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LABOUR RELATIONS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 May. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [12.31 pm]:  We are considering the Labour Relations 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2006, a bill of some 70 clauses that incorporates any number of parts.  Part 2 relates 
to amendments relating to reasonable hours of work; part 3, amendments relating to right of entry; part 4, 
amendments relating to the state wage order; part 5, amendments relating to good-faith bargaining; part 6, 
amendments relating to annual and other leave; part 7, amendments relating to long service leave; and part 8, 
amendments relating to civil penalties.  The bill is a bill for an act to amend the Minimum Conditions of 
Employment Act 1993, the Industrial Relations Act 1979, the Long Service Leave Act 1958 and the 
Construction Industry Portable Paid Long Service Leave Act 1985; to repeal the Long Service Leave General 
Order; and for related purposes.  

I understand that the bill was drafted more than six months ago.  We are told that the government wants this 
legislation to pass through the Parliament by the winter recess.  As with anything to do with industrial relations, 
one has to ask why.  Invariably, the answer is that it has to do with the union movement.  The government 
appears to kowtow to the union movement on far too many occasions.  There is much history in this area that I 
believe proves that particular point.  As we consider this bill, I believe we will find other areas that would 
suggest that nothing has changed.  That is a great pity for the people of Western Australia because, whilst this 
government wishes to differentiate itself from other political parties in the way it handles industrial relations, it 
appears to be doing so in a manner that is not necessarily in the best interests of the people of Western Australia.  
It appears to be trying to show that differentiation purely for that sake and that sake alone.   

In a lot of instances even members of the Labor Party are not totally in agreement with the legislation in its 
various forms that has been put forward in the past and will continue to be put forward.  We are also fully aware 
that there is an organisation outside this Parliament that has a great deal of say in what legislation is put before 
members.  In days gone by these used to be termed faceless men; men who had some control over certain 
political organisations.  Invariably, there were concerns throughout the community about what was being put 
forward, for what reason it was being put forward and what the likely end result would be.  We have now had 
some experience in this area of industrial relations.  I will talk about the Australian workplace agreements later 
in this contribution purely to try to show the global picture of the way in which the government is handling 
industrial relations generally in this state and what it would be like in Australia should there be a federal Labor 
government in the immediate future.  I talk about the immediate future because I know that the wheel will turn 
and eventually there will be a federal Labor government.  At the moment the current leader is intent on going 
down a particular path, even though he said not so long ago that it may not be in the nation’s best interests to do 
so.  I am sure that given the opportunity, he will argue his case for why he has had that change of heart.   

Even though I was not in this chamber in the early days of 1997, I came into it a short time after certain events 
occurred.  A lot of what happened was known to many members in this chamber and a lot of what occurred was 
made public through the media.  All I am alluding to is that again we have legislation before us that is often not 
necessarily thought through in the best possible way to try to ensure that the general public, the people of 
Western Australia - I mean all the people of Western Australia - are being protected in the manner that we in this 
chamber should ensure they are protected.   

This seems to be part of an ideological push of this government.  Whenever anything has labour relations or 
industrial relations attached to it, it must go through particularly quickly and it must revolve around an ideology 
that has been with the Labor Party for some considerable time.  We were told that certain things that happened in 
the reversal of the previous coalition government’s legislation would be for the benefit of all.  It certainly would 
have benefited a few but not necessarily all.  I am concerned that parts of this current legislation may be 
travelling down a similar path.  What we are being presented with may assist certain sectional interests.  Certain 
parts of the legislation may give the appearance of being tough on unions.  However, once we analyse it a little 
more closely, we find that that will not necessarily be the case.  Of course, the minister, who, unfortunately, is 
presumably away on urgent parliamentary business, will be in a position to respond at some future time.   

We have been told about the urgency that this bill presents - as I said before, it must go through prior to the 
winter recess - and that there is an association between this bill and what has happened federally.  I understand 
that the federal WorkChoices legislation is significant in that reasoning.  It has been said in the other place in this 
Parliament that the government is trying to catch up with some of the provisions in the federal WorkChoices 
legislation.  That appears to be the case.  Even though Hon John Kobelke has mentioned that there are some 
differences, there seems to be a reluctance to accept that the WorkChoices legislation, which was brought in by a 
federal coalition government, is in fact better than the legislation in Western Australia.  To a great extent, some 
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of the legislation before us is to provide the catch-up to equate it with the federal WorkChoices legislation.  I am 
sure that the minister will advise us of where there are differences and the reasons for those differences.  

We are told that this bill is designed to achieve five objectives.  The first is to amend certain minimum 
conditions entitlements to reflect new standards in the commonwealth Workplace Relations Act 1996 and those 
in the Australian Industrial Relations Commission family provisions test case.  The second is to reform the long 
service leave entitlements of private sector employees.  The third is to provide a legislative basis for a new state 
wage case following the passage of the Workplace Relations Amendment (Work Choices) Act 2005.  The fourth 
is to extend good-faith bargaining to federal collective agreement making.  The fifth is to close a potential 
loophole in the right-of-entry permit provisions in the Industrial Relations Act.  We need to look at each of those 
areas in a little more detail.   

Within the area relating to parental, carers’ and sick leave entitlements, there has been mention of a new 
limitation on contracting out of annual leave, and that the new limitation requires the completion of any year of 
service by an employee before the employer and employee can enter into an arrangement to contract out of up to 
50 per cent of the employee’s annual leave entitlement for that year.  When I had a briefing on this legislation, I 
queried the advisers about the wording, what was meant, and how it might be implemented.  The bill states that 
the completion of any year of service is required.  Does that mean 52 weeks?  That is a year.  It is recognised as a 
year - 12 months; 52 weeks.  The majority of people, if they are entitled to four weeks’ leave, work 48 weeks 
and have four weeks off.  What does “the completion of any year of service” mean?  It may seem pedantic, but I 
have been through a situation in Papua New Guinea in which a written contract, admittedly signed by me and 
accepted, stated that I would work two full years - 24 months; it was spelt out - and then be entitled to two 
months’ leave, and that the starting date for my next entitlement would be at the end of that leave.  It was all 
spelt out.  It was clear and unambiguous, and one knew exactly where one stood. 

When I changed positions in Papua New Guinea because I was not too keen on the employment conditions that 
that employer was providing, my new employer provided me with a contract that stated that I would be given 
three months’ leave after 21 months, making a total of 24 months, and that the start of my next leave entitlement 
would be at the beginning of the twenty-fifth month.  Again, it was clear cut and unambiguous, so the employer 
and every employee knew exactly where they stood.  I will come back to this point, and I am sure that the 
minister will be able to clarify exactly what is meant. 

Hon Kim Chance:  By a year of service? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  By this year of service.  I am concerned that if someone took leave at the end of 48 or 
49 weeks, because he had not yet completed that year, he would not necessarily ever be entitled to negotiate 
about the 50 per cent of that leave entitlement. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think that is probably right, but I will check that before I respond. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Again, it is purely to ensure that there is no ambiguity.  Of course, other issues will 
crop up in the committee stage, and I will have any number of amendments to move.  At that time, I will 
certainly give reasons for wanting to move those amendments. 

In the area of good-faith bargaining, even the government realises that there may be some difficulty.  The 
wording in the document, with which I think we have all been provided, states, under the heading “Good faith 
bargaining”, that the bill will amend the Industrial Relations Act to extend good-faith bargaining to federal 
collective agreement making as far as is legally possible.  It goes on to say that this means that a federal union or 
employer, including a constitutional corporation, will be able to initiate good-faith bargaining under the 
Industrial Relations Act.  However, it is recognised as far as is legally possible.  Argument has been put forward 
in the other place that it will not be, and, of course, state law cannot override federal law.  I can understand to 
some extent what the government is trying to do and wanting to do.  Whether it is legally able to do it is another 
matter.  We need some recognition from the government that that may well be the case; that is, while the 
government can enact the legislation in this state, it does not mean that it will be enforceable.  One would hope 
that the government is not going down this path just to say, “Look, we’ve been knocked back by the federal 
government yet again.  It is interfering with the way in which we are trying to operate our industrial relations 
regime in this state.” 

An interesting area that needs to be given some consideration, although it appears quite innocuous in itself, is 
union right of entry.  We have been told that the bill will also amend the right-of-entry provisions of the 
Industrial Relations Act, which currently allow union officials to enter work premises for certain purposes.  At 
present, union officials who abuse the right-of-entry provisions may have their authority to enter premises 
revoked or suspended.  However, it appears that the officials can avoid revocation or suspension by voluntarily 
handing in their permit and subsequently applying for a new permit.  The Industrial Relations Act will be 
amended to close that loophole.  That will look good in front of the general public; it will seem that the 
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government is being tough on unions.  I recognise that there can be a problem there and that the loophole will be 
closed.  I have been advised that it may have happened once.  That can still be a very good reason for closing the 
loophole; there is no doubt about that.  As long as the potential is there, something should be done.  I sincerely 
hope that it is not a form of window-dressing.   

