report were picked up 
by the police and parliamentary counsel in their entirety.  That DNA profiling legislation came directly from the 
report of our committee.  

We also travelled to the eastern States and examined both good and bad sides of the issue.  At that time the 
Western Australia Police Service wanted to amend the Criminal Code in the same way that Victoria did.  
Victoria ended up in one helluva mess.  We came back from the eastern States and made it very clear that we 
needed a single piece of legislation that embraced all forensic procedures so that it would make compliance 
easier and would not lead us down the path of the Victorians.  Every time the police service in Victoria wanted 
to conduct a back capture of a person, it had to make an application - for goodness sake - to the court.  The 
Western Australia Police Service does not have to do that.  The Victorian police service realised the mistakes it 
made.  We also looked at the South Australian legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is this relating to the report? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is; it is about travel and how important it is for a committee to view issues first-
hand.  I am trying to keep this debate as narrow as possible.  South Australia set up its own legislation but the 
very thing it did not include in its legislation was the use of odontology.  Dr Kenneth - is it Price or Brown, does 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson recall?  He was the odontologist at the university in Adelaide that we visited. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Regrettably, I am not informed about that because I did not travel to Adelaide. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Okay.  Anyway, the odontologist showed us the most grotesque bite marks on the 
anatomies of some people.  He said that the Bill had failed to state that the examination of a bite mark on a body 
must be made within the first 24 hours.  He gave us an example of a person who had robbed a bakery overnight 
and had eaten a piece of chocolate cake.  He was able to match the bite mark on the piece of cake to the mouth of 
the person from whom they had taken the - what do they call it? 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Swab? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No, not a swab, it was the bite mark. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What does it start with? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Somebody’s teeth sinking into your skin! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  A cast.  That person was then captured.  I will get off that subject now, but I do 
say that it is important for committees to travel.   
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Another interesting trip with the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs related to the gene 
technology legislation.  Two Bills on gene technology will be debated in this House very soon.  They are 
complementary pieces of legislation, but there are Western Australian aspects to them.  I assure the House that 
that trip was an eye opener to all members of the committee who travelled.  It made us fully aware of how 
important it is to get away from the skewed sides of an argument in which some people say no to anything and 
others have proposals to do something.  We tried to get a reasonable balance; committees cannot get that from 
the Internet, a fax or a letter. 

We are not talking here about a major trip.  It was suggested to the House that the trip will cost $34 000.  I 
believe that the benefits to the House and to the people of Western Australia will be immense and that the sum of 
$34 000 is not unreasonable.  For argument’s sake, senate committees continually travel to different parts of 
Australia to get opinions on areas of interest and concern to the people of Australia.  Recommendations from 
those committees go to the Government of the day and are finally framed into legislation.  That is an important 
role of the Senate.  This Legislative Council is no different and should be encouraged to do that.  What has 
annoyed me more than anything else is my belief that the lack of funding for such a trip is a form of retribution 
by the Government on the Legislative Council over the issue of electoral reform.  That has been said before in 
this place. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is nonsense. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I say to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that I am very disappointed if it is true.  I hope it is 
not true.  However, I believe that there is an imbalance at the moment between funding to the Legislative 
Assembly and what comes to the Legislative Council.  Every Government should take a good, hard look at the 
role of the two Houses.  This is not an unreasonable request for funding at all.  Under current tight funding, if a 
committee asked for a $100 000 overseas trip, the Council Chamber would say no.  However, the committee 
wishes to take a trip to the eastern States to benefit Western Australia, and funds should be made available to that 
end.  After all, this House established the committee. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I congratulate Hon Barbara Scott for the efforts her committee has made under obvious 
financial duress.  It saddens me that when this debate was initiated, the parliamentary secretary asked, “What did 
you people do in eight years in government?”  I thought we dealt with that question fairly well. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Who is we?  You were not in government! 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The comment was about “you people in eight years”.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you a member of the former Government?  Are you a member of the Liberal Party?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If the member had been quiet and listened, she would know what I just said.  The 
parliamentary secretary made an objection when this matter was debated some months ago: “What did you 
people do in the previous eight years?”  I pointed out to the parliamentary secretary that if that trend continued, 
that argument would continue when people on this side of the House are elected to government again.  It could 
go on for 50 years as an excuse for doing nothing.  It is a pathetic argument.   

The House voted against the parliamentary secretary.  I remind her that when the motion was put to the House, 
she did not want the reference made to the committee.  The parliamentary secretary spoke against it. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If you remember, we didn’t vote against it.  I have Hansard here. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If we did not vote for it, how did the reference go to the committee?   

Hon Giz Watson:  It passed on the voices. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is substantial.  If the parliamentary secretary had the slightest doubt, she would 
have asked for a division.  If the Government made a mistake in not asking for a decision, on the member’s head 
be it.  The House voted that the reference be made to the committee.  The Chamber voted against the 
parliamentary secretary.  She makes a silly argument.   

I would like to have heard what Hon Barbara Scott has to say.  All too often the parliamentary secretary makes 
her loud contributions to debates.  Some of us in the Chamber have loud voices - the honourable member is one 
such member.  She did herself no credit at all.  She is probably lucky that people were not in the public gallery 
during that debate as they may have gained the impression that the parliamentary secretary and the Government 
have no interest in children. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It’s absolutely not the case. 
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Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The member has experience and should know about perceptions.  When she carries on 
that way with such a serious subject, as she is doing now turning around and talking, she shows a lack of interest.  
She should be ashamed of herself. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I support the motion that this report be noted.  I am very disappointed in the 
comments of Hon Paddy Embry.  It seems they were a precursor for a pre-selection speech for a run to be a 
Liberal Party candidate at the next election.  That is how it sounded.  

