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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.00 pm]:  I move - 

That the house do now adjourn. 

Helen Creed - WorkChoices - Adjournment Debate 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.01 pm]:  Before the house adjourns I want to 
make a couple of points about an adjournment debate speech made by Hon Helen Morton on Tuesday night, 
1 May this week.  I do not have the fully approved Hansard from which to quote, but my recollection is that the 
honourable member said - 
A member interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I hope my argument stands up better than my microphone.  This is actually a very serious 
matter.   

As I recall, the honourable member said, when talking about women in senior management positions in the 
public sector, that the ministers opposite actually manipulated the process to keep women out of those jobs so 
that they could get their blokey mates into the jobs that women have been determined as being better qualified 
for.  That is an extremely serious charge.  It is a charge of illegal conduct by me, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, Hon Jon 
Ford and Hon Sue Ellery.  It is a statement that directly alleges conduct that, if it were true, would be in breach 
of state and commonwealth laws, including, but not limited to, the Public Sector Management Act.   

Hon Helen Morton:  Read the report of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards.  It is all there.  It has 
been tabled.   

Hon George Cash:  The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards raised this issue.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not recall anything from the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards that 
implicated me, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, Hon Jon Ford or Hon Sue Ellery.  Hon Helen Morton’s allegations were 
made independently and severally about those four ministers.  “The ministers opposite” are the words that were 
used.  Her statement is not only strongly denied -   

Hon George Cash:  She did not name ministers.  She used the word “ministers”. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am afraid that is not the words that the honourable member used.   

Several members interjected. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Louise Pratt):  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has the call.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When the official Hansard is published, the honourable member may wish to reconsider 
the words that she used, because we are talking about my recollection of the words; we will not know the words 
until the Hansard is formally printed.  When the Hansard comes out, if my recollection of the words that she 
used is correct, I would expect, not an apology but, at least, a retraction to correct the record.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You have the daily Hansard at least.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We are not allowed to quote that.  I did refer to that to refresh my memory, and those 
words are directly relative to that.  The honourable member’s statement is not only strongly denied by me and all 
the ministers in this house; it is also untrue, and because it is untrue it requires retraction.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Does it relate to your ministerial colleagues in the other place?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, that is not the allegation that was made.  The allegation did not relate to members in 
another place.  Firstly, the member provided no evidence of her charge that I or any other ministers in this house 
had interfered in the selection process for senior management positions - no evidence of that at all. 

Hon Helen Morton:  That has been provided by the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Helen Morton provided no evidence that I or any other minister in this house has 
interfered in the selection process, which is her allegation.  If the member is now saying that her allegation 
relates to someone else, perhaps she should do that when she has the opportunity to correct the record.  She 
provided no indication that she has provided such evidence, if it exists, to the appropriate authority, which is her 
legal duty as a public officer.  Her legal duty is to provide that evidence to the appropriate authority, if it exists at 
all. 

Hon Helen Morton:  It has been referred to the CCC. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  The honourable member should be careful.  She has made allegations before that she 
could not substantiate, and she has done it again.  I am giving her the opportunity of correcting the record. 

Secondly, the figures that she presented were a highly selective view of the facts.  The member said that in 2006 
the statewide average equity index was only 80 for the 65 reporting agencies.  That might be correct.  I do not 
know whether or not it is.  In fact, it looks a bit higher than the figures that I have.  However, the member 
projected from that figure a view that the progress of women in the public sector was declining.  Any reasonable 
person would take that meaning from her words.  What the honourable member did not provide, to compare with 
that index figure of 80 that she quoted, was the starting figure relative to when our government originally took 
office.  Surely, to make a judgement of the government’s performance on gender equity in the sector, we would 
need to know what was the figure in 2000-01. 

Hon Helen Morton:  It’s gone down in the last year. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Careful.  What was the starting figure in 2000-01?  It was 53.  I repeat: it was 53.  The 
member has alleged it is 80.  I think that the figure is lower and is actually 66.  Let us use my figure of 66, just to 
be certain about this.  It has gone from 53 to 66.  Hon Helen Morton did not tell us about the figure of 53.  It has 
increased from 53 to 66, and yet the member claims that we are underperforming in this area!  Maybe we are 
underperforming and are not setting our targets high enough.  I would cop that as a criticism.  However, the 
member used some figures in an empirical sense and suggested by implication that it was actually better in 
2000-01, when it was substantially worse.  We may well be underperforming, but do not say for a moment that 
we are slipping backwards. 

