
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 May 2004] 

 p2754c-2765a 
Mr Phillip Pendal; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr John Day; The Acting Speaker (mr J.P.D. Edwards) 

 [1] 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2004 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2004 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 11 May. 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [12.35 pm]:  I use the occasion of the budget debate to raise not contemporary 
finances and sources of revenue, but concerns about some negotiations taking place that could affect future 
revenues of the State in such a way that would adversely affect the position of local government.  I begin by 
stating that I for one congratulate the Treasurer for having brought down a budget with expenditure that runs in 
the order of $12.4 billion, and that has a projected surplus this year, as I understand it, of $243 million.  I state 
briefly a view that I have put before about public sector finance.  I again raise my concerns about why in this day 
and age it is necessary to budget for surpluses anyway.  I know and understand the rainy day argument, but 
invariably all the figures of state and commonwealth budgets have built-in rainy day propositions in any event.  
That in itself is prudent.  My point is that in a budget of this considerable size, $12.4 billion, a budgeted surplus 
of $243 million means that $243 million could have been, and still could be, spent in areas of urgent public need.  
I see no particular virtue or prudence in surplus budgets nowadays, as I see no good sense in deficit budgets.  I 
again draw to the Government’s attention, for what it is worth, the belief that we should aim at all times for 
balanced budgets.  Balanced budgets are of themselves prudent housekeeping of the State’s finances.  To think 
that we should be building in a layer of fat to the tune of $243 million is to my mind, when held up against 
urgent needs in public spending, somewhat irresponsible in itself.  I will return to that figure in a moment.   

The principal purpose of my remarks today is to raise current negotiations regarding the possible future sources 
of state government income by way of a review of the Land Administration Act.  It has been drawn to my 
attention by the recently elected Mayor of South Perth that this review of the Land Administration Act 1997 may 
well tempt the State Government to make some form of raid on the finances of local government throughout 
Western Australia.  I will explain my fears in some detail.  The Mayor of South Perth has put to me his concerns 
about any change in the future enabling the State to share revenues from crown lands that are vested in local 
authorities and from which the local authorities draw revenue.  Let me give an example in my electorate.  The 
Collier Park Golf Course is a most successful venture created by the South Perth City Council in the past 15 
years based on vesting crown land at Karawara, or, as some people still call it, Como.  It reflects the position 
throughout Western Australia, in which most local authorities have in their possession crown lands that they 
manage and from which they receive a commercial return.  In the case of the City of South Perth, I understand its 
net receipts from the Collier Park Golf Course to be in the order of $300 000 a year.  It is a considerable amount 
of money to a local authority of that size.  The profit, if I can put it that way, has always been enjoyed by the 
local authorities.  However, we fear there are moves afoot within the Department of Land Information to claw 
back some of that money, to make a raid on the purse of the local authorities and to share that money with the 
State Government.  One of the obvious consequences of that will be a rise in local government rates, or a rise in 
the cost of some of the services that are extended by local governments.  Notwithstanding that the City of South 
Perth is now a well-run local authority, I doubt that it could easily absorb the loss of, say, 50 per cent, or 
$150 000, of the Collier Park revenues to the State.  That is my concern.   

On what do we base those claims?  The mayor has drawn to my attention the discussion paper that was released 
by the Department of Land Information on 16 January this year.  That document contains a number of sleepers 
that all members of this House ought to familiarise themselves with, and they should make clear to the 
Government of the day and the Opposition that we will be having none of this.  If these things come about, 
members will be standing in this Chamber - I will not be, but others will - in future budget debates talking about 
this raid on local government finances by a State Government via the Department of Land Information.   

The Western Australian Local Government Association reacted to this discussion paper in somewhat of a 
concerned fashion on a number of fronts, not the least of which was that the paper was released on 16 January 
with a deadline of 27 February by which local authorities and other people were supposed to respond.  That was 
an inadequate time and, subsequent to that, the Government was happy enough to extend the period for 
responses, albeit in a modest way.  The association was granted an extension until 5 March, and it raised two 
other matters of concern.  The Mayor of South Perth has concerns at least at the revenue level, and I have 
concerns about two of the issues.  The first is that very revenue issue and the second, which I will go through in 
due course, is about a possible change in the role of the Governor in the handling of crown lands and 
commensurate increase in the powers of the minister of the day.  Whenever a document is produced by a 
government department advocating that a new course of action be followed because it will make things more 
efficient for the public service of the day, my suspicions are raised that it is probably something that at a 
democratic level people should be opposing.  Generally, those measures sought by the civil service as being 
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efficient and processes that we need to adopt tend to be issues that the Parliament should take a much closer 
interest in.   

I now turn to the concerns that I want to express.  The Western Australian Local Government Association sent a 
letter to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, in which it summed up its case on the revenue issue in 
the following way -  

Assertions made within the Discussion Paper regarding streamlining of processes and enhanced, more 
efficient practices in management of Crown land arising from operation of the Land Administration Act 
1997 are noted and acknowledged.  

This is the concern -  

However, the Association is concerned that devolution of management responsibility for the Crown 
Estate to the Minister has in more recent times, encouraged a shift in the State Government’s view of 
the basis by which Local Governments should discharge their traditional roles as custodians of vested 
Crown Land.   

In particular, wide-ranging Departmental proposals floated since 2001 have advocated implementation 
of ‘revenue-sharing’ arrangements with Local Governments for private commercial leasing activities 
negotiated on vested Crown Land.   

Thus, my concern about land such as the Collier Park Golf Course and land on which, for example, the Boatshed 
Restaurant is located along the South Perth foreshore.  The association then expresses the following concern -  

The Association understands that a key rationale underpinning this proposal is that State Governments 
now consider Crown Land as being a statewide strategic asset and accordingly, the State has an 
entitlement to access a share of revenues in similar manner to any other public resource.   

