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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

On motion by Hon N.F. Moore (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 10 October 2000. 

Ordinary 
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the House) [5.00 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

World Car Free Day - Adjournment Debate 
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.01 pm]: I want to bring a number of matters to the attention of 
the House before we leave this evening, one being that today is World Car Free Day.  The Greens (WA) 
members of this House all made an effort to come to Parliament today by means other than by car. 

Hon Ken Travers:  What a wonderful, token gesture! 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, I thought Hon Ken Travers would be impressed! 

Hon M.D. Nixon:  I hope you weren’t using taxpayers’ money on public transport. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Absolutely not!  I rode my bicycle. 

On a more serious note, I want to raise a matter concerning a lack of effort on the part of the Government to 
provide alternative transport in Perth, particularly relating to the delivery of government funds for the Perth 
bicycle network.  The last state budget had no allocation for stages 2 and 3 of the Perth bike network, which is 
way behind schedule.  The implementation and funding of stage 1 of the network - which, by the way, is an 
excellent proposal and the Greens are fully supportive of it - is falling way behind.  If it continues at its current 
rate, the first stage will not be fully completed until the end of next year.  In fact, with the funds that are 
currently available, only 30 to 40 per cent of it will be completed.  The proposed principal shared paths, for 
example, which go along major rail routes - again an excellent initiative - will be only 30 to 40 per cent 
completed.  The other day I looked at the path that runs along the Perth-Fremantle rail link and the sections that 
have been done are excellent; the trouble is there are huge gaps in them.  There is therefore much concern in the 
cycling community that the Government is not delivering on its election promise.   

The funding for this initiative was announced in 1996 as an election promise and, of course, brought great 
expectations; however, that expectation has not been delivered. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Do you normally ride to work? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, before I entered this place I rode to work every day.  However, as members will 
appreciate, the amount of paperwork that members must cart around in this job and the number of appointments 
they must get to makes it difficult to ride a bike to work every day.  However, I say to the Attorney General that 
yes, I do cycle to work on days when I do not have commitments and do not have to travel a long distance. 

It may seem a mere gesture to cycle to work today.  However, the point the Greens make is that every day 
members should think carefully about their need to take a car and whether they can catch a train, ride a bike or 
walk. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The red Central Area Transit bus is actually good for that.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes.  People have become complacent.  They use their car without thinking about the 
alternatives.  Hon Christine Sharp walked to work today from her flat in Leederville.  As members know, private 
cars are a major contributor to poor air quality in Perth.  Any contribution that we can make to reduce our car use 
is much better for Perth’s air quality.  I encourage members, where possible, to get on their bikes - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Or a CAT bus! 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am particularly keen to promote cycling because of the dual benefits it provides of better 
air quality and personal health.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Walking is better.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  We can debate that.  Until we have gas-powered buses we will have a problem with the 
buses.   
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I reiterate that the lack of funding to complete the Perth bicycle network is a serious concern.  The cycling 
community, which is fortunately a growing sector of the population, is concerned that the projects are 
incomplete.  They want to see action on this as soon as possible.  It does not look good when no allocation is 
made in the current budget.  The Greens (WA) call on the Government to put some money into those networks, 
so they can be completed on schedule.   

Questions on Notice, Lack of Responses - Adjournment Debate 
HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.06 pm]:  I rise again on the adjournment debate on the 
lack of responses to questions placed on notice by members on this side of the House.  This is the second time I 
have had to raise this issue since the winter recess.  I am particularly concerned that the Premier, who should be 
leading by example, is probably one of the worst offenders when it comes to responding to questions.  I put a 
number of questions on notice some months ago.  Some ministers have shown some improvement, but the 
Premier is still very tardy in responding to questions. He still has not responded to questions about the Matrix 
vehicle fleet.  This is the fifth sitting week of the spring session, and these questions were put on notice a couple 
of months before the winter recess. 

Hon Peter Foss:  For two of those weeks you were on strike. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  What does the Attorney General mean? 

