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THE SPEAKER (Mr alarko) rook the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

MOTION - CONDOLENCE
Pike, Hon Bob

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [2.04 pm]: I move, without notice -

That the House record its sincere regret at the death of Hon Robert Pike, MLC-
It is always sad to lose a sitting member of this Parliament, but when he is a member with
whom one has a very close working relationship and who is very active politically, ir is a
very sad event. Bob Pike, who is known to all of us, was born in Collie in 1933. He had
some very wide life experiences. In the workplace alone he was a butcher, banker,
accountant, real estate person, and investment consultant. That of course was one reason
he had such a broad general knowledge and certainly a very good education. He attended
St Charles' Catholic Seminary and had a very strong Catholic faith, of which he was
extremely proud. We all know that Bob Pike lived and breathed politics. In any political
parry one or two people always have more influence, and more to say in the party room.
The members opposite are not to know what goes on in our party room, just as we do not
know what goes on inside their party room, but I can assure them that in our party room
Bob Pike was one of our most active performers. The priest who spoke at the church
service last week said at a stage of his service that he would not be surprised itf Bob
jumped up and made a point of order. He must have known what went on inside our
party room. When we thought we were just about in agreement on an issue, Bob would
jump up and make a point of order, it was always for a very good reason. He paid a lot
of attention to the detail of what we were agreeing to in a political sense.
Bob Pike sewved as a Minister in the year of the O'Connor government. He was always
active in a wide range of committees within our parry, and until his death was the
Parliamentary Secretary responsible for federal affairs. As such I was working closely
with him because the Government was, and still is, very concerned about the trend
whereby more and more of the roles and responsibilities of the state were being eroded
and taken over by the Federal Government. He was a very important contributor to the
document we prepared entitled "Rebuilding the Federation". Politically he was a
member we wil miss dearly, and one who made a great contribution to our Parliament.
He had a number of' personal interests, one of which was calligraphy. Only recently he
presented to us a beautifully written list of the principles of the party to which we belong.
It hangs on the wall in the parry room as a very good memorial to this member. He also
had a tremendous interest in flora and fauna, unbeknown to many people. As the priest
expressed clearly at the church service, he had a fond love and a tremendous knowledge
of the Australian bush. Of all the people I have dealt with in this Parliament Hon Bob
Pike had the best general knowledge, and he was prone to talk to us in Latin every now
and again if he wanted to confuse us on an issue. His greatest strength, apart from his
spiritual faith, was his family, He was a man who was totally committed to his family,
his wife and seven children.
We have seen that in the Governor's speech he referred to Bob's wife as Patty, but her
namne is officially spelt with an "i". When we rang Patti to check on the spelling, because
we had seen it spelt both ways, she said, "My proper name is spelt with an i but Bob
always preferred it with a y." She said that Bob was quite a fussy person with such
things and that he would prefer it in the speech with a y. That is why the name in the
speech was spelt as he preferred it. They have seven wonderful children: Kendal,
Frances, Damian, Melinda, Brandon, Lia-Justine and Corran. We saw last week that
family come together as the sarong family unit that they are. Of all the things that we can
strive for when we are in the political game and out there in businesses, it really is great
when we have achieved a strong family unit. That is something that Bob Pike had.
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Mr Speaker, Bob Pike was a member of Parliament who was a very active player in
politics, in business, with his family and his church, and he will be greatly missed by us
all.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [2.12 pm]: As the Leader of the
Opposition and Leader of the state Parliamentary Labor Party, 1 join with the
Government members in expressing our condolences to the Pike family. Like the
Premier, I also understand Bob Pike was a very devoted family person, and we offer our
condolences to Mrs Pike, the three sons and four daughters. It is fair to say that when a
sitting member in our ranks dies suddenly, without having reached his three score years
and 10, which most of us quite rightly expect, it is a very sad occasion. We express our
sincere condolences.
I first met Bob Pike when I was standing for the seat of Kalgoorlie in 198 1. At that time,
as is usually the case, the Liberal Party organised its members to go to that seat and
doorknock the electorate in an effort to make sure that my opponent won the seat. I met
Bob Pike on that occasion at the Kalgoorlie Boulder Racing Club. He came up to me and
introuced himself, shook my hand and wished me the best of luck. After I was elected
as a member of this place I was having a meal in the dining room at Parliament House
with Gordon Hill and Mat Bryce. That was my first "official" occasion at this place, and
Bob Pike made a point of coming to me to wish me well in my parliamentary career.
From a personal point of view he was a member of Parliament With whom I really did not
have a lot to do. It was only on a couple of occasions that we had detailed discussions on
matters of mutual interest. The last occasion was in 1993 concerning an issue in this
Parliament. My impression then again was that he was a member of Parliament who not
only had a deep understanding of politics and made a great contribution to the Liberal
Party, but also was looking after one of his soul mates on that occasion to make sure that
everything turned out for the best. For that he certainly had my respect. I have no doubt
that he made a great contribution to the Liberal Party over the years. He was well
respected during his period as a member of the council in Collie. I have no hesitation in
saying that he leaves this Parliament in a sad way but with the respect of both opposition
and government members. We certainly join with the Government in expressing our
condolences to the Pike family.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [2.15 pm]: On behalf of the National Party
I join with the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition in expressing my condolences to
the family of Bob Pike.
Having been a very active member of this Parliament, Bob Pike is not a person we have
to describe to anybody. Each of us has knowledge of him and we all have our opinions
of him. There is one thing that stands out in my mind; that is, he was fortunate enough to
have had, if you like, two bites of the cherry in parliamentary terms. He was first elected
in 1977 and served until 1983. In that time it would be fair to say that the lace Bob Pike
had the opportunity to pursue his own personal ambitions, which were realised when he
was appointed a Minister of the Crown, as the Premier said, in the O'Connor
government. I am quite sure that would have given him a great degree of personal
satisfaction. However, I think the mark that Bob Pike made on this Parliament was in his
second term as a member when he was re-elected in 1989. At that rime it became very
clear he had set himself not so much personal ambitions but ambitions for his party.
They were to ensure that his party was re-elected to government in Western Australia.
He set about that task in a very uncompromising fashion. It is that era for which the late
Bob Pike will be well remembered. I might add that he was one of the persons who was
instrumental in ensuring that the coalition was established between the Liberal and
National Parties prior to the last election. There is no doubt that history will record the
establishment of that coalition was one of the principal reasons why we obtained the
result we did. Again, he was able to fulfil his ambition to forward the interests of his
party, because he saw a course to be followed and made sure that action was taken, and
that it followed that course.
Mr Speaker, like all members of this place, on behalf of the National Party I extend
condolences to the Pike family.

