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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral) [4.04 pm]: For the last time, I want to support the motion 
for the Address-in-Reply. I thank the Governor, Malcolm McCusker, for delivering the speech to this house on 
opening day. I congratulate the Governor on the work he does in Western Australia. I think it was a marvellous 
choice by the government to appoint Malcolm McCusker as our Governor, and I think he has done an 
extraordinarily good job in the time that he has been in that role. 

I also congratulate Hon Liz Behjat on her Address-in-Reply speech made on opening day. She talked a little 
about federalism, and I intend to do the same this afternoon, as members would expect from me. I have to say 
that I agree entirely with her views and I hope that the majority of the house agrees as well. But I will speak 
more about federalism later in my comments this afternoon. 

I spent a lot of time thinking about what I might say in this speech today—not only what to actually say, but 
also, more importantly, what not to say—so that I might get the right balance in my final address. Although I 
have made many speeches over the last 36 years, I have never made a final speech before. We actually do not get 
any practice in making final speeches, so it is essentially a difficult speech or a different speech from any other 
that we might make. When I made my maiden speech back in 1977, the theme of most speeches by new 
members in those days was about their electorate and very little about themselves. I noticed, and it is a good 
thing, that members now use their maiden address or inaugural speech—I think that is the more politically 
correct term these days—to explain a bit about their background and what is important to them in their attitudes 
and views about the state of Western Australia and so on. Therefore, today I thought I would talk a bit about 
where I have come from, where I have been and where I am going to, hopefully—we will worry about that later 
but, hopefully, it will be what I had in mind. 

So, where did I come from? I did not tell anybody during my maiden speech, so members are going to have to 
listen to it now! Many people assume that Liberal Party members of Parliament are born with a silver spoon in 
their mouths, that they come from the leafy western suburbs, and that they are silvertails and all the rest. In my 
case, nothing could be further from the truth. My father was born in Goomalling. Hon Col Holt knows about 
Goomalling, which is a little town in the wheatbelt. My father’s father was a builder, who passed away when my 
father was only 14 years of age, and he was left to look after his mother and three sisters. So, he worked two jobs 
to support them and had to leave school very early. I had hoped my mother would be here today, but she is 95 
and very frail; she was coming, but took ill this morning, so, regrettably, she cannot be here. My mum was the 
first of eight children and the only girl in the family. She was from the Chidlow family who lived in Northam. 
We believe they founded Northam, but the history books argue about that! At least they were amongst the first 
settlers in Northam, and my grandfather, my mother’s father, ran a fleet of school buses. Neither family under 
those circumstances could be called silvertails. When my parents were married, they moved to Kalgoorlie. My 
father worked at Gold Mines of Kalgoorlie, the Oroya shaft in Trafalgar, which is, essentially, a suburb of 
Kalgoorlie. It was when they were in Kalgoorlie that I was born, followed by my sister Margaret, who is here 
today with her husband, Terry, and her family, and I am delighted that they could be here for this special 
occasion.  

In 1950—it is a while ago now—we moved to Bullfinch, which, for those members who do not know, is a small 
mining town north of Southern Cross. My father was employed in the mining industry at Great Western 
Consolidated. It was probably the first company town in Western Australia; the company built all the houses, 
which was something that had not happened in the state before then. We lived in Bullfinch until 1963 when the 
mine closed. I guess one of the reasons why I have had a long interest in the mining industry is that I not only 
lived in these mining towns, but also actually experienced the fact that they closed and communities just had to 
shift. That is a sad part of the mining industry, but a reality of it. So, Bullfinch, which was a very thriving town 
in my younger days, is now a hotel—which is on the market, for those members who want something to spend 
150 grand on!—and that is about all that is left. While in Bullfinch, my brother Ric was born—Ric is here today 
with his family, and I am grateful for that, Ric—as was my sister Trish, who is also here. I am just delighted that 
my family could join me on this very special occasion.  

Fortunately for me, in those days, my parents were able to afford to send me away to school. I went to Northam 
Senior High School for my secondary education and those years were very special. I boarded with my 
grandmother and grandfather, and with my mother’s cousin Joan and her husband, Jim Williams. I have to say 
that my school years were very special, and I am very grateful to those people who looked after me so well in 
those days.  
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Following my schooldays, I went to the University of Western Australia. I attended more than studied, and the 
results I achieved were a bit average to say the least, but I fell over the line, which was handy. Then I went to 
Claremont Teachers College to do a Diploma of Education, failed that and got a conditional certificate and 
generally did not come out as the best qualified student who ever went through the place. But they were short of 
teachers in those days and so I got a job! I went to a number of schools, which I will talk about in a minute, but it 
was during my years at the university and Claremont Teachers College that my interest in politics began. I was 
very fortunate to be the president of the Claremont Teachers College student council for a year in 1966. I had a 
number of views that I expressed quite regularly, and they were not all that much appreciated by the college 
principal, so I had an interesting year in that particular job! Just as an aside, the president of the Graylands 
Teachers College student council, which was the other teachers college in Western Australia in those days, was 
Jo Vallentine, and Jo and I became quite close friends in those days—indeed, I think she was actually a Country 
Party supporter. As we have seen, things have changed a little over time for Jo, but she did an excellent job as 
the student council president.  

Following my graduation, which I described a moment ago, I became a secondary school teacher and taught at 
Carnamah, Morawa, Cyril Jackson Senior High School, Karratha, Tom Price and, finally, Laverton, where I was 
the principal of the district high school in 1976. I spent eight of my 10 teaching years, plus all my school years, 
in country communities and developed a very strong sense of understanding of the deprivation that people face 
when living in country communities in Western Australia. It can be pretty tough. But, on the other hand, living in 
those communities gave me a chance to develop some skills in leadership, and I became very actively involved 
in all sorts of organisations in those towns. I have a very strong view that schoolteachers can make a real 
contribution in country communities, and most of them do, although I notice that these days some are not quite 
as enthusiastic about that as they used to be in the good old days. But it is an important part of being a teacher in 
a community to be part of a community and to engage in a range of community activities.  

While I was a teacher, my interest in politics continued to grow, and I joined the Liberal Party and became quite 
active. Around the time I was in Tom Price, my long-time friend Noel Crichton-Browne, who was then the 
president of the Liberal Party of Western Australia, encouraged me to become very active, which I did. As a 
result of that, I stood for pre-selection for the seat of Lower North Province in Laverton when I went there as the 
principal. In those days, the upper house was made up of provinces as opposed to the regions we now have, and 
candidates had to get elected as an individual, not on a party ticket. For the 1977 election I was endorsed by the 
Liberal Party to stand for Lower North Province, and stood against the sitting Labor member, Hon Stan Dellar. 
Stan’s father had also been a member for that province, so an interesting scenario developed. As they say, the 
rest is history. I won the election in 1977, and again in 1983 when we still had the province system. For those 
members who can actually organise the numbers to be on the top of the party ticket under the new system these 
days, it was pretty hard work in those days; we had to go out and get ourselves elected as an individual, which 
meant door-knocking and doing all the things that Assembly members do to get elected. But I might add that in 
those days we had six-year terms; “Oh for those to return”, I suspect most members would say!  

As all members know, the electoral laws changed in 1987 and we went to the system of proportional 
representation. My electorate became known as the Mining and Pastoral Region and went from being half to 
about seven-eighths of Western Australia in area—it is a huge part of the state. I will always be grateful to those 
Liberal Party branch delegates who supported my endorsement not only in 1977 and 1983, but also in 1989, 
1993, 1996, 2001, 2005 and 2008. I went through eight elections in my time, which is the reason I have grey 
hair! But more importantly than the Liberal Party delegates, I want to thank the electors of, first of all, Lower 
North Province, and then the Mining and Pastoral Region, for returning me to this Parliament for some 36 years. 
I am very grateful for that. All that adds up to 36 years in Parliament, and I am also very grateful indeed to the 
Liberal Party for its support of me over all those years.  