Hon Peter Foss:  You were on strike.  You refused to deal with any business.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Is the Attorney General telling me that his interpretation of what has happened is 
that the Government is punishing me by not responding to my questions?  That is pretty poor form.  What a 
nonsense.  Is this the excuse the Attorney General gives for the Premier’s failure to respond? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should not be led into error by an interjection like that.  With 
great respect, it is like taking a bit of bait, and I did not expect that of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich of all people. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Premier has refused to provide answers to questions about privatisation and 
closure of government agencies.  Questions were placed on notice on 10 August 2000.  Parliament was 
prorogued, and in the past five sitting weeks we have not received the answers.  The Premier has refused to 
provide answers to questions about the staffing levels in government agencies.  Questions on volume-based 
agreements were put on notice in August and, once again, the Premier has not provided a response to those 
questions.  

I asked a question on notice of all ministers on 24 May 2000 about ex gratia payments by all government 
agencies.  Parliament was prorogued and in the five sitting weeks since I have been back only one minister, Hon 
Kim Hames, has responded.  That is a very poor rate of response.  The questions were re-signed and put back on 
notice when Parliament resumed five weeks ago.  

When I was listening to part of the grievance debate from my office about unanswered questions in the other 
place, I heard criticism from Hon Colin Barnett about what he thought were some of the problems with questions 
asked by the Labor Party.  He claimed that too many questions were being asked and that he did not like the 
nature of them.  That is just bad luck.  Getting answers to questions is a tedious process for the Opposition.  In 
the past, if I wanted information concerning redeployees, for example, I could have asked a simple question of 
the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet, which would have provided the information.  However, due to this 
Government’s supposed smart policies, which are dysfunctional, non-functional and inefficient, questions of that 
nature must go to every single agency from which I must wait for a response to get a complete picture of a 
situation.  

The Government has intentionally made it difficult for members to obtain information.  Now it is whingeing 
about the process and the cost of providing that information.  It is a pretty sad reflection on the state Public 
Service when the Health Department, for example, must spend up to 20 hours preparing an answer to each 
question.  That is a substantial amount of time.  It illustrates that the extrapolation of information within 
government agencies is not very efficient.  Their record keeping is probably woeful.  Government agencies 
spend a great deal of time working out how they can avoid providing us with honest up-front responses.  They 
spend more time working out how to avoid answering questions, how to protect their ministers and how to 
ensure the Opposition does not get the information it requires than they spend answering questions.  

This Government talks about accountability, but it does not want to respond to questions asked by the 
Opposition.  It whinges about the workload and the volume of questions.  I do not think the Opposition would be 
doing its job if it refused to undertake research and seek the information it needs to progress issues.  The fact that 
the Government has decided as a matter of policy to devolve responsibility to government agencies for so many 
areas of operation - ranging from redeployees to staffing, leave management and so on - is a problem of its own 
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making.  It must accept responsibility for the fact that the system is not as efficient as it should be.  That does not 
mean that we, on this side of the House, should cop the consequences; we should not be required to find it 
acceptable that questions go unanswered for months.  The current situation is not good enough.  I want my 
questions answered.  I would be very appreciative if someone could convey to the Premier that I am sick and 
tired of not having questions answered by him.  He might have a special exemption whereby he is under no 
obligation to answer questions asked by members.   

Hon Norm Kelly:  He is the worst of the lot.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, and that is an absolute disgrace.  Unless he has some special dispensation 
from answering questions, I do not believe he is doing his job properly.  He does not have much grasp of the 
concept of accountability - he is standing by the Minister for Fair Trading.  He should take more pride in his 
work and act like a leader.  He can do that by demonstrating leadership in answering questions.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Attorney General) [5.17 pm]:  I must set the record straight.  First, I 
will deal with some of the problems I have with questions.  Since the coalition has assumed government, for 
some strange reason questions without notice have been predominantly questions of which some notice is given.  
Under the previous regime, questions of such size and scope would have been asked on notice.  I do not have a 
problem with members asking questions -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  These were all on notice.   

