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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Renewable Energy Sector 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [4.33 pm]:  I will speak briefly on two matters.  Firstly, I 
advise the House that as of 20 November the World Bank identified for the first time, through its extractive 
industries review, which was commissioned by bank president James Wolfensohn, that it would be phasing out 
its funding for all oil and coal mining projects from here on in and would be putting together shadow pricing 
arrangements to assist in the funding of the renewable energy sector.  This will be a critical move at a global 
level.  However, this seems to fly right in the face of an answer I was given by the Minister for Energy yesterday 
in which it was apparent that he is already determining that he will renege on statements made on 27 October at 
the Western Australian Sustainable Energy Association breakfast.  He outlined at that function his commitment 
to introducing a metering subsidy to assist the renewable energy sector, a series of studies into renewable energy 
capacity within the south west interconnected system and the potential for demand management, and a one cent 
per kilowatt hour subsidy for renewable energy generators.  In his answer to the question yesterday the minister 
clearly revealed an element of coercion upon the Greens (WA) and the renewable energy sector by saying that he 
will implement these measures only if his preferred model of energy reform gets passage through this place.  
Although I am concerned about the statements of the minister and the pressure he is attempting to apply on the 
Greens because of our support for the renewable energy sector, it flies in the face of an international imperative.  
He should stand condemned for that.  

Plant and Animal Extinctions in Australia 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The other point I raise relates to a number of other things we are doing in this State; 
namely, Barrow Island, the mining of Windarling and others.  The International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature is the world body supporting biodiversity and monitoring the state of animal populations throughout the 
world.  It comprises 100 government agencies and 750 non-government organisations, and includes 10 000 
internationally recognised scientists among its members.  The IUCN has just announced that Australia has 
slipped from fifth place to the second highest in the number of plant and animal species under threat of 
extinction.  Australia was ranked fifth last year behind the United States, Malaysia, Indonesia and Brazil.  This 
year Australia, with 1 324 threatened species, is second only to the United States, with 1 911.  For all the rhetoric 
at both state and federal levels about its environmental credentials, Australia is rapidly catching up with the 
United States, and if it is not careful will be placed as the country with the highest level of threatened plant or 
animal extinction anywhere in the world.  
Hon Jim Scott:  It is a disgrace.  
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is an absolute disgrace.  I visited Indonesia, and when we consider that the impacts 
on native flora and fauna in that country are only four-fifths of the impacts in Australia, it is time to get both the 
State and federal Governments to have a major look at how we manage the biodiversity of this great nation of 
ours.  The category most under threat in Australia is reptiles, and Barrow Island is probably one of the most 
significant areas of biodiversity for threatened reptiles, with 24 species on the threatened list.  This only 
compounds the problems Australia has with its status in the world as an environmentally sensitive nation.  More 
than 20 per cent of all Australian mammals are now threatened with extinction.  I have a great deal of concern 
that the State Government and the federal Government are doing so little to address one of the most significant 
issues facing this planet.  

Dumbleyung District Memorial Hospital 
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.39 pm]:  I was most concerned to hear this morning about the 
Government’s decision to close the Dumbleyung District Memorial Hospital.  The decision was not made today.  
However, I was listening to part of the Liam Bartlett show, as I am sure were other members, and it was 
mentioned.  I am concerned about this for a number of reasons.  In my short time in the Parliament, it is a subject 
about which I have spoken on several occasions in this Chamber.  I have mentioned the two strongest reasons for 
people leaving the outer farming areas to live in the larger coastal towns and cities, and they are lack of health 
facilities and lack of education facilities.  Of course, there are other reasons, but they are the well-documented 
causes.   