The difficulties we have at present have come up only over the past day or two.  The matter is in the public 
domain.  It is something that Senator Johnston in the federal Parliament brought to everyone’s attention.  I have 
no idea whether what he has said is right or wrong.  It has been said; it is in the public domain.  It is part and 
parcel of the types of things I am talking about, and the legislation before us.  People who have read the 
newspapers will be aware that Senator Johnston commented on an issue before the courts that concerned Joe 
McDonald from the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union.  He said that, just hours before the 
magistrate was to hand down her verdict, the police prosecutor decided to abandon a charge against that 
gentleman.  As I said, I do not know the background to this.  I do not know the reasons for this.  If one wanted to 
be cynical, one could suggest that closing the loophole regarding the right of entry would not necessarily be an 
issue for some of the unions.  They would not have to worry about it if, when they are prosecuted, the charge is 
likely to be abandoned.  I bring that to the attention of the government.  I am sure that the government will wish 
to respond in some manner to that.  I apologise if I appear to be a little cynical about these matters, but many 
things have happened in the past that lead one to believe that one has no option but to feel that way. 

The second reading speech was first delivered in the other place.  It has been delivered in this place and could 
bear repeating.  It is a marvellous document.  I am sure that had Minister Ford been present today, he could 
respond to some of the things I am about to say.  It is not just a second reading speech for a piece of legislation.  
It is a political statement.  I believe it may well come back to haunt the government.  Certain things in the speech 
are known to members on this side of the chamber and probably to many people throughout the community.  The 
speech starts by stating - 

This bill clearly demonstrates the government’s commitment to the state’s industrial relations system. 

I am not sure that it does.  The government will continue to change the system, particularly when others outside 
this Parliament advise it that it needs to be changed.  I do not see it as a commitment to the system, other than the 
government’s own ideology.   

Hon Kim Chance:  To be fair, that statement was made in the context of the commonwealth’s attack on 
Federation in this regard.  The commonwealth is seeking to dissolve the state’s powers.  The state is seeking to 
protect the state’s powers.  That is what the paragraph states. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will be going further into it.  I accept the interjection.  I know I sounded as though I 
was being selective.  I have no wish to be because the Leader of the House is fully aware that people on this side 
of the chamber are also federalists. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Indeed. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We certainly are; we have said it time and again. 

Hon Norman Moore:  We always have been, as opposed to the other side. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We have never changed our attitude in that area.  I may as well talk about this now.  It 
is all well and good for the Leader of the House to say that his side is federalist.  He says that it is totally 
federalist.  Within the second reading speech there is reference to the Carpenter government - not previous 
governments.  It states - 

The Carpenter government is committed to ensuring that Western Australia is a leader, not a follower.  

I will expand on that a little later.  Admittedly, because of the context of the bill before us, it goes on to state - 

We will not follow Canberra’s short-sighted vision of employees as expendable commodities.  

I am sure that if the government were federalist, it could expand that.  What happened with the censorship laws? 

Hon Kim Chance:  We ceded our powers. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Exactly. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We do that often.  States often cede their powers for a range of reasons.  We ceded taxation 
powers in 1948. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Again, the government is being selective.  There is no argument from me about being 
selective, provided the government is prepared to say that it is.  It should say that it has gone down this path with 
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this legislation for this reason.  It should admit that it is changing its mind with this legislation.  We do not get 
that message. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Is there not a difference between a state ceding its powers to the commonwealth and the 
commonwealth taking those powers from the states?  I think there is a significant difference. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I accept that point.  If the government is federalist, why did we not retain our 
censorship laws?  Why do we not look after ourselves?  Why do we not decide?  We gave our powers away to 
the pornography capital of Australia - Canberra. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We gave it to the commonwealth government, not the ACT.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  As far as I am concerned it is Canberra.  I used to live there.  This is the very big 
difference.  I take the point: they either take or we give.  They are two entirely different circumstances.  The 
point I am trying to make is that the government wants to retain ownership of decisions made by Western 
Australians, except in the case of censorship. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Where the Western Australian Parliament thinks that appropriate. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, the government.   

Hon Kim Chance:  No, the Parliament. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is a moot point.  If a party has control of the Parliament, the Parliament has 
“agreed” even though there can be dissent, divisions and amendments - all manner of things.  It is one thing to 
say that the Parliament has agreed - no, the bill has gone through Parliament.  It does not mean that Parliament 
has agreed. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think there are only two jurisdictions in Australia where that could be said with any 
conviction.  One is the state of Queensland and the other is the commonwealth of Australia.  In those cases the 
government controls the Parliament.  That does not occur anywhere else in Australia, including WA. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I know what the Leader of the House is getting at.  We can go through Hansard and 
determine the frequency with which the Greens (WA) vote with the government.  When they do, the government 
controls both houses. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I have often meant to do that! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We both should but it might be best if the Leader of the House does not at the 
moment!  We might leave that until the lead-up to the next election.  That will give us far more ammunition. 
As I said earlier, there are certain things in the legislation that we believe to be just playing catch-up with 
WorkChoices.  We do not disagree with that.  There are certain other aspects that cause us some concern.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Just before the luncheon suspension I was talking about a number of issues associated 
with this legislation, not the least of which is the right of entry that revolves around the prevention of union 
officials from voluntarily handing in their authority when Industrial Relations Commission proceedings to 
suspend or revoke that authority are on foot.  There is currently capacity for union officials to avoid disciplinary 
proceedings for misconduct, by having their authority revoked by the registrar of the commission.  It is 
suggested that the legislation will close that so-called loophole.   
What I would like to do is to read into Hansard some information that has been provided, which revolves around 
this particular section of the act being discussed in the chamber.  These are the words of Senator David Johnston.  
He says - 

In 2003 a union official, a Mr Joe McDonald, an infamous and notorious member of the CFMEU, was 
charged with making threats pursuant to section 338A(b) of the WA Criminal Code.  The penalty for 
this offence is imprisonment for seven years.  Mr McDonald has a significant track record of 
intimidation, violence and union thuggery on commercial construction sites in Western Australia.  In 
2001 he lost his permit to enter industrial sites which have federal coverage after being found to have 
threatened and intimidated employers.  In April this year Mr McDonald was stripped of his right to 
enter sites under state coverage following another act of violent intimidation on a building site.  He was 
fined $800 for criminal assault arising out of this incident. 

The most recent charge, the charge pursuant to section 338A(b), flowed from an incident at a 
construction site in 2002 wherein the police were called and some months later a detective charged 
Mr McDonald with an indictable offence pursuant to the section I have mentioned.  The matter was 
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listed for hearing in the district court in Perth until a state crown prosecution lawyer reviewed the matter 
and remitted it to be heard before a stipendiary magistrate in the summary criminal jurisdiction.  The 
matter was then scheduled to be heard on 14 September 2004 but, because Mr McDonald was facing 
other charges, including assault and relating to his intimidation of people at a building site, the matter 
was deferred to a hearing on 21 March this year, 2006. 

At the trial, several prosecution witnesses gave evidence in support of the charge and, upon closing the 
prosecution case, the defendant, Mr McDonald, through his counsel called no evidence to rebut the 
prosecution case.  The defendant did, however, make legal submissions upon the law only.  The 
presiding magistrate retired to duly consider her verdict.  Counsel for the defendant was heard in the 
courtroom to ask the prosecutor after the magistrate had left the courtroom: ‘Will you be asking for 
imprisonment?  Do you want a jail sentence?’  The clear inference was that a conviction was likely. 

The legal argument put forward by the defence was based upon a unique construction of industrial law 
and in stark contrast to the understanding of most experienced practitioners and the current state of the 
authorities and precedent cases in this area.  It is also important to note that, in not calling any evidence, 
the defence does not appear to have established any basis to prove that Mr McDonald was an accredited 
official of the CFMEU or that the union was in fact registered.  These are legal formalities which would 
appear essential to be established if the defence submission on the technical law was to have any 
possibility of success. 

What next occurred is one of the most perplexing events in the annals of administration of justice in 
Western Australia.  It subsequently transpired that police prosecutors, of their own motion and without 
the benefit of any other legal advice, made an assessment of the defence submission and concluded that 
the prosecution could not succeed.  Having unilaterally made a determination of the case, an application 
was made to another magistrate - it so happened to be the Chief Stipendiary Magistrate - to withdraw 
the charges.  This was done with not a word to those involved in the case - namely, the witnesses or the 
people who had been threatened - and, of course, no word or advice to the media, which had shown 
much interest in the case.  The charges were not withdrawn; they were ‘dismissed’, which precludes 
Mr McDonald ever being charged again with this offence upon the double jeopardy principle.  The 
magistrate who presided at the trial was apparently soon to deliver her decision. 

