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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
State Administrative Tribunal 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [5.36 pm]:  I will comment on a couple of second reading speeches on the 
State Administrative Tribunal legislation.  Normally, a member would hold back his comments until the 
substantive debate at the second reading stage.  This matter is not taking any time of the House in that sense.  
However, the manner in which those second readings were dealt with warrants a couple of comments that I hope 
members, and particularly the Government, will take note of.  There are a few disturbing elements about the way 
in which those Bills were introduced and second read, and I certainly do not want this example to be used as a 
precedent in the future.  That is my reason for raising the matter now.   

When the Minister for Housing and Works gave the second reading speech for the State Administrative Tribunal 
Bill 2003, he hesitated over a word.  Later, Hon Bill Stretch took a point of order to have the matter clarified.  
The minister gave a rather rude and dismissive response, which is not like him.  Normally, he is very courteous -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It was not rude and dismissive.  Hon Bill Stretch and I have already had a chat about this.  
My response was not rude and dismissive and I regret very much if I gave that impression.  However, there was 
a typographical error in the speech.  The second reading speech is what I state, not what is given as an aid to 
members to follow, as the member well knows -   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I know that but it was clear that the minister was reading from the same document that 
members had and he could have simply said, “I have read it and that is the way it should be, but if I am wrong I 
will come back later and tell members.”  That would have been quite an easy thing to do, but that is a minor 
point - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I corrected the matter on the spot.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, the minister did but I do not think he was 100 per cent sure he was right; that is my 
point. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That may be your view but it is not my view.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Let us hope for the minister’s sake he was right.  My second observation is that the 
second reading speech for the State Administrative Tribunal (Conferral of Jurisdiction) Amendment and Repeal 
Bill 2003 was just over half a page long.  That was then followed up by the tabling of the Bill consisting of 644 
pages.  In my recollection, this is the first Bill that has been tabled in this House as a hard copy and the size of 
the Bill is rather out of proportion to the length of the second reading speech; but, never mind, that is not the 
major difficulty.  I am aware that the substantive Bill is the State Administrative Tribunal Bill 2003, which sets 
up the structure of the proposed body. 

Another point in the second reading speech is the time line proposed for the introduction of this body.  The 
second reading speech states that the Government wants this legislation proclaimed by 1 January 2004.  
Counting this week, we have eight sitting weeks left.  The minister should consider the amount of time left to 
debate a Bill of that magnitude.  I believe the Government is being unrealistic.  If it is determined to get the 
legislation proclaimed and up and running by 1 January 2004, it should have had its act together and brought this 
legislation into the Parliament some considerable time ago, because it hit the other place only a few weeks ago.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is your view.  However, I think there is something very reasonable about a 
Government saying what it would like to occur. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The other part of that is that I understand the building to house this proposed State 
Administrative Tribunal is already under way.  It is pretty arrogant to pre-empt that the Parliament will agree to 
this legislation.  It may not agree to it.  That is one more point that should be raised.   

A while ago the Minister for Local Government pontificated at large about the way in which the Government 
had introduced massive changes to the machinery of government, the administrative procedures and - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  He was not pontificating; he was giving a very reasonable statement of fact. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The fact is that this House has a committee - the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance - that should be working with government in analysing many of these changes.  That 
committee has been sidelined virtually completely from all this process.  I would have thought that a Bill that 
proposes such a major change in the administrative procedures of this State should go to that committee, or to 
some other committee of this Parliament.  I say that because the forerunner of that committee got ahead of the 
game nearly a decade ago in terms of the restructure of government agencies and administration.  That 
committee put a report before this Parliament in 1994, I think. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The thirty-sixth report. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, the famous report - infamous report even.  At least the Parliament, through a 
standing committee, was not reacting; it was trying to get ahead of the game and trying to be proactive.  It would 
still be a good exercise to line up this Bill with that report and analyse what has happened in a decade, where we 
have come from, where we are going and so on. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The Bill will go through the processes of this House. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Right. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  How the House treats the Bill remains to be determined. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is true.  I have only a couple of minutes left.  I will come to the major objection, 
which is about the wording that relates to the second reading speech in the Legislative Assembly.  I will read one 
paragraph from the first second reading speech that was distributed to members in this House -  