I ask the Government: what is the point of people making well-researched speeches in this Chamber if no notice 
is taken of them?  I believe it is beholden on a Government of any persuasion to take notice of the statements 
made by the elected representatives from the different parts of our huge State.  In this case, I was concerned 
about the number of patients quoted by the Minister for Health.  It made me rather suspicious.  Therefore, I rang 
the ABC, and it arranged for the woman who used to be on the hospital board to give me a call.  It is very 
interesting, because the Minister for Health spoke about the hospital having only two patients, and said that it 
was not economical to keep open a hospital for two patients.  That is fair comment.  However, I believe that on 
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that radio program the minister gave the impression that the hospital had not had many more than two patients 
for a long time, and that is quite untrue.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The impression I formed was that there were three aged persons in residence, and that was 
it; and that had been so for two years. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  No.  There are some aged patients because, apart from the hospital, there are no aged 
care facilities in the town.  In October this year there were six patients.  We are only in November, for Pete’s 
sake.  Do not let us get the impression that, forever and a day, Dumbleyung has had only two people who need 
these facilities.  That is not so.  The reason the hospital had only two patients is that the Department of Health 
instructed the hospital to not admit any more patients.  Let us get to the truth of the matter.  I am not accusing the 
Minister for Health of lying, but perhaps he was misinformed by his bureaucrats.  It must be one or the other.  I 
do not think there is a difference between a direct lie and a smart way of saying something. 

Another interesting issue is the other health care provided by that hospital.  The Minister for Health mentioned 
several times the $900 000 budget, and made it sound as though that was the hospital budget.  That hospital 
supplies school health services, general child health services and mental health services.   

Hon Peter Foss:  All the general health services. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Exactly.  It is being untruthful to give an impression that this hospital, with two 
patients, is costing - 

Hon Peter Foss:  It is an absolute lie.  It was all changed years ago. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is misinformation.  He is a new Minister for Health.  Perhaps his bureaucrats are not 
informing him adequately - I do not know.  However, it is a matter that he needs to look into.  I have said before 
that not every service that the Government provides can expect to be run at a profit.  For example, public 
transport systems around the world are very costly to Governments.  Most of them run at a huge loss, and so do 
health services.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Just on that -  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I have only a very limited time, minister.  If I finish early, the minister will have a 
longer list of items to speak about.  Why should the health service in that part of the world be picked on?  The 
people of Waroona are concerned.  People are concerned about the Moora District Hospital.  It is all very well 
for the other minister, in answer to Hon Norman Moore’s question, to speak about - 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  What about Bruce Rock, Three Springs and Wyalkatchem?  

Hon Kim Chance:  What has happened to them?   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  They are on the list.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is a National Party list.  Are you aware of that?   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  This is my time, please, members.  The community is worried about a number of things.  
However, before I speak about that I will refer to the economics.  If the Government wants to look at just 
economics, I will remind it that that region produces a vast amount of wealth for this State.  The Australian 
Bureau of Statistics’ figures show that in 2000, $66.6 million of agricultural products were produced.  Primary 
producers suffered from severe frost that year.  Hardly a wheat crop was harvested in the Kukerin area.  Rather 
than looking at a bad year, we should look at this year to balance it.  It is realistic to say that the value of the crop 
will yield three times that amount this year, which would make it $199.8 million.  The Government must look at 
what these areas produce, in proportion to a relatively measly $900 000 for a health system.  The Government 
must look at the bigger picture.  This occurs across many rural areas.   
Other matters must be considered.  For a number of reasons there has been a drift in the population from the 
country to the city and large coastal towns.  I have referred to the two biggest reasons that people are moving to 
the city and large coastal towns, which costs the Government money.  Those people do not have jobs and they 
must live somewhere.  The infrastructure for the State must be increased.  There have been water shortages in 
Perth, here, there and everywhere.  Part of the reason for that is the drift of the population to the coastal towns.  It 
is all very well to say that they live only 50 kilometres from here and 60 kilometres from there.  However, 60 
kilometres is a long way to travel for a parent with a sick child.  Not too many people in the city complain 
because they do not have to drive 60 or 70 kilometres to a hospital, unless the hospital will not take them and 
they are shunted all around the place like a yoyo. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You could go to Northam.  That is easy and close.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That area is lucky because it is not very far from the outer farming regions to Northam.   

