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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

On motion by Hon N.F. Moore (Leader of the House), resolved -  

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 7 November 2000. 

Ordinary 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the House) [5.10 pm]:  I move -  

That the House do now adjourn. 

Voluntary Euthanasia Bill 2000 - Adjournment Debate 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I take a moment to explain a couple of matters.  One relates to the House giving members 
an opportunity to have a Bill introduced and first read, which is a tradition.  Regardless of members’ attitude to 
the legislation involved, the tradition is that a member is entitled to have a Bill introduced and read a first time, 
and debate then takes place on the second reading.  Any suggestion that what happened today in any way reflects 
the views on the subject of members who voted for the Bill’s first reading would be severely misleading the 
community.  The House has debated the euthanasia matter, and it was overwhelmingly rejected by the House.  I 
take exception to the suggestion by Hon Norm Kelly that the matter has not been debated.  It has.  The fact it was 
defeated does not seem to have had the effect on the member it should have had.  This debate was on a motion, 
not a Bill.  There are members on this side of the House prepared to support a first reading of the Bill, but that in 
no way reflects their views on the Bill.  If the Bill reaches the second reading debate and vote, members will 
express their view at that time. 

Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill 2000 - Adjournment Debate 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill 2000 has been on the 
Notice Paper for some time.  On Tuesday of this week, I was advised by the Opposition that it would like Bills 
being dealt with by Hon Nick Griffiths to be deferred until his return to Parliament.  I agreed.  I was even asked 
in the adjournment debate on Tuesday to state that agreement so that no dispute could arise about my position.  I 
got carried away on some other matter and forgot to mention this matter.  I have indicated to the Opposition that 
the three Bills dealt with by Hon Nick Griffiths will be deferred until his return.  The workers compensation 
legislation is one such Bill.  I moved those Bills down the Notice Paper and advised other members accordingly, 
including the Attorney General, who handles the Bill for the Government. 

I was advised this morning by the Leader of the Opposition that he was prepared to deal with the Bill today.  I 
informed him that the Bill had been moved down the Notice Paper and that other parties were not necessarily 
prepared to deal with the Bill at that time.  I informed him that if we reached the stage of being able to deal with 
it, bearing in mind its position on the Notice Paper, it would be dealt with.  Anyone, including a member of this 
House, who suggests that the Bill is being delayed by the Government is incorrect.  I assure any members who 
make that observation that any request in future to accommodate a member who is out of the House will be 
given no great consideration at all.  This Bill is not being dealt with because of the request by the Labor Party 
that it be deferred until Hon Nick Griffiths returns.  I hope I hear no suggestion to the contrary. 

Government’s Legislative Program - Adjournment Debate 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Finally, I do not propose to hold a House management committee meeting today for a 
number of reasons, one of which is a family function I need to attend soon.  I am unable to provide the 
Government's legislative program to other parties today, but I will endeavour to provide it early next week.  I 
need to discuss some matters further with my ministerial colleagues to finalise the program.  I will provide it as 
soon as I can. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You indicated that it would be available today. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I just said that, and I said that I am unable to make it available.  Providing a list of the 
legislation the Government wants passed in a certain time, as occurs under this Government, is unique in this 
House.  It certainly did not happen in my time in opposition. 

Hon J.A. Cowdell:  It is not unique in the other House. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  It may not be, but it is certainly unique here.  We did not know, as you will recall, Mr 
President, from your time as Leader of the Opposition, what legislation would appear from one day to the next. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You ran the flaming place! 
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Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is not true at all.  We always abided by the view that the Leader of the House 
controlled the business of the House, which contrasts with the current situation. 

I will endeavour to provide to the other parties a list of the legislation the Government hopes to pass in the final 
three weeks of sittings.  It will be provided as soon as possible.  I do not propose to set a day, because members 
will complain if I do not provide it on that exact day.  Members should accept the fact that it will happen, and be 
grateful that they will get that program.  Members opposite never gave it to us when we sat on the opposition 
benches. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are being so negative. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I have learnt it all from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in the past couple of weeks!  

The House has agreed to the different sitting hours for the final two to four weeks of sitting, or for how long the 
House sits after this recess.  I have asked other parties to tell me the private members’ business with which they 
would like to deal in the event we can fit it in during the final three weeks.  I have received advice from the 
Democrats on the Bill they wish to proceed.  The other parties have not come back with that information.  I will 
not whinge, even though they said they would provide it earlier this week.  If anybody from the Labor Party or 
the Greens (WA) knows the Bills they want to deal with, they should let me know so I can factor it into the 
House's program for the final three weeks.  That covers the issues outstanding concerning the management 
meeting.  I look forward to two weeks’ break. 