Returning to the 1977 election, which was my first, I owe a debt of gratitude to a number of people. First of all, 
Ian Lawrence, the then member for Gascoyne, was a great help to me in my first election; and the late Peter 
Coyne, who was the member for Murchison–Eyre, again was a great help to me in getting elected the first time 
around. The late George Berry, who was the other half of that particular electorate back in those province days 
when there were two members with overlapping terms, was a very wise gentleman, and I thank him most 
sincerely. Brian Sodeman, who was then the member for Pilbara—probably the first Liberal for Pilbara for 
100 years or thereabouts—was a brilliant member of Parliament. Also, Bill Withers, who was the member for 
North Province in those days, was, again, another brilliant member of Parliament. They did extraordinary things. 
I was very thankful to them for the very strong support they gave me in my very early days as a member of 
Parliament. They were very helpful in not only getting elected, but also coming to Parliament—having lived in 
the bush and been a schoolteacher—to do a new job; as all members know, when we first get here, it is a new 
experience and lots of people come along and give us a hand. The electorate that I had meant a lot of travelling 
on the road and in the air, and it was a new job with a new set of obligations that I had to learn very quickly. I am 
very thankful for the assistance those people gave me at that time.  
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As I have mentioned before, Lee and I were married just before the 1977 election, which meant our honeymoon 
was spent in Carnarvon knocking on doors—I have to say that I do not recommend that to anybody! Lee and our 
children are here today. I spent some time, before Christmas, telling them how wonderful they are, and nothing 
has changed since then so I will not repeat those comments, other than to say that I am delighted that Kathryn 
can be here. She flew in from Bangkok, where she now lives and works. Georgia, who lives in Melbourne, has 
also flown over for the occasion; and Daniel, who works on the Greek island of Ios, has delayed his return to 
work over there to be here today. I am pretty pleased that they can be here, and I am very grateful to them for 
that.  

During my maiden speech I spoke about the uranium mining industry, the pastoral industry, the fishing industry 
and the horticultural industry in Carnarvon. Interestingly, at the time I spoke very strongly about the 
development of Yeelirrie as a uranium mine by Western Mining Corporation; here we are, some 36 years later, 
and it still has not happened—but it is closer now, Hon Giz Watson, than it ever was before! Western Mining 
was taken over by BHP, which then onsold Yeelirrie to Cameco—a Canadian company for which I have a lot of 
respect. I have no doubt that sometime in the near future—hopefully within the next 36 years—Yeelirrie will be 
developed. Thirty-six years is a long time to get around to developing a mine, but I think Hon Giz Watson would 
suggest that that is not long enough! We will wait and see. 

The reason I spoke about those subjects in my maiden speech was because my electorate was facing very tough 
times in the 1970s. There was a serious drought in the pastoral industry, and it was really very bad news; the then 
Prime Minister, Malcolm Fraser, attended a meeting in Meekatharra that I remember very well to try to work out 
how we could assist pastoralists going through those very difficult times. There were foreign fishing vessels in 
Australian waters, and they were a real threat to our fishing industry at the time. The mining industry was in 
pretty bad shape; there was very little happening—only one goldmine was operating in Western Australia at that 
time—and the price of iron ore was flat; it just was a very bad time for the industry. But re-reading my speech, I 
was actually full of enthusiasm because I felt that things were about to turn around and there would be better 
times ahead. When we think about it, over the years since that period of time it has: mining is now strong; 
fishing is strong; and the horticultural industry in Carnarvon is going well in spite of the floods it has from time 
to time. Regrettably, the pastoral industry is still suffering from very difficult circumstances, particularly those 
pastoralists in the southern rangeland, which were in my original Lower North Province electorate. I know our 
new Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Ken Baston, being a pastoralist himself, is aware of the issues 
facing this industry and will do whatever he can to make sure the problems are resolved. I congratulate Ken on 
his appointment as a minister. I have no doubt that he will do a very, very good job indeed.  

I also congratulate Hon Peter Collier on his election as the Leader of the House. I must confess that when they 
call the Leader of the House, I am tempted to still stand up, and Hon Simon O’Brien holds me down, which is 
probably a good thing. I have no doubt that Hon Peter Collier will do an excellent job. I also congratulate Hon 
Helen Morton and Hon Michael Mischin on their reappointment. I have no doubt they will all do an excellent job 
for the government and represent the government well in this chamber. 

I also acknowledge my two former ministerial colleagues, Hon Simon O’Brien and Hon Robyn McSweeney. I 
thought they were both outstanding ministers, and I cannot understand why they were overlooked this time 
around. But, knowing them both, I have no doubt they will take their medicine and will continue to work hard 
for the Liberal cause. 

So, back to the past again. Following the election in 1980, I was fortunate to be appointed Parliamentary 
Secretary of the Cabinet in the government of Sir Charles Court. This was a great honour, as I was still very 
green—actually, one should not say “green” in this place — 

Hon Giz Watson: I know what you mean! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Perhaps “inexperienced” would be a better way of putting it. Somebody did describe 
me as a green the other night, and I regarded it as quite libellous, really, because green I suspect I will never be. 
But I was very inexperienced, and to get a job working with somebody like Sir Charles Court was just a 
wonderful experience. So I was Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet and I sat in on the cabinet meetings and 
watched how government worked. It was a fascinating experience. I was not allowed to talk, but I was allowed 
to listen, and I knew exactly what was happening in that couple of years of being in that job.  

Unfortunately, Sir Charles decided to retire at the end of 1981, after quite an outstanding career in politics and in 
public life. His contribution to Western Australia is legendary, in my view. Unfortunately today I do not have 
time to elaborate and to discuss his achievements. However, it is fair to say that they have been well 
documented, and I recommend to members both books that he has written so that members can get an 
understanding of just what role he did play in the development of Western Australia and the extraordinary 
achievements that he made during his time as a member of Parliament, as a minister and as the Premier. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 21 May 2013] 

 p783b-798a 
Hon Norman Moore 

 [4] 

One thing I do need to say is that Sir Charles Court was not a development-at-all-costs Premier or minister as 
some would suggest. He saw development of our resources as being a vehicle for improving the living standards 
of all Western Australians. It was all about the benefits of resource development for Western Australia. It was 
not because he simply wanted to see iron ore mines developed.  

He also hated the notion that Western Australia was a mendicant state and that we were being supported 
financially by states like New South Wales and Victoria, which had been the case for a long time. He hated this, 
because he had the view that we could, and should, become self-sufficient and stand on our own two feet. The 
notion that we somehow or other were dependant on others was completely alien to the thinking of Sir Charles 
Court. During his time in government, we ceased to become a mendicant state, and now we have gone to the 
other extreme where they keep taking all our GST revenue off us, so things have not quite worked out the way I 
think he had in mind at the time. 

At this point I would like to make a few comments about federalism, because Sir Charles Court was, and I am, a 
federalist. I believe in a federal system of government under which power is dispersed among the constituent 
bodies within the community. I believe strongly that the centralisation of power leads to corruption, as in the old 
saying: power corrupts; absolute power corrupts absolutely; or total power corrupts totally. It is very important to 
recognise that power has to be dispersed, otherwise it will be misused.  

I also believe very strongly in competitive federalism and in the notion that if we have different jurisdictions 
competing with each other to produce the best outcome in a competitive environment, we will get the very best 
happening and one state can learn from another and so on. When we have uniformity, we finish up with the 
lowest community denominator. So we could finish up in Australia with the lowest common denominator in 
respect of a whole range of laws, and with a situation in which there is no competition with anybody other than 
some other countries around the world, which I do not think is necessarily helpful, and so there is no competition 
within the community to improve. I think competitive federalism is something that we should seek to continue to 
have in this particular state.  

I support the intent of the founding fathers when they framed the commonwealth Constitution. They clearly 
articulated in that document the powers of the commonwealth, and the states were given residual powers on top 
of that. Regrettably, over time, due mainly to the centralist High Court of Australia, appointed by the 
commonwealth, making decisions that support the commonwealth’s increasing power, and occasional 
referendums, the original intent of the commonwealth Constitution has in my view been severely eroded. We 
now have a Federation characterised by constantly increasing federal power, being achieved mainly through the 
use of tied grants and what I consider the unadulterated bribery in the allocation of funds to the states by the 
commonwealth. We have seen that happen many times, particularly over recent years. Increasingly, the 
commonwealth is intruding into the areas of states’ responsibilities, and increasingly the states are becoming 
simply service deliverers of commonwealth government policies, because the commonwealth has the money, 
and the money will be provided to the states provided they carry out the policy direction of the commonwealth. 
We only need to witness the commonwealth policy initiatives at the moment relating to hospital funding, the 
Gonski education reforms and the national disability scheme, and now the latest one, the recognition of local 
government in the commonwealth Constitution. So here we have examples of the commonwealth using its 
financial clout to get itself involved in areas of state responsibility.  

Perhaps the most insidious centralisation of power in my view is the national curriculum in education. This is 
being trotted out around Australia now. In 1993 when I was Minister for Education, Employment and Training, I 
successfully convinced the then ministerial council to wind up the work that was being done to centralise the 
curriculum. It was one of those occasions when there was one more Liberal government than there were Labor 
governments in Australia, so I got the numbers by one to can the national curriculum in 1993. But one thing I 
knew at the time was that it would not go away, because there was this strong drive among some people that we 
should have a national curriculum. So now it is here with us. Why am I opposed to a national curriculum? Quite 
simply, we could finish up in this nation with a standardised curriculum being taught to every child in every 
school in Australia—one curriculum is what we will finish up with. This will give central curriculum writers the 
capacity to influence the thinking, and, indeed, if we want to go to this extreme, the political views, of the entire 
nation. It is frightening when we contemplate that Canberra-based academics could be deciding what every child 
in Australia should learn, and not just what they learn, but what they believe. We need some uniformity of laws 
in Australia, for obvious reasons. But we do not need uniformity of thought and we do not need uniformity of 
beliefs. A centralised curriculum would create some potentially significant problems in that area as far as I am 
concerned.  

