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FORMER MEMBER FOR VASSE 
Statement 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [9.51 am]: I rise to say a few words about a friend who resigned 
from Parliament last week. Of the number of regrets that I have about his decision to resign, a decision which I 
nevertheless respect and support, one such regret is that he will not make a valedictory speech. Since the 
announcement of his decision last week, many comments have been made. Unsurprisingly, many of those 
comments have focused on the negative. At this time I wish to express my appreciation for his efforts and 
achievements in three areas unlikely to rate a mention. 

Prior to my election to Parliament, I took a healthy interest in the activities of the then Attorney General during 
the thirty-seventh Parliament. One of the raft of ill-considered bills during that era was the Human Reproductive 
Technology Amendment Bill 2007. Importantly, that was a bill the second reading of which was not agreed to by 
this house; in that context, the comments of my friend during the debate in the other place, where he was 
outnumbered, are pertinent and worth noting. Troy said — 

From both a scientific and medical point of view there are different points of view. How would I, the 
member for Vasse, assess this issue? I hate to use the word “ethics”. It is one of those incredibly 
misused words in attempting to describe people and the capacity of people to make a contribution to 
debates like this. When I say I have an ethical position …. I would not use that as a criticism of others. 
Every hour of every day people form value-based views on a range of things. Their views are based on 
their life experiences, their personal make-up and — heaven forbid — their religious beliefs. A 
multiplicity of factors cause individuals to take certain views under the broad definition of ethics. I 
would never use the fact that I have a view to criticise a person who has an alternative view. This bill 
for me, therefore, came down to three quick key questions: first, is it right to create human embryos 
specifically for the purpose of scientific experimentation; secondly, is it right to terminate the life of an 
embryo by removing the inner cell mass for the purpose of experimentation; and, thirdly, is it right and 
indeed acceptable to create these things that this bill introduces called hybrid embryos, as the bill 
defines them, by introducing the nucleus of a human cell into an animal egg? When I asked those three 
questions, I could answer only no to each of them. That is the reason I oppose this bill. 

I am happy and proud to say that I associate myself with those comments. 

A bill debated over the course of both the thirty-seventh Parliament, and then again at the commencement of the 
thirty-eighth Parliament, was the Surrogacy Bill. Although, obviously, I was delighted by the outcome of the 
2008 state election, one of the side effects of that ultra-early election was that the debate on this legislation was 
concluded prior to the change in the composition of this house on 22 May 2009. It is unfortunate that that 
legislation has now proven to be defective. Often prompting robust debate, the subject of surrogacy has become 
prominent through recent events in Thailand involving couples from Western Australia. Troy offered a valuable 
and informed contribution to this issue, and his input will be sorely missed when this topic next comes on for 
further debate. As a resident of Western Australia, I remain appreciative of the way that Troy courageously 
chose to exercise his free vote on that legislation, notwithstanding that it was a government-sponsored bill and 
that he was the Treasurer at that time. 

Lastly, I turn to an entirely different area—workers’ compensation. As the minister responsible, Troy initiated 
a two-stage reform that will ultimately see many of the legislative anomalies and inefficiencies in the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 finally corrected. I will highlight just one such very 
important aspect at this time because it warrants special mention. It is the introduction of the right of a seriously 
injured worker to be appropriately compensated when an uninsured employer is found to be at fault. For those 
who are not aware, Troy met a seriously injured worker who was denied this right, and he vowed to ensure that 
this problem would be fixed. I well recall that it became apparent, during a time when Troy was taking a break 
from cabinet, that this aspect of the reforms would be deferred to a later stage. I recall the explanation being 
provided that “it was a complex issue and more time would be needed”. I was fortunate to have had sufficient 
experience during my legal career to know that this was nonsense. I was even more fortunate to have Troy’s vital 
support in successfully advocating that this was implemented in phase 1 of the reform, rather than be delayed to 
the second phase. Indeed, I note that had this not happened, we would still be waiting to this very day. 

Many people who have met Troy like him. Those of us who have had the opportunity to work with him know 
him a little better than most. As a consequence, I am pleased to call him a friend and wish him every success in 
his next season of life. 

Government members: Hear, hear! 
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