I remember when we discussed the motion to establish the select committee, I made the point that I hoped it 
would not be another opportunity for a committee with which Hon Barbara Scott is involved to travel.  Clearly, I 
was wrong.  Having said that, this committee was established on 11 June 2003, and the committee has tabled one 
report - an interim report - in Parliament.  Six months later, the only other report Parliament has seen is a one and 
a half page report with a request to travel.  I have to say that I think that is very poor.  I am terribly sorry that 
members opposite find that offensive, but it is very poor.  I am sure work is going on; however, having said that, 
the fact is that this is the first report we have received from this committee in six months and it is a request to 
travel.  I know that Hon Barbara Scott sees herself as a trailblazer and someone who, in her own mind, was 
single-handedly responsible for the introduction of child immunisation in this State.  I am sorry that Hon Barbara 
Scott, who is such a trailblazer in the work she does for children, could not go to France, Norway and Sweden.  
The intent was that she should go and she thought she should.  Unfortunately, she could not get to France, 
Norway and Sweden because of the economic restrictions that have been placed on her committee.  She has had 
to put in a proposal for her committee to go to Queensland, New South Wales, Tasmania and New Zealand.  
Clearly, that must have been hard for her to cope with because, in her mind, those destinations do not seem to be 
as good as the original ones.  It was clear where she preferred to travel.  Having said that, and given the 
constraints that are limiting the amount of travel available, the committee has not had the opportunity to go.   

I looked at the estimated costs and the proposed itinerary.  The airfares were to cost $25 342.25; accommodation 
and meals would cost $7 870; the laundry and mini bar would cost $500; the phone calls, taxi fares and transfers 
- as a float - would cost $500 - that is fine; and the sundry allowance was to be $600.  That totals $34 812.25.  I 
do not have a problem with that.  They are probably accurate projected costs.  However, I have a problem with 
the itinerary.  On Sunday, 1 February 2004, the committee was to fly to Wellington, New Zealand via Melbourne 
and overnight in Wellington.  On Monday, 2 February 2004, there were scheduled am and pm meetings and the 
committee would again overnight in Wellington.  On Wednesday, 4 February 2004, there was a scheduled am 
meeting in Hobart and a pm flight to Sydney - 

Hon Barbara Scott:  You are not reading it properly! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Did I miss Tuesday?  That has about as much detail as the rest of the week!  How 
on earth could the honourable member expect anyone to approve funding for this itinerary?  What a disgrace that 
the member put it up with so little detail.  On Tuesday, 3 February 2004, the committee was to fly to Hobart in 
the morning and stay overnight.  Wednesday, 4 February 2004 it had an am meeting scheduled in Hobart and a 
pm flight to Sydney with an overnight stay.  Thursday, 5 February 2004 it had a scheduled am meeting in 
Sydney and a pm flight to Brisbane.  This is great so far - this informs anyone making a decision into justifying 
the allocation of the money!  On Thursday afternoon the committee was to fly to Brisbane and stay overnight.  
Friday, 6 February 2004 was another jam-packed day: an am meeting in Brisbane and a pm flight to Perth.  I do 
not think I am an unreasonable person.  

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No.  I do not deny people the right to travel and to undertake the work that needs 
to be done on behalf of Parliament.  I acknowledge that committee work is very valuable and that sometimes it is 
necessary for committees to travel, albeit not always.  Decisions must be made.  Funds are not unlimited whether 
they be for this Parliament or the community in general.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, Hon Peter Foss!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Let him go; he does not worry me.  Sorry, Mr Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN:  It worries me.  I do not want everybody else in the Chamber to interject.  If it is good enough 
for one member, it is good enough for all members.  My rules are that it is not good enough for anyone.  The 
member has the floor.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thank you very much, Mr Chairman.   

I do not want to be moralistic and stand in judgment of this committee or any other committee.  
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Hon Barbara Scott:  You did not want the committee.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will address this particular issue.  There is no question about the Government’s 
position.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  You did not want the committee.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We could have divided and voted against it.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  You didn’t want your name in the paper for voting against it, let’s be honest.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not know what this member’s rationale is.  Half the time I do not understand 
what she is saying.  She must be in a different House from the one I am in.  She has a totally different view of 
the history of the issues from mine.  I will not try to interpret what she is trying to say to me.  The member lives 
in a world of her own.  She has a view of her own sense of achievements and what is right in her terms.  It is a 
view I do not share.  I am amazed that she has decided to engage in a debate about the Select Committee on 
Advocacy for Children not having its travel proposal approved.  The point I make is simple: the detail in the 
itinerary about where the committee would go and whom it would meet was very light.  I do not deny 
committees the right to travel.  Travel can be worthwhile.  Having said that, I do not think travel is an automatic 
entitlement for committees.  At the end of the day, the Parliament must be responsible in the allocation of 
moneys it has available.  It does not have an unlimited pit.  It is a bit rich for the committee to want to travel to 
France, Norway and Sweden.  How much would that travel have cost?   