Hon PETER FOSS: - of which some notice is given.  However, I do have a problem with the fact that the 
number of questions of which some notice is given greatly exceeds the number of questions asked in the House.  
I do not think members have any idea of the amount of time consumed when everything must be dropped to 
meet a two-hour deadline to provide an extensive answer to a question.  Having done so, ministers must ensure 
that they arrive in the Chamber in time to give the answer.  After all that, often questions are not asked.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was no different when we were in government.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Then, when one or two of the questions are not answered because there has not been time to 
do so, who behaves like a squeaky toy?  It is Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  Not only does the Labor Party squander 
public servants’ time by giving notice of questions that they have no intention of asking, they then complain 
unreasonably when, on occasion, we cannot meet that deadline.  That is notwithstanding the fact that the 
questions now being asked in that form are rarely what were once questions on notice. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You do not like answering questions!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Secondly, it is clear that the number of questions being asked on notice far exceeds the 
number asked when the Government was in opposition.  I will ask the Clerk to provide some statistics on that.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Do not tie up the Clerk’s time!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  They are being churned out.  I would not mind that if I thought someone was reading them.   

I would not even mind if I thought that members read them when they submit them.  I would like to think that 
they read the answers, but it is quite clear that they read neither the question nor the answer.  On a number of 
occasions in the upper House when I dealt with questions on notice, I received questions that asked exactly what 
members in the lower House had already asked, and which I had already answered.  To start with we said, “See 
answer to question on notice such and such”.  After a while I thought, “This is blooming stupid.”  Members are 
so disinterested in the process that they are going through it as some sort of ritual.  They do not want to know 
what the question or the answer is; they just churn them out.  Obviously, some union person is employed to write 
questions.  Often when questions are asked in this House, members have no idea what the question is until they 
read it. 

The PRESIDENT:  One of the rules in this House is that there is a proper assumption that when a member stands 
to ask a question, it is that member’s question.  I do not know what happens behind the scenes, but, as the 
Attorney General knows, that is an assumption in parliamentary practice.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is true.  It is obviously a false impression I have gained and is quite unlikely to be true.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That is two mistakes you have made since 1963.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I apologise for having mistakenly understood what was happening, and I withdraw that.  It 
reached the stage in the lower House when my suggested answers to my colleagues were, “Will you stop wasting 
taxpayers’ money and at least find out whether you are asking a question to which you already have an answer.”  
It happened not just once, but three or four times.  If we counted the number of questions we have answered in 
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the time we have been in government, members would find that the rate is overwhelmingly greater than it is for 
any other Government.   

The previous Government, particularly under Dr Carmen Lawrence, adopted a particular format, which it got 
from the United Kingdom Parliament, in which multiple questions were asked of everybody.  If members asked 
those types of questions, they were refused answers by the Government of Dr Carmen Lawrence, and probably 
quite properly. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is not what you said at the time.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know.  I do not think it was proper.  Members should check the practice in the United 
Kingdom Parliament.  Under Dr Carmen Lawrence the Government refused to answer those questions, because 
it considered them to be onerous in that one question that was multiplied by all sorts of little permutations was 
asked of every department.  The cost of that is enormous and it is the sort of thing that members could pick up 
through the annual accounts.  