Voluntary Euthanasia Bill 2000 - Adjournment Debate 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.17 pm]:  I quarantine my first 
remarks in the following character:  I rise to speak on one matter not as the Leader of the Opposition but as an 
individual member of this House with a right to a conscience vote on the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill.  It seems 
odd that the Leader of the Government should move to bring that matter on for a first reading and reintroduction 
when the House has already expressed its view on its passage. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am trying to listen to the Leader of the Opposition, who is not taking interjections. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The second reading speech makes it clear that by and large we will be subjected to a re-
run of an old debate, of which we have experienced part already - I refer to the defeat of the motion to expedite 
the passage of that legislation.  Government members voted as a block to facilitate the Bill’s first reading; it is a 
matter of public record. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am reading Standing Order No 98 about not anticipating discussion.  We are 
currently talking about procedure and I am happy.  Let us not debate the Bill.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The opportunity to defeat a Bill on its first reading has been explored on a number of 
occasions by members of this House.  I am not aware whether it has ever been successfully deployed.  However, 
on a number of occasions I have been part of the process of taking a vote on a Bill’s first reading.  It should 
come as no surprise, given my strong views and attitude to that legislation, that I would avail myself of the 
opportunity to vote against the first reading.  I note that I had absolutely no warning from anyone that the Bill 
was to be first read or that a second reading speech would be made today. 

Hon Norm Kelly:  I gave notice on 9 August that I was going to introduce it.  That should have been sufficient.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Some courtesies were extended to people by letting them know what to expect from 
time to time.   

Hon Norm Kelly:  Like giving us no notice that you wanted to debate the workers’ compensation legislation.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That is a good point.  

My colleagues have asked me to make it clear to the House that, despite the earlier advice, we would have been 
willing to advance the workers compensation legislation today if all members had been willing.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is a fair enough position. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  That was not your position.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  If the Leader of the House and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich want to discuss this, that is fine 
- they can go outside.  The Leader of the Opposition is trying to speak through the Chair.  
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Labor Party would have agreed to deal with that Bill today.  If the leader had 
wanted to extend the sitting to accommodate that, we would have agreed.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  Regardless of the fact that no-one else was ready to do it?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I have never been asked that question.  We had the opportunity to discuss it, but 
members did not put a position, other than to express concern about the fact that they were not ready.  I was 
prepared to take that on board.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  No you were not.   

Jarrahdale, B-double Trucks - Adjournment Debate 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  During question time today I asked a question of the Minister for Transport.  I 
mentioned that I had been advised that on 4 October the minister met with councillors from the Shire of 
Serpentine-Jarrahdale.  The shadow Minister for Transport, Alannah MacTiernan, has advised me that the 
minister told the council that permits to allow B-double trucks to travel through Jarrahdale would not be granted 
until he met with it to address a serious safety and amenity issue.  I understand that Main Roads has admitted 
that it is not safe for such vehicles to turn from Jarrahdale Road into the South West Highway.  Given that 
admission and the minister’s agreement at the meeting, the council understood that the permits would not be 
granted.  Yet, the following week Main Roads issued 35 permits to 12 operators in what appears to be a breach 
of that undertaking.   

I put this matter before the House to provide the Minister for Transport with the opportunity to comment on the 
representations to the Labor Party that he unambiguously told the council that the permits would not be issued.  
The councillors were shocked to see the trucks trundling down from Jarrahdale Road and turning into the South 
West Highway.  They see that as a breach of the assurances given by the Minister for Transport.  I would 
appreciate some comment about those representations to the Opposition.   

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [5.23 pm]: I have a very clear recollection of that 
meeting.  We had a long discussion with the three people representing that area.  Hon Derrick Tomlinson also 
attended the meeting, along with representatives from the Department of Transport, one of my advisers and one 
or two others.  I acknowledged the longstanding problem with that intersection.  Those trucks have been 
permitted to travel on that road for some time, and everyone understood or should have understood that.  We 
agreed at that meeting that the permits would be issued.  I believe that they were issued the next day, although I 
would not swear to that.   

The point was made that there must be some sort of bypass around Jarrahdale.  A review of the situation is being 
undertaken and I agreed that the report would be given to the council.  It will be about six weeks to two months 
before it will be available.  There was absolutely no misunderstanding from my point of view that permits would 
be issued.  I am sure that the councillors clearly understood that.  I vividly recall the comments they made as 
they left the meeting.  I have no doubt that what has occurred is in line with what was agreed at that meeting.  