45



THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I would like to say a few words in support of what has
been said today in regard to Hon Robert Pike.
Bob Pike and I were closely associated for well over 25 years. I was firs: associated with
him in what we call the lay side of the Liberal Party, when we were both members of the
state council a long time ago. Obviously we engaged in debate on many occasions. That
was the nature of Bob and perhaps myself in those days. As well as being closely
associated with him in the lay party, I was associated with him in the Parliamentary
Liberal Party and, of course, we were both inisters in the O'Connor govemmenL More
imnportantly, he was a member of the upper House for the area I represented in the lower
House. Everyone who is a member of this House knows that at campaign times he works
in close association with his upper House colleague. We had our differences at times in
such campaigns. I strongly respected Bob for his depth of interest in politics. I do not
think I have met anybody in my life as keenly interested in politics as he was, because it
was with him to a tremendous degree. I have been told that he would come here on a
Sunday to soak up and appreciate the values of this Parliament. I want particularly to pay
my respect and offer my sympathy to Patti and all her family. I request members stand in
their places so that we may pay tribute to Hon Robert Pike.
Question passed, members standing.

PETITION - CRIME, GERALDION-GREENOUCH, INCREASE, CONCERN
MR BLOF'FW]ITCH (Geraldton) [2.20 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned concerned residents of GeraldtonlGreenough wish to see the
growing level of crime in our city stopped. To facilitate this, it is our belief that
the city requires;

a) more police on duty a: all times, and
b) penalties that deter offenders from re-offending.

As taxpayers, we realise that this state has been through difficult financial times,
but we must regain control of our streets. There can be no compromise on Law
and Order.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 2 371 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 8.]

PETITION - ROCKY GULLY PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE OPPOSITION
MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [2.21 pmn]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembiy of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned:

* totally oppose the closure. of the Rocky Gully Primary School
* call on the Minister for Education to consult with local people,

parents and schools before he makes such important and vital
decisions affecting our community

* as a matter of urgency, call on the Minister for Education to
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maintain the Rocky Gully Primary School for the benefit of local
families and the community.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears I11 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing arders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 9.]

PETITION - PAWNBROKERS AND SECOND-HAND DEALERS,
LEGISLATION CHANGES

DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [2.22 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned express our serious concern at the ease with which stolen
goods are traded through pawn-brokers and secondhand dealers and call on the
Government to tighten up the law covering such traders.
The law should be changed to ensure that juveniles cannot sell goods to
pawnbrokers and secondhand dealers and that identification including
photographs be required for all those selling goods through such traders.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 36 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 10.]

PETITION - ALBANY HIGHWAY, MT BARKER, REALIGNMENT
OPPOSITION

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [2.23 pm]: I present the
following petition -

TO: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned:

* totally oppose the realignment of Albany Highway (Mt. Barker)
* totally oppose the resumption of land from blocks located on

Hassell Street, Mt. Barker
* totally oppose the detrimental impact on wetlands located between

the existing section of Albany Highway and Hassell Street, Mt.
Barker

* request the upgrading of the existing section of Albany Highway
and the two rail crossings south of Mt. Barker

* as a matter of urgency, call on the Minister for Transport to oppose
the realignment of Albany Highway, Mt. Barker

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 110 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 1i.]

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Arrnadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.24 pm]: I
present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
Given recent disturbing events, we the undersigned call on die State Government
to allocate more Police to the Armadale Region, so that appropriate police action
can be taken to protect residents from disturbances, and assault and to protect
their property, their homes and motor vehicles from damage.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 163 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 12.]

PETITION - WATER ACCOUNTS, PAYMENT CARD
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (2.25 pml: I
present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that the Minister for
Water Resources issue a card to enable users to pay instalments toward their
water account, similar to the SECWA energy payment card.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

'The petition bears 25 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 13.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR PRIMARY
INDUSTRY

Meat and Pesticide Residues, Kelly Report Tabling
MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) (2.27 pm]: Last month1 as a
result of articles in The West Australian newspaper, I asked the former Chief Industrial
Relations Commissioner, Mr Eric Kelly, to evaluate the adequacy of the management
system which protects against meat with higher than acceptable pesticide residues
reaching the marketplace.
Mr Kelly has concluded his work and has provided me with a report which, in line with
my previous undertakcing, I will now make public. In the first place, I will highlight three
of Mr Kelly's conclusions: First, that die fundamentals of the management system are
essentially sound; second, that the system appears largely successful in preventing meat
with higher than permissible levels of chemical residues from being sold for human
consumption; and, third, that there does not appear to be a health risk to consumers.
Although Mr Kelly satisfied himself that the management system does meet its
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fundamental objectives, he has suggested a number of areas which need attention: To
improve surveillance of stock movement from farms and at livestock saleyards; to
facilitate trace-back from abattoirs; to improve control measures at abattoirs, especially
domestic abattoirs; to develop more satisfactory enforcement procedures; and, generay,
to integrate and coordinate the various elements of the management system.
In relation to the question of integration and cooperation, the responsibilities of the
management system are shared between the Departments of Agriculture and Health. My
ministerial colleague, Health Minister Peter Foss, and I have instructed our respective
chief executive officers in Agriculture and Health to act immediately to ensure that
effective cooperation occurs throughout the management system. The Director General
of Agriculture and the Health Commissioner have also been instructed to ensure that the
administration of Acts, including the Agricultural Products (Chemical Residues) Act and
the Health Act, covering the preparation of meat for human consumption, reflects the
intent of legislation and the law, community attitudes and expectations.
To ensure that the management system is properly adjusted as a consequence of the Kelly
report and under my direct authority, I have asked Mr Ian Rack to work with the Director
General and the Health Commissioner and report to me on the implementation of
measures aimed at improving the management system. This will include defining the
responsibilities of a parties. from cattle on farm to processed meat, and closing any gaps
in the system that may exist. Mr Flack is presently Chief Executive Officer of the WA
Meat Commission and is also a board member of the National Quarantine Inspection
Advisory Council and the National Meat Research Corporation. I have asked Mr Rack
to carry out a functional audit of the current management system and recommend an
appropriate audit mechanism so that future checks of the system can ensure that
management changes are effective.
The West Australian articles included the use of words which Mr Kelly concluded "tend
to give the impression that the meat in question is polluted, in the sense of being putrid or
affected in a manner which will cause certain or immediate illness if it is consumed".
Not only did Mr Kelly find this not to be the case, but he determined that the likelihood
of consumers exceeding acceptable daily intake levels of organochlorines from meat
consumption was extremely small.
We have a system which is essentially sound but which has room for improvement.
Those improvements will be made. The rights of consumers to expect to be able to buy
meat which meets stringent health standards is paramount. Mr Kelly's report will help to
ensure that right is upheld.
I would like to record my thanks to Mr Kelly for his report, particularly as he agreed to a
very tight deadline. I table the report.
[See paper No 33.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Productivity and Labour Relations, Department of - Building Industry Case

