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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [5.41 pm]:  I now propose to 
move what is known as the special adjournment.  Before doing so, I ask members to note that the House 
Management Committee proposes to meet in the President’s dining room at the rising of the House.  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until Thursday, 13 September 2001. 

Question put and passed. 

Ordinary 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [5.42 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Answers to Questions - Adjournment Debate 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.42 pm]:  I ask the Government, through the minister who has 
moved the adjournment motion, to take notice of an aspect of the Government’s attitude to business in this 
House.  The response received will probably influence other relations across the Chamber, so I certainly hope 
that the observations I am about to make are received in the constructive way in which they are offered and are 
not a catalyst for simple disagreement or inane interjection.   

Earlier in this session I made the observation that this Government has only been in power for approximately six 
months and the arrogance that it sometimes displays portrays it as a Government that is old before its time.  I 
referred to some of the responses that one receives when simply requesting something as a matter of courtesy.  I 
rose during a previous adjournment debate about some matters relating to the Community Drug Summit.  I was 
reassured and mollified by the response from the Leader of the House on that occasion, although I might add I 
noticed no change in the general behaviour from the Government outside of this Chamber about that matter.  But 
not to worry, if that is the way things are, I accept that. 

The other day I asked a question, through the Minister for Racing and Gaming, of the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services.  I gave some days notice of the question.  I did not ask it the morning before question time.  
When I raised it, one of the Government’s assistants told me that the Government would not be able to provide 
an answer that day.  I said that I was happy to put it off until the next week, as I understand the difficulties in 
obtaining answers.  However, when I asked the question, I was told that the answer was not readily available and 
that it would involve a great deal of ferreting around in police stations all over the State to find records.  The 
Government said that was unreasonable, which I accepted.  However, I still require information to help me 
address a matter raised by a constituent.   

Today I asked another question of which some notice had been given.  Again, I was not impressed with the 
response I received.  I did not ask the question to be a smart alec or to try to score a political point, laugh at the 
Government or entrap a government member.  The question was a search for facts.  The substance of my 
question related to information about the number of charges that have been laid under a section of the Criminal 
Code.  I asked -  

Has the Attorney General consulted with or sought advice from the Minister for Police or the Western 
Australia Police Service about the proposed changes? 

The changes about which I asked relate to legislation I am considering on behalf of constituents.  I am 
considering my position and trying to find some information.  I also asked - 

If so, what advice was given and what statistical or other data was such advice based on? 

Access to that information, even in a general way, would assist me in considering my constituent’s matter.  I 
received a response from the Minister for Racing and Gaming representing the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services, and I thank him for providing it, although I was not happy with the content.  The response 
was that the Police Service had provided a copy of a report - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The Police Service was provided with a copy of the report and it agreed in principle with 
the recommendations.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The minister, by interjection, interrupted me.  The answer stated -  

The Western Australia Police Service was provided with a copy of the ministerial committee’s report on 
lesbian and gay law reform dated June 2001.  The Western Australia Police Service advised that it 
supports in principle the report’s recommendations.  
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I do not know whether giving a report to a group of people which then advises that its supports something in 
principle should be considered consultation or the seeking of advice in the context of a major change to a piece 
of legislation.  For the purposes of this exercise, I will allow that it is.  However, the answer still ignores the 
absolute nub of the question -   

If so, what advice was given and what statistical or other data was such advice based on?   

The answer is completely silent on that part of the question.  It was dismissive of it.  In view of the previous 
question - the second referred to the first - I wonder what I need to do to get even basic information.   

I have asked other questions and found that the Government’s tendency is to avoid a question in the House by 
responding to it without giving information.  If a question were highly political, loaded or asked, as I said before, 
for the purpose of being a smart alec, the response could deservedly be given in the same spirit.  However, when 
I come into this Parliament to ask questions of ministers that require answers purely of an informative nature, I 
expect them to be answered seriously.  I raise that matter now in the hope that it does not appear that I am thin-
skinned, because I am not.  However, I want to make question time work, especially when we are trying to assist 
our constituents with non-partisan issues.  I thank the House for allowing me to delay it. 

