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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 23 June on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Housing and 
Works) - 

That pursuant to Standing Order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council take note of tabled paper No 2170A-
H (2004-05 Budget Statements), laid upon the Table of the House on 6 May 2004. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.30 am]:  I wish to make some comments about the impact of the 
budget on disadvantaged sections of our community.  The general impression I have both from my assessment of 
the budget and from speaking to a number of organisations that work in the social service sector, particularly the 
not-for-profit sector, is that although the budget was viewed as being positive overall, it fell short of the mark in 
addressing the issues of fundamental inequality in our community.  As much as the budget held the line and 
there was no additional disadvantage, there was no significant advance.  In effect, the budget did not address the 
fundamental issues of inequality in the Western Australian community.  On a number of occasions the Premier 
has placed emphasis on the healthy economy of this State by comparing it to a V8, which is an interesting 
analogy when one considers the sustainability issues and the Government’s apparent acknowledgment of 
greenhouse gas issues.  We probably should not be encouraging the use of V8s; we should probably be going for 
a small family car powered by gas, but that is another matter. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It was the Treasurer who made that observation, not the Premier. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I appreciate that interjection, although the Premier repeated those comments during his 
address to the Western Australian Council of Social Services conference early last week.  I was referring to that 
occasion when he referred to the same analogy. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That reminds me of a four-on-the-floor analogy that was used on a previous occasion. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes.  Western Australian society is so dependent on the use of the private car, it is almost 
inevitable that analogies are drawn between motor vehicles and other issues such as the economy. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That particular gearbox packed up very quickly. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My ambition would be to have an energy efficient bicycle-based economy rather than a 
V8 economy! 

Although this Government’s V8 economy was enthusiastically embraced, there is a growing gap between the 
rich and the poor in this State, some of which results from federal policies, legislation and decisions, but some of 
which also results from what this State Government does and how it chooses to allocate funds.  It is 
acknowledged that there were no additional household charges, and that was welcome, and that there was a 
commitment to the indexation of costs borne by the social service sector.  I acknowledge that that was a first in 
Australia, and it was welcomed within the social service not-for-profit sector.  It is essential to acknowledge the 
contribution made to the economy by this sector - not the profit based economy - because a lot of these 
organisations rely very heavily on volunteer time and energy and, being not-for-profit, the contributions are 
enormous not only to the economy in a dollar sense but also to the wellbeing of our society in Western Australia.  
It is also acknowledged that the area of housing and disabilities received additional funding, which was very 
welcome.  There is significant unmet need in those two areas.  People who are disadvantaged and those who 
have advocated on their behalf, including me and others in the Greens (WA), have raised in this place the issue 
of unmet need.  That additional funding is welcome.  In the area of housing there is still an enormous area of 
unmet need.  Some of the replies to questions I asked during the recent Estimates Committee hearings indicate 
that there will be an ongoing unmet need in the area of public housing, for example. 

An area that did not receive additional funding is mental health, which is of great concern to me.  Mental health 
funding in Western Australia is inadequate.  It is recognised that the burden of mental health on the health 
budget of any community is approximately 20 per cent.  It is also broadly recognised that 10 per cent of the 
health budget should be channelled into addressing mental health problems, which are also on the increase.  The 
fact that mental health did not receive additional funding is a problem. 

At the end of last week, the Western Australian Council of Social Services had its 2004 conference.  At that 
conference the Leader of the Opposition, Colin Barnett, made a commitment that if the coalition came to 
government, it would increase the mental health budget to 10 per cent of the overall health budget, and that was 
a welcome commitment.  I would like to read some of the comments that were made by the President of 
WACOSS, Tony Pietropiccolo in his welcoming speech.  I had the good fortune to attend that conference and 
hear Mr Pietropiccolo.  Not only was it a very good speech, but, as I said to him afterwards, I do not think I 
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could have put it better myself.  His overall comments related to not only government policy directions but also 
the recent budget.  Mr Pietropiccolo said -  

The title of the conference “Bring on the Change” reflects the deep yearning that so many of us have for 
a better society.  For the majority of us . . . this yearning arises from the very depths of our being.  It is a 
craving for a society that is truly committed to justice.  For a place in which people can have their 
physical, emotional and spiritual needs acknowledged and attended to. 