Prisoners, Restraint - Adjournment Debate 

HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [5.26 pm]:  I have some comments to make about the question I 
asked of the Minister for Justice during question time today.  The question related to the Hannibal Lecter bed at 
Casuarina Prison.  The minister provided a formal response to that question, but he informally said that he was 
proud that we in Western Australia do not use chemical restraints on prisoners.   

Hon Peter Foss:  It is not the preferred method of restraint.   

Hon TOM HELM:  The minister is to be congratulated for that.  However, to suggest that the alternative is 
something of which we should be proud worries me.  

Hon Peter Foss:  People must be restrained either chemically or physically.   

Hon TOM HELM:  I understand that.  Perhaps we do not have the appropriately trained staff.  The minister’s 
answer suggests that there should be a method of stopping people from harming themselves.  I agree with that.  
Although these people are prisoners, they are still human beings.  I hope that we as a society would reject the 
concept of tying them -  

Hon Simon O'Brien:  Have you seen what happens in hospitals? 

Hon Peter Foss:  It still happens in hospitals. 
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Hon TOM HELM:  As far as I know - I am willing to be corrected - we do not restrain people by their ankles and 
wrists.  We also do not restrain them overnight so they urinate and defecate on themselves.  If that does happen, 
we should address it immediately.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Are you suggesting that is the case? 

Hon TOM HELM:  Yes.  My advice is -  

Hon Peter Foss:  You should check it.  

Hon TOM HELM:  I have read Coroner Alistair Hope’s report into the death of Mr Neil Holt, dated 8 December 
1999.  It is suggested that this method of restraint is not necessarily used to reduce self harm; it is used to reward 
people who behave themselves.  

Hon Peter Foss interjected.  

Hon TOM HELM:  That is fine.  The Minister for Justice can do one thing and I can do another.  I am concerned 
that not enough appropriately trained people in our prison system treat prisoners as human beings.  The 
prisoner’s drawing of a Hannibal Lecter bed with handcuffs or hobbles attached to it also shows a broad belt that 
goes across the midriff of the prisoner. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It has straps.  It is from the hospital system.  It is supplied by Health people. 

Hon TOM HELM:  The details of this are new to me; it is medical information.  The “bed” is used to subdue 
people through the use of restraint and reward.  If prisoners behave themselves, the hobbles and handcuffs are 
relaxed somewhat so that they do not cause scars or damage to the prisoner.  The strap across the midriff causes 
difficulty in breathing.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Who did you get this information from?  

Hon TOM HELM:  From a person called Martin. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You should read the whole report. 

Hon TOM HELM:  I would like to do that.  I draw it to the attention of the House because - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Attorney General should appreciate that this is a limited-time debate.  I will call 
Hon Norm Kelly and if the Attorney General wants to respond he will have an opportunity in a moment.  If Hon 
Tom Helm addresses me he can make his speech more quickly and give the other members an opportunity to 
speak. 

Hon TOM HELM:  I can speak in the full knowledge that if this report is incorrect, the Minister for Justice will 
have an opportunity to refute it.  

I am concerned about allegations, which I appropriately raise in this place, that this Hannibal Lecter bed was 
used by people.  The advice to which I referred in my preamble and which the minister refuted, was that the 
director of offender management in the Ministry of Justice said 12 months ago that this tool would not be used 
any more.  The minister said it was still being used.  

Hon Peter Foss:  I said I did not know whether it was being used; it has not been removed.  

Hon TOM HELM:  The minister did not say that.  In answer to a question about whether it had been used on 
inmates in the past 12 months, the minister said yes.  What part of yes am I being confused by?  This diagram 
shows the Hannibal Lecter bed, which the minister called “the mattress”.  Should prisoners feel lucky that they 
have a mattress to lie on?  Would a person who was prone to harming himself or threatening suicide be treated in 
that way? 

Hon Peter Foss:  It comes from the health system.  However, these days chemical restraints are used because it is 
easier. 

Hon TOM HELM:  Should human beings be subjected to this treatment to the extent that they defecate and 
urinate on themselves?  Is that an appropriate way to manage people who have a mental problem, whether it be 
in the prison system or in the health system? 

Hon Peter Foss:  That is a crazy question.  They are restrained until they stop their behaviour. 

Hon TOM HELM:  Should a device like that be used as a punishment regime?   

Hon Peter Foss:  No.  Who suggested it is? 

Hon TOM HELM:  Surely the minister does not agree with that. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Who suggested it is being used in that way? 
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Hon TOM HELM:  I am suggesting it now. 