Hon W.N. Stretch:  It is totally irresponsible.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is irresponsible.  The one way in which we have erred is that we answered the darn 
things.  One of the complaints from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is about that kind of question.  She is one of the 
people who most commonly asks that type of question.  It must be wonderful fun to come up with 10 questions 
comprising three parts and then ask it of every department.  The entire Public Service is spending its time giving 
the sorts of information that, on that systemic basis, should be picked up through the annual accounts of the 
State.  Now the member has the cheek to stand up and complain.  Do members have any idea of the amount of 
time that is required to give answers to those sorts of questions?  People in the Ministry of the Premier and 
Cabinet must gather all the answers and, once that is done, they give the compendious answer, which is then sent 
to everybody to check that it is correct.  By the time it gets back to them, usually across government - there are 
thousands of agencies - the situation has changed for one of them, so they send it back to have the change made.  
All the changes are received and put into the answer, which is then sent out again.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich complains about the Premier, but the Premier gets these cross-government questions.  If 
the member keeps asking such stupid questions, I am amazed that she gets an answer at all. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I don't. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The member does not deserve one. 

Hon Ken Travers:  We don't deserve you, minister. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are kidding me.  What a joke! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  One of the things I have tried to indicate today is that the Opposition is not serving the 
people of Western Australia as it should be and asking sensible and directed questions, the answers to which 
interest them. 

Hon Ken Travers:  When will you resign? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have been referred to, by not only the member but also the Mayor of Armadale, as the 
“eternal general”. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I hope I don't see you in eternity. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is happening too often for me not to be convinced by it.  These Freudian slips of the 
tongue cannot always be ignored. 

Instead of asking questions which serve the people of Western Australia, it has become a ritual for members 
opposite to continually ask questions which have no relevance whatsoever for the people of Western Australia.  I 
will give Hon Nick Griffiths his due:  He is the one member opposite who I believe is asking appropriate 
questions and who is at least asking questions without notice.  Most opposite do not. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I will not interject at this stage. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Just bask in it. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I shall lose my support in Caucus very quickly. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I think my lady doth protest too much. 

Light Vehicle Fleet, LPG Use - Adjournment Debate 

HON NORM KELLY (East Metropolitan) [5.27 pm]:  I also have a number of unanswered questions on notice.  
I have a sneaking suspicion they have been caught up with those of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  I am not sure which 
bin I look in! 

I wish to talk about answers I have received to a couple of questions I asked in this place.  In the adjournment 
debate last night I spoke about the Government’s inability to make a significant portion of its light vehicle fleet 
LPG vehicles.  I asked questions today to try once and for all to get a definite indication of when the 
Government is intending to honour its commitment of April 1998 when it committed to having 300 LPG 
vehicles in the fleet.  The Premier's media release yesterday referred to the Ministry of Housing saying - 

The Ministry will be taking delivery of a number of these dedicated LPG vehicles and their 
performance will be evaluated. 

That is a very definitive, strong statement that the Government is committed to taking on board these dedicated 
LPG vehicles. 

I asked the Premier a question today, which he fobbed off to his most junior minister to answer.  Unfortunately I 
am not able to get a definite response from the Premier on the minister’s statements.  The Minister for Works 
stated in his answer this afternoon - 

It is planned to encourage government agencies to take up about 250 dual fuel . . .  or dedicated LPG 
vehicles over the next six months. 

This is the strongest commitment we have received from the Government so far.  It is absolutely appalling that 
one day the Premier makes a statement that the Government is committed to taking on board these vehicles and 
the very next day his junior minister contradicts the Premier's statement.  There is no commitment to take on 
board these vehicles.  As the Minister for Works stated in the first part of his answer - 

The Government has made no commitment to acquiring a specific number of Ford dedicated LPG 
powered vehicles. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  They have only just come on the market.  

Hon NORM KELLY:  They have been on the market for a couple of months. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  Not in Western Australia. 

Hon NORM KELLY:  That is interesting, as the minister said these vehicles were introduced on 15 July 2000.  
The vehicles were initially introduced in Melbourne, but I do not know when they were made available to 
government fleets.  I am sure Ford is promoting the vehicles to large government fleets.  However, the minister 
says they were introduced on 15 July 2000 and I will take his word for it.  It is clear there is no commitment 
from the Government, despite the 1998 assurances of the previous Minister for Works and the statements the 
Premier made yesterday on a number of occasions.  I am disappointed and wary that this might simply be pre-
election fluff and bluster by the Government to make out that it has a green bone in its body and is committed to 
cleaner and cheaper alternatives to the present light vehicle fleet.  The Government is missing out on a golden 
opportunity.  I was amazed to hear the Premier say that the use of LPG vehicles was not an issue 18 months ago.  
His Government announced the trial two and a half years ago.  Obviously, it forgot to tell the Premier. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  You are being mischievous.  The price of fuel has changed the parameters. 