I am not sure that that should be accepted at all.  If the State is going to ask a local authority to take over the 
management and control of crown vesting, does it not make sense that the State would want that crown land to 
be managed well?  It should not mean that the State wants to make a profit from it.  It should mean that the State, 
in devolving it to local government, is giving local government the opportunity to manage it, hopefully to 
manage it well, and if it manages it at a profit then that is well and good.  My view is that if a person chooses to 
part with his or her money by paying for a day on the Collier Park Golf Course, then he or she can have no 
objection to that.  They are voluntarily parting with their money.  It should not be a question of the State seeking 
to identify new forms of revenue, as stated in the WALGA document.  The document goes on to say -  

The Association and its membership have been and remain fundamentally opposed to such an assertion 
on the basis that Local Governments are increasingly being required, through their own funds, to 
subsidise the ongoing costs providing a range of active and passive recreational facilities on vested 
Crown Land commensurate with heightened expectations of communities.   

If implemented, any regime whereby Government is accorded a share of revenues from private 
commercial leasing ventures would only serve to target the more economically viable aspects of Local 
Government’s Crown Land management whilst ignoring the fact that significant community funds 
investment is required in terms of cross-subsidisation.   

The association makes it very clear: it will not accept a revenue-sharing proposal between local government and 
the State Government without -  

. . . State Government consideration of a complimentary arrangement for contribution towards 
operational and capital infrastructure costs incurred by Local Government.   

There is no certainty about this.  Local authorities can smell a rat when they see one.  Certainly, the Mayor of 
South Perth is sufficiently concerned about it to want the matter raised publicly and to have assurances, if 
necessary, that we are all misreading this.  I do not think people are misreading it.  My calculations are that this 
could be worth in the order of $20 million a year to the State Government.  The extraction of $20 million a year 
from local authorities would, in most cases, lead to rate rises of some description; yet $20 million going into a 
Government that now enjoys revenues of $12 billion a year would be a drop in the ocean.  Every member of this 
House may well be confronted with that prospect if the Government goes down the track of encouraging or 
endorsing the proposals that are being circulated in that discussion paper. 

There is a second field of matters which do not touch on the revenues but which I believe, as a result of their 
being raised in the discussion paper, are also matters that we should look at with great scrutiny.  I am told that 
pages 4 to 7 of the discussion paper refer separately to issues involving what is called the redefinition of crown 
land and the devolution of responsibility for administrative functions for the crown estate from the Governor in 
Executive Council to the minister as a basis for - this is the worrying bit - the adoption of more efficient 
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practices, enabling much more timely decisions to be made by the minister or her delegates.  That bothers me 
enormously.  I have heard many arguments over the years about why it is desirable to take away from the 
Governor in Executive Council powers that are then devolved to one single minister.  A person does not have to 
be a political science genius to understand that anything that is dealt with by a single minister will be dealt with 
more expeditiously than anything that goes to the Governor in Executive Council, when at least several ministers 
and the Governor are present.   

I believe that the Parliament, as a matter of principle, should be most careful in the years ahead of going down 
the path of throwing away well-worn and time-honoured practices, which are meant to build in better levels of 
scrutiny, in favour of ministers unilaterally being able to make decisions of that kind.  I for one am pleased that 
the Western Australian Local Government Association has raised those concerns.  Whether they should be 
treated as fears at this stage is really a question of how much reassurance the minister responsible for land 
administration can give.  If it affects me in the electorate of South Perth, I can guarantee that it will affect almost 
every one of the members of this House.  People do not stay in government forever; we know that.  People who 
are in government today may, in a short time, be in opposition.  However, all members will come under pressure 
from their local authorities for letting something like this slip through, if it is in fact allowed to slip through.   

In the main, I believe that the Government should make a serious, definitive statement on where it stands on the 
question of an enforced sharing of local government revenues.  I repeat what I said earlier: $20 million is my 
calculation of what could be sucked out of local government revenues.  The amount of $150 000 - that is, a half 
share of Collier Park - is a sizeable amount of money to the City of South Perth.  However, the transfer of 
$20 million to the state coffers would be a small percentage point that would otherwise disappear into coffers 
now worth over $12 billion.  My complaint, therefore, is not about something in the budget that is before us, 
although I have a number of serious concerns about it.  My great concern is what might be before us next year or 
the year after unless we nip this thing in the bud and get from the Government the assurances that we want to 
get; that is, that local government will not have forced on it this form of raid on its local treasuries, to the 
detriment of those councils and, finally, to the detriment of all those ratepayers who will have to make up the 
difference.  I support the budget. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.55 pm]:  The member for South Perth has 
caught me unawares with his brevity.  It was one of the shortest speeches I have ever heard him make in this 
place.  He must be winding down in prelude to his departure.  Therefore, I will have to make do, without having 
the time that I expected I would have before being called to speak.   

I start by congratulating the Treasurer on his efforts to produce a fourth budget.  It is not an easy task, as we have 
learnt from the behaviour of the federal Treasurer recently, to come back and go through the process of putting it 
together, year in and year out.  I do not think our Treasurer, at the time of his ninth budget, will behave in a 
similar fashion to the federal Treasurer.  I believe our Treasurer loves the job so much that he will be doing it for 
a considerable time to come due to, first, his capacity to do it, and, secondly, his complete joy in putting it 
together and making sure that the people of Western Australia enjoy the benefits of sound financial management, 
a great capital works program and a continuing emphasis on putting the resources of the State into those areas 
that most Western Australians care about in their daily lives.  As I said, I do not think the Treasurer would be 
contemplating retirement at this time, considering the great job he has done in producing four budgets, all of 
which have been in surplus, and all of which have had great capital works programs and a capacity to meet 
expenditure commitments into the future. 
However, at the outset, it raises a significant issue.  The Treasurer has shown no sign of wanting to depart this 
place.  Yesterday the member for Murdoch announced his retirement from the Parliament.  I regard the member 
for Murdoch, my Anzac colleague, as one of the most capable people in the Opposition in both Houses of this 
Parliament.  I wish him well in his life after Parliament.  He is one of those people who have realised that there is 
more to life than politics.  I am sure, with his business capacities, he will make a fair go of it in the outside 
world, as he did before he entered this place.  I wish him all the best.  However, it raises a significant issue that I 
do not believe has been commented upon properly. 
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Do you know that the member about whom you were just talking and I shared a bed in 
New York? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He has boasted about that regularly.   
The issue is that the member for Murdoch’s departure follows the announcement of the departure of the member 
for Kingsley - I suspect the member for Vasse is up against it - and of the members for Murray Wellington, 
Moore, Dawesville, Ningaloo, Stirling, Roe and South Perth.  There may be one or two others from the 
conservative side of the House whom I have missed and who will be departing this place.  The significant issue 
is that it raises a major question about -  