Hon Barbara Scott:  It is irrelevant because we didn’t seek to travel there.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The committee did not ask for it but Hon Barbara Scott made the point that 
France, Sweden and Norway were the committee’s first preference for travel.  If the committee could achieve the 
same outcomes from Queensland, New South Wales, Tasmania and New Zealand, why did it entertain travelling 
to France, Norway and Sweden?  Why did the committee not make those places its first preference rather than 
considering France, Norway and Sweden?  I would hate to see how much it would have cost to travel to those 
three countries.  I do not think the Parliament has been unreasonable in this case.  I do not think it should be 
under an obligation to fund every, single application put before it for committee travel.  I believe there are other 
priorities.  I would like committees to be better resourced with research officers and the like, for example, rather 
than money necessarily being spent on travel.  I am happy to support the motion that this report be noted. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I want to say a couple of words about this matter and to indicate to the member who 
just resumed her seat that she demonstrates conclusively why we are our own worst enemies.  It is very easy to 
criticise members of Parliament and what they do.  It is very easy to score political points on a regular basis on 
things like travel, allowances and all the - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is very easy for people to do that and to get themselves some public and popular 
support by criticising what members of Parliament seek to do.  When I was a member of a parliamentary 
committee that travelled, we finished up in the High Court because some members of Parliament chose to score 
political points on that matter.  Of course, they knew that the moment they criticised that committee’s travel they 
would get banner headlines, and they got them for week after week.  However, the decision to go on that trip was 
made by both sides of Parliament, as it was in those days.  A decision was made that one committee would travel 
that year, and that committee was given the opportunity to do it.  As a result of that, the Clerk, quite properly, put 
in place a process whereby, if a committee wants to travel, the decision is made in the House, and so it is a 
public exercise.  Members must come to the public Parliament, put their proposition on the table and have it 
debated publicly.  Therefore, there is no way in the world that members can sneak off on an overseas trip, as we 
were accused of doing.  It is all open and accountable, and information is available to anybody who wants to 
know what we are doing.  That is the proper way of doing things.   

In recent times, regrettably, committees that put forward propositions to travel are now being told that that is all 
very well, but there is no money; the Legislative Council budget does not extend to members of Parliament 
travelling any more. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Upper House members. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  Lower House members seem to have vast quantities of money to spend to do 
what they want to do, as do members of the Government.  The parliamentary secretary made a very good speech 
about a trip she undertook to Croatia recently at taxpayers’ expense.  I thought she gave us an excellent report, 
and it was obviously money well spent.  However, she should not judge others on the basis that the money is 
coming from a different pot.  The money that was spent on sending the parliamentary secretary to Croatia is 
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okay because it came out of another pot.  However, because the Legislative Council has spent all its money, it 
cannot send anybody away; therefore, it is a bad thing to ask for more money.  The parliamentary secretary 
cannot have it both ways.  It cannot be okay for members of Parliament who happen to be in the Executive or in 
the Government to travel all over the world for all sorts of reasons without having to tell anybody at any time, 
yet when a parliamentary committee publicly comes before the Parliament and puts forward a proposition to 
travel, it is told that it cannot go because there is not enough money.  In my view, that is not acceptable.  As I 
said, we are our own worst enemies when we keep doing these things to ourselves.  We have put in place the 
proper, accountable processes, and they should apply.   

I was rather saddened by the quite sarcastic reflection made by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich on Hon Barbara Scott.  
She made a sarcastic suggestion that Hon Barbara Scott is a lady who thinks she has something to offer for the 
welfare of children.  Hon Barbara Scott’s record in the time she has been in this place demonstrates without 
doubt her great commitment to and concern for the welfare of young people in Western Australia.  She has been 
talking about that ever since she came into this place, and her enthusiasm for the subject is contagious.  She has 
been able to get this Parliament to make decisions about issues affecting children in a way that nobody else has.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She was not able to convince you to implement a children’s commissioner when you 
were in government though.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is true, but that did not stop her, did it?  She has been able to convince the 
Opposition now that that is the course we should take.  If Hon Barbara Scott cannot convince Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich, that is her problem.  However, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich cannot stand in this place and make sarcastic 
reflections on Hon Barbara Scott’s commitment to young children because she has asked to travel.  That is 
outrageous.  The parliamentary secretary should know better than that.  She can attack people for other things, 
but attacking Hon Barbara Scott for her commitment to children is way over the top.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She was trying to say that she was single-handedly responsible for the implementation of 
immunisation in this State and that is not the case.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Barbara Scott said that she worked very hard on the issue and was able to 
achieve an outcome, and I think she deserves credit, not sarcastic criticism, from the parliamentary secretary.  
One of these days opposition members will make an assessment about the parliamentary secretary’s contribution.  
It will take only a small amount of time.  In fact, it will be the shortest debate in the history of this Chamber!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  And you can.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  However, that is not what I am here for.  If the parliamentary secretary does 
something worthwhile - I listened with great interest to her speech about her trip and it was terrific; she did a 
good thing - she should get credit for it.  That would make a nice change occasionally on these sorts of matters.   

I will make a few comments about the funding of the Legislative Council.  When the Labor Party is in office, it 
has always been a problem for the Legislative Council to get a reasonable level of funding.  I put to one side, 
however, the significant achievement of the President in getting some funds spent on the capital works that have 
been required for the Parliament.  It has not just been for members; it has been for the Council itself, the staff 
and the Parliament as a whole.  I commend him for that.  However, bricks and mortar are not enough; there must 
be enough money to ensure that the Chamber can operate effectively and efficiently and provide what is 
required.  It seems to me that the Legislative Assembly simply asks for what it wants and it gets it.  This 
Chamber, for all sorts of reasons throughout history, has been denied funding by Governments of the Labor 
persuasion.  As I have said on a number of occasions, I remember when Hon Joe Berinson, who was the Leader 
of the House and the finance minister, made the decision that the Standing Committee on Government Agencies, 
of which I was a member, would not get any money.  Members often talk about getting extra research support 
for committees and so on; I agree with that.  However, Hon Joe Berinson denied that committee any staff at all.  
Not one officer was attached to that committee for about 18 months, because the Labor Government of the day 
had decided to punish the Legislative Council, and that is what we are seeing now - another re-run of Hon Joe 
Berinson’s punishment - because the Legislative Council had the audacity not to support with an absolute 
majority the Government’s one vote, one value legislation.  As a result, this Chamber incurred a significant 
expense for legal representation, and that money is coming from the money allocated for services that should be 
available to members of this Chamber.  It is just not good enough that the Labor Party should take the view that, 
because the Legislative Council does not agree with all its legislation, it should be starved of funds.   