Hon NORM KELLY: LPG has been 30¢ or 40¢ cheaper than petrol for the past few years. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The Government said that, in relative terms, the price had not changed. 

Hon NORM KELLY:  Answers to my questions earlier this year revealed that the Government was purchasing 
LPG for as little as 24.9¢ a litre when the retail price was 40¢ a litre.  I realise the Government would get similar 
discounts on petrol, but that is indicative of how cheap LPG is. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  If Hon Ken Travers and Hon Bill Stretch wish to debate the issue, they should go 
outside.  Hon Norm Kelly is speaking and Hon Ed Dermer wishes to speak.  

Hon NORM KELLY:  It is clear there is no commitment from the Government.  Members on the government 
benches shake their heads.  I encourage them to ask their ministers to release a definitive statement about where 
the Government stands on the issue of LPG in its light vehicle fleet.  Its media releases and answers to 
parliamentary questions have so far failed to reveal a stance.  It is in the interests of government members - and 
all Western Australians - to encourage such a statement. 
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Hope Valley-Wattleup Area Property Purchases - Adjournment Debate 
Hon NORM KELLY:  I discovered through an answer to a parliamentary question that the Ministry for Planning 
has purchased 85 properties in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area at a cost of over $10m in anticipation that the land 
will be developed for industrial use, as proposed in the Fremantle-Rockingham Industrial Area Regional 
Strategy.  It is disturbing that such industrial use is not part of the metropolitan region scheme.  The land is 
zoned urban, yet the Government is using funds from the metropolitan region improvement fund to purchase 
these properties for industrial use. 

Hon Peter Foss:  In my answer to your question today, I said it was under an improvement plan. 

Hon NORM KELLY:  I read section 37A of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act, and it is my 
belief the department has breached section 38 of the Act.  Information from the State Revenue Department states 
that the metropolitan region improvement tax is collected on behalf of the Western Australian Planning 
Commission and that the funds assist in financing the cost of providing land for roads, open spaces, parks and 
similar public facilities.   

The development of industrial land does not fit within those parameters, and I will be requesting more 
information on this issue, but part of my question was requesting how much metropolitan region improvement 
funds had been allocated towards purchasing bushland sites.  The answer to that part of the question was that it 
would need further research.  It is interesting that the Planning Commission could give us an exact figure about 
how much money it is spending on buying up land for industrial development, but it could not give an answer 
about how much it is spending on buying up privately owned bushland sites.  It will probably be easy to get 
those answers, because it is my belief that very little money has been used out of the metropolitan region 
improvement funds to purchase bushland sites. 

On the one hand, we see the Government with a draft bushland strategy failing to act in an appropriate 
timeframe, while, on the other hand, land clearing and developing is continuing on privately owned bushland 
sites.  I am sure one of the arguments is, “Well, the developers had to have it because we did not have the money 
to purchase conservation sites.”  As the answer to yesterday’s question shows, the Government can readily 
afford $10m to purchase urban land for an industrial development which does not even have the approval of 
Parliament.  It is premature for the Government to be spending money, particularly out of this fund, for industrial 
development which does not have the support of Parliament. 

Questions on Notice, Lack of Responses - Adjournment Debate 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [5.37 pm]:  It would be a pity to adjourn without addressing some 
of the outrageous propositions put by the Attorney General in respect of the Government’s answering of 
questions.  He suggested some concern that questions are often asked without notice, for which some notice has 
been given.  That is the only instrument available to us if we wish to ask a question of a minister in the other 
House.  For that reason, almost all of my questions are asked with some notice given. 