So what is so odd about this matter?  Let me spell it out: an experienced police officer laid a serious 
charge after considerable consideration of the factual circumstances of the matter; an experienced state 
prosecutor reviewed the matter and sent it for trial in the Magistrates Court; witnesses gave detailed 
evidence in support of the charge; the defence made legal submissions only that were relevant to 
technical interpretations of industrial law; the magistrate was considering her verdict as the case had 
closed; the police gratuitously made an evaluation of the case and unilaterally resolved to pull it out in 
circumstances where no legal advice was taken on the matter and the dismissal of the charge was done 
as discreetly as possible by another magistrate; and the magistrate considering her verdict was pre-
empted and the defendant cannot be charged again on the matter. 

As a legal practitioner of some 25 years standing, I have no hesitation in saying that such conduct is 
unheard of.  To intervene in a completed prosecution in pre-emption of the consideration of the 
presiding judicial officer is in breach of every proper principle and practice surrounding the 
administration of justice and our system of courts.  If the police officers concerned were correct in their 
view of the failings of their case, the least they could have done was wait for the magistrate to find that 
the case had no possibility of success or expect that an appeal court judge would agree with them.  
These policemen have taken it upon themselves to be the judge and the jury.  There is only one word to 
describe the police conduct in this matter: ‘corrupt’.  I do not use this word lightly or without great 
consideration, but I maintain my assessment, given their conduct. 

So ends the quote from the senator.  We have before us legislation that includes a section on right-of-entry 
permits, which goes to the heart of what Senator Johnston has mentioned. 

I turn now to a slightly different issue but an issue that overlaps this issue.  I am a member of another joint 
standing committee of this Parliament; namely, the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission.  The Corruption and Crime Commission Act was commenced in 2003 and includes a date for 
review in three years.  This being 2006, now is the time for that act to be reviewed.  I am aware that the Attorney 
General is actively reviewing the act and I am led to believe that amendments to the act are being considered.  
Some of those amendments include bringing under the jurisdiction of the CCC individuals and organisations that 
receive funds from the government.  I am talking about individuals and organisations that not only are paid from 
the public purse, but also receive funds from the government.  I suggest to the government, and I will make this 
suggestion to the Attorney General for the CCC review, that even this legislation, which will hand back authority 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 15 June 2006] 

 p3752c-3770a 
Hon Ray Halligan; Deputy President; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson 

 [6] 

to union officials, should not close the loophole that prevents union officials from being prosecuted.  I have just 
explained that there appear to be ways and means by which prosecutions do not take place.  I suggest to the 
government that if it is concerned about this loophole and about the best interests of all Western Australians, it 
should include a provision in legislation, whether it be this legislation or the CCC act, for the CCC to investigate 
the union movement and members of the union movement as individuals and organisations.  The word 
“misconduct” has been used in this legislation, and in documents that members have been provided with.  The 
word “misconduct” is used in the CCC act.  My understanding is that unions do receive moneys from this 
government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, so does the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia.  So what? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Why not include all of them?  I am not arguing the case against others being included.  
I am arguing the case for the union being included, and I would like the government to respond to that argument 
at some time.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Are you saying that the Corruption and Crime Commission Act excludes unionists? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, I did not say that it excluded them. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They are included then, by nature. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  By what? 

Hon Kim Chance:  By the failure to exclude. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is a ludicrous argument; the Leader of the House knows that.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You are either in or you are out; you can’t sit in the middle. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I said before, and the Leader of the House should have been listening instead of 
writing -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I was actually writing what you were saying. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The provisions of the legislation should catch people who are paid from the public 
purse.  I am not talking about people who just receive money; I am talking about people who receive 
remuneration. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am suggesting that the provisions should be broadened.  A broadening of the act is 
already being considered.  Let us be specific so that we do not have to worry about loopholes of this nature.  If 
misconduct is undertaken by someone, which appears to have been the case with Mr Joe McDonald, the CCC 
should be able to investigate that misconduct. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Why does it appear to be the case with Joe McDonald?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  He was taken to court.  The police believed they had a prosecution. 

Hon Kim Chance:  So is he guilty if he is charged? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I thought the police formed the view that he was not guilty, or that they did not have 
evidence. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If we want to go down that path, let us go down Moira Rayner’s path.  The CCC 
investigated her situation before any court case occurred.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  In respect of cases that are before the courts, it may 
be better to have regard to the principle of sub judice.  I am sure that Hon Ray Halligan recognises that principle, 
but I will just have it recorded for judgment day. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President; you are, of course, correct and therefore I will not 
continue down that path.  However, it underlines the fallacious argument that the Leader of the House was 
putting forward and that he was again being selective in his thinking.   

Hon Kim Chance:  No, you were making the argument.  I was just asking why.  I still do not know what you are 
getting at; I am sorry.  Why do you think certain people are excluded from the overview of the CCC? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Because they are. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They are excluded? 
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Not specifically.  However, including some, as the Leader of the House rightly said, 
excludes others.  The Leader of the House has said that because it is not excluded in this legislation, it must be 
included.  The legislation does not operate in that way. 

I mentioned before that time and again we hear about this government’s selective thinking, but it is not prepared 
to admit it.  We heard only recently about level playing fields during the debate on the Residential Parks (Long-
stay Tenants) Bill.  The government suggested that legislation would create a level playing field.  Where is the 
level playing field in this legislation?  What rights does an employer have under this legislation?  Again, the 
government can explain that at some stage. 

I began my contribution to this debate by saying that often there is a bias on the part of this government towards 
protecting unions.  The government was put on the Treasury bench to look after all Western Australians, not just 
a few.  There must be a balance.  If the government wants a level playing field in one area, why does it not want 
it in another?  Please be consistent.  I see no consistency to date.  In my nine years as a member of this place I 
have seen nothing but inconsistency from members of this government. 

The second reading speech also refers to how well the state is performing.  In fact, it goes on to say that the 
government will ensure that businesses want to invest in this great state.  That is a marvellous statement.  The 
question is: how will the government cause that to happen?  I am not sure whether the government agrees with 
many things that have been said by people and recorded in the media.  However, I will quote from a document 
that was referred to in the other place, as I do not have the original document with me.  It is an address by Wayne 
Osborn to the Australia-Israel Chamber of Commerce meeting in March last year, which states - 

While WA has significant advantages, the State also faces challenges in securing growth.   

 WA has the reputation for being an increasingly difficult industrial relations and regulatory 
environment. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Our growth rate last year was nine per cent and we are having problems securing growth!  
Economic growth was nine per cent. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We will go into that in a moment. 

Hon Norman Moore:  In spite of you. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Oh, I see, in spite of us!  So, we should be more like New South Wales. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is a cot case; another Labor government.  To continue -  

 This makes it a less attractive place to invest or grow business in than its fundamentals suggest. 

 This State should be among the most attractive and competitive destinations for the resources, 
manufacturing and services sectors. 

 But it will need to lift its game if it is to maintain a competitive position into the future. 

I admit that that is but one person.  I hear what the Leader of the House says about nine per cent growth, but is 
that because of the government?  Of course not.  We have been down this path before.  This government creates 
no funds whatsoever.  It just pulls them in by way of taxes and charges.  It is private enterprise that gets out and 
sells the resources to China.  It is the demand overseas that has created this growth, not the government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  And our capacity to supply. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Whose capacity - the government’s capacity?  Is the Leader speaking for the 
government and the government’s capacity? 