In order to obtain a comprehensive overview of these reforms, members should read this Bill with the 
SAT Bill and I refer members to the Attorney General’s second reading speeches in the Legislative 
Assembly in relation to both Bills. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That was a goodie, wasn’t it? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  The same wording, with different emphasis on the Bill, is repeated in the next 
second reading speech.  I must remind the minister - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I note the point.  I don’t need to be reminded.  I remind the member that in the first speech, 
which was very short, I did not read out those words because I thought they were inappropriate.  In the second 
speech, which was very long, those words were buried well into the speech.  I got to them, and before correcting 
myself and not deleting them, I read them out.  That is what happened.  However, I take the point.  It is 
something that I am not particularly pleased about.  I do not think that we should ever allude to debates in the 
other place, and, frankly, I think it is disgraceful when members from time to time give their second reading 
contributions and almost paraphrase what was said in the other place. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister said that it is disgraceful.  I agree with him.  It is not just disgraceful; it is 
against our standing orders to do that. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I quite agree. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not sure how the wording got to the stage that it did; that is, to be presented in a 
second reading speech. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I corrected it in the first place, and I have explained the circumstances in the second, and I 
regret that. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I appreciate the minister acknowledging that that is not the correct process, and we 
should not become accustomed to using it as a precedent in this place; otherwise we will merely become a rubber 
stamp of the Legislative Assembly, and that is certainly not the intention.  We have different roles.  This is a 
bicameral system. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I agree with what you are saying.  That is why it is regrettable that so many members seem 
to regurgitate what is said in the other place. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is a different matter.  This is a formal government presentation in a second reading 
speech.  I merely wanted to take the first available opportunity to bring that to the attention of the House, 
because it is a significant departure from normal practice. 

Fuel Prices 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.45 pm]:  I will be brief.  Earlier I asked a question without notice of 
the minister representing the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection.  I think the question was 
misinterpreted or it was thought that I was having a shot at the Department of Consumer and Employment 
Protection.  I was not doing that.  I have read the question again, and it is quite clear to me.  It may seem to be 
written in a dyslexic manner.  However, I was not comparing Sydney with Perth.  The comparison I was making 
was that, in 2000, oil was $US38 a barrel, and the Australian dollar was 49c against the United States dollar.  
Today we are paying $US29 a barrel, and the Australian dollar is 66c against the US dollar.  The point is that 
three years ago fuel cost 33 per cent more US dollars a barrel, and the Australian dollar was at an all-time low.  
The retail price of fuel at the bowser is still being maintained at about 90c a litre.  I am not talking about 99c or 
92c; I am saying that on a dollar basis, and working it out on the formula that is used, I assumed that, today, 
petrol at the bowser should cost between 15c and 18c a litre less than it does cost.   
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I am not criticising the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection about the price.  I am saying that 
the price of fuel was $US38 a barrel in 2000.  Today the price has gone down to $US29 a barrel.  In 2000 the 
Australian dollar was 49c against the US dollar, and in 2003 it has gone up to 66c.  The barometer has moved 
both ways, and we are still paying the same amount for fuel.  Members should not say that we are paying 92c 
versus 95c a litre.  I am not interested in the two or three cents; I am interested in the 30 per cent increase in one 
price and the 28 per cent drop in the other, yet petrol prices are still within a couple of cents at the bowser today.  

The question I tried to ask was, why are we paying, say, 90c-odd today when, on the formula that is used, the 
price should be about 17c a litre less?  I tried to ask that question, but I obviously did not do a good job.  I hope 
the minister takes it on board.  It is not a question of Sydney versus Perth.  The reason I mentioned Sydney 
versus Perth is that Alan Jones said on this morning’s program -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  What program is this? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is called the Today Show.  The member probably would not have been out of bed.  It 
is on at 7.30 am. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Any particular station? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is on Channel Nine.  I am not promoting it.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Do you watch television at 7.30 am? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Sorry, it is at 7.20 am, so it may be a smidgin early for the minister.  However, I watch 
it because it is very interesting, and Alan Jones makes some good points.   

What prompted me to ask the question today was that I listened to the same speech a year or two ago.  When 
Alan Jones said the same thing again today, I thought, “Gee, he’s still at it.”  When I looked at the sums and 
rechecked them, I thought it was worth asking a question about why there seems to be an imbalance in Western 
Australia.  The minister obviously did not interpret the question in the way I had intended it to be interpreted.  
He gave a very comprehensive answer, but it did not answer what I was getting at.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Perhaps the member should redraft his question and have another go next week.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The point has been made.  Perhaps the minister will answer it at a later date.  I just 
wanted to comment on that question without notice and make a point to the minister.   

National Competition Policy 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.50 pm]:  I rise this evening to outline a process that I have spent the 
past couple of years trying to make sense of.  I refer to the National Competition Council, particularly its work 
program regarding national competition policy.  Some members will recall that I have asked a range of questions 
about decisions that have been made in the Council of Australian Governments process in relation to the work 
program of the National Competition Council.  At various stages, we were told the rollout of the National 
Competition Council was originally planned to largely cease some years ago.   

Finally, I have discovered a web site in which the communiques of the Council of Australian Governments are 
located.  The details of the communiques are fairly limited.  For the record, the web site is www.dpmc.gov.au.  I 
searched for the most recent communique that specifically mentions national competition policy, which is dated 
November 2000.  Page 3 of the printed version of that web site states -  

Heads of Government agreed to several measures to clarify and fine-tune implementation arrangements 
for NCP as set out in the Prime Minister’s letter of 27 October 2000 to Premiers and Chief Ministers.   