During our last four years in office, we did not have control of the Legislative Council, but it was not punished 
by having its budget slashed.  In fact, we made funds available for the committee system to grow, and it is 
growing now, although it has come to a grinding halt at the moment.  Members need only look at the history of 
this place - I can do it better than most - to see what has happened with the committee system and how it has 
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grown from one committee in about 1983 to the significant committee system we have now.  For most of the 
time that was avoided, opposed and rejected by Labor Governments.  The only time the committee system has 
done any good in this Parliament is when a coalition Government has been in office, because we believe that the 
Chamber should be properly funded.  It is just not good enough for the current Government to say that it will 
punish the Legislative Council because it did not pass its Bill.  It is not good enough for Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to 
get up and sprout the government line that we should be far more accountable.  It is not good enough to go to 
places that Hon Barbara Scott’s committee wants to go to because the member opposite does not think that is a 
good thing to do - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Of course you should be held accountable for expenditure.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course we should be accountable.  The accountability is in this report placed on 
the Table of this Chamber.  Everybody in the whole world knows what the committee wants to do and they can 
make a judgement about it.  The member thinks that this particular itinerary is no good, and I do not think there 
is enough detail in it either.  On a previous occasion, when I was Leader of the House, I asked for a committee to 
provide more details of its itinerary because I was not satisfied.  I suspect that if there is any prospect of this 
committee being able to travel, it would provide a far more detailed itinerary, and it should be required to do 
that.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Would you have funded this trip?   

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has had the opportunity to speak.  She should let 
the Leader of the Opposition and others speak so we can make some progress.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is regrettable that when the member’s mouth is open, her ears are shut.  Let me 
explain what I just said.  If there was any prospect of this trip being agreed to and the funds being made 
available, I would have said to Hon Barbara Scott and to the Chamber when the matter came before us for 
consideration, that that itinerary was not satisfactory and that I wanted more detail.  The committee has chosen to 
go on this trip and do all its work over six days.  I would have said it should go for 12 days to make it 
worthwhile and fill in the time doing useful things.  The itinerary in the report is not adequate, but it is the first 
step.  A committee puts up the proposition that it wants to travel and outlines where it wants to go and then, if 
there is any prospect of the funds being made available, works out the details.  However, we have been told in 
this Chamber that this committee should not even think about travel because there is no money.  Was this report 
agreed to unanimously, Hon Barbara Scott?   

Hon Barbara Scott:  Yes.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Well, it is not a Liberal Party committee.  It is a three-party committee.  It would be 
nice if we could have a bipartisan approach to these issues instead of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich trying to score 
points against Hon Barbara Scott on a report that has been signed by one of her colleagues.  Let us stop beating 
ourselves up over these things.  Let us start being sensible and getting some across the Chamber support and 
agreement on these matters so that we do not finish up having debates in the Chamber over these issues. 

The parliamentary secretary and I both know that she could say to the public that Hon Barbara Scott wants to do 
a six-day trip that will cost $35 000 and what a terrible waste of money it is, and blame her for it; the 
parliamentary secretary could easily do that.  However, we should get beyond that.  It is called maturity, growing 
up -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I did not choose to have this debate.  Your member chose to have this debate.  That is a 
criticism against the Government.  Do not turn it around on me because your member chose to bring it in as a 
debatable motion in this place.  I was quite happy to note this report.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I sometimes wonder where the member has been for the last however many years she 
has been here.  We now have in this Chamber a sessional order that provides for, as a matter of course, all 
committee reports and ministerial statements to be debated.  The debate is not that we should give them the 
money; the debate is that the report be noted.  Hon Barbara Scott talked about what is in the report.  What else 
would a member talk about on a motion to note the report?  Should she say to just forget about it?  She is entitled 
to raise the issues, just as, in a minute I hope, Hon Graham Giffard will tell us about his trip to China because it 
is referred to a ministerial statement that this House will consider.  We will not say whether it is a good or a bad 
thing; we will just note the ministerial statement and he will tell us about his trip.  I am looking forward to 
hearing about it because I believe it was very good - there should be more of it.  However, the parliamentary 
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secretary cannot help herself; she has to try and score political points on every issue.  Regrettably, it is that sort 
of attitude that brings out the worst in members of Parliament.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I support the motion that this report be noted.  I believe it behoves me as another member 
of the Select Committee on Advocacy for Children (Appointment of a Commissioner for Children) to make 
some comment.  In some respects this whole debate is redundant because we are discussing a proposal for travel 
that would have taken place last month.  The debate should be had but it is important that members realise that 
the debate is theoretical at this stage because the report’s recommendations have lapsed in that they cannot be 
carried out even if the Chamber supported the proposal to travel.  It is water under the bridge. 

The issue of committee travel arises on a regular basis.  As a member of a party that is often in a position of 
being a deciding voice on whether committees travel, I have found such decisions very difficult.  I have chosen 
at times not to travel, because I considered that the travel was perhaps excessive or unnecessary or that the 
outcome could have been achieved with a more modest proposal.  However, when debating this proposal for 
travel, one of the things the committee considered was that from the evidence it heard it seemed that the models 
available in Australia were not those recommended in any of the submissions.  As much as the committee 
acknowledged that it would be useful to meet with representatives from other States where a commission or 
something similar had been established, such meetings would not give it the best information. 