Waste Control Motion, Reply to Comments - Adjournment Debate 

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [5.50 pm]:  I rise this evening because last week during debate on the 
waste control motion, on which I was the lead speaker, I wrongly assumed that I would be able to reply to the 
speakers who debated the motion.  However, because I had not moved the motion I could not do so.  I would 
have liked to reply to many matters raised by members. 

I am sorry that Hon Peter Foss is not present in the House.  He made an attack on Lee Bell, who I believe is of 
very high integrity.  Hon Peter Foss, a former Minister for the Environment, who was at one stage in charge of 
the Department of Environmental Protection, was involved with the Minister for Health and had a link with the 
Omex site, obviously allowed Mr Bell to get under his skin because he went out of his way to be insulting about 
Mr Bell and his partner Jane Bremmer’s concerns about the contamination of their property.  He particularly got 
stuck into the testing that Mr Bell had done on his property.  He talked about the extensive drilling that was done 
on the property.  He used the phrase “pockmarked his site with drill holes” and said that nothing was found.  In 
fact, only six drill holes were made on the site.  I have with me a number of reports about that site, which prove 
that is not the case.  In a letter to Lee Bell, Peter Skitmore said, in part -  

In relation to contamination within your backyard I refer to the statements made in the attached reports.  
The Chemistry Centre report indicates that the contamination is likely to have resulted from a source 
other than the Omex site.  The Health Department report indicates that contamination is likely to have 
come from an on-site source. 

There is therefore no denial that there was some level of contamination.  The letter goes on -  

The Health Department report goes on to say that “levels of lead -  

It does not say there is no lead -  

are unlikely to pose a health risk”; it then recommends that the grass in the backyard is maintained in 
good condition. 

As you were advised over the telephone, it is not possible to say that any site is not contaminated, no 
matter where it is or what it has been used for, without a detailed study of the site.  It is therefore not 
possible to categorically say that there is no contamination at your house.   

I do not have time to go through all the documents I have with me, including one from Dr Peter Dingle, a 
lecturer in pollutants and toxicology at Murdoch University.  He said -  

Having examined a number of available tests, reports, guidelines and recommendations from 
government and private sources, I am of the opinion that off-site contamination from the OMEX pit is 
occurring and that a number of properties are probably contaminated by the pit as toxic waste continues 
to leach from it into the local groundwater. 

Other than the scientific reports which indicate the potential for contamination it is confirmed in the 
DEPs ‘Pollution Issues Committee Briefing Note’ dated 16 Nov. 

That is the one I just read out from Peter Skitmore -  

 . . .  which, under the heading, THE TURNERS - LOT 51 HENKIN ROAD, . . . “Samples taken from 
his property indicated excessive lead levels and low pH, consistent with contamination by waste found 
in the claypit.”   
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Other communication has also acknowledged the presence of contamination in the yards of residents.  
For example, the Health Department letter from Dr Di Marco, p.2&3, suggests growing more grass over 
exposed soil as this would “limit access to the contamination and reduce exposure”, thereby admitting 
contamination exists on the property.   

There have also been reported incidents of local children having excessive levels of lead contamination.  
The most likely source of this contamination is from the near by pit.  In one incident Bob White’s 5 
year old son had blood levels 3-10 times safe limit.   