I describe myself as a federalist. As I see the way in which power is being centralised in Australia today, not just 
by the current government but by both major political parties at the federal level, I have to say I despair at the 
future of our states. As a minister, I have seen more than most what is going on behind the scenes. It is not all 
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that obvious to people in the general community. For example, offshore petroleum management, which used to 
be a joint venture between the states and the commonwealth, has under my watch been taken away from the 
states and taken over by the commonwealth. That is because the commonwealth thinks it can do things better. 
There is some notion that I get from the media from time to time that it thinks the commonwealth can do things 
better as well. But I think that when we look at the performance of the state governments and the commonwealth 
government in respect of the delivery of good services on the ground, the states are miles in front.  

So what we are seeing in Australia is both major political parties wanting to get themselves involved in a whole 
range of issues that were not intended to be their area of responsibility when the commonwealth Constitution 
was drafted. Unless there is some quantum change in the minds of Canberra-based politicians of both political 
persuasions, the only way in which the state can control its future, if it wants to, is to secede. I have argued for a 
long time that we need to fix the Federation; but, if we cannot fix the Federation, we should get out of it. 

That brings me back now to when Sir Charles Court retired and I was not reappointed as cabinet secretary when 
Ray O’Connor became the Premier. That was the first of my political scars, Mr President. I have a couple; that 
was the first one. From 1983, when we lost government, to 1993, we languished in opposition. Labor was in the 
ascendancy, and I must admit that in the early days the Brian Burke government was quite fascinating; it was 
quite exciting. There was a sense of euphoria around the place. It was a different sort of government from the 
more staid, conservative way in which Hon Sir Charles Court ran the state. And, indeed, we won the America’s 
Cup, and that added to this enthusiastic view of Western Australia that was around at the time. Regrettably, it did 
not last forever, but that was an interesting time. 

The Liberal Party went through a period of great introspection and, indeed, factional warfare, which is not 
normally what goes on in the Liberal Party. I think that happens more so in other parties, without mentioning any 
names. But during those 10 years in opposition, we had four parliamentary leaders. We had a number of coups 
that I remember watching—watching with great interest! What is the old saying—there is only one thing worse 
than being in a coup that fails and that is not being in one that succeeds. But we had four parliamentary leaders: 
Ray O’Connor, who regrettably passed away recently; Bill Hassell; Barry MacKinnon; and, finally, Richard 
Court. This period of instability also happened between 2001 and 2008 when we were in opposition again. 
Again, we had four leaders during that period of time: Colin Barnett on two occasions; Matt Birney; Paul 
Omodei; and Troy Buswell. So there is a lot to be said for being in government if you want stability in respect of 
the leadership. 

But, again, back to the past. Winning the election in 1993, after this period in opposition, is the reason why I am 
still here today and why I stayed on for so long. I was appointed a minister in 1993, after 16 years in Parliament. 
Most members these days reckon that if you are not a minister after about three years, you have not made it. I 
notice that a lot of people get appointed to the ministry these days much, much earlier than 16 years, but in those 
days it took a while. But having 10 years in opposition just does not count for a really quick promotion. I was 
absolutely delighted when we won that election and I was able to become a minister and to do what I wanted to 
do. I had always sought in politics to be able to make a difference, to right what I saw to be wrongs, to assist 
people who needed assistance, to improve government services, particularly in the bush, and, in 1993 especially, 
to reform our education system. Having been a teacher and a principal, and, indeed, a shadow Minister for 
Education, I was full of enthusiasm for educational reform when Richard Court appointed me as the Minister for 
Education, Employment and Training. 

Nineteen ninety-three, 1994 and 1995 was a period in my life that was characterised by enormous challenges, 
significant reform and a heartbreaking teachers’ dispute, which ultimately led to my sacking as the Minister for 
Education. That occurred at the end of 1995. I will come back to that in a minute. But during my term as 
Minister for Education, I was involved in a wide range of new initiatives and reform—for example, the Vickery 
report, which was written to restructure the education bureaucracy; the House report, which was all about 
physical education in primary schools; and the Scott report. You will remember Barbara Scott, who was a 
member here. Her report into early childhood education was groundbreaking. Indeed, Western Australia still 
leads the nation in respect of the way in which we educate our younger children. Then there was the Tomlinson 
report—another report done by Hon Derrick Tomlinson, who was a member here—into rural education. What 
was so important, from my point of view, to come out of that was the work done on remote area education and 
the development of the Leederville centre, which is now occupied by the Schools of Isolated and Distance 
Education. That was a really important initiative from my point of view as a member for those parts of the state. 
We also ran a school rationalisation program, which was about closing down unviable schools. It gave me a lot 
of headaches, but we achieved a number of outcomes in respect of that. Then there was the Hoffman report into 
devolution. Devolution was a bad word in those days. In fact, it led the teachers’ union to have a strike when 
somebody started talking about it. But out of that report came independent public schools, which are now the 
flavour of the month not just in Western Australia, but also, indeed, nationally. It is about giving schools more 
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authority and more capacity to manage their own affairs. That all came out of the Hoffman report, which I 
received, regrettably, about a month before I moved on. 

I also did voluntary student union legislation. I was the first minister in Australia to do that. I probably still am 
the first minister to have done that. I know it evokes different points of view, but it was an article of faith in the 
Liberal Party and, being a member of the Liberal Party, I felt an obligation to do that, as well as the fact that I 
believe emphatically in the right of association and no need to have to pay to get a university education. I also 
began the rewrite of the School Education Act, which I think was about a 1903 act or something like that, Mr 
President. You probably remember it better than I. You were not there then, I know, but you were a teacher, and 
we laboured under this legislation. If you read the old act carefully, it is just amazing how things have changed 
in the education world. But that legislation was drafted after I left and after the election in 1996. The numbers in 
the upper house changed and, in my opinion, this house emasculated that legislation. It was not one of the better 
moments, from my point of view, in respect of the house of review’s performance. But we now have a new act, 
and that is all very well. 

I did have a few other disappointments apart from the teachers’ dispute. Probably the most disappointing failure 
on my part was the inability to achieve the creation of an organisation I described as the centre for professional 
excellence in teaching. This was a proposal to create a professional organisation for the teaching profession—an 
organisation that would see teachers belonging to their own professional association and controlling their own 
profession. This happens in most professions in our nation at the present time. For too long teachers were simply 
regarded as employees of the education department doing a job rather than operating as professionals. My plan 
was to use the Claremont Teachers College facilities as a centre for the teaching profession. It would have been a 
magnificent facility, with the library and all the other lecture rooms and so on at that particular centre. It would 
have been a wonderful facility to be occupied by the professional association looking after the interests of 
teachers. 

I believe very fervently, Mr President, that teaching is the most important of the professions. Indeed, all other 
professionals are educated by teachers; and, without good teachers, you do not get good professionals in other 
professions. Yet, for some reason or other, they are probably the least recognised in our community. I wanted to 
give this profession its own home and the capacity to govern itself—teachers making decisions about their own 
profession, not the education department, which had been doing that since there was such a thing. Sadly, that did 
not happen for a couple of reasons. One was that I could not get Claremont Teachers College off the board that 
was managing it. Even though I had appointed most of the people to the board, they still did not do what I asked, 
which demonstrates that sometimes you can pick the wrong people! The second reason was that I lost the 
portfolio before we were able to get the whole thing put in place. But I thought that is something that should still 
be looked at, and I hope that the current Minister for Education might have a talk to me at some length at some 
time or other to see whether we cannot do something about it, because I still have a very long and deep-felt 
enthusiasm for education and the people who work in it. 

This now brings me to the teachers’ dispute, which is probably one of the issues that I faced in my political life 
that caused me the most grief. When I became the minister in 1993, I was confronted by the teachers’ union 
telling me that it wanted a 20 per cent pay rise with no trade-offs and no argument; so, “Just give it to us and 
we’ll be happy.” Needless to say, we had just gone through WA Inc and the state did not have much money, and 
that was about $300 million extra, I think, if my memory serves me right, in salaries. So, needless to say, I said, 
“You can’t have it.” To cut a long story short, I stuck to the government’s wages and salaries policy, which is a 
certain percentage increase, plus extra money for trade-offs. The union stuck to its guns and it caused massive 
problems with the education system and severe difficulty for me. The worst thing the union did in my opinion—
it was quite a small issue in the context of the overall dispute—was to ban Country Week for country kids. 
Having been a country student myself and knowing how important Country Week was, I thought it was a very 
nasty way to promote an industrial argument that affected those children in that way. As a result of all this, and 
with the election being about a year away, the Premier decided that I should go and, politically, that was 
probably the best thing he could have done. My successor was able to do a deal with the State School Teachers’ 
Union and the dispute came to an end. Having been a very active member of the State School Teachers’ Union 
myself when I was a teacher, I could not believe the intransigence of the teachers’ union in this dispute. I have 
always believed, perhaps wrongly, that the agenda of Peter Quinn, who was then the union general secretary, 
was as much about getting rid of me and claiming a political scalp as it was about resolving the dispute. He may 
wish to have a different point of view from that. Needless to say, he won and I lost. That was the second political 
scar, which I still carry around today.  