Hon Helen Morton:  You slipped backwards in the last year. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member keeps saying that, but that is not borne out by the figures.  I refer to page 7 
of the “Equity and Diversity Plan for the Public Sector Workforce 2006-09”.  In 2005, the equity index figure 
was 63, and in 2006 it was 66, which is why I have used that figure.  It was 53 when we took office.  That is the 
important thing.  Whether it is 63, 66 or 80 is, by and large, irrelevant.  The fact is that the member did not give 
us that figure to compare.  Perhaps Hon Helen Morton did not know that, which is a shame because that would 
have saved her from this embarrassment.  The most serious aspect of the honourable member’s outrageous 
claims - they are outrageous claims - is that relating to the allegation of illegal conduct by my colleagues and me.  
I am not asking for an apology from the member, but I think an unqualified retraction is necessary so that the 
record can be corrected and that erroneous statements do not stand on the record.   

English Curriculum Assessment Procedures- Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.09 pm]:  I want to continue some comments that I was not 
given the opportunity to continue earlier today.  I was making some comments about the motion moved by 
Hon Norman Moore on the dysfunction of the current government.  I sought an extension of time and, 
unfortunately, the government denied me that opportunity.  I appreciate that it is the legitimate parliamentary 
right of government to deny members an extension of time but - dare I say it? - in the interests of open, 
accountable and transparent government I would like to think that I might have been granted an extension of 
time.  Quite frankly, had the government granted me that extension of time, I would have condensed my 
comments to another 10 to 15 minutes, I would have sat down and that would have been the end of the matter.  
As it is, I will be extending my comments.  I can talk for three hours on this issue, and I might just do that, which 
is equivalent to effectively 18 members’ statements. 

I want to clarify an issue that I touched on last evening with regard to teacher juries that have been established by 
the new Minister for Education and Training.  As I said, I do not necessarily have a problem with the concept of 
teacher juries; it is a good thing that the government is listening to the concerns of teachers across the board.  
Inevitably, of course, teacher juries will come down with adverse findings against the courses that were due for 
implementation, and that will have the potential to cause more confusion in the senior secondary level of 
education. 

I must say that I made a mistake last evening.  I said that I had it on good authority that there was such 
disenchantment with juries that 13 courses would be recommended for delay.  I was wrong; in fact 20 courses 
have been recommended for delay.  The Chief Executive Officer of the Curriculum Council sent a letter to 
principals, which they received today, in the following terms - 

Dear Principal 

The Curriculum Council will defer the introduction of 20 of 40 of its new senior school courses 
following deliberations by independent teacher juries. 
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Fourteen other courses will proceed as planned in 2008 and will incorporate all of the adjustments and 
further support requirements recommended by the juries. 

Jury decisions are pending on three other courses and schools will be notified as the Council is advised 
of the verdicts. 

The letter goes on and refers to the various courses and assessment procedures.  In conclusion, it states - 

In June, juries will consider the two new mathematics courses to determine whether they are ready for 
implementation in 2009.  Juries will also be convened in August to consider the eight courses already 
running and to seek feedback from teachers on what additional support, if any, is needed. 

Yours sincerely 

DAVID WOOD 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
3 May 2007 

As I said, I was wrong; it is not 13 courses; it is 20.  The dysfunction, therefore, continues. 