Hon Peter Foss:  They have a very good hospital, which was built by a very forward-thinking minister.   
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Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is excellent, but they will probably not have it for very much longer.  If the 
minister wants to talk about money, he must be realistic.  The money is generated by people, and they must live 
in the country to do that.  Farming is not quite like a mine; it is not a fly in, fly out proposition, as the previous 
Minister for Agriculture thought.  We all know what he was like.  He was generally considered to be the worst 
Minister for Agriculture that this State has ever had.  We all know that.  We should expect a little more from the 
current Minister for Agriculture.  It is the minister’s electorate.  I hope that he fights for the continuation of 
profitable agriculture and what that means to the community.  We must do what we can to ensure it continues.  I 
believe that the minister is so gifted and so persuasive that if he got stuck into the relevant people, he would win 
the day.  People in his electorate are relying on him.  One of the problems with a Labor Government is that it 
does not have many representatives in those areas.  That might make the job tougher for the Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, but he has broad shoulders.  Will the Government just read the committee’s 
report and not take the slightest notice of its recommendations?  People are saying that if that is the case, they do 
not want to be members of that committee.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.51 pm]:  I thank Hon Paddy Embry for providing 
an opportunity for me to comment on the Dumbleyung District Memorial Hospital.  I do not presume to 
comment on behalf of the Minister for Health.  However, it is necessary to consider what is happening inside the 
health system and why the Government is making the decisions it is making.  Generally, people recognise that 
our health system could do better than it does.  The fact has been raised today that the health system in this State 
has a habit of blowing its budget.  It has become addicted - if I can use that term - to that process.  The 
Department of Health’s record for that is the worst of any in the government system.  The present Minister for 
Health has told the department that it must stop blowing its budget.  If it does not stop, effectively, there will be 
nothing left for anyone else; it is wasting money.  In saying that, the minister has taken on a heavy task.  He 
cannot say that and then go on tolerating clear examples of inefficiency when they are staring him in the face.   

I ask members to consider the fact that cancer patients are waiting for up to six months for certain necessary 
forms of treatment.  That is intolerable and it is not a situation he can allow to continue.  We should all agree that 
it is an intolerable situation.  At the same time, Dumbleyung is quite well served by hospitals.  The distances 
involved have been mentioned today.  Three aged-care patients are in that hospital.  They are the responsibility 
not of the State but of the Commonwealth, yet the State is paying all the maintenance costs.  Effectively, the 
Dumbleyung hospital has not accepted a medical admission since it was closed in 1998.  Despite that, the 
hospital maintains a staff of 31. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  That is not true according to the woman from the hospital board.  I cannot speak for her 
veracity, but I suggest you check that.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  At the very least, if what I said is incorrect, of course I will withdraw that.  
Notwithstanding that, the admission rate of that hospital must be very low because, effectively, it does not 
operate as a hospital and it has not done so since 1998.  How can the Minister for Health balance the clear need 
to service the needs of those cancer patients, some of whom may come from Dumbleyung, with a situation that is 
clearly wasteful?  I do not think we can put the situation at Dumbleyung in any other way.  It is so wasteful that 
it has almost reached the situation we saw portrayed humorously in the Yes Minister comedy series of being a 
hospital that is very efficient because it has no patients.  

Hon Paddy Embry:  That was a brand new hospital.  