Mr M.J. Birney:  The difference is that most of ours are voluntary departures; yours will be involuntary. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member’s departure will be involuntary.  We will see what happens to him.  The issue 
is - if the Leader of the Opposition were honest, he would acknowledge it - that I do not see the capacity of the 
Opposition to form a Cabinet.  After the election, about nine members of this Opposition will remain in this 
House.  What is more, the Opposition will lose its most capable members.  It is widely acknowledged that the 
members for Kingsley and Murdoch are the two most capable members of the Opposition, bar none.  They will 
be leaving this place.  I do not see much capacity at all on that side to form a Cabinet.  I cannot recall such a 
situation arising in a State Parliament in Australia for a considerable period.  Perhaps it could apply to the 
Oppositions in Queensland and Victoria.  Apart from those two very recent examples, the only other example I 
can remember is in 1974 when the Queensland Opposition was reduced to 11 members.  I do not see many 
potential cabinet members among members of this Opposition.  Nor have I seen any great potential among the 
people who have been preselected.   

I started my remarks by complimenting the member for Murdoch, who is capable, and I wish him well in his life 
after politics.  However, before the next election, Western Australians must consider a major issue very 
carefully.  This budget is a great Labor budget; it amounts to $12.4 billion worth of expenditure and it secures 
the State’s finances into the future.  Our spending and our capital works program are sustainable.  The credit 
rating agencies, which examine a State’s budget to determine whether, firstly, its spending is sustainable and, 
secondly, its revenue capacities meet projected expenditure, on both counts have given the State a AAA credit 
rating.  This budget secures a $243 million surplus, which I believe is necessary.  The member for South Perth 
indicated that he thought a surplus was not necessary.  However, I believe it is necessary because it funds the 
State’s capital works program.   The Government has adopted the philosophy, widely accepted throughout the 
world, that it is fair and reasonable to borrow to fund capital works programs, which are usually in progress for a 
considerable period.  That is the concept of intergenerational equity, which means that if we want to provide 
resources and assets for future generations to utilise, as is invariably the case with capital works, it is entirely fair 
and appropriate to borrow to fund those assets.  That has been the policy of the Blair Government, and in fact it 
was the Thatcher Government’s policy.  Margaret Thatcher had a habit of relating economical issues to a 
household budget.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Was she your hero?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  No; she was not my hero.  One thing she said that was quite sensible was that if in the 
management of their household budget, people must pay for the cost of owning their house, it is entirely fair and 
reasonable to borrow that money to provide for the future.  It is not sensible for people to save the entire cost of 
their house before they buy it, because it is an asset that will last them into the future.  Margaret Thatcher applied 
that central principle to the provision of assets.  That principle has been adopted by the Blair Government, and it 
is widely accepted throughout the world.  I think that, if the truth be told, Margaret Thatcher borrowed it from 
the Carter Government’s Administration in the United States.  The Government has borrowed to fund its capital 
works program because it involves assets that will benefit future generations.  That is widely accepted.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Was that your philosophy into the 1980s and early 1990s?  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition’s team will be reduced to nine members before the next 
election, so he should be focusing on the future rather than events of 20 or so years ago.  All his best people will 
be leaving his party.  If the Leader of the Opposition listens to his heart of hearts, does he not acknowledge that 
his colleagues on either side of him will be leaving this place perhaps in search of a more fulfilling career than 
that which is being offered in this Parliament?  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Why don’t you do that?  You will never get onto the front bench.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for that.  We will examine the figures on polling night 
and see how his one per cent margin holds up in light of his behaviour.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have been like an angry ant for the past three years.  You have been grizzling to members 
on this side that you should be in cabinet.  It is pretty obvious why you aren’t in cabinet, mate.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is not true and it is a remark that should be beneath the Leader of the Opposition. 
Several members interjected  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  Order, members!   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The budget contains a range of measures that transfer the State’s spending into areas of 
great priority.  The health budget will increase by $178 million, a 4.4 per cent increase, and includes a major 
program to plan for future capital works requirements.  Over the past four years, the law and order budget has 
increased by 33.2 per cent.  Significant areas of criminal behaviour have declined.  The Department of Education 
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and Training budget has also increased significantly.  Approximately 82 per cent of new government spending is 
in those three key priority areas.  

In country areas, of course, more than $400 million will be spent on improving the electricity network.  The 
$80 million regional investment fund will be spent over the next four years, and new hospitals and schools will 
be built.  Most significantly, the Government will implement some sustainable tax cuts.  The tax relief that this 
Government will implement is very much targeted at the people who are most in need of it.  The first tax 
assistance is to eliminate stamp duty for first home buyers to assist people seeking to purchase their first home.  
The second area of assistance is to freeze everyday living expenses, such as the cost of electricity, motor vehicle 
registration, public transport and the like.  That will assist the people who have the least financial resources.  
Over the four years of this Government, electricity charges have been frozen.  