MR KIIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) (2.32 pral: I wish to report
to the House on the case being prepared by Crown Law for the Department of
Productivity and Labour Relations against two building companies and five unions.
Quite properly, I was informed that the prosecution was to be undentaken, after that
decision had been made. I stress that the department, not I personally, initiated this
action. In fact, the legislation covering this case was the Industrial Relations Act 1979.
Under this Act the Minister had no role to play whatsoever in any such case. The
prosecution of an offence can be instituted only by the industrial inspector or the
Attorney General. Nor is the action arbitrary. Once it had been determined that the law
had been broken, clearly the department was bound to take action.
Certain building unionists have said that this action is politically motivated. As it is the
department taking the action, that is a slur against professional civil servants. Perhaps the
Civil Service Association should demand an apology from those union leaders for giving
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the impression that their members in the Departments of Planning and Land
Administration are not doing their jobs in a competent and ethical manner.

This case has been brought by the department because employers and unions are alleged
to have committed offences which are against the law, which was proclaimed in 1982.
Some unions have realised that, under previous state governments, some industrial laws
would not be enforced. and employers, unable to expect rightful protection under the law,
had to become unwilling accomplices.
Building industry heavyweight Kevin Reynolds, when referring to enforcing a closed
shop said, "I don't think it's against the law." It is asking too much to expect anyone to
believe that Mr Reynolds is ignorant of such laws. If he is, then surely he is too
incompetent to be looking after the welfare of workers, as he so often claims he does!
Mr Reynolds also claims that "Kierath is on record in Mansard as saying he wants to
smash us". I have looked through Mansard debates on the building industry. I made
statements regarding the upholding of the law on building sites, the end of the illegal
practice of "no ticket no start", and how, during the workers' compensation debate, "one
of the more militant building unions came to me seeking my help." That appeared at
page 4465 of Hansard on 22 September 1993. Nowhere can I find a statement about my
wanting to smash unions. It is ironic because some other union leaders say that, far from
smashing the union movement, this Government's industrial relations legislation will
drive workers back into the arms of the trade union movement. It is impossible for the
same legislation to lead to both the extinction of trade unions, as promoted by Kevin
Reynolds, and the simultaneous growth of trade unions. I sincerely hope that in this
matter the Opposition will support the work done by the department and agree that it is
more important to uphold the law than to support the narrow sectional interests of some
in the Labor movement.

As inister, I have always said I support responsible trade unions, and I have been a
member of a union myself. This Government will never tolerate industrial blackmail and
extortion or exploitation of the kind outlined in this list of common practices, which I
now table for members to peruse at their leisure.
[See paper No 36.]

MIN4ISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR PLANNING
Metropolitan Region Scheme No 932133 Major Amendment, Alkimos City Centre

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [2.35 pm]: Members may recall that
in August last year the State Planning Commission released for public comment plans for
a ma jor regional city centre at Alkcimos, north of Perth. The site for the future city centre
was included in a proposed major amendment to the metropolitan region scheme No
932/33 - the blueprint for land use in the Perth region. The amendment covered about
1 630 hectares in the suburbs of Alkimnos and Eglinton in the rapidly expanding north
west corridor. It included 558 ha for the central city area, 682 ha for parks and recreation
and 155 ha for public purposes. The proposed city centre includes land for a 60 000
square metre shopping centre, as well as land for other mixed business, commercial.
residential and civic purposes. The proposed city centre is about halfway between
Joondalup and Yanchep and is suitably located to take advantage of any future extensions
to the northern suburbs rail line.
After nine months of extensive consultation with landowners, the local authority and
other interest groups, the commission has finalised its recommendations in line with the
proper consultative mechanisms contained within the major amendment process. The
commission received 61 submissions. Of that number, 51 were opposed to certain
aspects of the amendment while 10 were generally in favour. After considering the
written and verbal submissions, the commission made a number of recommendations
which I have submitted to the Governor today and of which he has approved. These
changes I believe reflect the wishes of the local communities affected.
Objections were received from residents of Eglinton-Carabooda to the proposed parks
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and recreation reservation between Wanneroo. Road and the Mitchell Freeway and this
has been deleted, except for land to protect Pipidinny and Beonaddy System 6 wetlands.
The proposed important regional road reservation for Eglinton Avenue has also been
deleted. The objections and suggested modifications of many landowners to the urban
deferred zonings, parks and recreation reservations and regional road reservations have
been made.
Although the amendment has been altered from its original form, it still fulfils the
Government's twin goals of making enough zoned l-and for housing available to meet
Perth's growing population needs, and to preserve land which is environmentally
sensitive. In all, the amendment has been reduced in size from 1 630 ha to some 1 609
ha, which is still enough to house the 50 000 people who are expected to live in the area.
Importantly, the future Alkimos central city area remains unchanged so that it can one
day be developed along similar lines to Joondalup.
The speed and efficiency with which this amendment has been processed, as with others
the Government has brought before the Parliament, further demonstrates that the
statutory process, when properly followed, works to the beniefit of the whole community.
Finally, I table this major amendment to metropolitan region scheme No 932/33.
[See paper No 32.]

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON DELEGATED LEGISLATION
Twelfth Report on Treatment of Sewage Regulations (No 2) and Thirteenth Report
on Education Amendment Regulations (No 4), Motion that the Reports be Printed

MR CUNNINGHAM (Marangaroo) [2.39 pm): I present the twelfth report of the Joint
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation in relation to the Treatment of Sewage and
Disposal of Effluent and Liquid Waste Amendment Regulations (No 2) 1993 and the
thirteenth report of the committee in relation to the Education Amendment Regulations
(No 4) 1993. 1 move -