Western Australia is probably one of the most isolated places on the planet.  It is therefore almost inevitable that 
if we want to engage in best practice, members of Parliament will greatly benefit from travelling on occasions.  I 
and other members of the Select Committee on Native Title Rights in Western Australia benefited greatly from 
travelling to Canada and looking at what was happening with Canada’s first nation people.  We could not have 
gained that information by other means.  To achieve the right outcome required very extensive meetings. 

I accept that the detail of the report is relatively light, but I would argue that reflects the fact that the committee 
was already aware that the word was that it was unlikely it would get funded.  The committee members therefore 
made the effort to make the proposal as tight as possible.  That is why we looked at travelling for six days to gain 
that information.  I was concerned that it would be rather like intellectual indigestion.  We were very cognisant 
of the fact that we did not want to put in an extravagant claim.  Other members have raised the issue that perhaps 
it reflects the politics of the funding of committee work and the work of this House.  I believe that is unfortunate 
because it hampers what I consider to be some of the best work that this House does, which is the work done in 
committee.  I believe that even in the time I have been in this place the quality and quantity of the work of the 
committee system have improved dramatically, particularly as a result of the excellent committee staff that we 
have.  

I suggest that one way out of this conundrum is to have the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal make a 
recommendation on what funding should be available for committee work.  The decision should be taken out of 
the hands of the Government of the day.  The recommendation for how much funding should be available for 
committee work should be non-party political.  We have heard that the Commission on Government made a very 
strong comment about the role of committees and their importance in the democratic processes in this State.  I 
have found very concerning all the speculation and suggestions on why there is no money to travel.  Obviously, I 
do not know the truth one way or another because I am not in a position to know it.  However, if this situation is 
to arise regularly and committees are to be restrained by the politics of the day, I would be concerned about that.   

Nevertheless, it is beholden on any member of a committee to make the best judgment about what is a 
reasonable proposal.  We considered that some other countries had some very good examples that were 
recommended to us, but the committee felt that that proposal would be too expensive, so we looked at a much 
more limited one.  That we were not even granted funding to talk to people in other parts of the State was a very 
direct inhibition on regional participation.  People from other parts of the State can write in, but the fact that the 
committee was not even granted funds to travel to some of the major regional centres to hear people’s views on 
the subject of a commissioner for children, I found very difficult.  If this funding application were made by a 
committee established as a result of a Labor proposal, I suggest that it would probably have been viewed slightly 
more favourably.  There is a heavy amount of politics in the messages committees are getting about what 
funding is available.  I concur with the concerns raised by the Leader of the Opposition about how easy it is to 
politicise expenditure by members of Parliament.  Members know that I have argued before for constraint in 
expenditure in almost every instance, including salaries, but the attitude to the proposal of the select committee 
to enable it to get better information on which to base its report has been inhibitive.  I reiterate that there was no 
dissent from this proposal to travel from within the committee, which is composed of a Liberal Party member, a 
Labor Party member and a member of the Greens (WA).  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich raised the issue that this is the 
first report by the committee and it is an interim report on a proposal to travel.  I remind the member that, if a 
select committee produces a final report, that is the end of the select committee.  However, the only way we can 
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travel is to put in an interim report.  It is a technical matter that the committee present an interim report that is a 
proposal to travel.   

With those comments, I encourage members to let a bit of sanity prevail over our attitude to committee work, 
and I encourage members to consider the suggestion that the allocation of funds be taken out of the party 
political arena, where the Government of the day has a lot of influence on funding.  I note the disparity between 
funds available for committee work of the Legislative Assembly and that of this place.  Perhaps the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal could do a good job of recommending an independent assessment of the value of 
committee work and how much funds should be made available to enable committees to provide the best advice 
to the Parliament.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I support the motion that the report be noted.  I join with both the Leader of the Opposition 
and Hon Giz Watson in saying that travel by committees can be extremely valuable.  One recent trip taken by the 
Standing Committee on Legislation had to do with the Corruption and Crime Commission.  We felt there was no 
other way we could gain the information we gathered on that trip.  Quite apart from anything else, people would 
not have committed to writing what they were prepared to tell us.   

We could not have seen the quite fascinating things that gave us a bit of an insight into how these things worked 
and nor could we have judged the people.  One of the things that really came out of that was how functional it 
was to discuss the other bits of the system with those people.  For instance, in New South Wales there are four 
bodies, and it was not so much what they said but the tone in which they said it.  If it had gone into a letter we 
would never have been able to pick what was being said between the lines.  I suspect the people who drafted the 
legislation have not had that same experience.  If they had, we might not have needed to travel, because many of 
the problems that we saw in the first instance were confirmed, verified and explained by that travel.  I do not 
think anybody who had had that experience would have got so many things so wrong. 

There is real value in neither totally reinventing the wheel, nor in ignoring the experience of reality.  The 
legislation itself is not all that matters; all the other bits that go with it - the bits that we will not see in an Act of 
Parliament - also matter.  It was a very good system.  This was always a unified and non-dissenting committee.  
It has been a real pleasure to serve on this committee because we take the time to find the information, we work 
on it hard, and by the time we have finished all the investigations we are usually at pretty much of a muchness on 
the solution.  It is a very good method of doing things, and travel can be a very important part of that.  It is 
worrying that it has always been so vexed.  The suggestion by Hon Giz Watson that it be decided by the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal is a good one.  A lot of things should not be with the Executive.  By way of example, 
our imprest travel should not be with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  I find it offensive that I have 
to provide details of what I am doing to the Government but it does not have to provide details to me of what it is 
doing.  I have to get the Government’s permission to travel, but people in the Government do not have to get my 
permission.  What I found really offensive was that while I was in the United States the Premier released my 
details - only mine, not anybody else’s, nor any of the Labor people who were travelling - because it suited him 
politically to do so.  That is quite apart from being an abuse of executive power, but it gives an indication of how 
wrong it is for the Executive to have that sort of control over members of Parliament.  I am happy to be 
accountable, but I would much rather be accountable to somebody other than the Executive.  In terms of the 
budget it has been a problem.  It is true that if it were not for Liberal Governments giving money to committees, 
we would not have any.  In the first Legislation Committee I served on the members wrote the reports.  That is 
why they were somewhat shorter and fairly rushed, but we did everything.  We did our own research and our 
own reports.  I am pleased to say that under the Court Government the funding was greatly increased. 