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  We did not increase them for eight years.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Murray-Wellington may well note that the electricity charges were 
increased in, I think, the 1999 or 2000 Court budget.  They have not been increased during the Gallop 
Government’s term.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You have been in office for only three years.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  This is the fourth budget in which they have not been increased.  There is a stark 
difference.  Members opposite cannot say they did not increase them, except on one occasion.  What a bizarre 
argument.  The Opposition’s argument that it did the same as this Government except for one occasion speaks 
for itself.  What sort of argument is that?  That is in contrast to the budget of the federal Government.  It shows 
the difference between Labor and Liberal.  I welcome tax cuts under the federal budget.  In fact, I will get a 
significant tax cut, as will everyone in this House.  The people who earn the most money, as we do - we are in 
the top two or three per cent of income earners in the country - will get the biggest tax cuts.  That is a difference 
between Labor and Liberal.  Our budget directs the biggest tax cuts to those who most need them.  We are 
putting in place targeted relief for those who buy their first home.  I have a number of young families in my 
electorate.  I was part of a young family perhaps a decade ago now.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  The years roll by quickly.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It feels recent.  I would certainly have enjoyed that sort of relief when I bought my first 
house.  Unfortunately, I was doing that in the time of the Court Government.  It did not offer that sort of relief to 
first home buyers when I was buying my first home.  I was not able to enjoy the benefits of a good Labor 
Government that directs that sort of relief to those most in need.  The Court Government did not offer it to us.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  We are hearing from a ghost of the Court Government.  An old apparition from the Court 
Government is coming out of the trees and falling out of the forest with a chainsaw in one hand and grapes in the 
other.  He has given some excuse about why the Court Government taxed first home buyers so hard.  I remember 
it.  I was one of those people who was taxed hard by the Court Government when I first bought a house.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  You are disingenuous.  Just tell the truth.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  We have heard from another apparition.  He is a big, bold apparition from the Court 
Government.  He is part of the new breed and the new broom for the future.  He is one of the tired, uninterested, 
broken-down former ministers - 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  So those who are going are good, and those who are staying are not.  You are disingenuous. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He uses words such as disingenuous to make his point.  He was part of the Court 
Government.  He is coming forward with tired, old ideas.   

I know, as does my wife, that we had to pay stamp duty under the Court Government.  If we were buying our 
first house now under the Gallop Government, we would not have to do so.  That is a simple point of difference.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Would you be buying a house for $220 000?  I think not.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  If I were 26 now, I would be purchasing a house worth less than $220 000.  That is a 
difference.  The state budget also provides relief to people who live in caravan parks by helping them with their 
electricity costs, which is terrific.  There are three caravan parks in my constituency.  Most of the people who 
live in those caravan parks are on fixed incomes.  Those on fixed incomes and who have no kids get few benefits 
from the Costello budget.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Would you live in one?   
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Mr M. McGOWAN:  Those who live in caravan parks basically get nothing from the Costello budget.  From the 
Gallop Government they will essentially receive half of their electricity costs.  I have three caravan parks in my 
constituency.  I resided in a caravan park when I was younger.  It is hard for many people in those circumstances 
to meet their costs.   

On top of that are the environmental initiatives of this Government, including those involving the Swan River 
and the preservation of forests.  This is the only State Government in Australia to preserve old-growth forest.  
That is a terrific achievement of this Government.  It is something that all members of this Parliament will be 
able to look back on one day, when they are out of this place and reflect on being part of the Parliament that 
achieved that.  We should be very proud of that achievement.  This Government and this Premier should be filled 
with pride about that achievement.  It is something that we, and generation after generation of Western 
Australians, will be able to look back on.  Eastern States Governments wish they could achieve what we have 
achieved in that regard.  On top of that, this Government has made the greatest spending commitment to address 
the salinity problem that this State has seen.   

That is the essence of a modern Labor Government.  It is financially responsible.  It fixes budget deficits, ensures 
that we live within our means, places a burden to the least extent possible on those who can least afford it, 
prioritises government expenditure into the key areas of health care, education and law and order, takes dramatic 
steps to protect our State’s environment, and plans for the future.  They are the essence of and key to a modern 
Labor Government.  This Government has been doing that well for four budgets.   

I would like to take five minutes to address a few issues concerning my electorate of Rockingham.  Until the past 
couple of years the southern suburbs of Perth had largely missed out on the government spending that other parts 
of our great city had received.  It has been an article of faith.  The people of Rockingham had seen in the 
northern and western suburbs and the central city area the result of massive capital works expenditure by 
Governments over the past few decades, and wondered why there was no expenditure in their area.  I absolutely 
agreed with them.  It was unjustified and unexplainable.  I did not know why my area missed out on the level of 
spending that had occurred in other parts of the city, particularly considering my electorate’s contribution to the 
state economy, through the only heavy industrial part of the State, and to the nation’s defence, through the most 
important defence base in the country.  I was always confused about why that happened.  However, that has been 
addressed in recent years.  It is in black and white in the transport section of the budget.   

An amount of $400 million will be spent this year on the southern suburbs rail link.  That rail link is something 
for which I and my community have been arguing for a long time.  What is more, it goes the right way; that is, 
straight along the freeway and into Perth.  It does not deviate through a dogleg that would have taken people, as 
soon as they got a vision of where they wanted to go, in an easterly direction for some unexplainable and 
unbelievable reason, and missed where it was supposed to go.  It does not do that.  It goes along the direct route 
that the people of the southern suburbs of Perth wanted it to go.  The people of Rockingham will judge the 
Liberal Party’s support for the rail line to go through the eastern suburbs of Perth, rather than along the direct 
route to Perth.  I am confident that they support the Gallop Government’s move, against the opposition of the 
Liberal Party, to take the railway directly into Perth along the freeway.  An amount of $400 million has been 
provided in this budget.  The southern suburbs railway is a $1.2 billion project.  Another $300 million will be 
spent on other parts of the New MetroRail project.  The Government has made a total commitment of 
$1.2 billion to the south western suburbs of Perth.   

Secondly, I refer to the Rockingham-Kwinana District Hospital upgrades.  During this term of government a new 
emergency department has been built at the Rockingham hospital at a cost of $10 million, including a new state-
of-the-art four-slice CT scanner, which was opened last month by the Premier.  Rockingham hospital will be first 
cab off the rank under the Reid review to receive an additional $95 million of expenditure over the next 10 years, 
of which $54 million will be spent in the next three budgets, more than tripling the size of the Rockingham 
hospital.  It will include things like renal dialysis, orthopaedics, more general surgery, advanced efforts in 
paediatrics and obstetrics, new birthing suites, and an expansion from 67 to 217 beds. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why didn’t you do that three years ago? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I am extremely proud of what we have done.  I am proud it is in the forward estimates.  I 
will watch very carefully whether the Liberal Party also commits to that expenditure as the election approaches, 
or whether that money will be siphoned off to some other project, such as putting milk into primary schools, the 
Fremantle eastern bypass or taking people’s land to build the Fremantle eastern bypass.  According to the Liberal 
Party, freehold private property is no longer safe. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  That is disgraceful. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Those opposite have been writing to real estate agents saying that they will take their land.  
They are saying to people that their land is not safe if their Government gets elected. 
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Mr J.H.D. Day:  That is not so. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Do you deny having written to real estate agents? 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Yes, advising people not to buy land because of that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Apparently Hon Barbara Scott and every media outlet are all wrong.  Perhaps the Liberals 
will siphon that money away for some of the hair-brained schemes that they have come up with in recent times. 