That the reports be primted.
In doing so I take this opportunity to bring to the attention of the House the 13th report of
the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation - the Education Amendment
Regulations (No 4) 1993. My colleague Hon John Hailden in the other place first alerted
the Legislative Council to the dangers of the proposed Education Amendment
Regulations (No 4) 1993 on 24 March, and moved for that amendment to be disallowed.
The Minister for Education, Hon Norman Moore, attacked Hon John Halden and the
State School Teachers Union of WA for voicing their opposition to this amendment,
claiming that they were trying to create fear in the community. Hon Norman Moore was
particularly critical of the SSTU. describing it as "Neanderthal" for opposing reform in
education. Hon Norman Moore's comments were reported in The West Austrralian of 24
March.
The findings of the joint standing committee which was established to examine the effect
of these regulations has vindicated the concerns of Hon John Halden and the SSTU. I
remind the House that the regulations were introduced in conjunction with the attempted
establishment of a number of pilot education projects. The Minister and the chief
executive officer of the Education Department felt that for these pilots to run effectively,
special powers had to be given to the CEO. The previous Labor government had also
attempted to introduce new procedures for the operation of schools; however, this was
not to be done by way of increased powers using regulations, but by way of consultation
with the major stakeholders in the process. This approach is in marked contrast to the
approach adopted by the current Minister for Education.
The powers available under the proposed new regulations allow the CEO to change,
firstly, the terms and conditions of teachers' employment; secondly, teaching practices
and methods; or thirdly, the management of and responsibility in schools. This in effect
would give the CEO powers which overrule all accepted standards and conditions
operating in Western Australian schools. Some people even argued that the extent of the
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powers given to the CEO amounted to nothing other than civil conscription. The work of
this joint standing committee highlights the importance of the committee system in
providing advice to the Government and its departments. This case is an example of an
amendment which would remove frm the committee - and therefore the Parliament - the
power to scrutinise any exemptions to regulations. The findings of the committee show
that the proposed amendments to the regulations would have given the CEO more power
than the Education Act allowed. We are fortunate to have such an open-minded joint
standing committee. In every sense of the phrase this committee "touched up" this
Government with much feeling. Both reports should make fascinating reading to
members of this Parliament, and especially to the metropolitan Press. Such an important
parliamentary joint standing committee of this kind must at all times further its
knowledge and expansion of ideas from European Parliaments to be successful in its
quest for knowledge of the parliamentary system for the betterment of Western
Australians.
I thank my colleagues on the committee for their contribution to committee discussion.
In particular. I thank the Chairman, Hon Bruce Donaldson, and the Deputy Chairman,
Hon Tom Helm. The other members of the committee were Hon Reg Davies MLC; Hon
Doug Wena MLC; Mr Bob Bloffwitch MLA, the member for Geraldton; Mr Ross
Ainsworth, the member for Roe, whose service ceased on 7 April; Ms Diana Warnock,
the member for Perth, whose service ceased on 30 March; and Mr Kevin Leahy, the
member for Northern Rivers, and Mrs June van de Klashorst, the member for Swan Hills,
who commenced on 7 April. The staff on the committee did an excellent job, especially
Mr Simon Copp, advisory research officer, and Ms Jan Paniperis, committee clerk.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.44 pm]: I
support the motion that the report be printed, and the work of the members of the Joint
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. I was the Minister for Education when
the national pilot program came into being as a result of much negotiation between
members of the then education ministry and the State School Teachers Union of WA.
The program examined carefully the question of flexibility in schools, and of the whole
school as a community which had a capacity to respond to many local conditions, yet had
to safeguard the learning outcome of students. Many of us felt that there was a need for
flexibility within the education system; however, we did not need it in the way that was
proposed under the regulations which could have slipped through this place and become
law. Those regulations would have destroyed the education system as we know it and
they would have destroyed the conditions for teachers.
Those regulations have seriously undermined the credibility of that important
consultative approach to changing the way that schools go about their work. That
approach was funded by the Federal Government and was negotiated with every state.
Schools were identified in this state to take part in that pilot program. Staff in each of
those schools were involved in discussions. The program required leaders in education at
the local school level, and it took a great deal of effort to put it in place. To have it
undermined by this Government putting forward regulations that wipe away all
conditions is reprehensible. I commend the members of this committee. The fact that
they have found that the regulations extended beyond the parent Act should alert all
members of this House to the lack of integrity and the lack of trust that should be placed
in this Government.
Presumably these regulations will be disallowed. I hope that will be the outcome;
however, the report should be printed. It is an important document which highlights the
lengths to which certain governments will go in trying to undermine all that is understood
in something as important as the way our schools function, and to undermine the
opportunity we had to establish through consultation a greater flexibility in schools,
ultimately throughout Western Australia. The proposal was that schools could take a lot
of initiative at the local level; that those experiences would be documented and that
judgments would be made about them; and that some of the changes that undoubtedly
would have flowed would have been generalised across the system, although that was to
be judged as time went on. All that was done in a great spirit of good faith. However,
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we then had this action of the Minister for Education to give extraordinary powers to the
chief executive officer of his department. It is a worrying regulation and it should alert
ail people in our community to the extent to which regulations can be used in an attempt
to override parient Acts.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Cleraldton) [2.49 pm]: After hearing those comments from the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition it is incumbent upon me to put forward the reasons the
committee went this way. It was certainly not because of any disgusting behaviour by a
government department. I and the other members of the committee were briefed by the
departmental heads who told us that the issue was driven by a group - I believe a well
intentioned group - that was looking at different approaches to schooling. The committee
was not averse to many of the recommendations that came forward. It could see their
merits. The committee objected to them not because of what they were trying to do in
experimenting with the school system, coming up with better ideas, as the member for
Marangaroo eloquently put it, but because it was a strong distortion of what the
committee classed as a Henry VIII clause, where regulations were attempting to change
or override the parent Act.
This was the vehicle that the Education Departmnrt chose to use. It takes considerable
time to get an amendment through and the students that we are dealing with now will be
married with children before the amendments are through. I do not condemn the
Government or the department or the research group that came up with these ideas. I say
that they chose the wrong vehicle. I am well aware of the difficulty in getting
amendments to the legislation through on the timetable available in both Houses. I can
understand why they did that- I commend the committee for what it did because it
certainly is what the delegated legislation committee is there for. It is there as the
conscience of the Western Australian people, for subsidiary legislation and for
regulations that go through that do not come under the scrutiny of Parliament, and it is up
to that committee to act not only as the Parliament's conscience but also as the
population's conscience, and I commend its members for the job they did.
Question put and passed.
[See papers Nos 34 and 35.]

[Questions without notice taken.]