The department has implemented eight courses this year, including four in year 12, with a plethora of different 
assessment procedures.  Another 20 have been delayed until next year with potentially another couple for the 
year after.  I would hardly call that a seamless transition for the courses of study.  I think the word - as I keep 
saying in coming back to the motion that Hon Norman Moore moved, on which I concluded my remarks earlier 
today - is dysfunctional.  Also, as I mentioned, the eight courses that are being introduced this year are using 
grades that are mapped to the old standards, as opposed to the unit descriptors because those unit descriptors that 
were promised by the minister early in term 2 have still not been provided to schools.  They have been promised 
in the next few weeks, by which time, of course, all year 11 students will be in the middle of their first semester 
exams.  Just to remain constant on the theme, WACOT has been in existence for two and a half years and still 
does not have any teacher representation.  It has been six weeks since I made my initial plea to the government. 
I will continue with my comments on the English course of study, as it has come under an enormous amount of 
duress and criticism, particularly since the January announcement by the minister when schools were forced to 
continue with the current assessment procedure.  In my comments earlier today on Hon Norman Moore’s 
motion, I mentioned the issue of English assessment procedures and the minister’s response.  I will not go over 
that again, but I will refer to a letter from, once again, David Wood, Chief Executive Officer of the Curriculum 
Council, which came out in line with the minister’s announcement on 24 January 2007.  The letter, headed 
“Year 12 English, Media Production and Analysis, Engineering and Aviation Teachers”, refers to the three 
methods of assessment that these teachers are using.  Point “3.” states -  

The ‘direct’, ‘indirect’ and ‘composite’ methods of assessment that were outlined in September last year 
should be used as follows: 

•  For schools choosing either the ‘direct’ or ‘indirect’ method, teachers determine a level and 
band for each outcome.  They then use the 25 point conversion table to allocate ‘scores’ for 
each outcome.  The scores out of 25 are then added to give a mark out of 100.  From this, an 
overall level and band is determined for the unit.  Both the level and band and mark out of 100 
are submitted to the Curriculum Council. 

•  Schools choosing the ‘composite’ method and marking in a traditional way develop a scheme 
of assessment that shows how the assessment tasks will be used to assess the outcomes.  When 
unit grade descriptors (that will be derived from the course standards) are provided in Term 2, 
teachers may use them to award grades in the units.  Alternatively, they may continue to award 
a final level and band through reference to the course standards. 
Teachers can choose to use grades.  If they do, they will need to convert the grade to a level 
and band using the equivalence table that will be provided by the Curriculum Council.  The 
level and band, together with a mark out of 100, will need to be reported to the Curriculum 
Council for each unit. 

The letter goes on to refer to the equivalence table and the use of the general achievement test etc. 
We would assume that when the minister made this announcement, it would have the support of English 
teachers.  As I said in my comments earlier today, the minister did say that he had listened to the concerns of 
teachers.  I do not know which English teachers the minister listened to because he obviously did not listen to the 
concerns of the two predominant groups that represent English teachers in this state.  In a media release on 
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27 January 2007, the president of the English Teachers Association of Western Australia, Wendy Cody, put out a 
press release headed “Gross act of betrayal to English teachers”.  It states - 

The English Teachers Association WA (ETA) says “Enough is enough!”  The Curriculum Council has 
betrayed English teachers time and time again over the last two years. 
The latest announcements by the Minister and the Curriculum Council leave English teachers and their 
students in a totally untenable situation come next Wednesday when classes resume. 
‘It is completely unacceptable for English teachers to use an assessment system that the Minister and 
the Curriculum Council have publicly discredited,’ said the Executive of the ETA this afternoon. 
We urgently call upon the Minister to resolve this matter in consultation with English teachers before 
students commence classes on Wednesday. 
We also call upon the Minister to publicly apologise for the distress that has been caused to English 
teachers over the last two years. 
The incompetent implementation of the new course has demoralized and divided English teachers in 
this state. 
ETA has worked hard to support its members in the face of what has been a badly managed process of 
implementation. 
Unless this debacle is resolved immediately, we foresee a complete loss of public confidence in 
education in this state, an irreversible demoralisation of English teachers, and great risk to those 
students sitting their TEE this year. 

A follow-up media release from Wendy Cody, president of the English Teachers Association, on 4 February 
2007, headed “English teachers call on Education Minister to clean up the mess”, states - 

In the absence of any official communication from the Minister for Education and Training and the 
Curriculum Council in response to our 25th January press release, the English Teachers Association WA 
(ETAWA) is compelled to make the following statement: 
ETAWA call on the Minister and the Curriculum Council, led by Professor Bill Louden, to clean up the 
mess they have created for English teachers. 
We have been contacted by many members who fear their marks will be challenged when they use an 
assessment method that the Minister has publicly discredited. 
As the situation currently stands, parents and students can have no confidence in the 2007 Tertiary 
Entrance process. 