Hon Kim Chance:  And under the Gallop Government. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The current Government certainly has not reduced it.  It went wrong last year when the 
Treasury recommendation for us to be funded for a case was rejected at the insistence of the Attorney General 
who was upset about it.  That is also an abuse.  I do not see how anybody can possibly support that; I think it is 
quite wrong. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Assuming what you say is correct. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know it is. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You do not have entrée to the cabinet room. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Sometimes I have. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think you are speculating. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Why does the leader not go and ask him and watch his eyes? 
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Hon Kim Chance:  I was present at the meeting. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The leader should go and ask him and watch his eyes when he answers.  He would then 
know that I am right. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am simply challenging your capacity to know what the truth is. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The leader knows I am right. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not know you are right. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  That is very interesting.  The Leader of the House should be able to tell me I am 
wrong.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I am not going to breach cabinet confidentiality.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  I thank the Leader of the House.  The other thing that disturbed me was that although 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich stood up and said she was objecting to the committee travel only on the basis of the 
itinerary, she used the opportunity to make a very personal attack on Hon Barbara Scott.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What was so personal about it?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does not know - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She has a grand view of her achievements; what is so offensive about that?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich cannot see that what she said was offensive and personal, it is time 
she saw someone who could help her improve her personal relationships with other people.  Can Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich not see that what she said was personal and offensive?  I am putting this very nicely.  If I did it her way, 
I would be indulging in some personal reflections on what she thinks she is; however, I will not indulge in such 
personal reflections.  The way in which Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich behaves is most unsatisfactory.  She was not 
content to criticise just the itinerary; that has been explained.  As is said in football, it is the difference between 
playing the man and playing the ball.  If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to play the ball, she should play it.  If she 
wants to play the man, she should realise that this Chamber will suffer for that, because she will get it back.   

I will deal with another point.  If we are to have this sort of approval process, we almost need a two-stage 
process.  I realise that getting approval once seems hard enough.  The problem we have is that committees must 
have a detailed itinerary to get approval to travel.  However, members cannot put a detailed itinerary together 
until they know they can travel.  We had this difficulty with the Corruption and Crime Commission legislation; 
we knew the people we wanted to meet but we did not know whether we would be able to meet them.  That 
depended upon whether we were allowed to go and when we could go.  Committees cannot arrange to see senior 
people such as members of Parliament, ministers and heads of commissions and then say that they are terribly 
sorry but they do not have the money to travel.  Committees need to be able to put forward a proposition that 
there is a necessity to travel and then could describe the places and people they would see.  They should not be 
required to provide a detailed itinerary because at that stage how are they able to provide such a thing?  Members 
should imagine how embarrassing it would be for a committee to make appointments to see people and then 
write to them saying that it had been knocked back for funding and there was no money to travel.  The basic idea 
is the need to travel.  Once a committee has approval for a preliminary budget, it can work out a final itinerary.  
That is probably another example of why it should be in the hands of somebody else.  I do not know whether the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal would be appropriate; that may be a little dodgy.   

There is a need for there to be some other process to determine, first, whether it is a good proposition and, 
secondly, whether the people the committee wants to meet are reasonable.  On the other hand I do not think we 
should overload committee members.  I have always put far too much on my itinerary when I have travelled.  I 
always think that I can see four people in a day.  The next thing I find is that I must run from one place to the 
other, and by the time I get back I am practically dead from overdoing it.  Many members do not even take 
weekends, so the whole time they are away they see people at a huge rate and do not take any time to rest and 
recuperate.  They come back looking totally done.  I am sure the minister has done that.  Any ministerial trip I 
did was like that.  Far too much was included.  Members come back feeling like a washed out dishcloth.  The 
reality is that one’s idea of how many people one can see is always greater than one’s capacity.  Leaving that 
aside, it indicates that there is a problem.  We need a more satisfactory arrangement.  I do not know what the 
answer is.  I regret the opportunity that has been lost in this case.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I support the motion that the report be noted.  Members in this place have heard me on 
numerous occasions applaud the committee system.  It is certainly one of the best things that this House in 
particular has.  It provides members of those committees with the opportunity to bring forward to this place some 
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very important information.  A process is in place that I believe would be difficult to improve.  Currently, a 
report is presented to the House that explains what the committee wishes to do and then the House decides 
whether to support the committee or ask it to provide additional information.  As the Leader of the Opposition 
said, in this instance he would have asked the committee to provide additional information.  I agree with Hon 
Giz Watson and Hon Peter Foss that this select committee’s funds could possibly be provided from another 
source.  The costs of the committee system are part of the costs of running the House.  If the House agrees it is of 
such importance to the operation of this place that a committee should travel in its inquiries, money should be set 
aside, just as our salaries and allowances are set aside.   

Is not unusual that when people consider costs, they compare them with the likely outcomes; indeed, that is often 
the first step.  Every committee should go through that cost-benefit analysis.  The end of that process involves 
determining whether the benefits that would be received justify those costs.  When the benefits are considered, 
we should not lose sight of the fact that although travelling committees look at specific matters within their terms 
of reference, while they are away, committee members would be mindful of other things that happened around 
them, unless they are totally blinkered.  There is an enormous amount to see and an enormous number of people 
to talk to on many issues, not just the issues for which the committee members have travelled.   