MOTION - SITTINGS OF THE HOUSE
Days and Hours

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) (3.23 pm]: I move -

That unless otherwise ordered, the House shall meet on Tuesdays at 2.00 pm, on
Wednesdays at 2.00 pm, and on Thursdays at 11.00 am.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [3.24 pm]: Last year when the Government moved the same
motion in the House, I put forward the argument that the sitting hours proposed by the
Government were unsatisfactory for those members with family responsibilities. I recall
there was some dispute with the argument I put, in particular, from country members. On
my reading of Hansard, I find no case has been made that this pattern of sitting hours is
more suitable for people with family responsibilities, be they country or city members.
Night sittings, in particular, are difficult for those members who have family
responsibilities. We need to remember that family structures and situations have changed
greatly in recent decades. Now almost 60 per cent of married couples have dependent
children of primary school age with both partners in the work force, and a significant
number of families are headed by only one parent. In fact, some people in this House
have sole parental responsibilities. These sitting hours proposed by the Government are
not satisfactory for people who do not have the certainty of a person being at home to
care for children for whom they have responsibility.
To accommodate members' family responsibilities we should, as far as possible, try to
avoid night sittings. I am arguing for the 1992 sitting pattern where we sat on
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Wednesday morning instead of Wednesday night. It is unavoidable thac there will be at
least one night when we will be required to sit, because of the need to have party
meetings and so on, but I do not think we should extend it beyond that. I argue for the
1992 sitting pattern where in normal times we sat on Tuesday nights, during the day on
Wednesday and Thursday, and only towards the end of the session were we required to
sit on nights other than Tuesday night. I do not believe, if we return to that pattern, there
would be any disadvantage to country members. As t Leader of the National Party will
recall, he was able at that time to leave this place at 4.30 pm Thursday, and that was an
advantage to him over the current sitting pattern.
It is not only the question of our sitting at nights that is of concern, but also the hours we
sit when we have these night sittings. The Government is seeking to discipline the
Opposition mid restrict its part in debates, not only with the gag and the guillotine, but
also via the traditional process of exhaustion. In the period of office of this Government
we have sat at night on 80 per cent of our sitting days, and on almost two-thirds of our
sitting days the House has not risen until after midnight. I am indebted to the member far
Nollarnara for the research which has produced those figures. I do not think the public or
any member regards that as a sensible arrangement, or a proper use of members' time.
The Opposition is quite happy to work long hours in the Parliament. In contrast to this
Government we enjoyed sittings of Parliament, whereas Ministers now are looking less
and less as though they enjoy turning up to this place to be held accountable.
Mr Cowan: Could you see if you can get a smile on the face of the Leader of the
Opposition?
Mr RIPPER: I said we enjoyed sittings of the Parliament; we do not enjoy being forced
by the Government to sit after midnight until two, three and four o'clock in the morning
so we can get legislation passed.
Mr Cowan: We will enter into a pact: No amendments to the Addres s-in -Reply and we
will not sit after midnight once.
Mr RIPPER: The Deputy Premier is seeking to hamstring the Opposition's ability to
scrutinise the Government.
The SPEAKER: I thought it was a good bet.
Mr RIPPER: I have another bargain: Let us not sit after 11.00 pm, and sit on more days.
That would result in greater scrutiny of the Government and a better public image of the
Parliament. The public does not like us sitting after midnight, as the Leader of the House
pointed out to me privately. I think the Leader of the House can adjust that if he adopts
the sitting pattern I suggest mid if the House sits on more days. Current sitting
arrangements are bad for the families and individual health of members. If we want to
see a more sensible arrangement which allows people to protect family responsibilities
and their own wellbeing, we should adopt a more sensible sitting pattern. At the very
least, we should move to the pattern we had in 1992.
I know the Government would like a more cooperative arrangement with the Opposition
in the management of Parliament and in particular it would like to see a guaranteed pairs
arrangement. Such an arrangement is possible. We note that the sessional order for the
guillotine has not been reintroduced. Nonetheless, we would like to see a statement from
the Government that that sessional order will not appear in this year's sittings of
Parliament. On receipt of that statement we will be delighted to restore a secure pairs
system.
MRS HALLAHJAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.31 pm]: It seems
to me that the community in this nation wants to see more women represented in
Parliament. One of the unattractive aspects of public life as a parliamentarian is sitting
times; they are a real deterrent to people with family responsibilities. As we all know,
historically those responsibilities have fallen to women. However, I know that we are in
changing times and that some male members of this Parliament are either solely or jointly
responsible for young families. It is for them, as it is for women members, often a matter
of rat concern accommodating the needs of families along with their requirement to be
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in this place at sitting times, which are beyond anything that is reasonable in any other
area of life. We all know that historically this place was solely for propertied men of the
colony, who walked up the Terrace at the end of the day to trasact the business of the
colony. Acting on behalf of the community we represent it is time we brought this place
into line with modem business practices and treated the business of the Parliament as a
modem activity and have hours more in keeping with modem business practices.
So far during the period in power of this conservative coalition, the House has sat on 64
per cent of occasions beyond 11.00 pm. That compares with 21 per cent for the Labor
years 199, 1990, 1991 and 1992. That is one indication that the current Government is a
very poor manager it has been quite hopeless at managing the business of this House. In
its second year of Government it may develop the expertise to deal with the management
of this House. It is my observation that conservative men in this Parliament must surely
be involving themselves little in family related matters and must abrogate those
responsibilities entirely to their partners, to housekeepers or to somebody else.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is absolute rubbish. It is a slur on members on this side.
Mrs HAILAIIAN: If they are not serious about getting home at a reasonable hour and
taking their fair share of the responsibility for and care of their youngsters, I assert very
strongly that they have very little commitment to family life and to what is going on with
their young, growing children.
Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HAILAHAN: Filibustering at one o'clock in the morning would only be the result
of very poor management of this House by the Government. I make a strong plea for the
male hierarchy on the government benches to consider the fact that the hours are
unacceptable to any other group of people in the community, particularly many women
who would otherwise make a great contribution to public life. In future, when drawing
up its timetable of sitting times, perhaps the Government will consider these matters.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.35 pm]: The hours which this Government imposed on
us last year and which this motion seeks to reinstate are clearly a step backwards, as are
many areas of government policy.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER:, Order! It is impossible for me to hear the member for Nollamara,
whom I wish to hear.
Mr KOBELKE: There is no reason why we should take a step backwards in the running
of this Chamber. The management of business in this House will always be a matter of
compromise, of tryig to come to what is the best workable arrangement. No
arrangement will suit everyone nor will any arrangement be perfect. However, we need