Hon Peter Foss:  By whom? 

Hon TOM HELM:  By me.  An article in the Australian Weekend Review by Kath Mallott from the Aboriginal 
Deaths in Custody Watch Committee contained such allegations.  The Western Australian Prison Union 
Secretary, Rick Stingemore, said that Kath Mallott was lying, and that it was part of a publicity campaign to 
further her cause.  He said he had not heard of a Hannibal Lecter bed.  He then said the bed existed but that it 
was not used very often.  Why should we be ashamed of it, if it is a method of punishing prisoners?  Why did the 
Minister for Justice interject in this place that he did not think it was being used, while in his written response he 
said that it was being used? 

Hon Peter Foss:  You said it is shameful.  I have no problems with it.  I prefer it to chemical restraint.  I think 
chemical restraint is the alternative. 

Hon TOM HELM:  Are we not referring to people in jail who are prisoners and who desire to injure themselves 
or commit suicide?  The minister said he was waiting for an alternative. 

Hon Peter Foss:  If you have one, please tell us about it. 

Hon TOM HELM:  I think I have one.  People should be aware of their obligations. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Nothing is impossible for the man who does not have to do it. 

Hon TOM HELM:  The Ministry for Justice can train me to take care of those people.  Sometimes the minister 
says the most stupid things because he does not think.  I know so little that I feel embarrassed.  By the same 
token, if I live to be 1 000 I would not know the things I should know.  I am asking the minister to examine how 
we treat those people and to consider changing things. 

Voluntary Euthanasia Bill 2000 - Adjournment Debate 

HON NORM KELLY (East Metropolitan) [5.36 pm]:  I have a couple of comments regarding procedural 
matters raised earlier in the adjournment debate about first and second readings.  Although it is extremely 
uncommon for a division to be held at the first reading stage, it is not unheard of.  A few years ago, a Bill in New 
South Wales was defeated at the first reading.  The Leader of the Opposition got himself unnecessarily wound up 
about this issue, as he is prone to do at times.  However, I would not oppose the first reading of a Bill because I 
would want to see what was in the Bill before I decided whether to support it.  

The Bill I introduced today could have contained a provision to increase penalties for people performing 
voluntary euthanasia.  It does not have those provisions, but it would have been embarrassing for Hon Tom 
Stephens if he had voted against a Bill that did so.  

I am pleased that the first reading of the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill received the support of a majority of 
members.  If I were scurrilous - I am not - I could say that the Legislative Council supported my Voluntary 
Euthanasia Bill by a margin of 23 to 3 and is keen for the Bill to progress!  The most recent vote on a motion on 
the issue was 18 to 11 to defeat the measure.  I accept that the majority support was based on a procedural 
matter. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Don't you dare claim that any of the 23 people support you. 

Hon NORM KELLY:  If the Bill reaches the second reading debate we will get a more accurate depiction of the 
numbers.  

It is important to remind ourselves about the progress of Bills and that, as I said, people should examine 
legislation before they determine their position.  As democratically elected representatives, it is a travesty for 
people to vote against something on which they have not even set eyes.  Another point on business management 
was also brought up earlier in the adjournment debate.  I represented the Australian Democrats at the business 
management meeting last week at which the Leader of the House said that he would try to get a list of essential 
legislation to members early in the week, but definitely by the end of the week.  I accept that it is difficult for the 
Leader of the House to get agreement among ministers on what must be passed and what is not essential.  
However, it makes it difficult for the Australian Democrats to determine its priorities and the legislation for 
which it needs to prepare when it is not aware of the Government’s program.  I would appreciate it if the Leader 
of the House could provide that list early next week, as he has already said he will do.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  As a fundamental principle, the law and order issues will be highest on the list.  

Hon NORM KELLY:  Does that include voluntary euthanasia? 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I offered you the option to give me one priority and that was not it, so do not try that on.  
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Hon NORM KELLY:  Now that the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill has been introduced I can assure the Leader of 
the House that it is not our No 1 priority.  Of course, we can discuss that if a vacancy comes up on the Notice 
Paper in the next few weeks.  

Members will know we have a mass of Bills on the Notice Paper; some of which have been there since 1998.  I 
noticed the Trust Removal (Mount Claremont Land) Bill 1998 has ascended the order on the Notice Paper 
quickly this week.  However, I understand it will not be debated unless there is an agreement, which has not been 
forthcoming in the past couple of years.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  You can stop worrying about that one.  