Hon Kim Chance:  As a state.  Those comments to the Australia-Israel businessmen’s association were about 
the state, not about the government.  He was saying the state needs to do things to attract investment.  The point I 
make is that the state had nine per cent economic growth.  I am not claiming anything on the government’s 
behalf; I am claiming it on the state’s behalf. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I wonder what it would be if Labor was not the government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Tragically we have had that experience when members opposite were in government. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  If the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition 
want to conduct a discussion, please feel free to go outside.  Hon Ray Halligan has the call. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I have no doubt the Leader of the House also agrees with his federal leader, Kim 
Beazley, about the removal of Australian workplace agreements. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Absolutely. 
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  He absolutely agrees.  This is all fundamental to the labour relations legislation.  We 
do not like what the media says, or certainly some of the writers in the media, but they talk about Beazley 
planning a return to an unwanted past.  They talk about what the federal opposition would do if it were returned 
to government, which is to get rid of AWAs.  The Leader of the House would also be aware that business has 
attacked Labor’s plan to get rid of AWAs.  It appears as though he is going down the same path as Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich: “Who cares!  That’s what we want and that’s what we’re going to do.  Don’t worry about the arguments 
put forward or whether this might be in the best interest of all Western Australians.  Who cares if it is likely to 
cost $4 billion in Western Australia alone?  It matters not; we will have had our way.”  That appears to be the 
way this Labor government operates.  I sincerely hope it continues down that path because after the next election 
it will no longer be the government.  There will be enough people out there who recognise what Labor is doing.  
Some workers also want nothing to do with what federal Labor wishes to do.  They are quite happy with their 
AWAs.  A future federal Labor government will get rid of AWAs and workers will have to put up with the 
awards they were on before. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Why? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Why what? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Why would they have to put up with the awards they were on before? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  What else would they have? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Collective agreements.  They are called EBAs.  I know it is a new concept to Hon Ray 
Halligan. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We went through this when the government reversed our legislation. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, and what a great move that has been for Western Australia.  Have a look at what has 
happened to employment figures in Western Australia since we dumped that system. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  How many AWAs are there?  The majority of workers, particularly in the resource 
industry, have moved to AWAs.  They have got well away from what the state Labor government provided. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Hang on!  Only between two and five per cent of Australian workers are on AWAs.  How 
could it make any difference if we got rid of them? 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The Leader of the House is again twisting words.  I spoke about Western Australia 
and he spoke about Australia.  Members opposite will twist the figures to suit themselves.  They do it all the time 
because they are embarrassed by the fact that what they provided was not what people wanted.  People moved in 
droves onto AWAs.  The great majority of those who are on the system this government provided are in the 
public service.  They know where they stand when they are in the public service.  I could probably spend half an 
hour talking about the lack of morale in the public service at present, because having been a public servant I still 
have quite a number of friends in different agencies.  The word that continually comes back to me is that morale 
is down around their bootlaces.  I will not go down that path now.  They certainly know exactly where they 
stand.  They know what happens when there is a restructure, and restructures happen all the time. 

I could probably say quite a bit more about this, but I will leave it until the committee stage because many issues 
will arise on different clauses.  I take it Hon John Ford will take the bill through the committee stage. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I will respond. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is a pity to some extent.  Members on this side of the chamber agree with some 
of what is being done in this legislation purely because it brings some of the labour relations laws into line with 
what is in the WorkChoices legislation.  There are other aspects which cause us concern and which we would 
like the government to explain in more detail so that we can be as sure as possible that everyone - both 
employees and employers - is receiving a fair shake out of this.  It is particularly important if we want that 
economic growth to continue.  It has to be more than just the resources sector.  We need to also look to other 
areas and have a situation from which everyone can benefit, not just the few.  With those few words, I conclude 
my remarks. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.30 pm]:  I want to say a few 
words about the Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill and will commence by making some comments 
about the way in which the second reading speech has been presented to the house.  There is a fundamental 
principle or tradition that second reading speeches should be dispassionate and simply state in a language that is 
neither emotive nor in any way seemingly biased what a bill is about and seeks to do.  In the minister’s second 
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reading speech the government explains to the Parliament what the bill seeks to do.  It is there for a number of 
reasons: it is the record of the government or the person promoting the bill’s reasons for that legislation.  It is 
sometimes used by the courts to understand the rationale behind the government’s legislation, if there is any 
doubt about what a particular clause may mean in a court situation.  As a general rule, second reading speeches 
are written in a dispassionate way and simply explain, often in technical language, what the bill is about.  This 
bill and another bill that was second read the other day contain phrases and words that are meant to be emotive 
and political.  In my view that is not what we should find in second reading speeches.  The Leader of the House 
can look at me as much as he likes.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You should be blushing when I think of some of your second reading speeches.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  My second reading speeches?   

Hon Kim Chance:  Your government’s second reading speeches.  Do you remember the $50 motor vehicle 
levies -  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If that transgressed, the Leader of the House is perfectly within his rights to 
complain about it.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Did you complain about it?   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Have you now produced another second reading speech on your own behalf? 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, Hon Simon O’Brien!  I was not aware the member 
was in the chamber. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If these things have happened in the past, I suggest they should not have.  The other 
day we got another second reading speech that again provoked me to interject in the middle of it, which is most 
unusual and does not normally happen.  I was provoked because of the same concerns that I have about this 
particular speech.  I interjected after the minister read his second reading speech, but I do not think it was 
recorded in Hansard.  The use of language such as was used in the second reading speech for this bill takes away 
from the fundamental integrity of a second reading speech.  There is nothing to stop the government from 
arguing the emotive side of an issue, such as this, during the second reading debate.  A second reading speech 
should not contain the sort of language that this one does. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I actually agree and will pass that on.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will too.  My side of politics needs to understand that as well.  That is my 
fundamental understanding of these things.  One of the difficulties is that sometimes ministers, especially in this 
house, are provided with a second reading speech that comes from the other place and they do not get a chance 
to read it in advance.  I had difficulty uttering a number of those when they landed on my desk.  The first 
paragraph of the second reading speech states - 

The Howard government wishes that state governments would simply discard 100 years of Federation 
and cede their industrial relations powers to Canberra.  The Carpenter government will not.  We will 
fight against the extreme industrial relations changes forced upon us by Canberra’s most centralist 
government yet. 

That exceeds what one would normally expect in a second reading speech.  Let us work on the basis that that has 
been said and now we need to discuss what that is all about.  It is one of the extraordinary issues of modern day 
politics that the state Labor government has a view about federalism that is contrary to its fundamental platform.  
The state Labor Party and the federal Labor Party are fundamentally centralist parties.  I have no doubt that if a 
Beazley or Crean government in Canberra brought in national industrial relations law mirroring the Labor 
Party’s fundamental views about industrial relations that overrode the state industrial relations law, the Labor 
Party in Western Australia would support it 100 per cent.  I have always argued against the Howard 
government’s industrial relations legislation for that very reason.  Now that the Howard government has done it, 
it has opened the door for a future Labor government to do it.  Therefore, we will have federal industrial 
legislation across Australia, brought in by either the Liberal Party or Labor Party.   

I acknowledge that this particular federal legislation is the subject of a challenge in the High Court.  I have a bit 
of a problem with this matter.  I am actually barracking for the states, not because I support what the Labor Party 
says about industrial relations, but because I do not support the federal government’s use of the corporations 
powers to override state industrial relations law.  The difficulty for people like me who are avowed federalists is 
that if we get a situation in Australia in which state governments, such as the one here, bring in industrial 
relations law that is, in many ways, counterproductive and will, in many ways, hold back the state, the federal 
government will say that it will fix it.  However, to do that it will have to take over the state’s powers, and then 
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we are caught between a rock and a hard place.  That is because, fundamentally, I want what the federal 
government is seeking to do in industrial relations but I do not believe that it is its responsibility or right to do it.  
One of the reasons that we have a centralist government in Canberra - I have always said it is a centralist 
government - is that it is concerned about the way the state governments around Australia are operating.  Some 
of the state governments in Australia are saying that they will go down a particular path, knowing that the federal 
government will override them and fix it.   

The very first bill that the Gallop government brought in was an industrial relations bill that was designed to get 
rid of the Court government’s legislation.  At the time it did that it was because it knew that there was a 
backstop - another place for employees to go to - and that was the national industrial relations system.  In getting 
rid of workplace agreements at the state level, the state government knew that those employees, particularly in 
the resources sector, who were wedded to workplace agreements could go to the Australian workplace 
agreements system.  The government talks about the significant economic growth in Western Australia, and it is 
wonderful that Western Australia has the figures that it has.  It is extraordinary but, as I keep saying to the 
Leader of the House - usually by way of interjection - it is in spite of the state government.  The reason that I say 
that is simple: the catalyst for our economic growth is the resources sector, fundamentally the Chinese economy.  
The drivers of the resources economy are the iron ore companies, nickel companies, petroleum companies, 
bauxite companies and all the other resource companies that are exporting into the Chinese market and, indeed, 
other markets around the world.  Fundamentally, the Chinese market is responsible for the growth.  Virtually all 
those resources companies have operated under Australian workplace agreements.  If those companies could not 
operate under AWAs or, as they were in our time in government, state workplace agreements, there would be a 
significant reduction in the capacity of our resources companies to meet the demands in China.  The reason that a 
number of businesses in Western Australia are doing well is that they are riding on the back of the resources 
sector.  It does not matter what is happening in industrial relations in other parts of the economy, because the 
economy will grow for the simple reason that the resources sector is going so well.  That is why the 
announcement by Mr Beazley the other day that he would get rid of Australian workplace agreements if he were 
to become Prime Minister is sending serious shock waves through the business community.  It means that the 
state Labor governments and a potential future federal Labor government would go back to union-controlled 
award conditions or collective bargaining, which would result in the removal of Australian workplace 
agreements and the enormous flexibility that they provide, and a significant impediment would be put in the way 
of resource companies operating in Western Australia.  This obviously demonstrates who is calling the shots in 
the Labor Party at the state and federal levels.  We all know who is responsible for the endorsement of members 
of Parliament.  Of course, they will do what they are told, and the unions will have their way with the Labor 
Party on anything to do with industrial relations law.  That is what we saw when the Gallop government came to 
power.  The very first thing it did was to legislate for industrial relations change.  Now Mr Beazley has 
announced in Sydney that the first thing he will do is get rid of the federal government’s industrial relations 
legislation. 