The Rockingham hospital will receive $54 million over the next few years, $1.2 billion has been allocated for the 
Rockingham railway and $10 million has been allocated for the upgrade of the emergency department at the 
Rockingham hospital, which has already been completed.   

The budget also contains a state allocation of $3 million for the LandCorp development of the Rockingham 
beach area, which will include doing up the whole beachfront area with new entertainment, leisure and 
residential opportunities.  It is a very exciting development for LandCorp that will bring more people into 
Rockingham. 

As part of the education budget a brand new $20 million high school will be built in Kwinana and a $17 million 
high school at Secret Harbour.  In recent years this Government has opened a range of new primary schools in 
Rockingham - the Waikiki Primary School, the Rockingham Lakes Primary School and the Secret Harbour 
Primary School, just to name three.  There is also a commitment in the budget for the new Settlers Hill Primary 
School.  That is, four new primary schools, one high school in Rockingham, one high school in Kwinana, a 
tripling of the size of the Rockingham-Kwinana District Hospital and a new rail link to the area.  An amount of 
$1 million has been allocated for the new mental health unit in Rockingham.  In addition, $250 000 has been 
allocated for a study into a proposed marina in Rockingham to assess whether it is economically viable and, if 
such a development is proposed, whether it meets the environmental conditions that are necessary for a proposal 
of that type.  An amount of $250 000 has been allocated for the West Coast Dive Park, which is a park of ships 
off the coast of Perth, designed to provide recreational dive opportunities in close proximity to over 80 per cent 
of the population.  Allocating an amount of $250 000 for a ship to be sunk off the coast of Perth is a significant 
commitment, and one that I am very proud of.  It will make a huge difference to tourism and recreational 
opportunities in Rockingham.   

I am very pleased with this budget and what this Government has provided for the south western suburbs.  My 
city of some 82 000 citizens has finally caught up and in some respects has gone past other areas in Perth in 
terms of government attention that was so lacking in the past.  I am proud of that.  People in my area will also be 
pleased that the Government has gone to those lengths to assist them.  I congratulate the Treasurer on his sound 
financial management.  I thank him and the Premier for all the effort they have put into the southern suburbs of 
Perth.   

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [1.25 pm]:  I am pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the 2004-05 
state budget and also some related issues.  The education budget was detailed by the Treasurer last week and we 
can come to only one conclusion: the allocation of funding for education and training is very disappointing.  
Clearly, education is the major sector that has missed out in this year’s budget.  Either the Minister for Education 
and Training lost his argument at the cabinet table and during the pre-budget discussions or he has not been 
doing his job.  I concede that there was a great deal of pressure on the state budget because of the demands for 
funding, particularly for the southern metropolitan railway.  An amount of $411 million will be spent on that 
railway just in the next financial year, and a lot more in total, up to approximately $1.5 billion or $1.6 billion.  
That clearly puts major pressure on the rest of the budget, and unfortunately the school sector is suffering as a 
result. 

The increase in the education and training budget is only 3.1 per cent.  When one takes into account the effects 
of inflation of approximately two to 2.5 per cent and also the natural increase in numbers of school students in 
government schools of approximately 1.5 per cent a year, there has been no real increase in the education budget 
at all.  In fact, it could be argued that there has been a decrease in real terms once one takes into account the need 
to provide for an additional number of students in the system.  The 3.1 per cent increase contrasts dramatically 
with increases that occurred when the previous coalition Government was in office.  The increase in last year’s 
state budget was of a similar order.  However, when the previous Liberal-National Party Government was in 
office, the increases over a number of years were substantially higher than during the term of this current 
Government.  In 1995-96 there was a 9.1 per cent increase, in 1996-97 there was a 9.7 per cent increase, in 1997-
98 there was a 6.7 per cent increase, in 1998-99 there was a 10.8 per cent increase, in 1999-2000 there was a 7.2 
per cent increase and in 2000-01 there was a 4.9 per cent increase.  I have not worked out the average of those 
increases, but it would have to be in the order of at least six or seven per cent.  That contrasts dramatically with 
the increases that have been provided by the current Government.  For all the rhetoric that the Minister for 
Education and Training and other members of the Government go on with, they are not putting their money 
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where their mouths are, and, as often happens, it is Liberal Governments that actually make real achievements 
and changes and allocate funds to a significant extent. 

There is a major need, for example, for maintenance and refurbishment of schools, particularly of the older 
schools in the government school system.  A survey in 2001, the last survey that was completed and of which we 
have information, indicated that there was a $88 million need for maintenance in government schools.  I will be 
very interested to see the figure in the survey that was undertaken recently.  I expect that the survey would have 
been completed by now, but I have not been advised of the equivalent figure.  I suspect that it will be higher than 
$88 million, because things have gone backwards in the past three years.  Except for this year, there has been a 
reduction in the capital works budget for the education system.  I can presume only that the figure for 
maintenance needs in government schools will be higher than $88 million.  I hope it is not, but I will be very 
interested to see what that figure is.   

We also know that there is a need for new schools in many fast-growing areas of the State, but only one new 
secondary school has been funded in this budget; that is, the new middle school planned for Secret Harbour.  I 
acknowledge that funding also has been allocated for the replacement of Kwinana Senior High School.  No 
doubt that will be a very worthy project, but it will provide not a new school but a replacement for the existing 
high school at Kwinana.   