That press release was put out by the president of the English Teachers’ Association, Wendy Cody.  I spoke to 
her as a result of those comments and she wrote me a letter.  The letter is not dated but I received it about a 
month ago.  She states, in part - 

Dear Peter 
Further to our telephone conversation I have consulted with ETAWA Executive regarding the most 
pressing issues worrying English teachers.  We appreciate your offer of advocacy and urge you to do 
what you can to resolve the excessive confusion and disarray which is the current state of play with 
implementation of the new senior schooling English course. 
Of paramount importance is the need for an assessment system which guarantees that no student will be 
disadvantaged and which ensures public confidence. 

I have run out of time so the next chapter will be next Tuesday in members’ statements. 

Helen Creed - WorkChoices - Adjournment Debate 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Minister for Child Protection) [5.19 pm]:  I also wish to respond 
to some of the remarks made by Hon Helen Morton in the adjournment debate on Tuesday night.  I intended to 
respond last night but the honourable member was out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business.  I 
thought it was fair to do it when the honourable member was in the chamber, so I am doing it this evening.  The 
remarks I particularly want to refer to are the honourable member’s remarks about Helen Creed and the 
development of the discussion paper.  I guess I reiterate the concern expressed by the leader about the allegation 
of somehow illegal activity by ministers.  It would be a funny allegation to make against me because I was not a 
minister at the time that the member alleged inappropriate things had happened.  Nevertheless, the point the 
honourable member was making in the adjournment debate on Tuesday night was that Helen Creed had provided 
me, as the minister, with a political statement.  The tone of the honourable member’s remarks indicated that that 
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had been inappropriate and somehow linked to the movement by Helen Creed to the new position of the Fair 
Employment Advocate.  The implication was that, because of her new job, somehow the executive director of 
the Office of Women’s Policy had misused her current position to present that material. 
Hon Helen Morton:  Robert Taylor thought so in the paper today.  
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I wonder who gave him the information.   
Hon Helen Morton:  I didn’t speak to him. 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I hope Robert Taylor will listen to what I am about to say. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Didn’t he used to be the National Party’s media officer? 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  He could well have been.  The impact that the WorkChoices legislation may well have on 
working women in Australia was raised by New South Wales and Western Australia at a meeting of the 
Ministerial Council for Women’s Interests in 2005, at which point those ministers sought an assurance from the 
Australian government that working women would not be worse off under a changed industrial relations system.  
It is worth noting for the record that no response was received to that request.   
Women and economic independence is identified in the Office of Women’s Policy Strategic Plan 2006-09 as a 
key priority, which comprises five components.  They are the impact of WorkChoices on women, welfare to 
work changes, skills shortages, child care and gender pay equity.  The current executive director of the Office of 
Women’s Policy, Ms Helen Creed, met with Hon Helen Morton on 10 October 2006.  What did they discuss?  
They discussed the office’s strategic directions, including the monitoring of the effect of WorkChoices on 
working women.  It sounds as though it was a very useful meeting for both.  Hon Helen Morton responded to the 
discussion via a letter to Ms Creed, dated 12 October 2006, which I will table in a moment, indicating that she 
was impressed with the office’s direction and strategic purpose.  Her letter states -  

Dear Helen  
Thank you for showing Cathy Caitlin and myself through your office, introducing us to staff, outlining 
your strategic plan and generally chatting about functional aspects of the Office for Women’s Policy. 
I must say I was greatly impressed with the changes since last time I visited the office in St George’s 
Terrace.  As I mentioned, the general impression I came away with is that the office has more direction 
and strategic purpose.   
I look forward to working with you on the many issues we will tackle as we collectively advance 
women’s interests to the forefront in Western Australia.  
Thank you again for your time.  It is greatly appreciated. 
Yours sincerely 
Hon Helen Morton MLC 