There are a number of these reports.  On Thursday, 2 August, Hon Peter Foss stated in his speech -  

In the end, I think three analyses were carried out on his site.  Hon Derrick Tomlinson can tell us more 
about this issue, - 

I am reading from an uncorrected Hansard.  It further states -  

because I cannot remember the full details; it was after my direct involvement.  I think Mr Bell analysed 
the fluff in his roof.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He did, and guess what he found?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Lead? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Dioxin.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, dioxin.  He found it in his roof.  I understand that the substance Mr Bell 
found in his roof would be found in the roof of any house that has in front of it a road along which 
traffic travels.  However, this was proof positive by Mr Bell that somehow the contamination had crept 
or flown - or moved in some other way - across the road in total defiance of the laws of gravity and 
other physical laws, gone up the walls and into the ceiling.  This proved that there was contamination.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Not only did it show that it did that, but also it changed state from 
polyfluorocarbons to dioxin.   

However, it was not dioxin, because Mr Bell had asked for dioxin tests to be done but the department would not 
agree to that; in fact, it was lead.  The minister later said that the reports from the Director of Public Prosecutions 
were rather turgid and difficult for people to understand.  I thought that I should help the minister’s 
understanding, so I have with me some good photographs, which I will describe for Hansard.   

The first is a picture of the Omex site with a huge sheet of black liquid, which is the pollutant flowing from that 
site.  Much of that pollutant, according to the community, had travelled down the roadways and had been carried 
by water when it flooded.  Many areas around that site were contaminated in that way.  The second is a 
photograph of a huge smoke plume and a huge fire in that area.  For the benefit of Hon Peter Foss, I will explain 
that this is a very good way for pollutants to travel into people’s roof spaces, and that is exactly what happened 
in this case.   

Since that time, just in case Hon Peter Foss has not found out, tests for dioxin have been carried out around that 
site.  The closer one gets to the Omex site, the more dioxin one finds.  It is clear that these types of fires are very 
good ways for the pollutants to be carried.  I have another photograph of the same fire, for the benefit of the 
honourable member.  I finally have a photograph taken from a long way away that shows the extent of the fire.  
It shows a huge smoke plume travelling over the city.  The photograph was taken from outside the city.  Houses 
cannot even be seen in the photograph. 

Hon Peter Foss:  When were they taken?   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I cannot say what year they were taken, but it was when the Omex site had a very large fire.  
Of course pollutants can travel like that. 

I also have the guidelines of how waste can travel across roads.  One of the ways in which waste, including lead, 
can travel is that it can be carried in the vapours that come from cars, as Hon Peter Foss would be aware.  There 
was a lot of off-gassing on the Omex site, and both the Health Department and the Department of Environmental 
Protection commented on that matter and said they were concerned about the level of off-gassing on that site.  
This photograph shows ground water contamination that has travelled over and under houses and then has off-
gassed into the houses.  It shows wind erosion.  It shows a number of ways in which this sort of contamination 
can travel.  If I had more time, I would explain it more fully to the former minister so that he would understand 
that he is not so clever and that the stupid remarks that he made have no basis in fact.   

Asylum Seekers, Actions of Federal Government - Adjournment Debate 
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HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [6.01 pm]:  I want to say a few words about an issue that I am sure 
is at the forefront of everyone’s mind; namely, the drama that is unfolding off the coast of Australia near 
Christmas Island.  I want to speak on this matter because there has been little public comment about Australia’s 
shameful response to this circumstance.  I want to talk also about the attempt by the federal Government last 
night to ram through the federal Parliament legislation that would have had extraordinary consequences for 
Australia’s obligations under international law.  The Greens (WA) contend that what is occurring off Christmas 
Island is likely to be ruled a breach of the law of the sea, and that Australia is abrogating its responsibility to 
protect persons who are in trouble at sea.  Those laws are incredibly important.  Those laws have been upheld 
and used by Australia at the other end of the spectrum - namely, for the wayward around-the-world yachties who 
have happened to get themselves into trouble in the Southern Ocean - and we regard that as a matter of pride.  
There is some controversy about the amount of effort that often goes into rescuing a lone sailer.  However, when 
a boatload of 430-plus people is in dire straits and in need of assistance and to come into a port, the federal 
Government reacts by wiping its hands of it.  I have noted in the media coverage of this issue that the Norwegian 
Government is certainly questioning the legality of Australia’s position.  I remind members of Australia’s 
obligations as a signatory to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, in particular article 14, which relates to 
refugees and states - 

Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asylum from persecution.   