This Australia of ours can be the “lucky country” but not if we believe that this can be achieved through 
division and fear.  No doubt each of us can become fixated on our own needs.  We can divide into 
interest groups each concerned with our own undertakings.  This may bring about individual success 
and the achievement of self-serving influence.  It can result in a certain level of satisfaction and even 
recognition.  What it will not do is meet our deepest need for unity and supportive relationships.  It will 
not allow us to experience the fulfilment that comes from genuinely seeking the wellbeing of others. 

The Australia that most of us in this room want -  

He was referring to the conference attendees -  

is one in which the poorest and the vulnerable are respected.  It is a place in which the focus is our 
shared humanity and not our individual or group status.  In such a nation neither fear nor self-interest 
will be the reason for action but rather a genuine compassion for our fellow human beings.  It will be a 
country in which race, creed or gender will not be used as reasons for exclusion.   

Is it possible to hope for a society in which people are committed to absence of inequity?  There is little 
doubt that we have a need to believe and hope in such a possibility, if we are not to fall into collective 
despair.  And, if we accept that it is possible to achieve such a society, the question and challenge to 
each of us is: what stops us from truly seeking it and achieving it.   

Nations, such as Ireland, have valiantly attempted to root out poverty with serious intent and practical 
plans.  South Africa has sought to heal its deep and hurtful wounds by genuinely seeking reconciliation.  
This has not been a fainthearted effort but a determined attempt to eradicate the bitterness and hatred 
that had racked that nation for many generations.  Canada has courageously provided for autonomous 
governance to some of its indigenous people.   

Australia’s history suggests that its people are no less visionary or valiant than these nations.  There is 
little doubt that Australians are capable of wonderful initiatives and exploits.  It has traditionally been a 
socially progressive country.   

Of late we have been successful managers of our economy but have we, in the process, lost sight of our 
deepest and most meaningful values.  Ten or more years of economic growth has been used to reduce 
our national debt; a worthy achievement.  We have in the same period remained a divided nation.  
Indigenous people feel no more included or supported today then ten years ago.  Their health and well 
being, by any indicator, has not improved in that time.  Our attempt at reconciliation is stalled, if not 
dying.  The issue of land rights remains contentious, despite Court rulings and years of debate.   

The high mortality rate of Aboriginal children and the shorter life span of Aboriginal men and women, 
when compared to the rest of us, is a scandal.  To use any other adjective, in this regard, would be to 
minimise the severity of the situation as well as to downplay our common responsibility.  The plight of 
Aboriginal people remains a sore that festers in our collective consciousness.  True reconciliation, will 
involve opening our national heart and mind and also our pockets.  To engage in a meaningful 
reconciliation with Aboriginal people, one that is based on a recognition and celebration of our common 
humanity is an absolute necessity, if we are to become a nation at peace with itself.   

The divide between rich and poor has grown and continues to widen.  In general, Government policies 
have done little to reduce the increasing gap.  In effect many of them are directed at consolidating the 
inequities rather than to reducing them.  ACOSS -  

Which is the Australian Council of Social Services -  

has pointed out that the most recent Federal budget will further ensure that the divide between the well-
off and the badly-off will remain.   

This is a new experience for Australians.  So much of Australia’s history has been about ensuring the 
establishment and sustaining of an egalitarian society.  Yet, in the space of less than twenty years we 
have seen a whole host of policies and practices designed to erode a very important pillar of Australian 
society, egalitarianism.   
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People don’t expect, nor wish for a society that aspires to achieving a bland equality but nor do they 
want inequity.  Inequity is at the heart of injustice.  When a society no longer sees each human being as 
worthy of respect and dignity then abuses and indignity follow. 

The detention of children for lengthy periods of time is an abuse and an indignity, yet we are doing it 
and we must stop it.  The children of strangers are no less worthy of love and care than our own.  They 
have a right to adult protection regardless of who they are or where they come from.  We cannot 
become insensitive to the intrinsic value of children.  However, the extent of child abuse and the large 
number of children locked in a spiral of poverty in today’s Australia suggests that our expressions of 
concern for their wellbeing are not always reflected in our policies and actions.  We need to rediscover 
ways of encouraging our young people and to celebrate their achievements.  The valuing of children 
and youth and the place they hold in our community is an increasingly important issue and one that 
needs urgent attention. 