It was incorrect to suggest that a ministerial statement by me about a discussion paper being released on a matter 
that is included in the office’s strategic plan, which was outlined to the member in October 2006, was somehow 
an opportunistic political activity by either me or Ms Creed.   
The other matter that I want to touch on very quickly as well is the last comment the member made in her 
statement on Tuesday night about the $15 000 that Western Australia is contributing to the study by Curtin 
University as part of a project that is being funded nationally to monitor the impact of the WorkChoices 
legislation.  The honourable member suggested that that was happening at a time when the government was not 
acting as it should in respect of research on women’s interests generally.  She referred to the WA Centre for 
Research for Women not being able to get a commitment from this government for further funding. 

Hon Helen Morton:  For core funding. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Just for the record, last year that group received funding of $58 000 -  

Hon Helen Morton:  For a project. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  No, it was not for a project; it was money that was made available through the 
Department of Health for seed funding.  I know about it because they came to see me about it.  They asked me 
for it and I raised the matter with the Minister for Health and, as a result of my conversation with him, $58 000 
of seed funding was clearly made available on the basis that the group would use that money to go outside 
government and seek alternative funds for the future.  I am disappointed that they were not able to get those 
funds, but that $58 000 was clearly spelt out to be seed funding to enable them to seek funds from sources other 
than the government.  They said specifically they did not want to rely on government money; they wanted seed 
funding from government to enable them to seek funding elsewhere. 
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Hon Helen Morton:  When was that made available? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  Last year. 

Ningaloo Whale Shark Festival - Adjournment Debate 

HON VINCENT CATANIA (Mining and Pastoral) [5.26 pm]:  This weekend, Exmouth will celebrate the 
annual migration of the world’s largest fish, the whale shark, at Western Australia’s Ningaloo Whale Shark 
Festival.  This event aims to increase awareness of the need to protect the whale shark and its environment on 
Ningaloo Reef.  The world’s largest fish can grow up to 18 metres and weigh over 30 tonnes.  This amazing fish 
grows to this size and feeds, or more appropriately feasts, only on krill, which are drawn to the coral spawn.  The 
whale shark visits the coast from Coral Bay to Exmouth from May to June.  The Ningaloo Whale Shark Festival 
highlights the community’s relationship with the visit of the whale shark. 
Ningaloo Reef is recognised internationally as a premier marine environment and home to the most predictable 
seasonal aggregation of whale sharks in the world.  Acknowledged as the longest fringing reef in Australia, 
Ningaloo is the only fringing reef off the western side of any continental land mass in the world.  Recently the 
area around Ningaloo Reef has become a hot spot for the development of Western Australia’s reserves of oil and 
gas.  With Woodside’s Enfield project a mere 22 kilometres off the Ningaloo Reef and BHP Billiton’s 
Scarborough and Stybarrow projects nearby, the long-term preservation of the pristine Ningaloo Reef could be 
jeopardised by the lack of federal government funding for scientific research into the effects of oil and gas 
exploration.  It strikes me as scandalous that scientific research of this unique area has escaped the radar of 
public apprehension for so long. 
The federal government provides funds for many marine research centres on the east coast, but all are associated 
with the Great Barrier Reef.  The hysteria of the scientific community and environmentalists would be palpable 
if drilling operations for oil and gas were to be undertaken just 22 kilometres from the Great Barrier Reef, yet 
marine research at Ningaloo continues to be ignored at a time when there is little data against which to measure 
the scale of impact on the environment of planned petroleum projects.  The National Collaborative Research 
Infrastructure Strategy is expected to distribute $542 million over the next three years to marine research centres 
located on the east coast.  It is an insult to our wonderful natural attraction that not one cent will be allocated to 
Western Australia for research on, and protection of, Ningaloo Reef. 
I am not opposed to resource exploration.  However, it should be remembered that the unspoilt waters around 
Ningaloo Reef are important globally.  Those waters provide a refuge for threatened itinerate marine animals 
such as whale sharks, humpback whales, turtles and dugongs, while also being home to more than 200 species of 
coral, 500 species of mollusc and some 500 varieties of fish.  The area also supports a very successful prawn 
fishery, pearling operations and aquaculture industries.  Exmouth Gulf is recognised as a habitat for some of the 
best preserved arid zone mangrove systems in the world, which sustains an abundance of sea grasses.   
There is an urgent and compelling case for the federal government to help fund and construct a purpose-built 
research facility in Exmouth.  A plan for research is absolutely vital if we are serious about protecting the 
sustainability of Ningaloo Reef for future generations of Australians.   
The objective of the Ningaloo Whale Shark Festival is to bring together all government departments, industry 
and community members to promote new partnerships, and to enhance education and awareness about the 
protection of the whale shark and its environment.  The main day of the festival will be this Saturday, 6 May, 
with entertainment, displays, workshops, boating, exhibits, and photographic and art competitions showcasing 
the amazing whale sharks.  I look forward to attending the festival this weekend.  I hope other members will also 
have the opportunity to attend the festival. 