In April this year, Justice Einfeld said that it is not illegal to arrive in Australia and make an application for 
refugee status, and that to infer that simply to come to Australia is an illegal act is a gross injustice to those 
people who are seeking refugee status in Australia.   

The other issue I want to address is the right to have a claim for refugee status assessed.  The 1951 United 
Nations Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, and its 1967 protocol, to which Australia is a signatory, 
defines a refugee as any person who -  

. . . owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, 
membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and 
is unable, or owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country . . .    

I remind members that the people we are talking about in this case are largely from Afghanistan and Iran.  
Currently, worldwide there are approximately 1.2 million refugees from Afghanistan.  The situation in 
Afghanistan is extreme, particularly for women. 

Hon John Fischer:  Most of the refugees are men. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  They are not all men.  There are about 431 people on the Tampa.  I want to compare that 
figure with the number of people who are residing illegally in Australia.  In 1999, more than 53 000 people 
residing in Australia were without valid visas.  Most of them are from the United Kingdom and the United 
States.  They are usually people who have overstayed their holiday visas.  More than 15 000 of them have been 
in Australia for nine years or more.  We should look at the figures in the clear light of day, and we should not be 
racist.  We should look at how many people are in our community illegally and are not being chased or hounded 
off our shores.  Those people have probably not come from Afghanistan, a country in which people are lucky if 
they have something to eat.  Let us get this into some sort of perspective. 

The federal Government has cut the number of people who are able to enter Australia under the category of 
offshore humanitarian places for refugees.  In 1995-96, 15 000 people were able to enter Australia under that 
category.  For 2000-01, the figure is 5 700.  The federal Government is looking at slashing the number by a 
further 300 places.  Not only is Australia holding off refugees in boats, but also it is reducing the number of 
people who can make an application to enter Australia on humanitarian grounds.  In 1999, 3 740 arrived by boat 
in Australia.  Of those, 80 per cent were recognised as genuine refugees and granted either full refugee status or 
temporary protection visas. 

Last night in the Senate, the Government attempted to force through a Bill for which I have serious 
condemnation.  My colleague, Bob Brown, has taken a strong and commendable position on this issue.  The 
ALP finally came to its senses and opposed the Bill.  The Bill sought to narrow legislation and the judicial and 
commonly accepted interpretation of the definition of “refugee”.  It intended to limit the role of Australia’s 
courts in interpreting the refugee convention.  It would have allowed adverse influences to be drawn when 
determining the status of refugees, if the asylum seekers did not have documents to prove their identity.  In the 
adverse interpretation of “asylum seekers”, claims based on their lack of identification runs counter to the 
intention of the refugee convention.  It would have allowed decision makers to make adverse inferences if 
asylum seekers made an affirmation to tell the truth - not an oath according to their religious beliefs - without an 
explanation deemed reasonable by the Department of Immigration.  It would allow subjective interpretations by 
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bureaucrats.  The legislation that the federal Government attempted to ram through is shocking.  It will not be the 
last attempt of the federal Government to limit access to Australia by people seeking refugee status. 

During the Second World War Jewish refugees were turned back from various countries and returned to Europe, 
where thousands of them perished because they had not been granted refugee status.  That did not happen to all 
Jewish people, but I ask members to think long and hard about what sort of position Australia is taking here, and 
how it is going to be seen by the rest of the world.  There, but for the grace of God, go you or I.  We might have 
been born in one of those countries and be in exactly the same circumstances these people find themselves in 
now.  