During this time I was also very fortunate to have other portfolios and they gave me great satisfaction. I was 
Minister for Sport and Recreation, which was a special portfolio and one I enjoyed very much. Probably the 
most enduring of the new policy initiatives we developed in sport and rec was the country sport enrichment 
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scheme, which I have to say, was an idea of mine. It was all about getting top quality sports men and women and 
competition down into country towns in Western Australia so that country people could see top-class sports men 
and women in action. Just the other day there was a Western Australian versus Victorian football match in 
Northam as part of the country enrichment scheme. It is a scheme that I think has stood the test of time since it 
was brought in and is still operating in the state.  

Winning and being involved in the 1998 World Swimming Championships was also a fantastic experience. The 
politics of our bid and the way in which we got the ultimate approval to have the championships here is worthy 
of an hour’s speech at least, or a book, because it was fascinating. Suffice to say we were the only city in the 
world that nominated for these particular championships, yet the Federation Internationale de Natation 
Amateur—FINA—the international body that looks after swimming, nearly dudded us at the last minute. I had to 
go to Rome, in fact, to argue pretty loudly—it was pretty hard work going to Rome!—with fairly strong words to 
tell FINA that it could not play these games and mess around with the bids. Eventually we got the 
championships and they were a great success. I have advice for future ministers dealing with international 
sporting federations: Firstly, read Lords of the Rings which is a book about the International Olympic 
Committee. It is an extraordinary book and everyone should read it so they know how it operates. They should 
do that before they go and talk to anyone else, and then they should take a good lawyer with them. I want to 
thank Doug Solomon, who was our lawyer in the late 1990s, because he got some money back from FINA which 
it owed us and which it refused to give us. FINA said, “We’re based in Lausanne; we don’t have to give you the 
money.” But Doug found a loophole in the law and they paid up. I will not go into that now; maybe it is the 
subject for a book!  

I was also fortunate to be Minister for Employment and Training. Probably the most useful thing I did in that 
role was to bring in legislation called the Vocational Education and Training Act in the late 1990s. It made all 
our TAFE colleges independent statutory authorities and gave them a chance to develop courses and programs 
that related to their own communities and to industry within their communities with a degree of independence 
that I thought was appropriate for those sorts of institutions. That legislation has remained. I also had a lot of 
pleasure working at Pundulmurra College in Port Hedland, an Aboriginal college. We did a lot of work there to 
improve the capacity of that college to deliver quality training for Aboriginal students from right around the 
Pilbara and the Kimberley. I am very grateful to Greg Kneale who was, in fact, a plumber in Port Hedland and 
who became the chairman of the board and did a marvellous job with that college.  

I was also lucky enough to have the tourism portfolio for some five years. During that time we had some very 
interesting issues. We took some calculated risks in our determination to sell Western Australia as a great 
tourism destination. Some of the things I did in that portfolio were the Elle campaign, which I will talk about in a 
minute, the Best on Earth in Perth campaign, the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre construction and, 
finally, a lot of work at Rottnest. The Minister for Tourism is also the minister for Rottnest, which is a good part 
of the portfolio. The Elle campaign was extraordinarily successful in spite of the media’s tall poppy attitude at 
the time. I will never forget the headline in The West when we were making some ads down in the south west. 
Elle’s bodyguard manhandled a Triple J reporter who had gone somewhere he was not supposed to go. In the 
manhandling, the bodyguard apparently did some damage to the reporter. The front page of The West had “Elle 
of a mess”. The damage the bodyguard had done to this journalist was emblazoned in colour photographs with 
very close-up photographs of bruises and other sorts of things. I think that was one of those headlines that was 
sitting in someone’s drawer at The West waiting for an occasion to use it. “Elle of a mess” is still in my mind. 
Part of this campaign was an unsuccessful attempt to have an all-female yacht called Elle Racing to go in the 
Whitbread Round the World Yacht Race. That was a brilliant idea that just did not work because the guy who 
had the idea could not make it happen. It would have given Western Australia a lot of coverage.  

We also made a number of very special TV ads showing our iconic tourism attractions. These were a great 
success in encouraging tourists to come to Western Australia, particularly from the south east of the United 
Kingdom, where we spent a lot of time showing those ads. The Best on Earth in Perth was a campaign to attract 
top-class events to Western Australia, and it was very successful. In fact, it probably did not get the credit it 
deserved when we think about some of the events we were able to attract in those days. Interestingly, again the 
tall poppy syndrome raised its ugly head. I cannot remember which year but one year we announced 11 events 
for Western Australia for that year, but The West wrote a story about the one we did not get, not about the 11 we 
did get. But you know how they go.  

Then there was the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre, and what a rigmarole that was. Again, that too is 
probably the subject of a book. In essence, we have a very successful and very practical convention and 
exhibition centre in Perth. It is in Perth, not at Burswood, which I think is an important issue. It caters for a 
significant range of events, conventions and exhibitions. Most people tell me that it is a very successful and very 
easy-to-use facility. If anything, it is probably now too small and it may need to be extended to meet the growing 
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demand for that sort of facility. People complained about the architecture, as they did a fair bit, including Jeff 
Kennett, whose shed members should go and see if they want a comparison between good and bad architecture. 
People were interested in the architecture. It is pretty hard to make a convention and exhibition centre look like 
the Eiffel Tower or something like that. It is hard to make a convention centre into a significant architectural 
icon. However, I did suggest, because people did not like the roof, that they paint cars on the roof, and then it 
would look like it always had done—namely, a car park. But that did not happen either. I think someone should 
spend a bit of time thinking about what might be put on the roof. It might be a painting of the Wagyl. There is 
one inside the exhibition centre. Perhaps a Wagyl or some other motif could be painted on the roof, or even, as 
my wife suggested, a garden could be established there. It could be made into a brilliant tourism attraction from 
Kings Park if there was an attraction on top of the roof.  

The centre cost us just $110 million, and I should say net present value. Some journalists did not understand 
what net present value meant when we announced it. When we paid $140 million, they said, “But you said it 
was only $110 million.” We said that that was net present value in 1999 dollars, and we did not pay for it until 
after it had been completed, so there was about a four-year period when an inflator was attached to the amount 
we paid. For $110 million we got an excellent facility and the state will get the facility back 35 years after it was 
built. When we compare that with other convention centres around Australia, we did extraordinarily well for 
what I think in retrospect was a very small contribution. It is a great asset for the tourism and convention 
industry.  

I also was very keen to do some work on Rottnest Island. Richard Court, as the tourism minister before I took on 
the job, had a report done on Rottnest. It was done by Brian Easton who, many members may know, has been 
involved in a range of things, including Perth Zoo. Brian did a brilliant job in determining what actually needed 
to be done at Rottnest. Over the four or five years I had the job, we spent a lot of money and time on Rottnest, 
not just building things and improving the facilities there, but also trying to change the culture of those people 
who worked for the Rottnest Island Authority. Without being overly critical, many people who worked there had 
the view that tourists were a bit of a nuisance—they had to actually go and unload the ferries and all the rest of 
it! There was a very unhealthy culture among the workforce on Rottnest, and part of the solution to that was in 
fact getting them to come back to and live on the mainland. That caused a lot of grief to those people because 
they had lived on Rottnest for a long time. Then we brought in workplace agreements, and for the first time 
Rottnest made a profit—in the last year I was the minister. Regrettably my successor went back to the old system 
and it has been making a loss ever since. 

I had the racing and gaming portfolio for one year. That was an interesting year, because I did one thing that no 
other minister had ever done. That was to unite the Western Australian Turf Club and the Western Australian 
Trotting Association. They were united in their opposition to me, which I think was a quite extraordinary 
achievement; everybody should try it sometime. I did that because I wanted to do something about country 
racing and country trotting. Both those organisations were about centralising—here we go again—activities in 
Perth, and they were bleeding dry country racing and trotting. I therefore brought forward legislation that was 
passed by this Parliament to give the minister the power to use some of the TAB revenues for country racing and 
pacing. That continued with my successor, Hon Nick Griffiths, who became a very successful minister for racing 
and gaming in his time. That was, therefore, only a one-year exercise and, as I said, I made a great achievement 
in that portfolio. 