It is interesting in the context of the federal government’s legislation that the states are challenging - I am not 
sure whether all the states are doing so, but Western Australia is involved - the legislation in the High Court.  
The Leader of the House might tell us when he responds to the second reading debate how much the state 
government is spending on that High Court challenge.  The then Labor opposition had a lot to say about the 
Court government trying to get some commonsense into native title when it challenged the federal native title 
legislation in the High Court.  That particular challenge was opposed bitterly by the then Labor opposition, 
which said that the Liberal Party should pay the bill.  Will the state government pay the bill if it loses this 
challenge? 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am sure that we will not lose 7-0, like you did. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know really, the more I think about it. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I hope not. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  However, whether it is 7-0, 4-3, 5-2 or whatever, will the Labor Party pay if it 
loses? 

Hon Kim Chance:  No. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course it will not. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Because it is an important issue to be dealt with in abstract.  Let us take the industrial 
relations issues out of it for now.  In abstract, it is an important issue for the states to determine whether they will 
put up with a commonwealth government of any colour in the future using its corporations powers against the 
states’ interests. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As I said earlier, I support that side of the argument on that particular abstract issue.  
However, as I have said, we would not have this problem if the Labor government had not been so headstrong in 
its views about industrial relations change and got rid of the very thing that was giving our resources economy a 
chance to take off. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We responded only to your headstrong views.  You brought in the legislation in 1997, and 
we took it out in 2001. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If we all thought the same, we would be on the same side. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You might want to put it back in in 2250. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Because you will probably still be here! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I sure hope so!  I am only halfway through my term!  The minister should not 
provoke me, otherwise I will go for another four years after that! 

The High Court challenge will be interesting, particularly from the abstract side of the question.  It is interesting 
that a Labor government of this state is taking a case to the High Court, probably along the same lines that a 
coalition government would against a federal Labor government seeking to do something of the same nature.  I 
do not think, however, that if the states lose in the High Court, they will shed anything other than crocodile tears, 
because they know that once their principle is established by the High Court - if it is - the commonwealth can 
bring in a national industrial relations system.  I think the Labor Party would be quite happy for that to happen 
because it would mean that a future Labor government - there will be one, perhaps in 3050 with the way it is 
going at the moment - would be able to do that based upon a determination of the High Court on corporations 
powers. 
Again I refer to the sort of language that was used in the second reading speech.  One phrase that was used 
states -  

The Howard government has stripped the Australian Industrial Relations Commission of wage-setting 
responsibilities and has, instead, transferred this function to the Orwellian-named Fair Pay Commission. 

Further on in the speech, the words “so-called” and “unabashed” are used.  However, the last paragraph offended 
me the most.  It states -  

The Carpenter government is committed to ensuring that Western Australia is a leader, not a follower.  
We will not follow Canberra’s short-sighted vision of employees as expendable commodities. 

What absolute drivel!  It continues -  
We will ensure that businesses want to invest in this great state, and that workers want to invest their 
talents. 

The coalition at the state and federal levels do not have the view that employees are expendable commodities.  
The whole notion of workplace agreements is to allow employees to have some say in their own circumstances 
and to be involved in determinations about their own working conditions.  People can say that employees have 
no authority or power over their working conditions because companies will simply tread on them.  That is a bit 
like tenants and owners of caravan parks.  Only the other day we passed legislation that provides that, of course, 
tenants can negotiate with their landlords.  It is very simple; they will just have a discussion and come to an 
agreement.  The government cannot have it both ways.  It refers to wanting businesses to invest in this great 
state.  As I said before, they are investing in the resources sector now because of the flexibility that Australian 
workplace agreements and the federal industrial relations system provide.  It has enabled working conditions to 
be such that companies get greater productivity and workers make more money.  It is a good deal both ways, and 
they quite like it; in fact, from what I can gather, they all like it.  However, if that flexibility and the capacity for 
companies to get the productivity levels they are getting now are taken away, businesses will not want to invest 
in Western Australia.  Let us face it, plenty of other places around the world have very significant resources that 
are wanted by China and other growing economies. 

In respect of the flexibility that AWAs provide, I draw the attention of the house to a story on the front page of 
today’s The West Australian.  I know that the government might say that it is The West Australian, which never 
tells us the truth.  Perhaps the Leader of the House can tell me whether the story is wrong.  The headline reads 
“Unions want State ban on AWA firms”. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You would have to ask the unions; that is not something that has come from the party. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  However, the Leader of the House saw the story. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, I did see the story. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It goes further than that and refers to the government.  It states -  

Employment Protection Minister John Bowler refused to rule out adopting the plan. 

The article has a direct quote from the minister, so Mr Bowler can say whether it is right.  It states -  

“We believe in collective bargaining to negotiate employees’ pay and conditions, leading to a fairer and 
more productive outcome for employers and employees,” Mr Bowler said. 

“We are considering ways in which these community standards of pay and conditions can be promoted 
through the tendering process for government contracts.” 

I will read that again, because that is an astounding statement for a government minister to make.  It states -  

“We are considering ways in which these community standards of pay and conditions can be promoted 
through the tendering process for government contracts.” 

That has been his response to a demand by the unions that the government award tenders only to firms that do 
not have AWAs.  That the government might decide to spend taxpayers’ money in that way is an outrageous 
proposition.  What will the government be saying next?  Will the government say that it will award contracts 
only to companies that have 100 per cent union membership?  Perhaps that is the next step down the track.  
Perhaps the government will award contracts only to companies whose employees vote Labor.  Perhaps the 
government will award tenders and contracts only to companies that employs people it tells them to employ.  
Where do we draw the line?  I would have thought that a minister with the capacity and substance of John 
Bowler - a person for whom I have a considerable amount of respect - would have told the unions to get lost on 
this matter.  Instead, he has stated that the government is considering the proposal.  I wonder whether the 
members in this house who share a strong view of the union movement will tell me whether this proposal will be 
adopted.  I look forward to being told by the Leader of the House whether this is what the government is all 
about.  The West Australian article reads -  

It is understood that ACTU president Sharan Burrow will be in Perth in a fortnight to discuss the plan 
with Alan Carpenter.   

The article also quotes Dave Robinson, another great supporter of the Western Australian economy, as follows -  

“What it means is the State Government will be sending a very clear message that they don’t believe 
that the work they pay for should be done by people on AWAs,” . . .  “The move would be an impetus 
for private contractors, if they want government work, to pay through a collective agreement.” 

What he did not say is a collective agreement organised by unions.  The article continues -  

It is believed that WA and NSW governments are investigating whether the proposal, which would not 
extend to industries which do not traditionally use collective bargaining, such as the IT sector, would 
breach the Trade Practices Act and the Workplace Relations Act.  

Is it true, Leader of the House, that the government is investigating this proposition and seeking legal advice?   

Hon Kim Chance:  I don’t know.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not asking the Leader of the House to answer me now.  I am asking him 
rhetorically; he can provide an answer, if he can get one, after he learns what it is.   
Predictably, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry said that the idea amounts to blackmail.  The article of the 
front page of The West Australian repeats Kim Beazley’s commitment to get rid of AWAs.  It also states that the 
Australian Mines and Metals Association said that the idea would cost the WA mining industry between 
$4 billion and $6.6 billion nationally.  We are dealing with big bickies and significant matters of principle.  What 
really worries me is that it seems, from the rhetoric at least, that the Labor Party in Western Australia, the Labor 
government in Western Australia and the Labor opposition in Canberra are simply doing the bidding of the 
unions.  There have been many occasions on which Labor governments have been quite pragmatic; indeed, they 
have made the right noises to keep their union colleagues happy while actually doing other things.  During the 
days when parties currently on the left-hand side of the chamber controlled the Legislative Council, members 
would regularly bring legislation before the Legislative Council knowing full well that it would be defeated.  
Indeed, it was former Labor Premier Collier who once said, “Thank God for the Legislative Council”.  The 
situation has now changed.  The government can now get its industrial relations laws through this chamber 
because the Greens (WA) invariably support the Labor Party on industrial relations issues.  Will the government 
introduce legislation that requires companies to operate through collective bargaining arrangements or awards 
before they can get government tenders, or will the measure be adopted via a direction to the State Supply 
Commission?  I am looking forward to a response from the Leader of the House.   
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When one looks at the rhetoric contained in the second reading speech, one gets the impression that somehow or 
other the worst thing that can happen to a person is to be put on an AWA.  After reading the second reading 
speech, I was left with the impression that being on an AWA was like having terminal cancer; that it is against 
the best interests of the employee and that the only way an employee can get a good deal in the workplace is for 
the unions to negotiate that deal.  This is what this is all about.  Without that authority, the unions will disappear 
because nobody will need them anymore.  Indeed, a week after Hamersley Iron went on to workplace 
agreements in the 1990s, its union membership, which was about 100 per cent for most of its history, fell to 
about two people.  That is what the people who work in the resource sector, particularly, think about these sorts 
of things. 