to put on the record this afternoon that the arrangements put forward by the Government
are certainly far from the ones which would best suit the private lives of members of this
House. Although the Government must weigh the interests of different groups in the
Parliament, whether country or city members, members who have young children or
members whose families have grown up, it still needs to put in place hours which will
allow us to conduct the business of this House at a reasonable time of the day or night.
Inherent in these proposed sitting hours is a move to push this House more and more into
sitting through into the evening. The figures have been drawn from the Hansard since
Parliament commenced sitting in the first half of 1993, as has already been mentioned by
members before me. For the four years 1989 to 1992, this House sat past midnight on 21
per cent of all sitting days. However, in the year to date - that is, from 1993 to the firt
part of 1994. which I understand was counted as one sitting year - this House sat beyond
midnight on 64per cent of sitting days. That is a threefold increase in sittings of this
Chamber beyond midnight.
Mr C.J. Barnett: In your astute calculations, did you allow for the two night sittings?
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Mr KOBELKE: The Leader of the House makes the point beautifully. I am trying to
make the point that the sitting times we are debating are clearly inadequate. As the
Government is not willing to sit on Wednesday morning, this House must sit on more
nights, and later at night. Over die four years of the last government, the House sat after
midnight but rose before 1.00 am on 7 per cent of all sitting days; whereas last year in
1993 it went pust midnight, but rose before 1.00 am, on 24 per cent of all sitting days -
over a threefold increase. In the four preceding years, the House rose after 1.00 am, but
before 2.00 am, on 6 per cent of sitting days; whereas last year it occurred on 19 per cent
of sitting days - again a threefold increase. The very late nights of sitting until after 2.00
am over the four years from 1989 to 1992 occurred on 8 per cent of sitting days;, whereas
last year it occurred on 21 per cent of sitting days.
Mrs Hallahan: Very bad rnanagemenL
Mr KOBELKE: That is certainly bad management by the Government. It does not give
members of this House the opportunity to consider matters when they are at their best. It
is a great imposition on members who have families and take those responsibilities
seriously. The Government should take more cognisance of that. We all understand our
own frailties arid the times when we do not live up to our own expectations. We hold
dearly our families and understand the pressure we put them under because of our
occupation. We do not need the sitting hours of this House to further exacerbate the
problems chat members have in meeting their family responsibilities. As shadow
spokesman on the family, I am very conscious of that. When I speak to groups about
family policy, I cannot get out of the back of my mind the problems I have in meeting my
responsibilities to my own family. When I talk to groups in the community about the
tremendous value of the family and encourage th~e range of community activities which
support famnilies, issues which I believe are very important, I recognise that I do not live
up to the standards which I would lie in terms of the time and commitment that I can
give to my family. Many other members in this place would share that view.
No-one forces us to take on this job. We realise that we have to pay a price for the
profession which we pursue. We realise that our families also will pay a price because of
our wish to be involved in politics. But there is no reason why the sitting times of this
Chamber should be so outlandish, as they are now, as to put even further stress on our
families.
As the member for Armadale indicated, we should be taking account of the need to have
more women members of this Parliament. Members of the Opposition believe that is an
important initiative which must be taken up by political parties in this State. The general
public's perception has changed quite markedly. People expect to see more women
members of Parliament. People realise that women may have as much to offer as men in
political leadership. More than half the population would conclude that women have
more to offer than men, given the general cynicism and the contempt with which
politicians are generally held in the community. They see women as offering a new
approach and producing a breath of change in politics. The Government should be
cognisant of the groundswell of public opinion which wants more women members of
Parliament. Given that we are still in a state of transition where the responsibility for
home management and looking after the family fells far more heavily on women than on
men, the procedures of the running of this Parliament are a positive disadvantage and a
disincentive to women to enter politics. The sitting hours are a classic example of part of
those disincentives to women becoming involved in politics.
The Government can do it much better. [ am not saying that the procedures that we had
in place two years ago were perfect; they certainly were not. I concede that it is the
Government's right to change sitting hours. However, in changing the sitting hours, we
should not go back to the old system. There is no point in going back to the old boys'
club, which is clearly what we are doing here. We need a government which is creative
and which will address the real issues of better total management of this place, not just in
terms of sitting hours. However, this motion deals with sitting hours and it should
address what sitting hours will be conducive to the proper running of the Chamber and to
the encouragement of a wide diversity of people across the community to become
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members of Parliament so that there will be an increase in the number of women
members who can make a contribution to the government of this state.
The figures which I have cited indicate clearly that the sitting hours fall far short of what
could be achieved if the Government gave some thought to improving them. I will
mention another figure which reflects what the leader alluded to in his interjection. In the
four years from 1989 to 1992, when Parliament sat after the dinner suspension it rose
before 11.00 pm on 14 per cent of occasions. However, in the term of this Government,
the Parliament has not risen before 11.00 pm on any evening on which it has sat.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We do a full day's work in this team.
Mr KOBELKE: The leader of government business suggests that we should work our
full hours. He is trying to cover up his own mismanagement of proceedings in this place.
If he worked in the slightest way cooperatively with the Opposition, we could set targets
for business to be dealt with so that we might occasionally be able to rise prior to
11.00 pm, as was the case in the lass four years of the Labor Government. To go back to
the old hours will not be any camouflage for the incompetent management of the Leader
of the House.
The member for Cleraldton, by way of interjection, suggested that it was filibustering that
dragged the sitting out through the night. I suggest to the member and to government
members generally that they count the hours which were spent on a number of Bills when
this Government was in opposition. I invite them to consider the number of amendments
that they moved to the Address-in-Reply in particular years. They will find that the time
taken by this Opposition over the last 12 months is nowhere near the time taken up in
years when the present Government was in opposition. The facts do not support the
interjection by the member for Geraldton.
Mr Ainsworth: What are the figures?
Mr KOBELKE: I have not taken them out in detail. If he goes through them, he will
ascertain that there were debates during the last four years of the Labor Government on
Bills such as the Freedom of Information Bill and on the Address-in-Reply where
amendments were moved by the opposition, which is now the Government, which went
on far longer than the time taken up in the first year of this Government.
These sitting hours are inadequate for the proper workings of this Chamber. We hope
that the Government will reconsider them and be more creative and more willing to
address the real issues so that we might improve she hours and the general working of the
Chamber.
Question put and passed.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE - GOVERNMENT BUSINESS TO TAKE
PRECEDENCE OF ALL MOTIONS AND ORDERS OF THE DAY ON