Australian Workplace Agreements - Adjournment Debate 
HON SHEILA MILLS (South Metropolitan) [5.31 pm]:  I wish to comment on some of the reports about 
Australian workplace agreements that have been made in the media this week.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:   So you are the expert on that, are you?   
Hon SHEILA MILLS:  So are you, mate!  
Hon Simon O’Brien:   You are half right, then!   
Hon SHEILA MILLS:  BHP Billiton, the world’s largest miner, would have us believe that the whole mining 
industry will collapse without WorkChoices AWAs.  In the ore mining sector, only 16 per cent of employees are 
on Australian workplace agreements.  The mining sector relies more on common law contracts, as provided for 
in Australian Labor Party policy, than AWAs.  About 55 per cent of metal ore miners are on common law 
contracts.  BHP is running a political agenda.  The Howard government, along with large mining companies 
such as BHP, is pursuing an ideologically driven campaign to impose AWAs on the entire workforce.  
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According to The Australian, Freehills, one of the law firms contracted by the federal government to draft the 
WorkChoices legislation, has released an analysis that has put the ideological opposition of the likes of BHP and 
Rio Tinto into perspective.  WorkChoices has been operating for barely one year.  However, rather than AWAs 
being the saviour and holy grail of the mining industry, Australia has been rating well in recent times on various 
measures of international competitiveness.  The labour market is merely one measure of that competitiveness.  
Furthermore, the reality is that the statistics gathered by the Australian Bureau of Statistics show that 
productivity growth, wages, conditions and workforce stability are much higher at mining operations covered by 
collective agreements than at mining operations covered by AWAs.   
BHP has thousands of employees in the unionised coal sector, as well as in the metals mining industry.  The 
statistics show also that coalmining, which is covered predominantly by union collective agreements, has higher 
productivity growth than non-union iron ore and goldmining operations.  Over the past decade, coalmining 
productivity growth has been nine times higher than iron ore mining productivity, while goldmining productivity 
has actually been negative.  As well as high productivity growth, workers in the coalmining industry earn higher 
wages and work fewer average working hours, and labour turnover is lower.   
The rationale behind WorkChoices AWAs is their ability to undercut the pay and conditions provided by awards.  
This is the core truth about the Howard government’s ideology.  If we believe BHP, the world as we know it will 
come to an end with the abolition of AWAs.  According to the federal government’s own figures, 306 000 
AWAs are in operation under the WorkChoices legislation.  That comprises only three per cent of the workforce.  
As I have mentioned, 16 per cent of that three per cent of the workforce comprises people who are working in 
the iron ore mining industry.  The reality is, notwithstanding the ore mining sector, that WorkChoices AWAs are 
being used to cut pay and conditions, particularly in the retail and hospitality sectors, where low-paid workers 
are not in a position to bargain equally with employers.  Labor’s policy is about basic fairness in the workplaces 
of Australia, and I totally support it.  On Sunday, I hope to see everybody at the May Day march. 