I conclude my comments on this bill by referring to a couple of matters raised by Hon Ray Halligan and Senator 
David Johnston about the right of entry into a workplace.  When I read about the police prosecutor’s decision to 
drop a charge against Joe McDonald, I was instantly reminded of something that happened in 1987, or 
thereabouts, to another union official, J.J. O’Connor.  As I remember, in those days he was in the Transport 
Workers’ Union of Australia.  He is now an industrial relations commissioner, which is what happens to those 
sorts of people.  Indeed, if those sorts of people do not finish up being members in this chamber, they finish up 
being industrial relations commissioners.  That is the way things work on that side of the house.  J.J. O’Connor 
was charged with an offence, if my memory serves me right, that involved an assault against another person.  
Would members believe that the Attorney General at the time, Hon Joe Berinson, used the privilege given to 
Attorneys General to issue a nolle prosequi, which had the effect of quashing the charge?  J.J. O’Connor walked 
free without having to face the courts because the Attorney General of the day decided that he was innocent.  My 
opinion of Joe Berinson diminished dramatically after that incident.  We all had great respect for Joe Berinson as 
a parliamentarian and as an individual.  However, the day he did that - we assume it was at the direction of his 
government - was the day that my respect for him diminished dramatically.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Was your opinion of Peter Foss reduced when he made himself a QC? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is a stupid remark.  Hon Peter Foss did not make himself a QC.  The 
government of the day, the cabinet of the day, agreed to make him a QC.  It is not, though, as the minister would 
have us believe, that Hon Peter Foss put his hand up and said that he was going to be a QC.  That is a typical red 
herring from the Minister for Education and Training, who is always trying to change the subject.  The subject is 
not about whether Peter Foss became a QC.  There is nothing corrupt or improper about that.  What is corrupt 
and improper is issuing a nolle prosequi so that a charge against a union official could be quashed because the 
government of the day did not want any industrial relations trouble.  That was the excuse: “No, we don’t want 
any industrial relations trouble in Western Australia, so we are going to get rid of that charge to avoid the union 
movement going berserk.”  That is the reason they gave.  They were even prepared to say that that was the 
reason they did it.  The number one law officer in Western Australia at the time, Joe Berinson, used this 
extraordinary power to quash a charge. 

When I read about Joe McDonald, it reminded me very much of that particular occasion.  The only difference 
was that it was not the Attorney General who directed the police; some people within the police force made the 
decision that that was what should happen.  I am looking forward to finding out who made the decision to go to 
another court and withdraw the charge whilst the magistrate was contemplating her verdict.  When that sort of 
thing happens, we have to ask what is going on in the state of Western Australia, just as we asked what was 
going on in Western Australia back in the 1980s when Joe Berinson issued a nolle prosequi in the case of 
J.J. O’Connor. 

The problem with industrial relations is that it brings out the worst in most people, for reasons which escape me, 
because I do not think it is quite as serious as some Labor Party people think it is.  My preselection and election 
to this place is not determined by people who have a direct, 24-hour-a-day involvement in industrial relations.  
Thank goodness for that.  I did not have to come in here when I made my maiden speech and say, “I also want to 
thank my friend Joe Blow, who runs such-and-such a union.  I want to pay great tribute to Bill Smith, who runs 
another union.”  That is what the government members all do. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Who put you in? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I got in because I actually - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Talent!  A good sense of humour and talent. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Apart from that obvious attribute, I actually got myself endorsed by the Liberal 
Party branches from right across the electorate.  I got endorsed and I got elected.  I did not have to say thank you 
to a trade union, because no union had anything to do with my endorsement.  I might add, just for the sake of the 
exercise, that I was actually a trade union member for all my teaching days.  I was actually very active in the 
State School Teachers’ Union, very active indeed.  I had no compunction about that.  I think unions are a 
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necessary evil, but I believe they should act in a responsible way.  Everybody on this side of the house supports 
responsible unionism.  It is irresponsible unionism that causes problems for the government and the opposition.  
The irresponsibility of people like Joe McDonald embarrasses everybody who supports responsible unionism.  I 
know that some in the government are embarrassed by his behaviour, because he has the effect of embarrassing 
those people who believe that responsible unionism is a good thing.  I am one of those people. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You gave up your commitment to unionism because you wanted Liberal Party 
endorsement and preselection. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The day I got preselected, I was a member of the teachers’ union - probably the 
branch president, if the truth be known. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You gave up your membership. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is because I resigned from the teaching profession.  The minister is a silly 
woman.  It is not possible to be a member of the teachers’ union and also a member of Parliament.  There is 
probably a rule about that.  If I were still teaching now, I would still be a member of the teachers’ union - 
although a lot of people are no longer members, because the union has changed for the worst since I left. 

This bill is an interesting piece of legislation.  I guess that what is at least as interesting as what is in it is the way 
in which the government always puts its own industrial relations legislation at the top of the notice paper, and as 
soon as it turns up, it expects it to be debated as quickly as possible.  It takes precedence over everything else.  If 
this were a seriously controversial piece of legislation, I would say that all the other legislation on the notice 
paper could be expected to hang around for a very long period of time.  However, it is not very controversial, 
and we will express some support for some parts of it, and some worries about others.  If the government wants 
to bring in legislation like this - which is to a very large extent administrative - the second reading speech should 
not turn into a trade union manifesto or something of that nature.  It should simply describe what is in the bill in 
a way that would be of some use to those who read the second reading speech in the future, to work out what it 
actually means.  With those comments, we look forward to discussing this matter further in the committee stage. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.05 pm]:  On behalf of the Greens (WA), I comment on the 
Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill.  The thrust of this bill is to improve the minimum conditions of 
workers coming out of the state industrial relations scheme, particularly in the areas of leave entitlements and 
working hours.  It is unfortunate that this bill was not introduced earlier.  There was a missed opportunity, in our 
view, to secure better conditions for the majority of Western Australian workers.  If the bill had been introduced 
earlier, its benefits would have applied to workers caught by the transitional arrangements in the federal 
government’s WorkChoices legislation.  Although the Greens (WA) believe the bill could have gone further in 
some areas - we have argued the case with government, and I will speak on particular issues in more detail 
shortly, particularly the area of long service leave - we believe that it is a step forward.  Therefore, we will be 
supporting the bill.  Generally, the provisions in this bill enact fair protections for workers without imposing an 
undue impost on employers.  

The bill, as we all know, is in response to the federal government’s WorkChoices law, and in the federal 
Parliament the Greens have had a lot to say about the so-called WorkChoices legislation.  I will refer to some of 
our observations about that shortly.  The bill has to be considered in the context of the federal government’s so-
called WorkChoices law amending the Workplace Relations Act 1996; that is, its Workplace Relations 
Amendment (Work Choices) Act, a commonwealth act that came into effect on 27 March.  That change to 
federal law is consistent with the federal coalition government’s philosophy of reducing the role of collective 
bargaining and allowing so-called market forces more scope to affect the wages, conditions and job security of 
Australian workers.  These changes ignore the inherent power imbalance in the relationship between employers 
and employees in favour of the employer.  The removal by the federal coalition government of unfair dismissal 
law protections for many employees aggravates that power imbalance.  I am probably putting this as moderately 
as I can at this point.  In our view, this is likely to result - we are already seeing some of these changes - in lower 
wages, reduced working conditions and less job security.  Market forces see these things purely as business 
costs.  There is already a strong body of research that shows declining job security correlates with poorer 
occupational health and safety outcomes for workers and, in the long run, increased transactional costs for 
employers.  Indeed, there is quite a body of research developing in the area of declining workplace conditions 
and job security affecting people’s long-term health and wellbeing. 

In our view, the federal coalition government’s changes to industrial laws lack balance at the very least.  In fact, 
we have had quite a lot to say about the changes, in the public debate and, at the federal level, in the Senate.  My 
colleague Senator Rachel Siewert was party to the very brief Senate inquiry into the provisions of the Workplace 
Relations Amendment (Work Choices) Bill, as part of the Employment, Workplace Relations, and Education 
Legislation Committee.  Indeed, she submitted a dissenting report to that committee’s report, in which she said, 
among other things - 
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The impacts of this bill include lowering the minimum wage and putting downward pressure on the 
wages of most Australian workers, and removal of their capacity to bargain effectively.  It hands greater 
powers to employers, undermines unions and collective bargaining, has significant implications for 
safety, and will impact most profoundly on those already vulnerable in our community.  The Greens 
believe this is ideologically-driven reform that has a reckless disregard for the impacts on our 
community. 