When the Treasurer finished making his speech in presenting the budget last week, I read the budget overview, 
which is entitled “Families First”.  I went to the page headed “Budget Highlights”, thinking I would see 
something about education, given that it is one of the core areas of state government responsibility.  However, 
there is no mention on that page of funding for or meeting the needs of the education system in Western 
Australia.  There is reference to a balanced budget, taxes and charges relief, health, disability services, 
community development, law and order, the environment and capital works, but there is nothing that relates to 
education and training.  That tells a huge story.  Clearly, there is nothing in this budget that this Government can 
be proud of in its achievements in and allocations to the education system.  Indeed, I had to go to the end of the 
document to find any reference to or explanation for some of the activities it is undertaking in the education 
sector.  Clearly, the education system has missed out in this budget, and that is bad news for students in the 
government school system in particular, which depends almost entirely on government funding.  About 90 per 
cent of funding for government schools comes from the State Government.   

As I have mentioned, in the next financial year the Government will spend $412 million on the southern rail 
project.  Hundreds of millions of dollars in excess of that will be spent over the following two or three years.  
That project is not popular in many parts of the State.  It is certainly not appreciated by many of my constituents 
who live in the eastern part of the metropolitan area.  Everyone accepts that good public transport services must 
be provided by the Government, including good public transport services to Mandurah.  However, the way in 
which this Government is going about that project means that hundreds of millions of dollars more will be spent 
than would have been spent on the alternative route proposed and planned for by the previous Government; 
namely, the route through Kenwick and Canning Vale.  It is not just a matter of the shortest possible route to 
Mandurah; it is a matter of balancing how many residents can be benefited overall.  Clearly, more people would 
benefit if the railway were to go through the Kenwick-Canning Vale area, which is a very fast growing part of 
the metropolitan area and in which there is a big need for good public transport services.  It must be remembered 
that there is already a very good public transport system along the middle of the freeway, with the busway that 
was installed as a result of the decisions of the previous Government near the end of its term.  People in Melville, 
Como, South Perth and surrounding areas are very well served by public transport services at the moment.  It 
would be better value for money and a more responsible use of taxpayers’ funds if the railway were to go 
through the Kenwick and Canning Vale areas.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Is that a commitment?   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The previous Government made a very clear commitment to constructing the railway - 

Mr M. McGowan:  Is that a commitment by you?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Many people are very sceptical about the value of the railway, and would prefer that a high-
standard, high-speed dedicated bus lane be built all the way to Mandurah via Rockingham and so on.  No doubt 
there will be further debate about that issue.  The previous Government made a very clear commitment and, 
indeed, allocated funding for the construction of a railway through Kenwick and Canning Vale.  I expect that 
that will be the commitment that will be re-endorsed by the Parliamentary Liberal Party.  All those issues are 
under consideration at the moment, as they should be.  The shadow minister, who is sitting to my right at the 
moment and is not in her normal place, will make further comments on that issue. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Hiding?   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 May 2004] 

 p2754c-2765a 
Mr Phillip Pendal; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr John Day; The Acting Speaker (mr J.P.D. Edwards) 

 [9] 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  For the record, the member is certainly not hiding.  She is minding the Whip’s seat in case the 
phone rings.  She is far from hiding.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  I take it that the member for Carine is the acting Whip for the 
Liberal Party.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  As I have said, there is a big need for the construction of new schools in fast-growing areas of 
the State.  For example, I am aware that there is a lot of pressure for a high school to be built in Ellenbrook, 
which is a very fast-growing area.  It now has between 11 000 and 12 000 residents, and clearly it will need a 
high school built in the fairly near future.  As is currently planned, a high school is expected to open in 
Ellenbrook in 2008.  I was interested to hear the comments of the Minister for Education and Training in this 
Chamber last week in a grievance about the need for a secondary school in Ellenbrook.  He said that work on 
Ellenbrook high school will begin in the forthcoming financial year and the target for its opening is 2007.  He is 
saying that work will commence in 2004-05.  However, I have been through the budget papers and I have found 
no reference to any allocation of funds for a high school in Ellenbrook.  Is the Minister for Education and 
Training telling us the full story?  I will be very interested to hear from the minister where that allocation can be 
found in the budget.  I will pursue that during the estimates committee hearing, if not before.  I have found no 
reference - I do not believe there is any reference - in the budget papers to any allocation of funds for the 
construction of a new high school in Ellenbrook.  The two things do not seem to add up at the moment, and that 
needs to be explored further.   

I note that there is an allocation of $1 million for the refurbishment and construction of some new facilities at the 
Kalamunda Senior High School in my electorate of Darling Range.  In fact, the total amount to be spent is more 
than $1 million, because there has been a pooling of funds from an allocation to the education support centre at 
Kalamunda Senior High School.  I understand that a small amount of supplementary funding has been provided 
to enable the whole project to go ahead.  That is very welcome of course, but it needs to be recognised that the 
original $1 million was allocated in 2000 and was announced by the previous Minister for Education, the now 
Leader of the Opposition.  That money has flowed from funds from the sale of AlintaGas.  It was always 
expected that the refurbishment of Kalamunda Senior High School would be funded in the fourth year of the 
high school refurbishment program, which was announced by the Leader of the Opposition when he was 
Minister for Education.  There is nothing new about this allocation, even though the current Government is 
trying to make a big thing about the allocation for upgrades at Kalamunda Senior High School.  The reality is 
that the funds have flowed from the sale of AlintaGas.  I make that point because it is the Labor Party that is 
trying to make a big issue of privatisation, despite the fact that it engaged in privatisation activities when it was 
in government at both the federal and state level.  The Government is quick to criticise any prospect of 
privatisation because it believes it is unpopular, but it is spending a large amount of money from the sale of 
AlintaGas.  The southern metropolitan railway is only being built as a result of a $350 million injection of funds 
from the sale of AlintaGas.  We are hearing large doses of hypocrisy from the State Labor Government.  

Mr M. McGowan:  What else are you proposing to sell?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Nothing; I am contrasting the Government’s rhetoric on the one hand with its absolute 
hypocrisy on the other.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Can you not see the hypocrisy of your own position?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Not at all.  