From 1997 to 2001, I also held the mines portfolio. I will talk a bit about that later, as I have had a second go at 
it. I want to say at this point that coming into my office in 1997 was Bob Stevens who worked in the mines 
department. He was my mines adviser and he is just a brilliant man. He knows more about the Mining Act and 
the mining industry than anybody I know. He and I have worked together now for eight and a half years. I just 
want to take this opportunity today to say thank you very much to Bob for his brilliant career. He has now 
retired, just the same as I have. 

As I said earlier, when we lost government in 2001, we entered into a period of instability. We had a few leaders 
over that period, and between 2001 and 2005 Colin Barnett was our leader. I think in the circumstances he did a 
very, very good job indeed. Geoff Gallop was very popular and we had been in office for eight years, and I think 
Colin in the circumstances did a really good job for us. I think his brave promise of a canal from the north to 
Perth during the 2005 election was in my opinion a stroke of genius, because the issue of the election became 
Colin Barnett and the canal, and all the attention was being given to the opposition. I thought from my point of 
view it was actually a fantastic way of going about trying to win an election when we had been out of office for 
only one term. It captured the imagination of the community. I suspect, Mr President, that Metronet might have 
been designed along the same lines in the most recent election! Anyway, regrettably, we lost in 2005 and we did 
not regain government until we re-elected Colin Barnett as our leader in 2008. I must confess that it was one 
election I did not think we could win, but we did and Colin’s leadership was exceptional during the election 
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campaign and has continued throughout his term as Premier, and indeed was particularly shown in the recent 
election where the result for the Liberal Party was quite outstanding. 

When we won the election in 2008, I was able to regain my role as Minister for Mines and Petroleum. I have to 
say that the last four and a half years in that particular portfolio have been extremely satisfying from my point of 
view. We set about making a number of reforms that I considered were necessary. These included separating 
mines and petroleum from the then Department of Industry and Resources—DOIR—and taking out state 
development and commerce. This gave the wonderful public servants who now work in the Department of Mines 
and Petroleum, in a sense, a reason for being; it reinstated in their minds that they were people who had a 
significant role to play in the administration and regulation of the mining and petroleum industry. Some 
absolutely fantastic people are working in that department and I have enormous admiration for the way they have 
gone about their task. They now have a real sense of purpose and a real sense of the worthiness that they have in 
managing what is undoubtedly our biggest and most successful industry. 

The second thing we did was lift the ban on the mining of uranium. That is, again, something that does not get 
universal support—but we never know, maybe one day. Hope springs eternal in the human breast. In my view it 
is about creating wealth for Western Australia; it is about creating jobs for Western Australians; it is about 
creating energy that will be needed in the future. Hopefully, as I said earlier, the Yeelirrie mine will be up and 
running sometime in the future, but now companies can explore for uranium and know that they are allowed to 
mine it, as opposed to the policy they had to work with under the previous government, which was, “You can go 
and explore all you like but you just can’t mine it.” It was interesting when Labor was in office because its 
policy position on uranium mining basically provided that if a company wanted to explore for uranium or 
anything else, it just rubbed out uranium. It was a policy position, as opposed to a legislated position. The Greens 
brought in legislation to ban the exploration and mining of uranium, but the Labor Party, to give it its due, never 
went along with that. That therefore left us, when we became the government, in the position of not having to 
legislate for uranium mining because the legislation was still there. We therefore allowed companies to go ahead 
and explore. Indeed, a number have made an application to mine. Toro Energy’s project is closest to being 
developed and I wish it well. 

We also instituted the exploration incentive scheme, which was a National Party initiative in the 2008 election 
and is funded through royalties for regions. This is a very, very important scheme. It is all about encouraging 
companies to explore in greenfields areas of Western Australia. I have to say to anybody who thinks our mining 
industry is somehow unassailable that it is not. Every mine in Australia is finite, every ore body is finite, and if 
we do not find tomorrow’s mines today, this industry does not have a future. Most of our iron ore mines, of 
course, are very big and will last for a very long time, but that is not the case with gold, nickel and a number of 
other minerals. We therefore actually have to encourage our companies to get out and explore in greenfield parts 
of the state. Western Australia, surprisingly, is largely underexplored. A lot of our state has never had a drillhole 
in it. It is an unexplored part of the world that could in fact have very significant ore bodies. A classic example is 
the Telfer mine that was undercover; nobody knew it was there. It was accidentally found; similarly with the 
Nifty copper deposit. Now, as we look at Tropicana and those mining operations east of Kalgoorlie in whole new 
greenfield territory, we can see that there is every potential for significant ore bodies to be found in those 
underexplored parts of the state. But it is expensive and risky to engage in exploration. That is why the 
exploration incentive scheme is all about providing encouragement to companies. It has been criticised. Hon 
Robin Chapple has done his fair share of it, and The Sunday Times had another go the other day because Gina, 
apparently, got some money—I do not know about that. Anyway, it is about the government saying to the 
industry that we want companies to explore in Western Australia and if they find an ore body and develop it, we 
all benefit. The state will get royalties, jobs and the benefits of development. That is what it is all about. That has 
been an extraordinarily successful program. It is not just money for co-funded drilling, but also for the geological 
surveys to do all the work to provide advice and information to the mining industry.  

The next and the most important thing of all we did in this portfolio was to begin the arduous task of reforming 
mines safety. There were six fatalities in 2008 when I first became the minister. That was six too many, 
obviously. We went about reform, which involved cost recovery from industry to pay for mines safety 
management. We increased the salaries of our engineers, and we were able to engage more highly qualified 
inspectors. On top of that, we worked hard to change the culture of safety in the mining industry. We went from 
a prescriptive regulatory system, which had been around for a very long time, to one of assessing risks and 
seeking to mitigate those risks.  

The most significant achievement in the mining industry in my term as minister, and probably ever, was the 
realisation that 2012 was the first year in our state’s recorded history that there were no fatalities in the mines. 
That was an extraordinary achievement. It was the first time since 1896 that nobody was killed in a Western 
Australian mine. It is now some 18 months since the last fatality—touch wood that will continue! I think there is 
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a new realisation in the industry that safety has to be the number one priority. For me, as the minister, it was; and 
we worked very hard for that to happen. I do not take any credit for this, other than I told the industry that is 
what it had to try to achieve. The industry achieved it, and it is an outstanding result. I want to particularly 
acknowledge the people who work in the department’s resources safety division, because they are dedicated, 
competent operators who understand their task and who are doing a remarkably good job. I particularly want to 
acknowledge Malcolm Russell and Simon Ridge, because they are the two people, in my view, who have led this 
change and reform. They have done a really good job indeed.  

I will say this in a slightly political sense: there is a view amongst some that the Liberal Party does not care 
about workers’ safety. Well, it does, and this is a demonstration of at least one minister who does, and I know 
my colleagues share my views. We are not about safety as an industrial relations issue: safety is about making 
sure people get home from work at the end of the day. That is what it is all about.  

The mining industry is often criticised on its environmental performance. A significant amount of work has been 
done by the industry and the Department of Mines and Petroleum to improve the environmental performance of 
the mining industry. Obviously, when someone is digging and drilling holes in the ground, it will have an effect 
on the environment. It is important that we minimise the effect of that disturbance. We brought in a new 
environment levy, which I think comes in in about July this year and will replace the old bond system. As we 
discussed in the house, and the house agreed with my view—except Hon Robin Chapple—it is a win–win for 
industry, a win–win for the government and a win–win for the environment. Particularly from the environment 
point of view, it will enable us to rehabilitate legacy sites in Western Australia that for hundreds of years have 
not been rehabilitated, and it is important that happens.  

In addition, we went about approvals reform to try to make sure that mining companies or explorers can get a 
decision quickly from government about whether they can explore or mine. This does not mean any weakening 
of environmental or heritage issues; it means doing something about approvals more quickly, because time is 
money—no matter what we do! I think we have achieved a great deal in that and I again congratulate the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum on the work it has done to use modern technology—the internet and online 
capability—to hurry up, if you like, the process of approvals. That is ongoing. We made a commitment in the 
election campaign that we would also provide funds for other departments to access this sort of technology to 
speed up their approvals processing systems.  

On the petroleum side, we worked very hard to ensure we properly develop our petroleum resources, of which 
we have many. It is imperative for the community to recognise the importance of oil and gas to our economy and 
to our energy security. It behoves the industry and the government to clearly articulate the measures in place to 
manage the industry in an environmentally and socially acceptable way. I believe they are doing that, but there 
are issues that need to be resolved, which I will talk about in a moment.  