The dissenting report went into a number of the areas on which the committee had heard evidence.  The 
committee was forced to carry out its inquiry with fewer than five days of hearings.  That was a shocking 
transgression of parliamentary process at the federal level.  Unfortunately, that is occurring more and more now 
that the federal Liberal government has gained control of both the House of Representatives and the Senate.  In 
our view, the way this bill was forced through the federal Parliament was outrageous.   

I will not go through the entire dissenting report, which was produced in November last year.  I will, however, 
quote the conclusion of the report, which states in part -  

Analysis of the proposed legislation in the light of available data on labour markets suggests that the 
Workplace Relations (Work Choices) Amendment Bill 2005 will: 

•  Undermine workplace rights and conditions 

•  Deliver flexibility to employers at the cost of employees 

•  Add unnecessary levels of complexity to the regulation of industrial relations that will 
disadvantage smaller businesses 

•  Create additional problems for those trying to balance work and family 

•  Disadvantage those already most marginalised in our society - including women, young 
people, Indigenous Australians, those with disabilities, the low paid and those in part-time or 
casual work 

•  Widen the existing disparity in wages and entrench inequalities 

•  Create an underclass of ‘working poor’ 

This is badly flawed legislation with a raft of serious intended and unintended consequences that 
will impact on the daily lives of most Australians.  This legislation is being pushed through with 
unnecessary haste when in reality there is an urgent need for more time to properly assess and 
evaluate its impacts.  The best approach would be abandon this draft and start again.  Failing that, a 
number of major amendments are needed to improve a range of unprecedented and perverse 
effects. 

Needless to say, despite those comments in the dissenting report, the bill passed through the federal Parliament.  
Hence, today we are dealing with this bill in the Western Australian Parliament to try to redress some of the 
worst aspects of that federal legislation.   

The federal coalition government’s argument in support of its WorkChoices legislation is that it will keep our 
economy competitive and maximise employment.  However, does an objective assessment of our economic 
situation demonstrate that the interests of employees need to be sacrificed in this way?  Interestingly, the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics’ “Labour Force Australia” figures released on 8 June show that the national 
unemployment rate is below five per cent.  That it the lowest it has been for 30 years.  The number of working 
days lost to strikes has been on a downward trend since the mid-1980s.  In light of these figures, where is the 
need to reduce the role of unions and contain wages and conditions?  Indeed, those figures confirm that the 
objective of the federal legislation is simply to tip the balance in favour of employers.  I contend that in the 
current economic circumstances in Australia and Western Australia, when the high economic growth is driven 
by demand for our commodities, the federal reforms have more to do with boosting short-term corporate profits 
than with employment levels.  These benefits are short-term, because we maintain they will result in future costs 
to the economy brought about by poor occupational safety and health outcomes, increased workers’ 
compensation costs and higher staff turnover costs.  However, the most important point that must be made about 
the federal legislation is that it is also grossly unfair.   

I turn now to the impact of the WorkChoices legislation on this bill.  All workers employed by trading, financial 
and foreign corporations will now be covered by the WorkChoices legislation.  These corporations employ the 
majority of the Western Australian work force.  Notwithstanding the name the federal government has given to 
its WorkChoices legislation, those employees who are now covered by this act have no choice about whether 
they are covered by the federal system.  They also have no choice about which matters they can take to an 
independent umpire, because the WorkChoices legislation removes many matters from the jurisdiction of the 
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Australian Industrial Relations Commission.  Workers will have no choice but to accept unfair and arbitrary 
dismissal if they are employed by an employer with fewer than 100 employees.   

The expanded scope of the federal industrial relations system means that this bill will have less impact than it 
would otherwise have had.  Nevertheless, I understand from the briefing I have received that a substantial 
number of employees will benefit from the improvements to the minimum conditions of employment in this bill; 
that is, in the order of 300 000 employees will benefit from most of the bill, and 400 000 employees will benefit 
from the long service leave provisions.  Fortunately the states, and WA in particular, have sought to retain the 
essential protections for workers that are now denied to those who have been forced into the federal system.  
These protections include the right to make representations on wage adjustments to an independent tribunal on a 
regular basis, the right to arbitrate disputes on industrial matters before that tribunal and the right to contest an 
unfair dismissal.  Of course if the states’ challenge to the federal industrial relations laws is successful, the 
figures I have just mentioned will be higher.  

Part 2 of the bill deals with amendments to the reasonable hours of work provisions.  The bill seeks to protect 
employees from being required to work unreasonable hours.  We support that wholeheartedly.  The bill does that 
by providing that an employee may be required to work only 38 hours, or the ordinary hours of work specified in 
the industrial instrument that applies to that employee, plus reasonable additional hours taking into account the 
matters set out in the bill.  The genesis of this part of the bill, and a similar part of the commonwealth Workplace 
Relations Act 1996, is the 2002 decision of the Industrial Relations Commission in what is known as the 
reasonable hours test case.  After hearing detailed evidence from expert witnesses in that case, the Australian 
Industrial Relations Commission said the following at page 90 of its decision -  

The evidence satisfies us that there are problems that occur when employees are required to work long 
hours.  Long hours of work can adversely affect the health and safety of employees and have a negative 
impact on their family and community life.  

The commission concluded that it was appropriate to award a test case standard that will confer a right on an 
employee to refuse to work overtime when the working of such overtime would result in the employee working 
unreasonable hours.  The Greens support this reasoning, and, therefore, the reasonable hours provisions in this 
bill. 