Early Childhood Directorate - Adjournment Debate 

HON B.M. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [6.10 pm]:  Last week I alluded to my concern about the 
Government’s decision to dismantle the early childhood directorate at the Department of Education.  Through 
some questions I have asked this week I have received some more information.  I am extremely concerned, and 
want the House to know my concern.  I hope that some other members will understand and appreciate the 
seriousness of this decision to dismantle the early childhood directorate.  The implementation of early childhood 
programs, which are massive changes to the education system in Western Australia, will be managed by the 
district officers.  My concern is that major changes have taken place this year, and other changes are to be 
undertaken in 2002.   

Western Australia is the only State Government that provides a universal four-year-old kindergarten year for all 
children in the school system.  This has been introduced slowly over the past four years, and next year the four-
year-old kindergarten group moves from two half-days a week to four half-days a week, and to a full cohort of 
children.  With the introduction this year of the changed entry age for school in Western Australia, which took 
place in the kindergarten year, only half of the cohort, approximately 12 000 children, entered the kindergarten 
year.  Next year that group will be quite a unique group of children as it moves through the education system.  It 
will be a one-year group of only half the cohort of every other year in the school system.  That will need a lot of 
managing.  Also next year, those children will be attending four half-days a week, whereas this year they attend 
two half-days a week.  The other major change for next year is that the five-year-old preprimary year will move 
to five full days a week.  That in itself is a management nightmare and will need careful management. 

I am very concerned that this change has happened at a most inappropriate time, and has been very poorly timed.  
I do not need to reiterate that early learning, early intervention and assessment of young children’s needs are 
absolutely critical to their later outcomes and their competencies.  It is well documented that, if early childhood 
programs are provided, not only must they be appropriate to their age group, but also they must not be watered 
down primary school programs.  It is imperative to introduce a system-wide approach to this, so that all children 
across the State have equal access to appropriate and proper programs of equal value.  This cannot happen if a 
central unit in charge of delivering and ensuring appropriate practices, processes and management styles is 
dismantled while the new system is being introduced.   

I remind the House that in 1995 only one-third of Western Australian children had access to a kindergarten 
program.  This is a new program for Western Australia, as is the full-time preprimary program.  Many young 
parents are not aware of it; it has just become an expectation.   

As I said last week when I referred to this issue, the program has cost an additional $145 million.  Three hundred 
and sixty-two full-time teachers and 400 additional teacher aides were added to the system.  It is extremely 
important that the teaching force alone receive updated information to ensure its members are able to 
professionally manage these young children.  By the time the program is fully implemented in 2003, the 
Government will have spent an additional estimated $253 million to establish a world-class system of early 
education.   

I remind members opposite that this Government must recognise that this is a new program that requires good 
management practice.  I give all credit to the directorate of early childhood education in the Department of 
Education.  So far it has managed enormous problems.  It is remarkable that these historic changes in the 
Western Australian education system have not suffered too many problems.  However, my phone tends to run 
hot with parents complaining about mixed-age classes.  The multi-age grouping of children in the very early 
years must be managed properly.  The MAG programs are new to many parents and many teachers.  In addition, 
due to the altered entry age, with half the cohort of children going into the preprimary year next year, only half 
the cohort of preprimary students will be in the system.  However, there will be a full cohort of kindergarten and 
year 1 children.  Many schools will not be able to accommodate in neat, straight classes 20 kindergarten 
children, 25 preprimary children and 27 or so children in year 1.  It will be important to evaluate how those 
children will be multi-age grouped.  Many parents and teachers fear multi-age grouping.  However, if it is 
managed properly, it is very good for young children.  Many teachers and parents do not understand it.  
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This Government has dismantled an important section of the Department of Education at the very time when best 
management practice and advice are crucial to ensure that those children across the State are housed in 
appropriate buildings and are taught by appropriate staff.  Approximately 400 refurbished or new buildings have 
been placed on school sites in the past four years.  That has created many new sites that must be managed.  The 
need to manage and refurbish sites will continue.  In fairness to all children throughout the State, experts in the 
field delivering the programs must be able to contact a peak body so that the district offices at least can call on 
similar advice.  