TUESDAYS AND THURSDAYS
On motion by Mr C.J. Blarnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

That unless otherwise ordered, on Tuesdays and Thursdays, government business
shall take precedence of all motions and orders of the day.

MOTION - STANDING ORDER No 8ZA, MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST,
AMENDMENT

MR CJ. BARNETT (Costesloe - Leader of the House) [3.48 pm]: I move -

That Standing Order No 82A relating to matters of public interest be amended by
inserting in paragraph (5) after the words "one hour", the words "and three
minutes".

As members will appreciate, matters of public interest taken in this House have been
debated for an hour, with half an hour being allocated to members on either side. That
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seems to be a perfectly fair and reasonable situation except when there are Independenc
members of Parliament. Prior to the election when there were four Independent members
of Parliament, the procedure was that 10 minutes were allowed between those four
members and it was up to them to decide how they would make use of that time. In the
current Parliament in this House, we have only one Independent member, the member for
Floreat. That presents something of a dilemma. Although t member for Floreat, as an
Independent, could stand up and seek to get the call at any stage during a matter of public
interest debate, it is not the convention. The convention is that the Opposition and the
Government have half an hour each to debate a particular matter.
The member found herself in a difficulr position, as did 1, as Leader of the House. The
informal agreement reached between myself, the Opposition Leader of the House and the
member for Floreac at the beginning of last year was that, on those occasions when the
member for Floreat wished to speak, I would ensure she was allocated time from the
Government time. The dilemma is char the first time the member for Floreat chose to
take advantage of that was the first time a Minister was under attack. It was not up to me
to determine which line the member for Floreat would rake. The member chose to attack
the Minister, as is her entitlement. It is not appropriate for me to decide during a debate
in this House whether the member for Florear has time or not; nor that I should be put in
a position where I might be expected to ask her which way she would go on the debate. I
did not ask her that on that occasion.
Dr Constable: I told you.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I gave the member government time in that case. My
understanding was that I kept absolutely to the letrer of the commitment I gave, that when
the member for Floreat wanted to speak she would be given time out of the government's
time. That would not make government members happy, particularly when a Minister
may be under attack. The best solution is to allow an additional three minutes at the
conclusion of the matter of public interest to allow the Independent member to state her
position. That is not to say that the member could not seek and get the call at any stage
during a matter of public interest; that is up to the person in the Chair. If the member
does not get the call, she will be guaranteed three minutes to express her view. That is
fair and reasonable to the Independent member. However, other members in the House
may query why one member is now being given a guaranteed right to speak on a matter
of public interest when other members do not have that guarantee. That is the quid pro
quo. I hope all members, including the member for Florear, will accept that, but I get an
inkling that she may not.
The second aspect concerns the order of business in the House. It is proposed that the
televising of question time be allowed. I realise this is not the point of the motion I have
moved, but it is a convenient time to raise it. It is important, if televising is introduced,
that question time be held at a uniform time, for obvious reasons. Question time is
planned to be at 2.00 pmn or as soon as possible thereafter on each sitting day - Tuesdays,
Wednesdays and Thursdays. A problem arises when a ministerial statement is given
which requires debate by both sides of the House and may take up to an hour. That will
throw out question time. It is proposed for this year that the order of business be that
after the normal preliminaries, brief ministerial statements will be taken before question
time, and then ministerial statements will be taken after question time. The sole purpose
of that is to give a greater degree of certainty to the timing of question time. I realise that
where papers are tabled and motions for suspension of standing orders and the like are
moved it will not work perfectly, but the most common interference is ministerial
statements.
Those are two procedural changes I commend to the House: First, the allowance of an
additional three minutes to debate on matters of public interest to allow the member for
Floreat a guaranteed opportunity to speak in addition to her normal opportunity, should
she desire to exercise that; and second, a rearrangement of the precedence of business so
that ministerial statements follow rather than precede question time.
Mr Ripper: Is the Minister proposing to change standing orders with regard to ministerial
statements, or just seek leave?
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Mr C.J. BARNET: My advice is that a change to standing orders is not required; it can
just be done that way.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.53 pm]: I welcome this proposed amendment to the
standing orders. I was not sure from the warding of the amendment whether it would be
interpreted in the way that the Leader of the House has explained - 30 minutes for the
Opposition and far the Government and three for the Independent member. A previous
motion spelt it out in that way and I thank the Leader of the House for clarifying that
matter. When I first entered this House, 10 minutes was set aside specifically for
Independent members to speak on matters of public interest. I suppose three minutes is
30 seconds more than the average of what I would have had previously, so perhaps I
should be grateful for small mercies. When there was a change of government and
before we returned to this House, I approached the Leader of the House about this matter
and suggested that a few minutes be set aside in the manner now proposed. It was all
right when the coalition was in opposition for Independents to have time, but it seems
that when coalition members crossed the floor they decided it was not all right for
Independents to have that opportunity. It emerged fronm that in the last year that it was
quite silly and churlish of them to go back to the full hour without allowing time for an
Independent member. As the Leader of the House suggested, it was somewhat chaotic
and difficult to manage. I welcome the amendment and the opportunity to have a
guaranteed time. Perhaps it will set a precedent: Other members who, when given 30
minutes, often fill the time with a lot of hot air might take the opportunity of learning
how to say what they have to say in three minutes as well.
Question put and passed

MOTION - LAPSED BILLS, RESTORATION TO NOTICE PAPER
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.56 pm]: I move -

That under the provisions of Standing Order No 416 the following Bills be
restored to the Notice Paper at the stages which they reached in the previous
session of Parliament -

I. Public Sector Management Bill
2. Acts Amendment (Public Sector Management) Bill
3. Iron Ore Processing (BHP Minerals) Agreement Bill
4. Acts Amendment (Mount Goldsworthy, McCamey's Monster and

Marillana Creek Iron Ore Agreements) Hill
It has become a convention in this House that when legislation is at an intermediate stage
following the proroguing of Parliament it be restored, and I hope the Opposition will
support this. In anticipation of some comments of the Opposition Leader of the House, I
assure him that should he seek to move to reinstate opposition legislation, the
Government will support that.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [3.57 pm]: The Opposition agrees with the motion to reinstate
these Bills to the stage which they had reached in the previous session of Parliament.
When it comes to the first day of private members' business, the Opposition will be
moving a similar motion to reinstate its Bills, notice of motion No 18, and we look
forward to the Government's support as we support the motion moved by the Leader of
the House.
Question put and passed

MOTION - LAPSED BILLS, RESTORATION TO NOTICE PAPER
Message be Sent to Council

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.58 pm]: I move -

That a message be sent to the Council requesting that consideration of the
following Bills be resumed -

161 N-
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1. Commission on Government Bill 1993
2. Metropolitan Region Scheme (Fremnantle) Bill 1993
3. Interpretation Amendment (Australia Acts) Bill 1993

This is similar to the previous motion and allows the upper House to reinstate legislation
which originated in this House but was before the upper House when Parliament was
prorogued.
Question put and passed

MOTION -COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION, APPOINTMENT
MR C.J. BARNETT' (Cottesloe. - Leader of the House) [4.00 pm]: I move -

flat for the present session -

(1) The House Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for
Marangarco, Mitchell, Murray and Roleystone.

(2) The Standing Orders and Procedure Committee shall consist of the
Speaker, the Chairman of Committees, and the members for Belmont,
Rockingham and Whitford.

(3) The Printing Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for
Darling Range and Nollarnara.

(4) The Library Committee shall consist of the Speaker and the members for
Collie and Maylands.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.01 pm): I take this opportunity to make the point that the
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee must deal with procedures for handling the
Budget, otherwise we shall be in the same position we have been in for the last three or
four years of negotiating a sessional order at the last minute. Will you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, relay to the Speaker the need to meet and consider that matter?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member has raised a point of interest and I understand
the Speaker has the matter in hand. I will reinforce the member's request.
Question put and passed

SELECT COMMITEE ON ROAD SAFETY
Reappointment

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved-
(1) That the Select Committee on Road Safety originally appointed during the

first session of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed.
(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on

days over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Balcatta, Bunbury, Darling Range, Perth and Roe be
appointed members of the committee.