Helen Creed - WorkChoices - Adjournment Debate 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.35 pm]:  I cannot believe the 
sensitivity of the Leader of the House and Minister Sue Ellery.  They get a bit of criticism about some things 
they might or might not have done, after the Minister for Women’s Interests had come into the house and 
delivered a highly political ministerial statement that was clearly demonstrated by Hon Helen Morton to be a 
statement without any credibility whatsoever, and they whinge and whine about the fact that those things were 
raised in the house.  Yet they did not even blush when someone asked a question about Helen Creed’s 
$200 000-a-year job.  One of their mates gets a $200 000-a-year job and they are not concerned about it, but they 
come into this place and whinge and whine because somebody might have criticised them a bit.  Good grief! 
I just cannot believe this Labor government.  Government members are brutal in carrying out their own political 
agendas, and they could not care less until somebody might offend their own personal circumstances.  
Hon Helen Morton may well have said “ministers opposite”, meaning the government. 
Hon Kim Chance:  She charged me with criminal conduct. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We do not even know yet whether the Leader of the House has been engaged in 
criminal conduct, do we? 
Hon Kim Chance:  Thank you for joining in.  Anyone else? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Do we?  Somebody has been involved in activity that is not appropriate.  I do not 
know whether it is the Leader of the House.  He said that it is not.  I do not know.  However, what I do know is 
that this government has just appointed one of its mates to a job for $200 000 a year, and that is on top of the 
other person who has just taken off to become a candidate in the federal election, and members opposite do not 
even blush.  They could not care less. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  No shame. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No shame whatsoever.  Hon Vince Catania came into the house and told us about 
the federal government not doing enough for Ningaloo Reef.  This is the same government that is recycling a 
rubbish tip and calling it a boat-launching ramp at Coral Bay - everybody up there thinks it is the most 
ridiculous, useless, stupid idea in history - and the government cannot even accept the fact that that is what it is 
doing.  Then that other member got up and said that BHP is being political and that the Australian Council of 
Trade Unions is just looking after the interests of its members.  Come off the grass!  BHP and the other mining 
companies know, as does the government, that AWAs are the reason they have a significant boom in their 
current operations in Western Australia, and indeed in Australia generally.  The government knows that, the 
mining companies know that, and they are telling the government that. 
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Hon Sheila Mills quoted from The Australian.  It is interesting today to see who is now changing their mind 
about AWAs.  Who is it?  The federal shadow minister for industrial relations is changing her mind because she 
has got the message at last that she cannot just abolish a system of industrial relations and expect that 
productivity will somehow or other be maintained in the future.  Therefore, she is now trying to find a way out of 
this.  However, the more Hon Sheila Mills keeps saying, as her colleague Hon Ken Travers said yesterday, that 
AWAs should be abolished and that we should get rid of them all, the more I like it, because at the end of the 
day they will be on the opposite side of the fence to their federal colleagues, because they have actually worked 
out what the people out there want.  The people out there do not want members opposite and the particular policy 
they are espousing, and they do not want what Julia Gillard is espousing.  Therefore, she is seeking to change her 
position. 
What a terrible waste of 40 minutes on a Thursday afternoon to have to listen to that tripe from those members 
with their sensitivities and their complete disregard for the Ningaloo Reef, and this drivel about AWAs. 

Parliamentary Superannuation Board Briefing - Adjournment Debate 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.39 pm]:  I thought I would bring to 
everyone’s attention a matter that I am sure all members in the chamber are very interested in. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Have you been to any good weddings lately? 
Hon KATE DOUST:  Yes, I have, and it was a lovely day.  I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for asking. 
The Parliamentary Superannuation Board has organised two briefings next week to bring all members who are in 
the range of schemes that are available up to speed on the federal changes that were introduced last year.  The 
first briefing session is next Tuesday for all those members in West State Super, Gold State Super or any other 
scheme.  Therefore, all the new members post-2001 will be able to attend that seminar.  Those members in the 
parliamentary scheme, such as Hon Bruce Donaldson, will be able to attend another seminar on Thursday, 
10 May, between one and two o’clock, so that they can also be advised about how those changes have the 
potential to impact on their super schemes and be educated about how they may make decisions about their 
investment portfolios.  I suppose it is very good timing for these seminars to be put in place, because the federal 
budget is due next week and there will probably be further changes.  As we all know, superannuation is a 
movable feast. 
Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 5.40 pm 

__________ 
 