Hon Peter Foss:  It is also a health service; you know that.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a very good point.  I thank Hon Peter Foss for raising that and I agree with him.  
That issue has not been adequately explained.  In considering whether the Dumbleyung hospital is being used as 
a hospital, people have addressed the top end of the issues.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You cannot say that all the budget is spent on the hospital.  A large measure goes on the health 
service.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I concede that.  The Minister for Health has made very clear in the figures that that is the 
case.  Perhaps he has not articulated the situation beyond the numbers. 
Hon Paddy Embry:  Other health services will disappear from Dumbleyung.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No; that is the very point I want to pick up.  That is where we have failed in explaining 
this situation adequately.  Dumbleyung people are being asked what health services they want to continue and 
how they want them to continue.  In effect, it is an extension of the multipurpose health service.  
Hon Peter Foss:  It needs a board.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It does not need a board to do that. 
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Hon Peter Foss:  A board would make the decision, instead of the Government, which is a much better way of 
doing things. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Dumbleyung people are being asked what services they want to continue.  There is no 
reason that the services that are currently delivered that Hon Paddy Embry and Hon Peter Foss mentioned cannot 
continue to be served from Dumbleyung.  It is not a question of taking away services; it is a question of whether 
the form of health services that are currently provided at Dumbleyung is the most sensible and most effective 
way of providing them.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Are you going to take away the budget though? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, of course the budget will be reduced, because it is simply not essential.  The largest 
part of the budget is for this massive overservicing; 15 full-time staff meet the needs of three commonwealth 
patients.   

Hon Peter Foss:  What I did was keep the budget and tell people that they could have all of it but they must 
spend it in the most sensible way.  That’s why boards were good. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, on a regional basis.  That is a good point and I thank Hon Peter Foss for it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That is why boards are good: they make the decisions, not the Government. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I suggest to Hon Peter Foss - this suggestion may be taken up by the Minister for Health 
and the people in the region - that the Dumbleyung people should be asking for the budget of $900 000 to be 
retained and they should be saying which services they want delivered in Dumbleyung and which services they 
want delivered in their nearest service area.   

Hon Peter Foss:  The big problem is that fewer health dollars per capita are spent on country people. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is exactly right. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That is why it is unfair.  The problem is that fewer dollars are spent on country people than are 
spent on city people.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is true.  That point was made very clearly to me by both Hon Peter Foss and Hon 
Bob Kucera as the then Minister for Health.  The reason for that is, although there are exceptions, country 
hospitals in the main do not provide tertiary health services. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We did that exercise, even accounting for the money spent on tertiary services.  We made them 
the budget holders and still fewer dollars were spent per capita on country people. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I am running out of time, but I will say that Dumbleyung people are not having 
services arbitrarily withdrawn from them.  The Minister for Health has told them that the current provision of 
health services to them is not an efficient way to provide those services and that they should find a more efficient 
way to provide them.  He has left the book open on what he is prepared to negotiate with the people of 
Dumbleyung, save one matter; that is, those health services cannot continue in their current form.  Whether there 
are differences at the margin of the points that he and I have spoken about, the fundamental truth is that the 
health system is inappropriate to the area.  Dumbleyung District Memorial Hospital has no or very few 
admissions, it has no doctors and it serves almost exclusively commonwealth patients, apart from some limited 
accident and emergency work.  It is simply not a proposition that can continue.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  That is why it is important to the district that it has it.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but let us talk about the district as the great southern district.  The health needs of the 
people of the great southern district are not served efficiently by the current system that is being provided at 
Dumbleyung.  It would be much better if that money were spent on another part of the great southern where the 
health needs of the people of the district could be better served. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you realise that one of the patients there came from Wagin because the Wagin District 
Hospital was overcrowded?  It caters for the overflow from Wagin hospital. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is an interesting question that needs to be dealt with by the people of the great 
southern together with the Department of Health.  All those issues are open for consideration.  Whichever way it 
is looked at, the current system of delivering health needs to great southern people at Dumbleyung hospital is not 
working and cannot work.  We have been through this issue on a number of occasions.  I have made all of the 
same points that Hon Peter Foss made when he was Minister for Health.  He may be amused that I am now using 
the same arguments.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I responded, you see; that was the difference.  I actually listened to country people.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is exactly what the Minister for Health is doing and that is what I am doing now on 
his behalf. 