Some members opposite have said that the information the committee is seeking might be obtained by letter or 
from the Internet.  I agree with other members who have spoken on this matter who said that often simple, two-
way communication is not enough.  Hon Peter Foss said that people could read between the lines when they 
communicate and that that can often be done only when people are looking at each other.  For example, members 
in this place are given a certain amount of time to talk on a subject matter.  On many occasions members 
interject because they try to clarify at the time certain things that have been said.  Members do not wait until they 
have the opportunity to speak before asking important questions.  If they waited, they would have missed the 
opportunity to ask the questions.  Members do not wait their turn to speak before asking questions and then wait 
yet again for the member to whom the questions have been directed to stand and answer them if he so wishes.  
Exactly the same could be said when committees travel.  It gives members an opportunity to interact and, when 
things are said, members can ask further questions far easier than they could via the Internet.  Certainly 
information can be gleaned in that manner.  However, the best information is obtained when we can talk to 
people and, as Hon Peter Foss said also, see the results of certain actions that those people have taken.  

Hon Peter Foss:  You can look at something and see whether it is going brilliantly or badly. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is the case as well.  In another life I experienced a situation in which we were told 
that we should spend $150 000 to import a fantastic program from another country, only to find that it was 
totally inappropriate because it had not been adapted to local conditions.  A program that works in another 
country may not necessarily work here.  We need to understand how the program works and what makes it 
successful in that other country.   
Hon Peter Foss:  The New Zealanders told the whole world that they were not jailing children, yet when we went 
to New Zealand we saw all the places where they were jailing children.  They just did not call them jails. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is true as well.  Terminology is all-important. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Why do you think a program may work well in one country and not in another?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is the whole point.  There are many variables.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Do you know of any?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No.  I was asked to operate the program, and I found that it did not work, but I was not 
given the opportunity of going to the country that the program had come from to find out why it did work there.  
A lot of it may come down to terminology, as I have said.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Or cultural differences. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  One member at a time.  Hon Ray Halligan has the floor. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  Certainly cultural differences may be a big factor.  It 
depends on the emphasis and weight that we place on any number of these variables.  It depends also on the 
outcomes that the people who have developed the program expect to achieve.  We may have totally different 
expectations about the outcomes of a particular program.  Therefore, it is important that we analyse what we 
want to do.  It is equally important that before we come into this place with resolutions - in this case about the 
appointment of a commissioner for children - we have sufficient information before us to enable us to make 
decisions about which we are totally comfortable.  Far too much legislation has gone through this place about 
which we have not been all that comfortable.  That is most unfortunate.   
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I hope you are not reflecting on the decisions of the House.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Not at all.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  He is.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is most unlike the member.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If members were to be truthful and search their own minds, they would agree that there 
have been many occasions on which the legislation that has been passed by this place has been nowhere near as 
good as they truly believed it could have been.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is a fair comment, particularly about the period from 1993 to 2000.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I thank the minister for his interjection, but I suggest the period is from 2001 to 2004.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I regret that you are being partisan.  That is most unlike you.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is most unfortunate that this Chamber does not have the resources that it requires to 
enable it to undertake the work that the people of Western Australia expect of it.   

Question put and passed.  

People’s Republic of China, Visit by Hon Graham Giffard, Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

Resumed from 21 November 2003 on the following motion moved by Hon Alan Cadby - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I will take the opportunity to make a few comments about the statement I made in 
October 2002 in this place on behalf of the Minister for Education and Training.  The international student 
market for education is an issue of some interest to me and I was delighted to be involved in a short trip to China 
to witness a ceremony that launched a joint venture between a Perth-based company and an educational 
institution in China.  The key characteristic of the joint venture at this stage of its development is the basic 
method by which the service delivery is brought about, which is by the Perth-based company’s negotiations with 
educational institutions in Australia to provide Australian courses on site in educational institutions in China, 
under the control and supervision of those Australian institutions.  It is interesting because it is the type of 
program that is becoming more prevalent and certainly the type of program that was not the norm or as common 
20 years ago.  Primarily the international market for education 20 years ago was for overseas students to come to 
Australian schools, colleges and universities.  That was the basic method by which Australian institutions 
provided that service to overseas students.  In the past 20 years that has changed.  That practice is still very much 
part of the industry, but there is also an increasing incidence of Australian institutions going offshore to provide 
education to overseas students in partnership arrangements or -  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Selling their services. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Selling their services, but in different ways.  They have become much more 
outreaching in that way.  In the past few years the world has changed quite dramatically.  Many parents and 
families do not want their children to travel overseas to foreign countries to pursue their education.  In the 
international market for education, therefore, there is a real trend and a real development among Australians to 
go to other countries to provide that service.  This joint venture falls into that category.   

About 18 months ago I was surprised to learn just how big the market is for this service.  It is a significant 
market in Western Australia and is about our eighth largest export industry.  I am told that it provides 
approximately $600 million a year in export income.  It really is quite a significant industry. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It is a very significant source of income for universities. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, for universities, colleges and schools.  I am talking about more than 125 
institutions in Western Australia, which is a remarkable number, that provide education for overseas students.  It 
is a significant source of income for universities, which is a more high-profile example, as there has been a 
political debate on the provision of services to full fee-paying overseas students.  However, the majority of 
institutions that provide this service are, in fact, not universities, notwithstanding that universities are 
significantly involved. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You will find that universities are also putting a lot of effort into taking their courses 
overseas and providing them overseas. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, absolutely. 
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It is not simply a question of getting full fee-paying students. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, it is the university area from where that real drive has come.  It is a significant, 
growing and important industry for Western Australia.  I note that the top four source countries of students 
coming to Australia in 2000-01 were Singapore, Hong Kong, Malaysia and Indonesia, which accounted for 42 
per cent of all international students.  Members can see that there is a significant market for Australian education 
services in South East Asia.  This project involves a relationship with China, and Western Australia has an 
important trade and investment relationship with China.  It is one of our largest export markets; it is becoming 
even more important to us. 