Mr M. McGowan:  You are saying that it is okay to sell things, but you do not intend to sell anything.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  We do not have an ideological opposition to privatisation if it makes sense in the public 
interest.  Saying that does not imply that we have plans to sell anything at all.  It must be realised that both the 
state and federal Labor Parties have been advocates of privatisation in the past and have also practised it in a 
very big way.  I see a large amount of hypocrisy from the Labor Party on this issue.  There has been a very 
disappointing increase in the education budget, in comparison to the increases in other core areas of government.  
The increase is only 3.1 per cent, and after the effect of inflation and the growth in student numbers there is no 
real growth at all.  Last year’s budget papers made reference to the fact that $30 million a year will be removed 
from the education and training budget as from 1 July 2004.  On a continuing annual basis $30 million will be 
factored out of the education and training budget, as advised in last year’s budget papers.  There will be a great 
deal of pressure on the education system to meet all needs across the State.   

I have made reference to the welcome upgrading of the Kalamunda Senior High School, which is now well 
under way, but the biggest issue at the moment, as far as the responsibilities of the State Government are 
concerned, is the future of the Kalamunda District Community Hospital.  I have spoken on many occasions in 
this Chamber about the need for the redevelopment of the hospital, but now the Labor Government is planning to 
remove many of the services provided at the hospital.  We are now in the fourth year of uncertainty, 
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prevarication and delay in relation to the redevelopment of the hospital, since the last state election.  A 
redevelopment was planned and funded by the previous Government, but unfortunately when the election was 
called the tender process for redevelopment had to go on hold.  Since the change of Government nothing of any 
consequence has happened.  We have heard lots of talk from the Government that the funds are still there, and I 
acknowledge that the funds are maintained in the long-term parts of the state budget, but we have certainly not 
seen any action of any consequence on the redevelopment.  It should have been completed two years ago, but 
unfortunately there is still a very large degree of uncertainty about the future of the hospital and what form the 
redevelopment will take, if indeed it ever occurs under the present Government.  It will quite clearly not occur 
during this term of government, and the best thing for Kalamunda hospital, as I will come back to later, will be a 
change of Government.  There will be a very clear commitment from a future Liberal Government to the 
redevelopment of the hospital and the maintenance of existing services there.  The Reid report, produced for the 
Government and made public six or eight weeks ago, has unfortunately recommended that the number of beds at 
Kalamunda be reduced from 53 to 25.  In fact, the total capacity of Kalamunda hospital is about 75 beds, but I 
understand that over past few years it has operated around the level of 53 beds.  Even at that lower level, the 
reduction in size and activity at the hospital is really quite astounding.  As I said, the Government plans to reduce 
the number of beds to 25. 

In addition to that, it is also the stated intention of the Government, following the Reid recommendations, to 
remove the existing obstetric services at the hospital and many of the surgical services it currently provides.  In 
early April a large public meeting was held in Kalamunda, attended by at least 1 500 people.  I am pleased that 
the shadow Minister for Health was able to attend.  Like everybody else there, he saw a very large amount of 
anger expressed by the local community, both in the number of people attending the meeting and the comments 
made.  For 1 500 people to attend a public meeting in Kalamunda on a Sunday morning shows a strong degree of 
anger and interest in this issue.  In addition, a petition calling for the maintenance of the existing services at the 
hospital is circulating at the moment and has so far been signed by more than 13 000 people.  I look forward to 
presenting the petition to Parliament in the near future. 

In order to justify its plan to remove services from Kalamunda hospital, the minister for health is relying on the 
so-called safety issue.  He is arguing that the safety of mothers and babies will be better provided for and more 
likely to be guaranteed if obstetric services are provided in another hospital where a larger number of births take 
place.  It must be remembered that about 430 births occurred last year at Kalamunda hospital, which is by no 
means an insignificant number.  It is a relatively high number by the standards of many hospitals both in the 
metropolitan area and throughout the State.  If all the private facilities in the metropolitan area are taken into 
account, I understand that there are many hospitals that have a much lower number of deliveries each year.  I 
agree very strongly that the safety of mothers and babies is absolutely paramount.  When I was Minister for 
Health I established the inquiry into clinical services at King Edward Memorial Hospital.  That inquiry arose out 
of a very strong concern over some clinical standards in the 10 years prior to 2000, and was based on a lot of 
advice provided to me as Minister for Health.  As an aside, when the Labor Government came into office, 
despite all the comments it had made while in opposition about the need for such an inquiry, it did not really 
want to know much about it.  It all got too hard.  The Government regarded the cost as being too high, and when 
the inquiry was nearing the end of its process but had not completed its task, the Government did not want to 
finish the inquiry as it should have.  As a consequence, a large amount of important information that could assist 
clinicians not only in this State but in other parts of Australia and the world has not been published or tabled in 
this Parliament as it should have been.  If we are talking about the safety and interests of mothers and babies, this 
Government stands condemned for not completing the King Edward Memorial Hospital inquiry as it should have 
done, so that the information could be made public.  About 96 clinical cases, with all personal information de-
identified, giving clear examples of where things were going wrong at King Edward Memorial Hospital, could 
have been made available to the public and to clinicians to learn from.  This Government stands condemned for 
the fact that it has not taken the action that would have enabled that inquiry to be completed properly.   

I return to Kalamunda hospital, and in particular the safety of obstetric services.  Where is the evidence to sustain 
the argument put by the Minister for Health that mothers and babies would be safer if their deliveries occurred 
elsewhere?  I have always said that if clear professional advice is provided by reputable bodies such as the Royal 
Australian College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists that the provision of such services at Kalamunda 
hospital is unsafe or inappropriate in some way, that would be a completely different situation and I would be the 
first to agree that those services need to be moved elsewhere.  However, that evidence and those sorts of 
comments and advice are simply not there.  Therefore, the minister is skating on very thin ice when he seeks to 
rely on that argument.  Doctors and nursing staff, midwifery staff in particular, at Kalamunda hospital are very 
angry about the attitude that has been taken by the State Government.  They are very angry about the cloud that 
has been cast over the hospital, and over the standard of clinical care that is being provided at that hospital, by 
the Minister for Health because of his unsubstantiated comments about safety aspects at that hospital.   
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We need to look at some of the comments that have been made about Kalamunda hospital that very much do not 
back up the argument being put by the Minister for Health with regard to the safety of obstetric services.  I am 
aware of a letter that has been written to the Minister for Health by Dr Richard Christie, a paediatrician, dated 6 
April 2004.  I will not read all of the letter, but Dr Christie has been attending at Kalamunda hospital, and also 
Swan District Hospital and Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital, since 1986, and he assists general 
practitioner-obstetricians in the care of newborn infants.  He says in his letter-  

Firstly I would like to make the observation that “bigger is not always best”.  I am not sure where the 
data supporting a minimum of 2000 deliveries per neonatal unit was established.  Certainly I believe the 
same question has been asked by Dr Warwick Ruse who is Chairman of the Bentley Medical Advisory 
Committee. 