I have always been a strong supporter of the mining industry because, when we look at the history of Western 
Australia, most of the occasions when we have had significant growth and development in this state have been 
on the back of the mining industry. For example, in the 1890s, the gold rush saw Western Australia grow from a 
tiny struggling colony to a significant community. In the 1960s, we had iron ore and nickel; gold again in the 
1990s; and iron ore again in the first decade of this century. These significant achievements by the mining 
industry have given Western Australia the very resilient economy it currently has. It is an industry that we should 
continue to support because of the benefit it provides to the broader community. I have always subscribed to the 
view that a politician’s duty is to do whatever they can to grow the economy, to increase our wealth and to 
gainfully employ our citizens and, as well as that, to improve our living standards. That is what we are about. 
Only wealthy jurisdictions can provide good public services, good health and education facilities and good 
transport opportunities, and, importantly, can look after the environment. We need to be wealthy to look after the 
environment, because for those countries that are desperately poor, the environment is the least of their concerns. 
Members need look only at some parts of Africa to understand that.  

I have always been fascinated by Abraham Lincoln’s statements about various things, and he said that we cannot 
make the poor rich by making the rich poor. There is a significant amount of truth in that, which is something we 
should look at carefully whenever we decide to make decisions as politicians.  

Probably the most rewarding portfolio I had this term was fisheries. That was for a number of reasons. I thought 
fisheries was a Friday afternoon job, but it turned out to be other than that, and I thoroughly enjoyed it. I enjoyed 
the challenges. The reasons I enjoyed it so much were, firstly, because I went into it knowing nothing about it at 
all, which proved to be an advantage, not a disadvantage; secondly, the industry was in need of some hard 
decisions and fundamental reform; and, thirdly, I was able to enlist the support of many people in the industry to 
assist in making the changes that were necessary, and probably still are. At this point I recognise the outstanding 
work done by my chief of staff, Trevor Whittington, in bringing the industry together, not just the commercial 
sector but also the recreational sector, to work with government to achieve the outcomes we all decided were 
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appropriate and necessary. Trevor did an outstanding job in that respect. As a result of all this work, we brought 
in stricter conditions on recreational fishing to help preserve demersal scalefish off the west coast. My 
predecessor, Hon Jon Ford, had already made the hard decisions about the commercial sector, and we reduced 
the catch by half for the recreational sector. We brought in a licence for fishing from a boat that caused some 
controversy at the time, which was to be expected. However, we have been able to use some of that money 
within government to better manage recreational fishing and also to use some of the revenue to provide 
opportunities to improve and enhance recreational fishing opportunities. An example of that are the two artificial 
reefs that have been built in the south west—down in your electorate, Mr President—which are not just about 
aggregating fish to make it easier for people to catch them, but about generating more growth of fish. It has acted 
as a fish breeder, if you like, as opposed to an aggregator. I am looking forward with great interest to see how 
well those two reefs work.  

We have also been forced to make significant changes to the rock lobster fishery, which of course is our biggest 
fishery by a long way in Western Australia. Basically, we faced a catastrophe in that industry when in 2008 we 
discovered there were no puerulus collected off the coast of Western Australia. For those who know a bit about 
this, or do not know anything about it at all, we collect puerulus, which are baby crayfish, on collectors out at 
sea; we count them and that gives us an indication of how many of those will become adults in four years’ time. 
Over 40 years, the predictions on the number of rock lobsters have been within a five per cent accuracy rate 
based on the puerulus count. When I walked in the door I was told that at the last count there were no puerulus. 
After they explained what puerulus were—which was a great help!—I discovered there was a big problem, and 
so we worked hard to overcome that. The ultimate outcome was to move to a quota system and a significant 
reduction in the total catch. The industry moved away from a race-to-fish mentality and an input control system 
to a quota system. Hopefully quotas now enable fishermen to tailor their fishing activities to world markets 
because market requirements fluctuate dramatically. At Chinese New Year the price of crayfish can be between 
$60 and $70 a kilo, whereas during the rest of the year the price is between $20 and $40 a kilo. Under the old 
race-to-fish system fishers would try to catch as much as they could whenever they could and did not worry 
about market conditions, and that meant there were gluts at times and not enough at other times. Now fishermen 
go fishing when they get the best price, and that has meant a smaller catch but higher prices. Their businesses are 
as viable as they were before and are maximising returns. Fishermen have become businessmen and not just 
fishers who simply operate to see who can catch the most regardless of how much money they make at the end 
of the day.  
We were also active in ensuring that the marine parks created within Western Australia did not significantly 
reduce access to recreational and commercial fishers where appropriate. However, the industry still faces many 
challenges as pressure comes from green groups, some federal environment ministers and others. I believe it is 
possible to maintain sustainable fisheries by good fisheries management rather than the creation of sanctuary 
zones up and down the coast. I know the Department of Fisheries is capable of good fisheries management 
because I have seen how professionally they do their job.  

That brings me now to comment on green activism in Australia. This is not the first time I have spoken about 
green activism, but on this occasion I would like to reinforce some of my beliefs. I have always believed that no 
matter what humans do on this earth there is an element of risk to the environment. Our job as government 
regulators is to minimise this risk. For example, the world needs oil; even greenies drive cars and fly in 
aeroplanes. Drilling for and extracting oil always involves some environmental risk. Indeed, we have seen 
serious consequences in recent times in the Gulf of Mexico and in the Montara field off our north-west coast. 
But does that mean we should stop exploring for and producing oil or that we deny the world this energy source 
because it might create some serious environmental problems? I suspect not. We must learn from our mistakes. 
Governments should ensure that the regulatory system is contemporary and properly implemented, and that we 
learn when things go wrong and ensure they do not happen again.  

The same scenario applies to fracking, an unfortunate word because it sticks in people’s mind and they assume 
that fracking is bad and that is where it finishes. Fracking, in fact, is an extraordinary development in the 
capacity of the human race to get more gas out of the ground. The technology is amazing, and the directional 
drilling the petroleum industry engages in these days is unbelievable. It means that shale gas—which in my view 
is the major energy source for a long time to come—can provide our energy needs for a very long time. There is 
a significant amount of shale gas in the world and, interestingly, it can only be extracted via fracking. The United 
States economy is getting back on track mainly because of the production of cheap shale and coal-seam gas. 
Indeed, the United States, a major importer of gas, may now become a major exporter of gas. Western Australia 
should take that into account in the future. Western Australia also has plenty of shale gas—in fact, about twice 
the known offshore gas reserves in Western Australia. On current consumption rates, Western Australia has one 
trillion cubic feet per annum of shale gas available for 300 years. That is a very significant part of Western 
Australia’s potential energy security for the future. Gas is far more environmentally friendly than coal and it is 
useful for providing base-load energy, because the gas to the generators that produce the energy can be turned on 
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and off. But fracking is needed to extract the gas, so there is an obligation to minimise the risks of fracking, and 
that is what industry and governments are doing.  

A problem facing the community is that some green groups believe we should never take any risks. If we took 
their advice, we would soon run out of energy, minerals, timber, agricultural produce and fish. Those risks need 
to be recognised and managed to the best of our ability. Commonsense should prevail. I have often mentioned 
the book by Patrick Moore, Confessions of a Greenpeace Dropout: The Making of a Sensible Environmentalist, 
in this house, and I mention it again. It is a well-balanced book about the environment and recognises what 
should be done if things are to be done properly.  

We should also treat with contempt advertisements from green groups that are either misleading or clearly false. 
There was an example of this during the last election campaign. It was a very expensive colour television 
advertisement that ran during the news. It told us that the mining industry was going to destroy the Kimberley 
marine environment. I am still trying to understand how the mining industry is going to affect the marine 
environment. It had vision of big blasts at what looked like an iron ore mine in the Pilbara, telling us that that 
will pollute the marine environment. That is nonsense, misleading and incorrect. I have said enough over the 
years about green groups. I am concerned that they will create beliefs in the community that are not correct, and 
that will affect governments and their decision making to the point where they are not prepared to take any risks 
either—and we have to take some risks in this life.  

I would now like to speak about the Legislative Council. It has been a privilege to serve in this chamber for 
36 years. I have always been mindful of its review role, and I suspect it is easier to think about the review role 
when we are in opposition than when we are in government. I acknowledge the comment by Hon Giz Watson 
that we do not use the Standing Committee on Legislation enough. She is probably right, albeit I had something 
to do with that. For this house to survive it is necessary that it be something other than a pale imitation of the 
Legislative Assembly; it must be different. The Council’s committee system works well, notwithstanding the 
legislation committee comments. Its review role also works well. Honourable members know that the number of 
amendments to legislation made in this house is significant; it is an important part of what is done in this house.  