The society that so many of us aspire to would not abandon people to being excluded from the 
workforce.  The essential importance of work to a person’s dignity and wellbeing would see every 
effort being made to ensure that individuals had the opportunity, skills and supports to access work.  
They would not be impeded in their search for work by a disinterest in: the creation of jobs; a dearth of 
opportunities for skills development and a lack of childcare.  The real figure for unemployment and 
underemployment in Australia today is nearly double the official rate of approximately six percent.  The 
fact that official figures do not reflect the reality of underemployment and its impact on Australian 
households is a sad hoax and one that does none of us any good. 
If we are to become a society that genuinely cares for its citizens, and can manifest its integrity, then we 
cannot allow ourselves to believe that intolerance and punitive measures will get us there.  The 
Australian public is tired of the same old clichés and wants more from their governments and large 
business.  They have seen their services depleted and their citizenship devalued.  They want better 
schools, better hospitals and better care for their elderly.  They want corporations to show an interested 
in their communities as well as in their profits.  They want those of us who deliver services to abandon 
corporate self-interest and to genuinely work for the citizens’ individual and collective wellbeing. 
The result of the recent election in the European Union has seen an abandonment of the major parties 
and an increase in support for independents and smaller political groups.   

I add, at this point, particularly the Greens.  It continues -  
Exit polls indicated that electors felt alienated from the decision making process and increasingly 
unable to influence their governments.  This Tuesday’s, Financial Review -  

Mr Pietropiccolo was referring to Tuesday, 15 June -  

reported that the election result was 

“…a call for all major political parties in Europe to return to dealing with the everyday 
concerns of ordinary people.” 

It is unlikely that the Australian experience is too dissimilar to that in Europe.  There is little doubt that 
Australian citizens increasingly want a greater connection with their governments and decision makers.  
How this is to be achieved is a significant challenge to us all but one that needs to be addressed, if we 
are to protect ourselves from disaffection and disillusionment.  However, it may already be too late in 
avoiding this given the well documented cynicism that already exists in Australia in relation to our 
political life. 
The conference title Bring on the Change is not only a call to a renewed vision but also a call to action.  
During this conference we have an opportunity to renew our enthusiasm for that action which will see 
our vision for a just and progressive nation realised. 
We need to courageously present our message to decision makers and to the Australian public.  This is 
not an easy task.  It is difficult in today’s Australia to engage in discussions and debates that take us 
beyond the superficial.  The ten second grab is one of the few means of communication with the 
broader community and not one that lends itself to in-depth discussion. 

Nevertheless, we need to get better at communicating our message and finding the means and the skills 
through which this can be achieved.  We also need to develop the language that will connect us with 
young people.  Words and concepts drawn from the seventies and eighties will not engage young adults 
who are hungry for ideals and idealistic action.  We have to find ways of clearly articulating our world 
view in a manner that is accessible and meaningful to future generations.  We the older generation owe 
it to them. 
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We need to remain constant and committed to the importance of our message and believe in its intrinsic 
value.  It is easy, in the environment in which we live, to begin to question the relevance of our vision.  
The market, and its faithful marketeers, have successfully taken the high ground and have managed to 
dilute the import of words and concepts that relate to social values and societal wellbeing.  Policies and 
actions that are grounded in justice and tolerance are as important today as they ever were.  Let us not 
forget this and also remember that many of those who are not in positions of influence look to us to tell 
their story and talk of their dignity. 

We need to create working and trusting relationships with our friends and supporters as well as those 
who are unsympathetic to our cause.  Without such relationships it will be impossible to attain that 
cooperative and coordinated action so essential to the realisation of a community at peace with itself.  
This is not an easy task but a necessary one. 

We also cannot lose hope.  This would be so easy to do.  We can all feel as if we are speaking a 
language, and telling a tale, that no-one wants to understand.  It can sometimes seem like a lost cause as 
we see our society increasingly dominated by people who appear to be disinterested in those values that 
are so dear to us.  However, a society that is focused on the wellbeing of its entire people is not 
impossible.  It is the type of community that Australians are increasingly wanting.  People want a 
transformation in their experience, they want their services back and they want to be treated once more 
with dignity and respect.  The retention of hope is essential for it will fuel our passion for progress.   

Let us also allow ourselves the space to dream what may appear to be impossible or improbable.  For it 
is in dreams that we find the inspiration that shapes our reality.   