Part 3 of the bill seeks to amend the Industrial Relations Act to close what the government believes is a loophole 
in the right-of-entry provisions.  Under division 2G of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Act 1979, 
union representatives can be given the right to enter a work premises for specific purposes, such as an 
investigation of compliance with industrial or occupational health and safety laws.  Section 49J of the Industrial 
Relations Act essentially provides that a right of entry must be granted unless the person in question has 
previously had his or her right of entry revoked by the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission.  
This section also provides that a right-of-entry authority can be revoked if the person to whom it was issued has 
acted in an improper manner or has intentionally and unduly hindered employers or employees during their 
working time.  As I understand it, the government is concerned that these provisions contain a loophole.  We 
have heard a little about that from previous speakers.  The government is concerned a union could voluntarily 
surrender a right-of-entry authority while proceedings against a union official are afoot.  The proceedings would 
then be dismissed, and the union could apply for a new right-of-entry permit for the same union official, which 
would have to be granted because the official technically would have a clean record.  The solution that the 
government proposes is to amend the Industrial Relations Act so that the Industrial Relations Commission 
cannot revoke a right-of-entry authority at the request of a union when proceedings are afoot to have the 
commission forcibly revoke that authority. 
I have had some discussions with the advisers.  I have a number of questions to put to the government on this 
part of the bill.  The first question is: has the scenario that the government claims to be concerned about ever 
occurred in practice in Western Australia?  It seems to me that it would be useful for the house to know whether 
we are fixing up a loophole that has been exploited or whether it has been identified as a potential loophole.  
Secondly, would the proposed amendment force the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to go 
ahead with fruitless proceedings - for example, when a union has taken internal action to strip a union official of 
his ability to represent the union and his right of entry is cancelled as a result?  Would this amendment simply 
impose a cost and time burden on the WAIRC, if for no other outcome than the possibility of imposing a fine on 
a union official who has voluntarily removed himself or herself from the system?  Although I will not pursue it, 
an alternative way of dealing with this matter, which might be better for all concerned, would be to amend the 
act to provide in cases in which an official voluntarily surrenders a right-of-entry permit in future, the official not 
be allowed to obtain another permit except by order of the WAIRC in court session, which would have regard to 
any prior conduct of the official.  Having had some discussions on this with the advisers, there are concerns that 
the testing of that matter in a court session might be quite a long time after the events had occurred; therefore, 
there might be some problem in ascertaining the circumstances and the evidence when hearing that application 
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for a new permit.  I will not pursue that, but I simply raise it as a possibility of another way in which that 
loophole, if it exists, could perhaps be closed.   
Part 4 of the bill deals with amendments to the state wage order.  At present, the WAIRC wage determinations 
are linked to the national wage case decisions of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission.  This is a time-
honoured and established process that has allowed the WAIRC to take into account the comprehensive 
judgments of the AIRC that have regard to the submissions of major industrial stakeholders.  Section 51(2)(a) of 
the Western Australian Industrial Relations Act provides that the WAIRC must implement a national wage case 
decision unless it is satisfied that there are good reasons not to do so.  Now that the Howard coalition 
government has transferred the wage setting functions of the AIRC to the so-called Australian Fair Pay 
Commission - the name of which I emphasise; it is another Orwellian phrase - Western Australia clearly has a 
choice to make: we can either link our wage-setting decisions to the new Fair Pay Commission or give our 
WAIRC the independent power to set minimum wages.  In our view, the government has made the right call by 
giving the WAIRC an independent power to set minimum wages.  I have no confidence that the so-called Fair 
Pay Commission will deliver fair minimum conditions of pay.  I say this for a number of reasons.  First, it is 
clear that the intent behind the creation of the Fair Pay Commission is to lead to a lower safety net than was 
available under the AIRC.  This is apparent, for example, from the explanatory memorandum of the 
WorkChoices bill that criticises the AIRC determinations as being influenced by ambit claims from unions and 
not being a genuine safety net.  Secondly, under the new federal laws, the Fair Pay Commission is given a broad 
discretion on how often it will make wage determinations.  Given the general philosophy behind the 
commission, I am concerned that it will not hold annual reviews of minimum wages, as happened under the pre-
WorkChoices system.  Thirdly, when reviews do take place, they will not have the transparency of the old 
system, under which the AIRC heard from unions, employers and expert witnesses in open court.  So, it is hardly 
a fair pay commission at all.  For these reasons the Western Australian government is right to say that Western 
Australia should go its own way rather than linking wage determinations to the decisions of the Australian Fair 
Pay Commission.  Therefore, the Greens (WA) endorse the continued transparent approach of wage setting by an 
independent tribunal that hears submissions from the public and from major industrial stakeholders and that 
delivered a comprehensive judgment on those decisions, which are also accessible to the public. 
Part 5 of the bill deals with amendments to good-faith bargaining.  According to the explanatory memorandum, 
part 5 of the bill will facilitate bargaining in good faith for a federal collective agreement under the federal 
Workplace Relations Act.  It is unusual for a state act to step into the area occupied by federal legislation, so I 
have a number of questions relating to this part.  First, how will this work in practice?  For example, could orders 
requiring negotiations between parties in an industrial dispute be made by both the WAIRC and the AIRC?  
Could an employer ignore an order by the WAIRC on the basis that it is entering into a federal agreement?  How 
would such a provision apply to employers who would negotiate a greenfields agreement with themselves, as 
seems to be available under WorkChoices? 
Part 6 of the bill deals with annual and other leave.  The bill contains a number of improvements to leave 
arrangements.  These are outlined in the second reading speech: unused sick leave will be accumulated from year 
to year; employees will be able to use their entire sick leave entitlements in any year as carers’ leave; carers’ 
leave will extend to cover unexpected emergencies such as one affecting an employee’s family member; 
employees will have access to unpaid carers’ leave when they have no paid carers’ leave entitlement; and 
employees will have the right to use their entire sick leave entitlement in any given year as carers’ leave.  We 
support all these amendments because we believe they are sensible changes.  Under this bill, minimum leave 
entitlements will change so that employees will be able to request an additional 52 weeks’ unpaid parental leave, 
up to eight weeks’ simultaneous unpaid leave with their spouse and modified working arrangements on return 
from parental leave.  Also, long-term casuals who have been employed on a regular and systematic basis over 
the previous 12 months and have an expectation of continuing on that basis are entitled to unpaid parental leave.  
The Greens support these improvements to parental leave.  Of course, the ability to request leave is different 
from an entitlement to be granted leave, but we acknowledge that this is a step in the right direction.  We would 
have preferred an entitlement rather than an ability to request.  The evidence in the AIRC in its family provisions 
test case of 2005 demonstrated the need for a better balance between work and family life in Australia.  For 
example, research cited by the AIRC showed that 47 per cent of fathers and 41 per cent of full-time working 
mothers with partners and children under 18 years of age believed that their work interfered with home life.  The 
reforms in this bill will make some contribution to addressing these problems.  
Part 7 of the bill deals with amendments to long service leave.  The origins of long service leave are described, 
interestingly enough, in a research paper produced in May 1999 for the Labour Ministers Council entitled 
“Flexibility in Long Service Leave” by the Western Australian Department of Productivity and Labour 
Relations, which reads - 

The entitlement has its origins in the 19th century Victorian and South Australian Civil Service Acts.  
These provided for civil service officers who had completed at least 10 years service to be granted leave 
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of absence with pay for periods of six or 12 months.  The purpose of the leave was to reward those who 
had performed long and faithful service in the colonies by providing an opportunity for them to visit the 
United Kingdom. 

As the paper relates, the entitlement to long service leave spread to all public servants and later to all employees 
through the passage of long service leave legislation in all states.  Although long service leave may have started 
with the aim of providing a chance for employees to sail to the “mother country”, it now gives workers the more 
general opportunity to recharge their batteries and pursue interests that they would otherwise not be able to 
pursue.  The Greens (WA) think the provision of long service leave has dual benefits to both employer and 
employee.  It rewards loyalty by employees and reduces the potential cost of ill-health for employers.  We 
consider the provision of long service leave has evolved greatly since its inception.  With the so-called move to 
greater flexibility in working hours, which we believe is code for fewer entitlements, long service leave should 
remain an important right for workers. 

The proposed changes in the bill would marginally improve long service leave arrangements in Western 
Australia.  The arrangements will not grant any more leave, but they will allow leave to be taken earlier.  At 
present 13 weeks can be taken after 15 years’ service and under this proposal eight and two-thirds weeks could 
be taken after 10 years’ service.  The Greens would prefer that the bill be changed to allow WA employees 13 
weeks’ long service leave after 10 years’ service, which is equivalent to the minimum entitlement in the 
Northern Territory and South Australia and the minimum entitlement of state public servants since 1982.   

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I reckon we could probably allow that, Murray! 

In the view of the Greens, it is entirely reasonable, particularly given the current strength of the WA economy, 
that WA reflect the best standard currently available in Australia.  Again, I have argued this issue with the 
government.  We would like the bill to contain a greater provision.  We acknowledge that long service leave of 
eight and two-thirds weeks after 10 years’ service is an improvement, but we would argue that at this time the 
state can afford to match the minimum entitlements in the Northern Territory and South Australia.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  What happens now?  Can you take it back?  Would you reduce it? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That would depend on the debate, if and when it happens.  I understand that the 
government has costed this reform at an additional $70 million a year, which translates to about $175 per 
worker, and that the new long service leave arrangements would apply under the bill.  We would argue that the 
additional amount required, if long service leave were 13 weeks after 10 years’ service, is not a prohibitive cost, 
it being the difference in cost between the government’s proposal and the Greens preferred model.  I do not think 
that an additional $175 per worker is a huge amount.  Again, I suggest to the government that, as much as these 
changes are welcome, they could have come sooner and could have been more generous, and that at a cost of 
$175 per worker we could have a proposal that matches the best in Australia.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  I am sorry, is that per annum? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, per worker per annum; $175 is not very much. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  That is what I was thinking. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes.  It must also be acknowledged that better long service leave provisions provide the 
benefit to individual employers of retaining staff, which is an important benefit in times of high demand for 
workers.  There is, again, every good reason to provide these better long service leave provisions as they would 
not only attract staff but also retain them.  When there is a great deal of competition for labour, we would argue 
that this is exactly the time to consider some of these improved conditions to ensure continuity and long service 
from employees. 

On the topic of long service leave, I also flag an issue that the government should be investigating; that is, the 
possibility of making long service leave portable for more workers across the Western Australian work force.  At 
present in WA most workers who change jobs lose their accrued long service leave, the exception being workers 
in the construction industry who have portable long service leave through a special scheme established by the 
Construction Industry Portable Paid Long Service Leave Act 1985.  The reality is that because long service leave 
is not portable for most people, only a fraction of the work force enjoys long service leave.  In fact the latest 
figures from the Australian Bureau of Statistics on job mobility for 2004 indicate that 22 per cent of workers 
surveyed had remained in their jobs for 10 years or more.  It is likely that this figure will decline in the future as 
labour mobility increases.  Therefore, as much as this improvement in long service leave entitlement is welcome, 
it will apply only to a small and decreasing portion of the work force.  We ask the government to consider 
extending the availability of portable long service leave to a larger portion of the work force, which currently 
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extends only to the construction industry.  If we want a reasonable portion of the WA work force to enjoy long 
service leave, we must consider the issue of portability. 

Part 8 of the bill deals with the issue of civil penalties.  The bill also seeks to enhance enforcement procedures.  
Among other things, civil penalty provisions will be introduced, presumably to make enforcement easier, by 
establishing a civil rather than a criminal standard of proof for enforcement proceedings.  Another bill recently 
debated in this place - the Consumer Protection Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill - contained a provision 
for civil penalties to go into a fund for disbursement on activities consistent with the purposes of the bill.  Has 
the government considered whether that would be appropriate for this bill?  The Greens (WA) believe it is 
important that the government direct civil penalties derived from this bill to be put to some purpose consistent 
with furthering the objectives of the bill, and that they not be consumed by consolidated revenue. 

The Greens will support this bill and welcome it.  We would like to have seen it sooner, and protection of 
working rights and conditions for Western Australians to have been pushed even harder.  However, we 
acknowledge that it is a step in the right direction and we are happy to give our support to the bill.   

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 

[Continued on page 3774.]  
 