Hon Peter Foss:  He got rid of all the boards. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The boards are not necessary.  The member is well aware that I am a former resident of 
Merredin, an area that never had a board until the previous Government imposed one on it.  The town of 
Merredin was never happy with it until it got rid of it.  I can assure the member that boards are not universally 
popular.  In fact, the system of health in the country is working much better without the boards.  We are grateful 
to the community for being involved in the way that it is through the community health advisory committee. 

Legal Practitioners Act, Section 13(3) Directions 
HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [5.00 pm]:  I asked a question today to which I received a very 
peculiar answer.  I asked the Attorney General, who is responsible for the Legal Practitioners Act, under which 
the Legal Practice Board is constituted, how many directions had been given under section 13(3) of the Act 
between 1990 and 2003.  I asked for details.  As such, I asked the minister about one of the authorities for which 
he is responsible.  The answer I received was - 

I refer the member to the answer I gave to the Legislative Council question without notice 1545 on 20 
November 2003.   

The answer to question without notice 1545 was - 

The Attorney General was admitted to practise as a barrister and solicitor of the Supreme Court - 
I congratulate him - 

on 4 September 1995.  

I did not ask when he was admitted - 

Otherwise, the questions do not relate to his portfolio responsibilities or to any matter that has arisen 
since his appointment as Attorney General.   

What has that got to do with it?  He is the minister responsible for the Legal Practice Board.  Who else can I ask 
about what the Legal Practice Board has been doing?  We are not constrained to asking ministers only about 
things that have happened since they became a minister.  Ministers are conduits to departments and authorities 
and that is the way we get to them.  Why is it that he will not answer this question?  The reason is quite obvious.  
He knows and I know the reason I asked this question; that is, I wanted to put in context who has had special 
directions under section 13(3) that allow an articled clerk, who should be working as an articled clerk all the time 
- which section 13 requires - to not devote all his time to that and to engage in employment that impinges on the 
hours of nine to five, Monday to Friday.  That is what I am asking for.  It is unusual because, generally speaking, 
people are expected to put all their time into it.  However, there are exceptions.  People are allowed to be tutors 
or lecturers at a university or work as associates to judges.  It is not usual to have full-time employment as an 
engineer or doctor.  People are expected to be there, learning, between nine and five on weekdays. 
If I cannot get this answer about what is happening in the Legal Practice Board through the Attorney General, 
there is no way that the Legal Practice Board is accountable to this Parliament.  He is foreseeing my next 
question: how come this bloke called Jim McGinty was unusually allowed to work from nine to five as the 
Leader of the Opposition or as a minister while being an articled clerk? 

Hon Tom Stephens:  Maybe he got a different copy of your question. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  I have a copy of the copy he got.  I have asked this question and I am entitled to an 
answer.  There is a simple answer: I will move a motion that he answer it.  This minister has become totally 
unaccountable.  The answer he gave yesterday was unacceptable because whether he is qualified to be a lawyer 
is relevant.  The fact is that, when it was raised in the other House, it was pointed out by Ms Sue Walker, the 
member for Nedlands, and, I think, Hon Cheryl Edwardes, that it seemed extraordinary that a person could serve 
his articles - that is, spend his time working as a trainee lawyer - while in full-time employment as the Leader of 
the Opposition or as a minister.  When I came to this Parliament I could not even do consultancy work.  I found 
it was impossible to apply my mind appropriately to consultancy work because of the way in which this place 
intrudes upon every waking moment of one’s life.  It is impossible.  It is quite reasonable for people to ask how 
the Attorney General could serve his articles while he was employed full-time by the people of Western 
Australia to do a particular job.  He was not employed as an ordinary member of this Parliament.  He received 
special pay for being the Leader of the Opposition or a minister.  It is impossible.  The members in the other 
House asked him about it, but he would not answer.  They also asked him whether he was a limited-practice 
solicitor and whether that affected his right to practise as Attorney General.  He refused to answer in a debate 
that spans 10 pages of Hansard.  Why was the Attorney General so sensitive about answering whether he was a 
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limited-practice solicitor?  He denied that that affected his capacity to operate as Attorney General.  He denied 
that there was any ambiguity in the definition of “legal practitioner” in the Supreme Court Act.  However, in this 
House the Solicitor General gave the nod to the Minister for Racing and Gaming when I asked whether that was 
one of the ambiguities that caused the change in the Act.  The answer was yes.  The minister got the same 
message I did from the Solicitor General that that was one of the ambiguities that led to the change that came 
before this House.   