I found that speech very moving and a very impassioned plea to rethink our values and objectives as members of 
the Western Australian community across the board.   
My concluding remarks will be about the disparity that was reflected in, for example, conversations I had at the 
conference with people working in the social services sector.  I was part of a workshop on consultation and the 
assessment of whether this Government’s commitments to community consultation have been manifest.  It was 
acknowledged that the creation of a citizens and civics unit within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
and the production of various material on best practice in consultation were excellent initiatives.  However, the 
conference also noted that there are criticisms and concerns about the delivery and assessment of the quality of 
walking the talk.   
Again, the Labor Party came to government with a clear commitment to listen to the people.  I believe many 
people felt a lot of hope on hearing that message.  It was raised at the conference that although that intention has 
been stated, some of the decisions made by this Government have been appalling and have been made without 
consultation.  Two of those decisions were raised at the conference, one of which was the knee-jerk reaction to 
introduce the Northbridge curfew; that is, basically to round up the young people on the streets of Northbridge.  
That was done without consultation with those involved; that is, youth groups etc.  The second decision was to 
close the Swan Valley Nyungah Community camp.  Those are just two examples, and I am sure I can think of 
another.  It was said at the conference that, on the one hand, there was a commitment to community involvement 
and citizenship, while, on the other hand, populist, ill-advised policy decisions were made on the run and had 
significant impacts on sectors of the community, whether that be young people or indigenous Western 
Australians.  The recommendation of the conference is that it is essential that, once a process of consultation has 
been engaged in, there be an independent assessment of whether the consultation has been carried out in good 
faith and of the results that flow from the consultation.  By that I mean: have the citizens been listened to; and, if 
so, how have those comments been incorporated into the Government’s policy and practice?  I make that 
contribution in this Chamber to the debate on the budget and the policy direction of the Government.   
The final issue is that one of the interesting discussion points at the conference was about the comparison 
between the keynote speech given by the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, and that given by Hon Colin Barnett.  
Interestingly, those in the social services sector are often taken for granted by the Labor Party as being its people.  
The Government might want to take on board the fact that the mood at the conference was that Hon Colin 
Barnett painted a much more visionary attitude towards the social services sector than did Hon Geoff Gallop.  I 
thought that was interesting.  Perhaps there is an expectation by that sector that it should not be taken for granted 
and that it has concerns, particularly with addressing fundamental issues of inequality in our community and the 
growing gap between rich and poor.  The Government needs to not only talk the talk but also walk the talk.  
Simply flagging the benefits of a V8 economy will not address the expectations of not only that sector but also 
the broader community that environmental, social and economic factors need to be valued equally in all 
decisions and policies of this Government.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.56 am]:  In my contribution to the budget I will speak on 
the issue of the Gallop Government’s sustainability strategy.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear!   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We have not heard it yet!  That was the most unsustainable “hear, hear” I have ever 
heard!  I commend the Western Australian Government, because it is the first Australian State Government to 
attempt a sustainability strategy.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Hear, hear!   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The minister can just keep going!  