Hon Peter Foss:  My statement was that you gave notice but you then did not ask the question. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  That is a simple explanation.  I fail to see that the Attorney General has a point in respect 
of the matter he raised, because we have a simple explanation for asking questions:  We have a responsibility to 
represent our constituents.  That often involves asking questions of ministers residing in the Assembly, and in 
every instance it requires that questions be asked without notice but with some notice given. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Why don’t you at least put it on notice so we can give the answer to you? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  There is a very good reason why questions are not put on notice to this Government as a 
common practice, and that is the extraordinary period of time that is often taken to answer questions which are 
put on notice. 

Hon Peter Foss:  My complaint is that you submit questions that you do not ask.  We have gone to all the trouble 
of getting the answer and you do not ask the question. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I understand what the Attorney General is saying.  Personally I have never done that. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I am afraid you are an orphan in that respect. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I do not have any direct experience with that, but I understand what the Attorney General 
is saying.  I only wish he would listen to what I am saying about why questions often need to be asked in this 
House with some notice given. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We do not have any problems with that. 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Why do we not submit questions on notice?  The reason is that the Government takes an 
extraordinary period of time to answer questions.  I will illustrate the point by using an example, and this is 
relevant to another inappropriate comment made by the Attorney General in his earlier speech.  In December 
1998 an Auditor General’s report was produced which indicated that in at least four departments there were 
serious questions about their preparations to confront the Y2K computer problem on 1 January of this year.  It 
was entirely appropriate then to ask all ministers, in respect of each agency for which they were responsible, 
whether their level of preparation for that agency met the tests that had been included in the Auditor General’s 
report.  The report included a sample of approximately 20 or 30 agencies.  

On 23 December 1998, I put those questions on notice.  The Parliament was prorogued after the autumn session 
in 1999.  The questions lapsed.  For that reason, at the commencement of the spring session in 1999, they were 
put again in a modified form to allow for the passage of time.  They were essentially the same questions; they 
were modified only slightly.  I received the answers to most of those questions in March and April this year.  I 
think the Government's ministers would have been able to say confidently in March and April 2000 that they 
would not have a Y2K problem on 1 January 2000.  That is an example of a situation in which it was appropriate 
to ask a question of all ministers, and it reflects the inability of this Government to stand on its hind feet and be 
accountable for its decisions and to provide honest answers to questions in a timely and appropriate fashion. 

What outraged me most this afternoon was the Attorney General’s reflection on the hard work of Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich.  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich takes her responsibilities seriously. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Does she read her answers? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  When she asks questions, she demonstrates extraordinary energy and incisiveness.  Her 
questions demonstrate a strategic pattern, which illustrates clearly that she carefully studies each of the answers 
she receives, and they are often the basis for further questions. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Do you know if she reads the answers? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The correct person to ask is the member who receives the answer.  Hon Ed Dermer is 
not here to answer for others. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Nevertheless, the hard work, energy and strategic skill of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in 
crafting her questions is clear to anyone who reads them.  Those questions are all in Hansard - at least those that 
the Government has deemed it appropriate to answer. 

There is a simple explanation for why this Government objects to the questions that Labor Party and non-
government members ask; that is, it is afraid to offer the answers.  The Government realises that it controls the 
date of the next election.  There is a very simple explanation for the behaviour of the Government when it asks, 
for no good reason, that questions without notice asked in this House be placed on notice and when it fails to 
answer questions that are sensibly placed on notice, and that is fear of the public learning the truth about its 
incompetence.  For this reason, I fear that the Government will not answer many of the questions currently on 
notice.  It refused to answer many of them when they were originally asked as questions without notice and 
insisted they be placed on notice.  The Government is afraid that those answers will get through to the electorate 
of Western Australia prior to the election.  The Government will use the election and the proroguing of the 
Parliament to avoid answering those questions. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 5.42 pm 
__________  

 
 