As far as I can see, only one person in the whole State has benefited from that amendment, and that is one James 
McGinty, who, but for that amendment, had a dubious position as Attorney General in the State Government of 
Western Australia.  Personally, I think he probably is entitled to operate as Attorney General; others think he is 
not.  However, that is called an ambiguity.  He claims that he has the advice of the Solicitor General.  I remind 
the House that he also had the advice of the Solicitor General before he introduced into this Parliament the Bills 
that were struck down by the Supreme Court and the High Court.  That is not always a guarantee that something 
is right.  At that time I said that I thought he was wrong.  This time he might have me on his side - it is probably 
a good thing to have me and the Solicitor General on his side - about the ambiguity probably being resolved in 
his favour.  However, the question is: why did the Attorney General not tell this Parliament that he would be the 
principal beneficiary?  I have no problem with resolving an ambiguity.  However, I have a problem with an 
Attorney General who does not tell the whole truth about why a change is being made.  He should not have 
stalled in a debate in the other place that spans 10 pages of Hansard.  It should have been made clear to us.  I 
hope it was made clear to Cabinet, so that it knew that the legislation contained the Jim McGinty clause and that 
it would fix things up for Jim McGinty.   

The issue that I am raising relates to whether the certificate he filed from his principal with the Legal Practice 
Board was truthful, because the principal must give him a certificate saying that he has fully and faithfully 
served his articles.  That certificate is taken by the board, which gives a further certificate that goes to the 
Supreme Court.  That is what we are concerned about.  I say that because a member of the Legal Practice Board 
has said to me that, when the certificate came before the board, the board was extremely concerned that the 
certificate might not be true.  If it is concerned, I am concerned.  I wish to know the facts.  I would like to know 
whether he did get a certificate.  Is that relevant?  Yes, it is relevant for this reason: if it is relevant whether a 
person is a certificated legal practitioner and is properly on the roll, it is also very relevant to know whether that 
person got there on a false certificate.  That is an important fact for us to know.  I have not suggested that; I have 
asked the Attorney General to provide me with the basic information that will enable me to know whether the 
doubt that was expressed by a member of the Legal Practice Board was a reasonable one.   

One thing I know about Mr McGinty is that when he does not answer questions, it is time to probe a bit further.  
For two days running Mr McGinty has failed to answer - he has avoided answering - questions that would 
establish whether he obtained his admission on the roll properly or improperly.  That matter relates to both his 
character and his qualification.  I happen to think that is highly relevant to his being a minister.  If I cannot ask 
those questions, and insist on answers, how was Mr Profumo asked about Christine Keeler in the House of 
Commons?  Mr Profumo was asked that question and he was required to answer it appropriately, because it went 
to whether he was a fit person to hold the particular position he held.  It is not enough for Mr McGinty just to say 
that he is on the roll.  I would like to know the underlying facts.  If Mr McGinty now understands why I have 
asked the questions, I would like to have the answers.  I will persist in seeking to have these questions answered 
because I think they are appropriate answers to obtain.  I will not at this stage accuse him of being admitted on 
the basis of a false certificate, but I would like to know the facts.  I cannot understand why a person who says 
that he is unafraid of the facts is afraid to tell me those facts.  If they are clear and open, why will he not tell me?  
Why would he not answer the question of whether he is a limited-practice solicitor during a Legislative 
Assembly debate that spans 10 pages of Hansard?  Why will he not answer my questions about when he 
registered his articles, when he served them and for how long he served them?  

House adjourned at 5.10 pm 
__________ 

 