The project that was the subject of my visit to China seems to be growing rapidly in terms of scope, student 
numbers and the courses to be provided.  I had some notes late last year, and I cannot remember whether the 
situation has changed dramatically.  Student numbers for late last year were up around 6 400.  Members may 
recall that when I first gave a statement to this place about my trip, student numbers were around 3 000, so a 
large increase has occurred.  Significant work is taking place with the upgrade of teaching buildings and sporting 
facilities at Chongqing Hailian University.  I reported to members at that stage that Amnet Limited, as it was 
then, entered into an arrangement to undertake Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology courses.  That was 
confirmed and RMIT courses are provided to Chinese students.  I do not recall whether I made the comment in 
the House, but I encouraged Amnet to persist with discussions with Western Australian institutions.  The 
negotiations are important to Western Australia.  This joint venture is positive and potentially very beneficial to 
the State.  I was keen that the company pursue talks with Western Australian institutions.  I was advised late last 
year that a memorandum of understanding was signed with Edith Cowan University for the delivery of masters 
and undergraduate courses in Chongqing, and to offer students the opportunity to study in Perth.  
Representatives from ECU visited Chongqing Hailian University as part of the process, and that aspect is well 
under way.   

Additionally, I am advised that ECU has developed a professional development program for Chinese English 
language teachers.  The course is to be delivered over three months with two months training in Chongqing and 
one month in Perth at the Claremont campus.  I do not know whether it has started.  In November of last year, 
they planned to have the first batch of 20 students come here early this year.  It is a pleasing and positive 
development.  A memorandum of understanding has been signed with Curtin University, particularly for the 
delivery of nursing degrees.  The program is aimed at qualified registered nurses who will undertake a Curtin 
nursing degree conversion program.  This one-year course will enable students to work overseas.   

There are also discussions with the University of Western Australia, but they have not progressed as much as the 
discussions with Edith Cowan University and Curtin University.  A memorandum of understanding has been 
established with Central TAFE for the delivery of vocational education and training.  I am not sure where that 
will take place but it was on track last year to commence this year.  I was advised that they were very pleased 
with the cooperation and professionalism of the Western Australian institutions.  That is very heartening.  They 
regard their relationship with those institutions as excellent.  They are working with them to derive many 
benefits for themselves, the State and the institutions.  As I said when I first reported to the House, this is a very 
positive initiative.  I was very pleased to be part of the ceremony that recognised the signing of the joint venture 
with AmNet Ltd, which has now changed its name to Hailian International Ltd.  I read of the change in the 
Sunday Times a few weeks ago.  I am not sure how it was done, but the company has divested itself of its IT 
services and it is focusing solely on the education venture in China.  By all accounts, the company is doing very 
good work and is growing and developing.  I am sure that it will be a success for both sides of the joint venture.  
I have every hope and expectation that the benefits, which are demonstrable, will flow through to the people of 
Western Australia.  I thank members for their support of this venture. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Before I give the call to Hon Alan Cadby, I must advise that we have only two minutes left. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I would like to provide an update.  I have the report from Hailian International Ltd on 
screen in front of me.  The parliamentary secretary is correct; the enrolment is now 6 413 students.  It seems that 
Hailian International is doing rather well.  It increased its profit to $360 000 last year.  The number of students 
enrolled has increased by 31 per cent.  It is going from strength to strength. 

I have experience in overseas education.  Members may not be aware that Western Australia has a reputation for 
teachers who have the capacity to teach other teachers about technology in education, particularly mathematics, 
physics and chemistry.  A number of us were asked by the Australian Association of Mathematics Teachers, the 
Mathematical Association of Western Australia and Hewlett-Packard to go overseas to explain to people how we 
use technology in the curriculum.  As it happens, most of us who went were from the independent schools sector.  
That is not because it was the only place there was expertise but because it is easier to take leave from 
independent schools and travel overseas without the schools incurring extra expense.  There are as many teachers 
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in government schools who are experienced and well qualified teachers in technology as there are in non-
government schools.  There is no competition; it just happens that the industrial relations are quite different in an 
independent school. 

I travelled to Hong Kong, India, Malaysia, Singapore and China, and accompanied Hon Graham Giffard to 
Chongqing.  I note that he is wearing his Hailian tie today, which was a gift given to him by Professor Ling.  
Unfortunately, I am not wearing mine because I was unaware this matter would come on today.  The people in 
South East Asia were very keen to learn the ways of the western educational system.  There are many 
opportunities for Western Australians to travel overseas and be paid considerable amounts of money for their 
expertise.  I know of a number of consultants who are travelling throughout China and making a great deal of 
money.  Unfortunately, many of them are teachers who are being missed in Western Australia.  

During my Beijing visit, more than anything else I noticed that the local people were very keen to look at 
anything we had written down.  I took a large portfolio of my work and they asked if they could borrow it.  I said 
they could look through it and then I saw it disappear out of the room and numerous copies being issued to 
everybody who was there.  Any chance I had of making money through the copyright of my portfolio was gone 
forever.  However, that does not mean we should not travel to China and share our expertise with its people.  I 
found the people in China to be very enthusiastic and keen to learn our western ways.  The trouble is, of course, 
that if we teach them too much, their knowledge will surpass our knowledge.  It worries me that we may become 
a little complacent in Western Australia or Australia as a whole.  I am watching the clock, Mr Chairman.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 
 