Members of the Legislative Council must develop and maintain that independence which enables them to take a 
different point of view from the government from time to time. That is a difficult task. A long time ago I did in 
fact cross the floor a number of times. It was during the debate of a bill during committee stage. I was convinced 
that the opposition’s argument was right and that the government’s argument was wrong, so I voted with the 
opposition. It did not make any difference to the end result however. That was an occasion; I think members 
ought to think about that from time to time.  

The review of the standing orders was one chore I wanted to complete during my final term. As a result, we now 
have, I think, a more contemporary set of rules, which will of course require ongoing amendment from time to 
time. If I may make this point again—I think those on the committee heard me say it many times: please 
maintain the traditions and dignity that are protected for this chamber in its standing orders. Interestingly, when I 
was celebrating 30 years in this chamber, I was presented with a copy of the standing orders circa 1830s—the 
first printed rules and orders for the proceedings of the Legislative Council of Western Australia. I will not ask 
members to guess how many pages there were, but it is actually five! That is it! They were the standing orders of 
the Legislative Council of the 1830s, and here is what we have now! I think they had it right in the 1830s, 
somehow—maybe we should have just gone back to that, Mr Clerk, and not had those two years of tortuous 
labour! But I think the outcome has been a set of standing orders appropriate for this chamber, and I am pleased 
we were able to do that.  

During her valedictory address, Hon Giz Watson mentioned the Select Committee into the Appropriateness of 
Powers and Penalties for Breaches of Parliamentary Privilege and Contempts of Parliament. I encourage 
members to read that report; it is excellent, and I hope its recommendations can be implemented as soon as 
possible. I did try, during the past four years, to make that happen, but I was not successful. So, Mr Attorney 
General, if I was sitting in this place for the next four years I would keep asking questions every week about 
what is being done about it, because it is a very, very good report that deals with a very serious problem that this 
Parliament has faced from time to time; knowing what to do when a member is in contempt of the house. It has 
been ad hoc for as long as I can recall. We go through the torture of trying to decide what to do to people, and 
then we forget about it until the next time. We never get around to actually putting in place some remedial action 
to deal with it once and for all. This particular select committee—initiated by Hon Giz Watson, and then re-
established by, I think, me at a future time—was made up of what I thought were the brains of the Legislative 
Council at the time; the most senior and long-serving members were on that particular committee. They brought 
to it, from my point of view, a credibility that was very, very important. The result of it was a unanimous set of 
recommendations.  
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This select committee came about after the “Report of the Select Committee into a Matter of Privilege Arising in 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations”. That report came to us—it was about an inch 
thick—containing a whole range of recommendations on what should be done about certain individuals. As a 
result of that report, the government of the day responded in a way that was probably the most challenging 
episode I have experienced since I have been in this place. It was a very difficult time for the house to work out 
what to do. Without going into any details of that debate, because those who want to know about it can go and 
read about it, let me just say that the move to expel two members was a dramatic overreaction to the report’s 
findings; we had before us a motion to expel two members—namely, Hon Shelley Archer and Hon Anthony 
Fels. That was a difficult issue for this house to deal with. As a result of that particular report, and the select 
committee into powers and privileges, we came up with a report that highlighted the need for Parliament to set 
some clear rules on what to do when members, or other people in the community, have breached parliamentary 
privilege or been in contempt of the Parliament. I say to members that it will happen again. There is a certain 
inevitability about it; there will always be somebody who wants to do something different or wrong. It does not 
matter when or how—it will happen again.  

Members should look at the select committee report that recommends some serious changes to the way in which 
the law operates. It removes, for example, the power of Parliament to put people in jail; that is a power we do not 
need. But it also recommends that we get rid of a number of sections in the Criminal Code that relate to 
Parliament, and I just will just mention why. One of the provisions of the Criminal Code is that if someone gives 
false evidence to a parliamentary committee, they can be in breach of the law; it is a criminal offence. But when 
the prosecutor wants to prosecute—if it is the Director of Public Prosecutions—it cannot because there is no 
evidence that can be used because proceedings in Parliament are covered by the bill of rights. So there is no 
evidence, and so the courts cannot hear it. It is my view that that should be taken out of the Criminal Code, and 
we should deal with it ourselves by putting in place a series of penalties to fine members, and let the house 
determine what the penalty ought to be rather than going through the charade we did in recent times of 
recommending to the DPP that certain individuals be prosecuted for breaching that Criminal Code provision, and 
then finding that the DPP could not do it because there was no evidence. Just on that, I want to say that as to Hon 
Anthony Fels—who desperately wanted that case to be heard, I gather; if it had been me, I would not have been 
all that enthused, I have to say—I believe he was very badly dealt with because I think it was a complete 
misunderstanding of what we meant in our standing orders by “proceedings of a committee” and the 
“deliberations of a committee”; simple as that. I think Anthony still believes he was right, and I think he was too, 
because he and I had the same view at the time. So, I hope the government might look at that particular report 
and maybe do something about it.  

There was another occasion during my time when I realised how fragile our democratic parliamentary system 
really is; that was when we had a debate in this chamber over the so-called third wave of industrial relations in 
about the late 1990s. To cut a long story short, the chamber was taken over by a mob. They made so much noise 
that we could not hear ourselves think, let alone speak. Members eventually had to vacate the chamber and the 
mob remained in the gallery for a day or two—certainly overnight. The power to the building was cut off and it 
was plunged into darkness, which was quite a dangerous situation. We finished up having the debate on that 
legislation in a meeting room upstairs, and I still remember some rocks landing on the roof just outside that 
particular room. It was an episode, in my view, that was about as close to anarchy as we could get in this state. 
The police were powerless to take any action. Bob Kucera, who became a member of this place, was the police 
officer in charge, and he simply said to me as Leader of the House at the time, “We can’t take any action in there 
because we’re frightened somebody might fall over the balcony and we’ll have a tragedy on our hands.” So they 
were not prepared to take the risk. This chamber was taken over by a group of people who were just impervious 
to any recommendation or suggestion by anybody that they should vacate the place. On top of that, members 
were jostled on their way into the chamber and had to run the gauntlet to get into the building. Indeed, the 
President of the time was in fact bumped in a very, very nasty incident.  

Unfortunately, the community never really knew much about this. It did not get much coverage in the 
newspapers; in fact one of our quite respected journalists even described it as a “pyjama party”. He thought it 
was funny. He completely failed to recognise that the house of Parliament had been overtaken by an unruly mob. 
That is just not acceptable. But to give credit where it is due, I think virtually all Labor members of the house at 
the time had the same view we did; that this was totally unacceptable behaviour and wished it did not happen. I 
sincerely hope it does not happen again.  

I want to thank a large number of people quickly, if I may, because in my period of time here a lot of people 
have been very helpful to me and I thank them very much. I will commence with my electorate staff: first of all, 
Margaret Hurn, who was my electorate officer for some 15 years—a wonderful lady and an amazing person; she 
is extremely talented and very, very intellectually gifted. Joy West and Nan Williams ran my Karratha office for 
me and did an excellent job. Currently, Enid Russell and Meryl Gould run my office, and have done so for the 
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past 10 years or so. Enid and I go back a very long way to the Tom Price days when I was principal there and she 
was the office secretary of the school; she is now working as my electorate secretary. I am very grateful to the 
two of them for their loyalty, hard work and wonderful capacity to clean up 36 years of mess that I have 
accumulated in my electorate office! We are just about ready to get out of the place, I think, although I was told 
that I have to be out of here by close of business today, which could be a bit difficult because I now have about 
an hour.  

I also recognise Tony Papafilis, who was my research officer during our opposition days from 2001 to 2008. He 
is an incredible talent, with great forensic capacity, and I wish him well. 

There are a number of former Presidents and colleagues in this chamber whom I would also like to thank for 
their encouragement and advice. In no particular order, I thank Hon Clive Griffiths; Hon George Cash; 
Hon Ian Medcalf, who is a former leader; Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon Gordon Masters; the late 
Hon Graham MacKinnon; and Hon John Cowdell—people who gave me a lot of assistance—and of course you, 
Mr President, whom I will mention at the finish.  

I also express my appreciation to the three Liberal Premiers under whom I served in cabinet. I have mentioned 
Sir Charles Court already. The others were Richard Court and Colin Barnett. I thank them most sincerely for 
giving me the honour of being a cabinet minister in their government, and I thank them for the trust they had in 
me in appointing me to those positions. They are both in my view people of great integrity, and their contribution 
to Western Australia is enormous. It has been a privilege to have served in their cabinets for some 12 years of 
my parliamentary life.  

I was also the beneficiary of much good advice from presidents of the Liberal Party over time. I will quickly 
mention a couple who come to mind. One of those is Noel Crichton-Browne, who talked me into coming into 
Parliament in the first place and has been a friend of mine for many, many years. He and Chilla Porter, the father 
of Christian Porter, grew the Liberal Party in the 1970s to become a significant political force. Then there was 
Ian Warner, Bill Hassell, Peter Jones, Barry Court, Kim Keogh and Danielle Blain, all of whom have carried on 
with the work in the party, and Geoff Prosser, who continues to do the work. I also want to thank Ben Morton, 
who is our current state director. He is an outstanding young man—an absolutely outstanding young man—and 
he will go a very, very long way in the world of politics. I thank him very much for what he has done for our 
party since he has been with us.  