Hon NORM KELLY:  It is good to be able to rule out certain pieces of legislation and to concentrate our efforts 
on the legislation that will be debated in the remaining weeks of this session.  For those reasons, as things 
change, and as the Leader of the House has not provided that list of legislation, we likewise accept that there 
may be changes - like the Leader of the Opposition’s sudden decision this afternoon.  From what people told me 
outside the Chamber, Hon Tom Stephens was not willing to inform the House of the real motives for his 
performance this afternoon in saying he wanted to see the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation 
Amendment Bill 2000 expedited.  I wanted to make those few comments for the good order of business in the 
House in next few weeks.  

Prisoners, Restraint - Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Attorney General) [5.42 pm]:  I reply to the matters raised by Hon 
Tom Helm.  I suggest that the member read the Holt inquest in its entirety, because it was preceded by some 
outrageous statements from witnesses published in the newspaper that were later shown to be completely without 
basis.  There was even some suggestion that something terrible had happened to the deceased in the prison on a 
day that he was not even in the prison.  That will give members some idea of the reliance we can put on that 
evidence.  I suggest Hon Tom Helm read not only the reasons for the coroner’s findings, but also the findings 
which indicated proper behaviour on the part of prison officers.   

The other point to realise is that some people are extremely difficult to handle.  If Hon Tom Helm knows of 
anywhere in the world which has an alternative to physical and chemical restraint, I would like to be told about 
it, because I do not know of anybody who does.  The idea of talking to people who are behaving in the way that 
is described in the Holt inquest - he will find out how they were behaving if he reads it - and saying, "Please be 
rational and calm down”, is interesting.  I visited a prison in England where a sign on a door in the security unit 
read "SO plus five officers when opening".  A senior officer plus five officers were required when this door was 
to be opened.  That is because the person inside had such a history of behaving violently towards prison officers 
that it was not safe to open the door without six officers, including a senior officer.  We have one person in the 
special handling unit who requires three officers before his door is opened, simply because that person gives no 
warning and suddenly attacks officers.  One officer from Albany - whom I am sure Hon Muriel Patterson would 
know - an extremely kind and pleasant officer, was suddenly attacked by this man with a hammer without any 
warning at all.  He has suffered serious mental impairment since then.  He is a very brave officer who has won a 
bravery award - not for that incident.  Some people’s behaviour is extraordinary.  The bed, as it is called, looks 
rather like a stretcher with a mattress.  It does have restraints.  It came from the health area at a time before 
chemical restraints were used.  The health system now tends to use chemical restraints regularly.  It is easier, but 
the person is rendered incapable of giving his views.  It is a serious ethical problem:  Would we be better off 
restraining people physically until they no longer pose a risk to themselves or to prison officers, or should we 
knock them out with a drug that takes away their volition altogether?  I happen to think that it is a greater respect 
of a person’s individuality to use a physical restraint than to use a chemical restraint.  

Voluntary Euthanasia Bill 2000 - Adjournment Debate 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [5.45 pm]:  As one of those members who this afternoon voted 
against the first reading of the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill 2000, I will address some of the points raised by Hon 
Norm Kelly.  I was almost amused by Hon Norm Kelly’s suggestion that he may have changed his basic view on 
euthanasia, given his focus on the subject to the point of obsession in the time he has been in the House.  Hon 
Tom Stephens and I both made the judgment that Hon Norm Kelly had not changed his view.  Our action to vote 
against the first reading of the Bill was considered and deliberate.  There was no misunderstanding or any 
suggestion of any procedural consideration.  Lo and behold we were right.  When we heard the speech, Hon 
Norm Kelly had not changed his view.  It is still bad legislation.  It remains as it always has been in principle and 
it is appropriate to vote against it, so that is why we voted the way we did.   
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The reference to the Workers’ Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill 2000 was interesting.  I for one 
- I am sure others will join me - make no apology for placing greater priority on considering that important 
matter than again and again going over the issue of voluntary euthanasia.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  It is entirely appropriate that that Bill have a higher priority than Hon Norm Kelly's 
obsession with voluntary euthanasia. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Mr President, I understand I have the call and I would be grateful if you would call the 
House to order.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ed Dermer has the call.   

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  If Hon Norm Kelly suggests he has overwhelming support for the Bill that he introduced 
this afternoon, he will be appropriately embarrassed at the next consideration of the issue, when I am sure his 
Bill will be again defeated.  I hope that is the case.  Hon Tom Stephens and I will do everything we can to bring 
the other members of the House to the wise judgment that they should oppose any proposal for voluntary 
euthanasia, and any opportunity to present such a proposal.  

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 5.48 pm 

__________  

 
 