I am still looking for that.  It also states -  

The adoption of these changes will establish a practical framework for the ongoing, effective 
implementation of NCP, while demonstrating our ongoing commitment to this policy and safeguarding 
the flow of benefits it is delivering to Australians as a whole.  The changes will also serve to address a 
number of community concerns regarding the application of NCP which were identified in the recent 
Productivity Commission and Senate Select Committee inquiries into competition policy.   

It will not surprise members to know that I have the reports from the Senate select committee inquiry into 
national competition policy at home.  I looked to see what the recommendations were and found that there is a 
range of them.  The report from which I will read is called “Riding the Waves of Change”.  It is the second of 
two reports and was issued in February 2000.  Reading through those recommendations to recommendation 20, 
the theme is a strong view for greater accountability and transparency and greater concern with the real costs of 
many of these changes.  To give members a flavour of the report, under the heading Review Process on page xvi 
it recommends -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 10 September 2003] 

 p10924c-10929a 
Hon Barry House; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Barbara Scott 

 [4] 

That all reviews be undertaken in a fully transparent way with opportunity for contribution from the 
public at all stages.   

The recommendation is attached to chapter 4, recommendation 6.  I will give members a flavour of what came 
out of the COAG meeting.  Some of the amendments that were made to the recommendation state -  

Commencing in 2001, the assessments should be provided to the Commonwealth Treasurer and each 
State and Territory at the same time, but will remain confidential until a decision has been made by the 
Commonwealth on the level of competition payments.   

Media commentators have made statements and asked questions of various state ministers in Western Australia 
recently, including on the Liam Bartlett program on ABC radio, about what the real chances are of losing 
competition policy payments, what the basis of those decisions are and when we will find out.  Here is a clue.  
The clue to why ministers say nothing is that some drongos got together at the COAG meeting in 2000 and 
decided that a recommendation of a national competition policy review that the community was demanding that 
the process be transparent and open at all stages somehow translated to keeping the process secret until the 
Commonwealth had made a final decision.  That is outrageous.  The former Court Government represented 
Western Australia at the COAG meeting in 2000.  I do not understand how the representatives of Western 
Australia translated those public calls for more open and transparent processes into that level of secrecy.  As I 
said, there was a great deal more in the calls for changes to the way national competition policy was being rolled 
out.   

The recommendations in the report include a much greater emphasis on the social and environmental impacts of 
national competition policy and it recommends that social impact assessments be made.  The fairly weak 
translation of that was that when examining the matters identified under clause 1.3 of the “Competition 
Principles Agreement” - the public interest test - Governments should give consideration to explicitly identifying 
the likely impact of reform measures on specific industry sectors and communities, including expected costs and 
adjustment to change.  That can be interpreted as saying that there is an amendment to the agreements that have 
been signed, which are currently the basis of national competition tranche payments, which say that all these 
major assessments for review should be subject to social impact assessments.  Recommendations of the Senate 
select committee go into much more detail about how employment and environmental impacts should be rated 
on a much clearer and more definite basis.  It recommends that community impact statements should be done.   

Therefore, it would be incumbent on the National Competition Council, when there are reviews outstanding, 
which there are in Western Australia, to think about what may not have been done in a satisfactory way 
previously.  An example is other reviews conducted by the Department of Fisheries into the western rock lobster 
industry.  Frankly, I think those reviews were inept.  I do not believe that the committee members understood the 
process.  They certainly did not understand the implications of not conducting a social impact or environmental 
impact assessment of what happens if regulations are taken away and are not replaced with something else that 
can achieve the same equity, community benefit or environmental harm.  Therefore, it appears that if one were to 
follow even the pathetic version of the changes that were put into the national competition policy agreements in 
2000, it says that those inadequate assessments should and could be revisited.  It also says that there should be a 
greater emphasis on the States providing guidelines to the national competition policy agreements, which 
Western Australia has done.  I am therefore perplexed that we still have a situation in which, having gone 
through the process of a number of assessments, the National Competition Council has somehow reached the 
conclusion - in conjunction with the Treasury, which is a political decision from the point of view of the 
Treasurer - that as long as the decisions are not in accordance with whatever the NCC has said - whatever it has 
said because we do not know - the review is not finished.  It will keep holding its breath until it gets everything it 
wants despite the recommendations of the Senate select committee, the clearly expressed concerns in the 
Productivity Commission report, and its own amendments in 2000. 