Secondly it is my impression that the opposite is in fact true.  The very “busyness” of King Edward 
Maternity Hospital may have contributed to some of the issues that have recently been in the public 
arena. 

Thirdly the quality of care given is not related to throughput but to patient satisfaction and on these 
grounds I do believe Kalamunda stands up very well in relation to other similar units throughout the 
State.   

I have had the privilege to work with the General Practitioner/Obstetricians at Kalamunda Hospital over 
many years and have been impressed by their duty of care and diligence.  There is also an Obstetric on 
call back up should caesarean sections be required.   

He goes on -  

Finally while I do support the need to expand and renovate the Swan District Hospital Health site, I do 
believe that there is an important role for smaller maternity units such as Kalamunda and for the day 
surgery cover they also provide to the local and extended community beyond the Kalamunda Shire 
limits.  As I understand it there are Surgeons who only operate at Kalamunda Hospital in the public 
sector who would not offer the same services at Swan District Hospital if these day surgery services 
were withdrawn.   

That is a strong endorsement by Dr Richard Christie of obstetric services at Kalamunda hospital. 

Another letter written by Dr Graeme Johnstone, a consultant anaesthetist, and addressed to Dr Warren Thyer of 
the obstetric management committee at Kalamunda hospital states -  

I have worked at Kalamunda Hospital for over 15 years providing general anaesthetic services for both 
elective cases and emergencies, including obstetrics, when required.   

Although I do relatively little obstetrics at the hospital I have invariably been impressed by the standard 
of care provided to these patients. 

In particular the anaesthetic cover and emergency care have been ,and I am sure will continue to be, of a 
particularly high calibre.   

We can also benefit from considering the Department of Health WA “State Patient Satisfaction Survey 2002-
2003”.  The maternity services at Kalamunda hospital were examined as part of that survey.  The survey was 
undertaken by the Department of Health, so it was quite independent of Kalamunda hospital.  The survey makes 
the comment that -  

Kalamunda performs well with patient Satisfaction and patient outcomes.  Kalamunda hospital was 
rated as the highest overall performer across the State Maternity Public Health providers with an overall 
rating of 84.5%, followed by the Metro Tertiary at 81.2% and Non Tertiary at 80.2%.  Additionally, the 
patient rated Outcome of Stay was favorably ranked with Tertiary and Non Tertiary providers. 

Areas of high performance were: 

•  availability of people to care for client, 

•  information and communication - staff and client,  

•  meeting personal and clinical needs, 

•  consistency of advice, 

•  involvement in care and treatment, and  

•  exercising rights as a patient.   
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The evidence that is available dispels the myth that has been put out by the Minister for Health that there is a 
safety issue with regard to obstetric services at Kalamunda hospital.   

I am also aware of the Cohen report, which has been prepared for the Government on the provision of obstetric 
services across the State but which has not been adopted by the Government, as I understand it.  It would seem 
that, because the Minister for Health is relying on this report to some extent to back up his argument, that he is 
being very selective in the information that he is choosing to provide.  However, if we are to consider the Cohen 
report, we need to look at comments such as the one in paragraph two at page 21 -  

There is a need to fully explore a model of ‘shared care’ and access for General Practitioner 
Obstetricians.  Shared care, recognises that the General Practitioners provide ongoing care, that may 
extend over more than one pregnancy and adopts a ‘whole of life approach’, that maintains support for 
mothers and children.  The role of the General Practitioner and the Midwife in the provision of care in 
the home is an area that certainly requires further development and consultation.  The concept of the 
‘seamless hospital’ needs to be promoted and supported in the community.   

This is the situation that exists at Kalamunda hospital.  It provides a very high standard of services to patients.  
There is a strong connection between the staff and the patients, and the wider community.  There is a very strong 
desire by the local community to maintain the services that are provided to the highest standard and in an easily 
accessible way.  The model of care that is being provided at Kalamunda hospital follows the suggestion in the 
report that opportunities need to be provided for general practitioners to act as obstetricians, for continuity of 
care, and for the seamless provision of health care.  One of the benefits of the services that are provided at 
Kalamunda hospital is that there is a good degree of continuity of care.  Patients are generally able to follow 
through with one doctor from start to finish, whether it be for obstetric services or other services.  Local doctors 
tend to know the needs and concerns of their patients and the types of treatments they are having, and they do 
not need to start from scratch, as is often the case in a larger tertiary hospital or, for that matter, in some of the 
larger secondary hospitals.  The model that is provided at Kalamunda hospital is one that we should be seeking 
to replicate elsewhere.   

I agree entirely, as I said, that safety aspects, particularly with regard to obstetric services, are paramount, and I 
will always put that first.  However, when there is good advice that the standards of care at Kalamunda hospital 
are high and that the needs of patients are being met, then I will fight very strongly to maintain those services at 
Kalamunda hospital.  Removing obstetric services, which is what the Government is planning to do, will have 
the effect of removing some of the medical practitioners who currently provide care in the Kalamunda district.  
Some general practitioners who currently provide obstetric services will not remain in the Kalamunda area if 
they are not able to provide obstetric services at Kalamunda District Community Hospital.  That would be a 
matter of enormous concern to the local community.  It is hard enough at the moment to get doctors in the outer 
metropolitan areas.  The federal Government has programs in place to provide incentives for doctors to move to 
the outer metropolitan areas of our capital cities, including Perth and the shire of Kalamunda.  If this 
Government goes through with its plan, some of those doctors will be removed.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2782.] 
 