An answer to a question I asked the parliamentary secretary yesterday, about how many people in the district 
offices are specially trained in early childhood education, revealed that not all district offices have an officer 
specially trained in early childhood teaching.  Some district offices will have to rely on principals, who are 
probably trained in primary education, to manage all the potential problems in the next school year.  I am gravely 
concerned about this.  I have been closely involved in the early childhood education programs and it is 
imperative that they not be watered down.  If teachers do not know how to manage them, that is what will 
happen.  The Government’s decision will have extremely serious repercussions and will cause chaos, concern 
and frustration among parents and professionals. 

Waste Control Motion, Mr Lee Bell - Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [6.20 pm]:  I had hoped that when Hon Jim Scott rose, he would take 
the opportunity in his reply to apologise for having repeated all the incredible allegations that obviously came 
from Mr Lee Bell with regard to the previous Government’s actions at Bellevue.  As often happens when a 
Government deals with a problem that has been left by successive Governments for many years, and when 
everybody has given up hope that anyone will do anything about it, everyone comes out of the woodwork and 
wants their own particular result.  People do not always get what they want, and when they do not get what they 
want, they assume that is due to some sort of ineptitude or corruption on the part of the Government.   

Mr Bell has been one of those who have been continually making unjustified attacks.  I did not impugn his 
integrity.  I merely said that he was a loony.  I still form the view that he is a loony.  The reason is that there is no 
responsibility on the part of the Government to take everybody out of Bellevue.  What our Government did was 
to make sure - I think quite rightly - that those people whose properties were situated on top of the waste pit at 
Bellevue, on some very dangerous substances that made the land uninhabitable, were removed from it.  Their 
land was bought and they were removed.  What Mr Bell wanted was money.  He was quite convinced that his 
land had been as similarly contaminated as that land bought by the Government.  That is absolute codswallop.  
Hon Jim Scott has not said one word today that has in any way taken away from the previous Government’s 
attitude.  Mr Bell was not in the same position as the others.  He had not been sitting on top of that contamination 
and his land was not uninhabitable.  He was quite convinced that it was.  Quite frankly, he is a loony.  He will 
grasp at anything to prove that his land was in exactly the same position as that of the person whose land we 
purchased. 

There was no obligation on the Government to buy the land.  It was a very sensible move on the part of the 
Government.  Mr Bell went around publicly saying, “My land has been reduced in value because of this terrible 
contamination.”  The fact is the land was not reduced in value.  The land in Bellevue went up in value.  He was 
continually insisting that we needed to buy his land so that he could be compensated.  That is an absolute 
nonsense.  It is not made any less nonsense by the fact that he picked away at various things and said, “There are 
dioxins here and there may be some lead there.”  We knew they were there.  The fact is that he was trying to 
prove that he was in the same position as the person whose land was purchased.  His land was not in the same 
position.  There was no way it could have been physically or that gravity could have been defied to do it.  The 
fact is that his land was not in the same position.  That was scientifically shown to be the case.  He was 
convinced that his land value had gone down, whereas land values went up. 

Statement by the President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  I am required to put the motion that the House do now adjourn.  
Before I do so I will make a brief statement.  Earlier, Hon Bruce Donaldson rose on a point of order to say that 
he should have been given the adjournment call.  I was initially concerned that there would be no motion to 
adjourn under Standing Order No 230(a), which requires that there shall be an adjournment.  I asked the 
Opposition Whip to be prepared to move an adjournment.  I am aware that there are a number of possible 
motions for adjournment.  I took the view that it would be better for an ordinary motion for an adjournment to be 
moved with an amendment moved to vary that if necessary.  I concede that I should not have determined the 
order of such an adjournment motion.  I should have given Hon Bruce Donaldson the call.  

Question put and passed.  
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House adjourned at 6.23 pm 

__________ 
 