As we found out during the Estimates Committee hearing, part of the problem is that basically no money has 
been set aside to implement the strategy.  An amount of money will be set aside for the sustainability round 
tables, but the responsibility for the state sustainability strategy will be farmed out to various agencies.  There 
was no budget line item for any of the agencies to enable them to deal with the state sustainability strategy.  
However, the state sustainability strategy is comprehensive and forward looking.  It clearly shows that one of the 
first steps for State Governments of all ilk - whatever they may be in the future - should be to look at 
sustainability at a very fundamental level.  The state sustainability strategy is not perfect, but we acknowledge 
that it is a marked improvement on the policy vacuum of the previous Government.  The Greens (WA) recognise 
that funding for the sustainability round table is just the beginning.  Unfortunately, as I have already indicated, 
that funding does not seem to be there.  I urge the Government to articulate very soon what it will do for state 
sustainability.  I understand that Hon Clive Brown is about to announce a new funding package to the tune of 
some $4 million for industrial development, yet there is nothing for sustainability.   
It gave me some heart when, in response to a question I asked during the Estimates Committee hearing, the 
officers of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet indicated that many government agencies, to a greater or 
lesser degree, are working through the state sustainability strategy.  The strategy document is, therefore, 
understood to be just the tip of the iceberg, with real work going on at the departmental level.  I am not sure 
which officers will be assigned to that work, as there is no full-time equivalent allocation either.  I am entirely 
supportive of this process and am keenly interested to see how it unfolds and where the blockages turn out to be.  
It would be naive to imagine that the Government will be able to implement something as far reaching and 
fundamental as this without bumping into the occasional vested interest.  The Collie coal-fired power station is 
one that quickly comes to mind.  That is to be expected.  However, what happens when these interests are inside 
government itself?  Therein lies one of the fundamental problems.  There is actually an inter-agency tug of war.  
The Gallop ministry is looking at sustainability and greenhouse implications at the same time as Minister 
Brown’s Department of Industry and Resources, which has been consumed by the Office of Major Projects, is 
looking at how it can do its utmost to ensure that the State does not have a sustainable future.   
It is interesting to look at how far that department is going with regard to the potential to minimise any 
sustainability strategy that this State might come up with.  That might sound somewhat melodramatic.  However, 
I will outline a hypothetical project and possible scenario.  First, let us head to an area of relatively unspoilt 
woodland in the north west.  It is not actually ours for the taking, as the traditional owners have maintained a 
strong cultural connection with the place and have succeeded in negotiating a series of obstacles and making a 
successful native title claim.  However, let us take it anyway and ignore their clearly-stated opposition.  We then 
send in the bulldozers and smash up 200 000 hectares.  We completely level it and burn the refuse.  Never mind 
the strong global and international push for an end to land clearing of native bushland.  Never mind our 
commitment, or our proposed commitment, to the greenhouse strategy.  It is all right for this department to 
support these sorts of activities and ignore the biodiversity and climate issues associated with flattening such an 
enormous area of land.  The endangered bilby obviously was not consulted and cannot survive here; but, if it 
cannot handle progress, it will have to accept extinction.   
We now lay claim to 95 per cent of the region’s ground water for this hypothetical project.  Having privatised 
that ground water, we are still about 90 per cent short of what we will need, so we will take the rest from the last 
wild river that is left on the continent, probably with some form of dam in the future.  However, we will not call 
it a dam, though, since we lost the battle for that dam years ago, so we will use an integrated catchment process 
or an off-stream dam.  The State’s water use has doubled at a time when everyone else is trying to do much more 
with much less, because, as we know, in the south west there has been a reduction in rainfall of some 12 per cent 
and in stream run-off of between 40 and 50 per cent, hence the need to hurriedly rush to build a desalination 
plant -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Why is there that reduction in stream run-off? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Actually the reduction is not in stream run-off but in run-off from the catchments, 
because there has been a 12 per cent decline in the water that is captured in absorption and run-off - this is from 
the water authority’s own figures - and that equates to a 40 or 50 per cent reduction in run-off.  I see that Hon 
Nick Griffiths has a slight furrow on his forehead.  
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Hon Nick Griffiths:  It is not a furrow.  It might have something to do with the growth of vegetation in the 
catchments, don’t you think?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will provide the minister with the department’s own documents.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The Water Corporation is not an authority, and it is not a department either. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  To move on with this proposed project in the Kimberley, having doubled the State’s 
water use at a time when everyone else is trying to make do with less, we will now plant our wasteland with 
genetically modified cotton, in flagrant disregard of state government policy and obvious community opinion.  
We do not know how the plants will behave and whether they will march off into the bush as super weeds or 
hybridise or breed an immunity to their traditional pest insects.  We do not know, because it is an experiment, 
and a very expensive experiment at that, totally against the wishes of the traditional owners.  In this hypothetical 
project, having done all that, we then proceed to regularly spray the crops with a series of toxic chemicals until 
they are ready for harvest.  If only this situation were hypothetical.  Right now, the very agency to which I 
referred earlier, the Office of Major Projects, is doing everything it can to prop up this proposal, which is being 
pushed by Western Agricultural Industries in the west Kimberley, against the wishes of just about everyone.  It is 
being supported, as we have heard in answers to questions in this place, by funding from the Office of Major 
Projects in the form of leaflets and in the form of incorrect statements on behalf of the indigenous claimants in 
the area.  By any definition of sustainability - social, environmental, cultural and economic - this project is a dog.  
It is the role of private industry to come up with this sort of thing.  It is the role of Government to weed out the 
sustainable industries from the duds.  That is where the sustainability strategy should come into play.  I wonder 
at what level the departments have engaged, now that the responsibility for sustainability has been transferred to 
each department, in an assessment of this project against those criteria.   