As a minister I was fortunate to have some wonderful, loyal and supportive ministerial staff. I am going to make 
an attempt to read out their names. I hope desperately that I do not forget anybody, but Alzheimer’s is sneaking 
up on me. I thank Peter Browne, Jim Thom, Bob Stevens, Trevor Whittington, Bart Boelen, Rob vanDieren, Roy 
Laming, Julie Holmes, Jean Stewart, Michelle Miller, Ross Storey, Emma Stevens, Natalie Huggins, 
Leigh Radis, Tina Beale, Janice Shaw, Stephanie Jaensch, Bernadine D’sa, Jeremy Buxton, Eleanor Egan, Mark 
Pagano, Hartley Joynt, Annabelle Gomez, Brad Goddard, Tim Nicholas, David Griffiths, Nicole Strijk, Brad 
Viney, Natalie Latouche, Lidia Tenaglia, Dolly McGrath—the lovely Dolly—Hallam Pereira, Alby Huts, John 
Duffy, Roslyn Towers and Kylie Walford. I sincerely hope I have not left anybody out. I could spend all day 
telling members about the wonderful attributes of all those people, but as there are about 40 names there, that 
would take a longer time than I am going to use.  

I also thank those public servants whom I had a lot to do with as a minister and who worked in the departments 
for which I had responsibility. I rarely ever came across a public servant who was not dedicated, enthusiastic and 
committed to the task that they had. Our public service does us a huge amount of good. They are people who 
often are maligned, unfairly in my view, because they know what their job is, they are committed to it, they are 
committed to implementing government policies, and they do it without any argument. So I am very grateful for 
the work they have done. 

Coming back to the Legislative Council, I want to acknowledge and thank the many officers who have worked 
here since I came here in 1977. Clearly it would be impossible today to name all of them. But I recognise the 
Clerks who have served in my time. John Roberts was the Clerk of this place when I first arrived here. John was 
a scary character, and I was frightened of him—I have not been frightened of any Clerk since, but I was of him. I 
want to thank Jon Ashley. I also want to thank Laurie Marquet—the extraordinary Laurie Marquet. He was just 
an outstanding character. There was a very sad end to his life and a very sad end to his role as Clerk. Laurie was 
a brilliant appointment. He was appointed by Hon Clive Griffiths, and I congratulate him on that. Laurie was a 
bit different when he came here, yet his knowledge and understanding of the Westminster system was legendary. 
His teaching now lives on, first of all in Mia Betjeman, and now in Malcolm Peacock. Because, you see, the 
main purpose of the Clerk is to make sure that we do not go off the rails and that we members know what we are 
here for and what our obligations are and what our duties are. It is their job to preserve the Westminster tradition 
and to make sure that we do not stray from that particular tradition. Can I say, Malcolm, that you do an 
extraordinarily good job of doing that—you and your team. Even as late as last year, you were telling us in a 
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number of letters that some of the legislation that we were passing through this place just did not cut the mustard, 
so to speak—and long may you keep doing that, because even though some governments may ignore you, at the 
end of the day you will be proved to be right. Whilst all the Clerks were different, they all had the same objective 
and they have all been very successful in my time here. 

I also want to thank all the chamber staff, who have been so helpful. Their professionalism and their sense of 
service has been exemplary. The same goes for all the other staff who have worked and do work at Parliament 
House. I am very grateful to all those people for their kindnesses and the consideration they have shown me in 
my time here. Again, I cannot go into any detail about all of those, but I will just mention one, if I may. That is 
Oswaldo, who looks after the top table in the dining room. He has a broken elbow, I think, at the moment and is 
finding it very difficult to serve at the table. So I am going to come back again, Ozzi, to have a meal when you 
return to the dining room. 

I listened with great interest to the addresses of the other members who are retiring today. Without going into 
any details, let me just say a couple of things that popped into my head when I listened to their speeches. There 
are in my view many more things that unite us all than divide us, because all of us are here for a common 
purpose. We are here to look after the interests of our constituents, look after our families, look after our state 
and look after our nation. We all have the same objective. We want the best for everything that we see in this 
particular community. What we do argue about, though, is how we achieve those things. That should be kept in 
its perspective, because it is not two completely different objectives of two particular groups of people, but it is 
one great big group of people with different ideas around the edges.  

When we think about it, most of the legislation that we pass in this house goes through with support from all 
sides. It is only when we come to some standard political debates that we go our different ways. For those who 
think that maybe being in opposition is a bit painful, they will eventually get what they want to happen, and 
eventually the house will come to decisions that generally are somewhere in the middle of the political divide. 

Another thing that I have noticed is that everything that we want to do in public life takes much longer than it 
should. There is, I guess, a fundamental and instinctive reaction to change—that is, that we do not want it. So 
when we come in as a minister or as a member of Parliament and say, “I am going to do all these things, and I 
am in a hurry”, it never happens like that. We have to be here for 36 years to see some things happen, because it 
just takes a long time. So whenever members want to achieve something, and if they have been here for only one 
term and they leave disappointed, my advice to them is to come back again and keep going, because it just takes 
such a long time, sometimes, to get things to happen when change is involved. 

I guess when I look at my political life, things are vastly different now from what they were 36 years ago. But 
the change has been gradual, and we do not notice it all the time as it is going by. So this chamber is quite 
different today from what it was in 1977. The laws of Western Australia are different. The way in which we are 
administered is different. A lot of the views that we have are different. Indeed, I have actually mellowed, Mr 
President, since I have been here. I am not sure whether it is the effect of the house or whether I listen to the 
ABC too much! Over time, the rough edges get rubbed off. But it takes time for change to happen. So for those 
retiring members who have some frustrations, as we heard the other day, my advice is have another go and be 
prepared to take a while to see the difference take place. 

Can I offer my very best wishes to those members who are retiring—some by choice, others not by choice, but 
that is the nature of the game we are in. We finish at midnight tonight, Malcolm tells me, so can I just say to you: 
the best of luck in what you do, and I hope that you have enjoyed your time here. To those who are coming in 
tomorrow—there are quite a lot of new members—I wish them all well as they come into their new career. I 
want to particularly mention Hon Mark Lewis, who is replacing me as a Liberal member for Mining and Pastoral 
Region. I know that Mark will do a particularly good job. I also thank all those Liberal Party members who have 
been here with me in my time, and particularly thank them for the support they gave me as the leader of our 
party in this chamber, which lasted something like 17 years. I do not know whether that is a record, but that does 
not matter much. It was just an absolute honour to be the leader of such a fantastic group of people. 

I have probably said enough already, Mr President. Can I just say that it has been an honour and a privilege to 
have served here for that period of time. When my career is being judged—I guess from time to time people’s 
careers are judged—I hope it will be not just that he spent a lot of time here but that in fact he did something 
useful for Western Australia and made some worthwhile contribution to our state. If that is achieved, then I will 
be very satisfied. 

After today—I said I was going to tell you what I am doing next—I am going to try to come to terms with the 
real world, and I am going to try to come to terms with the problem caused by relevance deprivation syndrome, 
with which I have been suffering dramatically as I sit here on the backbench, and have done for the last couple of 
weeks. It is a great realisation to know that one day you are a rooster and the next day you are a feather duster. I 
look forward to some serious relaxation and some travel, as well as, hopefully, making a contribution in the 
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commercial world, where a number of opportunities are presenting themselves at this point in time. I also look 
forward very much to some long, lingering lunches at the Blue Duck with my friend Noel. That is important for 
me. I also look forward to never appearing in an Alston cartoon again. That is really, really important. 

Mr President, can I thank you for arranging today the way you have, and thank the Clerks, the government leader 
and the party leaders for organising today the way you have. It is very much appreciated by me and everybody 
who has come here today to say farewell and to make sure I am actually going. In respect of you, Mr President, I 
wish you well tomorrow, because you have your next election coming up. I have no doubt that you will be re-
elected and do the wonderful job you have been doing for the last four years. And thank you for today. 

Finally, my best wishes to all members. May you all feel as fulfilled when you leave the Legislative Council as I 
feel today. Thank you very much. 

[Applause.] 

The PRESIDENT: Ladies and gentlemen, let Hansard record loud and sustained applause. Just for the benefit 
of everybody in the chamber and in the galleries, if you would like to bear with us for about 10 or 15 minutes, 
we have some brief formalities and I have some concluding remarks before another significant event will take 
place here on the floor after the formalities finish. I think the Leader of the House wants to move a motion. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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