Arts Awards 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [6.00 pm]:  I will take a few minutes to put on the 
parliamentary record my acknowledgment of two awards that were obtained by arts groups in Western Australia.  
It is timely that we recognise and credit people with awards they have won.  The first is the AWGIE award won 
by Deckchair Theatre for the best script.  It was awarded for the play Mavis Goes to Timor.  I have an e-mail 
from David Gerrand, the chief executive officer, who has given me some information.  I was fortunate enough to 
see the play.  It was a great tribute to the work of those people.  It was well written and that is why the award 
was given.  The e-mail states - 

deckchair theatre, WA’s most innovative adult drama company is over the moon that the playwrites, 
Katherine Thomson, Angela Chaplin and Kavisha Mazzella have won this most prestigious award.  
MAVIS is presently touring Western Australia due to the generous assistance of Playing Australia and 
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Wesfarmers Arts.  It has been the hit of the 2002 Perth International Arts Festival, the 2003 Ten Days 
On The Island Festival in Tasmania and 2003 Darwin Festival.  MAVIS sold out in Melbourne at the 
PlayBox Theatre and set new records in most regional venues in regional Victoria.  It opens for a 
limited season at the Playhouse Theatre in Perth this weekend before touring to five WA regional 
venues. 

The e-mail was written on 2 September, so it is a little out of date. 

Hon Barry House:  I saw it in Margaret River and it was excellent. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Yes.  That is great.  It continues - 

At the 2003 award night Geoffrey Atherton, writer of MOTHER AND SON, GRASS ROOTS and past 
multiple AWGIE award winner gave this speech. 

I will read parts of the speech - 

Katherine asked me to read this speech should she win the AWGIE this evening. 

She begins - 

I am sorry I can’t be here tonight.  On behalf of my co-writers, Angela Chaplin and Kavisha Mazella, I 
would like to thank the dedication of the AWG staff and committees to the improvement of conditions 
and status of Australian performance writers.  I would also like to acknowledge my fellow playwrights 
nominated this evening, it was already privilege enough to be included on such a list and I would 
particularly like to acknowledge the late, dear Nick Enright. 

Thanks to the Australia Council and Arts WA for the development of MAVIS GOES TO TIMOR.  We 
thank Steve Westh for being a starting point with his Grey Voyagers documentary on Mavis Taylor and 
her family and for letting us pinch his title.  Thanks to Mavis and Elwyn Taylor, and to the people of 
East Timor who so generously told us their stories with the faith that somehow we would make it all 
into a play. 

MAVIS the play began at deckchair theatre, a small or perhaps one should say poor theatre.  Our 
business theatre, film and television owes an enormous amount to such theatres.  It is where writers and 
actors begin their careers, and where we can go to take risks or get closer to our craft.  But without our 
vigilance these small to medium companies are in danger of disappearing, and not through want of 
enthusiasm from their audiences. 

Over the past six years their funding, in real terms, has been in decline.  They run, like the AWG, on the 
smell of an oily rag and artist burn-out, yet continue to deliver excellent work to hungry, excited 
audiences.  Be in Fremantle, Shepparton or Darwin for an opening night and you’ll know what I mean.  
When next you are in a letter writing mood, I urge you all to dash off a passionate note to your MP 
arguing for an increase in arts funding across the board, with particular attention to the small to medium 
companies who so nourish the lives of their communities.   

As Mr President would well know, being a follower of the arts, Mavis Goes to Timor is about a woman who 
travelled to Timor with her sewing machine to teach women to sew.  It is a wonderful story with an enchanting 
script.  I found the play very good.  I wanted to acknowledge Deckchair Theatre for the award, which it is very 
proud to receive. 

The other award I want to highlight tonight is the AbaF Community Award, which was won by Craftwest, Rio 
Tinto WA Future Fund and Wesfarmers Arts for their partnership in delivering the project Designing Futures - 
fine wood and furniture development project 2002-04.  The Rio Tinto Future Fund as the principal partner - 
industry innovation - contributed $150 000 over two years.  As the principal funding partner, Wesfarmers Arts 
contributed seed funding of $75 000 in 2002.  The project consisted of a number of programs under the one 
umbrella, which generated the growth of design standards and communications for the fine wood industry in 
Western Australia. 

The programs included an international forum in 2002, which attracted 20 international, 20 national speakers and 
400 delegates; an international residency program for 2002-04, with each resident working in Western Australia 
for four to eight-week periods; an industry consultation program for 2002-04, which involves designers working 
with manufacturers; an international and national exhibition program for 2002-04; the development of a 
knowledge space - that is, a web site portal for the industry; and mentor programs for 2002-04. 

I congratulate Lynda Dorrington, the chief executive officer of Craftwest, who has brought from her commercial 
background an economic element to help Craftwest obtain great sponsorship and achieve great things for 
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Western Australians involved in the craft industry.  My congratulations go to both Craftwest and Deckchair 
Theatre.   

House adjourned at 6.08 pm 

__________ 
 