I have said consistently that it is time the Government took a long hard look at the Office of Major Projects.  It 
continues to dish out money across the State to failed and dodgy projects.  As we have heard today, another 
$40 million is being handed over to this project when at the same time the hospitals in Wyndham, Derby and 
Paraburdoo are being downsized, staff are being removed and people are required to go to centralised locations 
such as Kununurra, Broome and Karratha for medical treatment.  A marvellous situation exists in the Pilbara 
whereby if one is pregnant, which I have never had the privilege of being -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You probably never got drunk enough!   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I was waiting for the interjection, Hon Simon O’Brien!   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It wasn’t me, Mr President!  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am sure Hansard will attribute the interjection to the correct person.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  If a pregnant woman in Paraburdoo needed to go to a doctor after hours, she would 
need to drive to Tom Price, which is some two hours away.  However, if she then got to Tom Price and her 
medical condition was assessed and found to be a complicated case, she would then need to go to Perth.  That 
would mean that she would need to drive all the way back to Paraburdoo, because that is where the airport is.  
Therefore, people who are suffering from a serious problem are being totally disadvantaged by the fact that the 
Government cannot manage to keep the hospital in Paraburdoo open.  However, at the same time the government 
is handing out multitudes of dollars across the State to industry, which really should be looking after its own 
dollars and cents.  I remember a meeting I had with Harold Clough a while ago.  He said that if industry cannot 
survive on its own merits, it should not be in business; it should not require subsidy.  This industry in the 
Kimberley is being subsidised by the Office of Major Projects.  As I said, it is against the wishes of just about 
everybody. 

I will now read from a statement by the Karajarri people about the Western Agricultural Industries Pty Ltd 
proposal.  We must remember that when WAI went to the Kimberley, it said that if it did not get the support of 
the traditional owners, it would walk away.  I quote the Karajarri people’s response to WAI’s proposal - 

The Karajarri have rejected broad scale cotton farming under any circumstances.  They have stated that 
to convert pastoral land and pindan woodland to intensive irrigated croplands would drastically alter 
their country forever.  Broad scale land clearing, unprecedented taking of ground-water, the 
introduction of transgenic cotton and the application of herbicides and pesticides would violate and 
poison Karajarri country in unforeseen ways, not only the land being cropped but also the surrounding 
areas. 

The 2000 Memorandum of Understanding between WAI and the State Government permits the 
development and extraction of up to 90 per cent of the estimated flow of ground water in the La Grange 
aquifer.  Astoundingly, however, expert hydrogeologists state that it is not possible to predict what will 
happen if such extraction occurs because no detailed research has been done on the specific mechanics 
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of the La Grange aquifer.  Water is an inextricable part of Karajarri land and life and highly culturally 
significant.  The possible extraction of 90 percent of this groundwater, with both obvious and unknown 
consequences, is utterly unacceptable and very frightening to people. 

If WAI said that it would listen to the Karajarri people, one wonders how this has come about.  It continues - 

Why can’t the Karajarri stop these activities on their country? 
The Karajarri people have almost no legal power to stop these developments, despite this being their 
traditional country and they have a substantially progressed native title claim in the Federal Court.  The 
1998 ‘Wik 10 Point Plan’ amendments to the Native Title Act took away Aboriginal people’s right to 
negotiate with Government about the granting of a new lease or other land interest over traditional 
country, even though such a new grant could seriously damage native title. 

These amendments allow the Government - 

I do not think it is the Government; I think it is that Darth Vader of an organisation, the Office of Major Projects, 
which continually tends to trick government into believing that its way is the only way - 

to ‘upgrade’ WAI’s current pastoral lease to an intensive agricultural lease or freehold land with no 
reference to the Karajarri, except for the almost meaningless ‘right’ of Aboriginal people to ‘comment’.  
The Karajarri’s consistent statements that they do not want cotton grown on their country by WAI have 
been ignored by the previous State Government. 

In my view, the Karajarri people are being totally ignored by the current Government.  They went on to deal 
with the issue of racial discrimination and stated - 

The power to upgrade pastoral leases with no negotiation rights to the native title holder is racially 
discriminatory, because all owners of land except native title holders must consent to such new use of 
their land.  The Racial Discrimination Act generally prohibits such racially discriminatory laws in 
Australia.  However the Wik Ten Point Plan provided that the Native Title Act was NOT subject to the 
Racial Discrimination Act, and hence such discriminatory provisions are legal. 

On these proposals, we have been quite forward, along with Environs Kimberley and the Karajarri people, in 
saying that it is not acceptable to have broad-scale cotton fields in the Kimberley.  Having read into the record 
the Karajarri people’s views, I hope that the State Government will start to realise that it has a responsibility to 
its constituents and to the vast majority of people in the Kimberley who do not want to see one of the world’s 
most incredible wilderness areas turned into broad-scale cotton fields.  I have put forward my thoughts in the 
budget reply debate, and on that basis I will take my seat.   

The PRESIDENT:  Members, the operation of the order with regard to the notation of the tabled paper ceases 
today to be accorded any priority.  
 