-(4) That the committee report to the House by 30 December 1994

SELECT COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Reappointment
On motion by Mr C.J. Bant (Leader of the House), resolved -

(1) That the Select Committee on Science and Technology originally
appointed during the First Session of the Thirty-fourth Parliament be
reappointed-
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(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on
days over which the Mouse stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Belmont, Cockburn, Collie. Dianella and
Roleystone be appointed members of the committee.

(4) That the committee report to the House by 30 December 1994.

SELECT COMMITEE ON WIrrENOOM
Reappointment

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

(1) That the Select Committee on Wittenooim originally appointed during the
first session of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed.

(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on
days over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Albany, Dianella, Maylands. Murray and Pilbara be
appointed members of the committee.

(4) That the committee report to the House by 30 June 1994

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ANCIENT SHIPWRECKS
Reappointment

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

(1) That the Select Committee on Ancient Shipwrecks originally appointed
during the first session of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed.

(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on
days over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Bunbury, Floreat, Fremantle, South Perth and
Victoria Park be appointed members of the committee.

(4) That the committee report to the House by I July 1994

SELECT COMMITTlEE ON HERITAGE LAWS
Reappointment

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -
(1) That the Select Committee on Heritage Laws originally appointed during

the first session of the thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed.
(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on

days over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Fremantle, Jandakot, Thornlie, Roe and South Perth
be appointed members of the committee.

(4) That the committee report to the House by 30 September 1994.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON METROPOLITAN DEVELOPMENT AND
GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

Reappointment
On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -
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(1) That the Select Committee on Metropolitan Development and
Groundwater Supplies originally appointed during the first session of the
thirty-fourth Parliament be reappointed.

(2) That the committee have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on
days over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place
and to report from time to time.

(3) That the members for Darling Range, Jandakot, Nollamnara, Peel and
Whitford be appointed members of the committee.

(4) That the committee report to the House by 30 November 1994.

BILLS (S) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING,
I. Fisheries Amendment Bill
2. Pearling Amendment Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr House (Minister for Fisheries), and read a
first tune.

3. Local Government Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Ornodei (Minister for Local Government), and
read a first time.

4. Land Drainage Amendment B ill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Omodei (Minister for Water Resources), and
read a first time.

5. Security Agents Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Ripper, and read a first rime

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY
Motlion

Resumed from 5 May.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [4.10 pm]: I am not taking up the time allocated to the
Leader of the Opposition. He will have his opportunity later. I address my comments to
an issue that has been receiving a fair amount of press coverage and causing concern to a
large number of people who have contacted me; that is, the approval by the Minister for
Planning for a concrete batching plant to be erected and operated by General Bulldozing
Co Pty Ltd in an area adjacent to a limestone quarry off Quinns Road at Neerabup. The
Minister has not been willing to justify his decision on this matter. Both in the time
available to him in this Chamber and following questions by members of the Press he has
always ducked the issue and refused to answer questions of substance. In doing so, of
course, he has only heightened public suspicion of the reasons for his determination on
this matter. Moreover, the Minister tried to hide information which is available in the
planning appeal file which could indicate the reasons for his decision, because his
decision would not seem to be one which could be supported by information currently in
die public domain.
The General Bulldozing Company comprises a group of companies which are generally
controlled by Mr Len Buckeridge. Therefore, the decision by the Minister has been a gift
to one company and to one person who is clearly known to be a strong supporter of the
Liberal Party. The Minister must substantiate his reasons for allowing this concrete
batching plant to be built in die middle of a national park, to the advantage of one
operator. Although the plant is on a piece of land excised from the national park, the
park extends some kilometres north and south of the site and it would be correct to say
that the plant has been established in t central area of the Neerabup national park. In
the same suburb, an industrial estate exists at Flynn Drive, approximately 8 kilometres
from the site. Already, four concrete batching plants have been established there, so the
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reason for cte new plant being sired at this location cannot be any shortage of suitable
sires. The company and the operator clearly were given a competitive advantage over
four other companies which met the various planning requirements and located their
plants in the Flynn Drive industrial estate.
The local residents had been very clear in their opposition to the proposal to put the plant
in this location. They have lobbied local government and the local members and made it
clear that they do not think this is an appropriate site for such an industrial plant. The
member for Wanneroo has stared in the local Press that he opposed the construction of
the plant at that location.
Mr W. Smith: That is right.
Mr KOBELKE: Were the member in his correct seat, I would ask him to indicate the
exrent of his opposition and whether he made a case to the Minister. 'The Minister does
not seem to have taken into account the views of the local member. Were the member
expressing only his views perhaps the Minister should go ahead, but the member did not
stand alone. He was expressing the views of the local residents, and those views were
taken up by a decision of the City of Wanneroo. The City of Wanneroo decided that the
plant should not be constructed at that location. An application went to the Stare
Planning Committee which, through the committee for statutory procedures, rejected the
proposal that the plant be constructed at that location. Therefore, that meant the normal
planning procedures had been gone through, and the proposal had been turned down.
The proponent of the plant, the General Bulldozing Company, and Mr Buckeridge
appealed to the Minister. That is their right. In taking up that appeal, the Town Planning
Appeal Committee prepared a report to the Minister. The advice from the Department of
Planning and Urban Development was that it could not support the establishment of a
plant at that location. The recommendation of the Town Planning Appeal Committee
was that the appeal should be dismissed, That was a clear recommendation. In the
summary of the conclusions to that report, the committee stated in relation to allowing
the plant to use that piece of land -

To do so would over-.ride the intent of Council's Town Planning Scheme and
would nor, therefore, be in the interest of good planning. Also, to allow a
concrete batching plant to be established within the existing Quinas Road quarry
would give the Appellant an unfair competitive advantage over other concrete
manufacturers who are obliged to locate within the Flynn Drive general industry
zone.

That is clear and unequivocal. The conclusion to the report advised against the NMinister
upholding the appeal. It states that it would not be in the interest of good planning and, if
the Minister agreed, it would be giving an unfair competitive advantage to one operator
over the other four which were established in the industrial estate in the same suburb.
Despite that, the Minister agreed to allow the plant to be established, but he is not willing
to substantiate his reasons other than that it was to the commercial advantage of Mr
Buckeridge, a well known supporter of the Liberal Party! T'hat is the only reason given
by the Minister, and it is totally unacceptable. The Minister must substantiate the reasons
for his decision and try to explain the reasons that he granted the appeal.
Mr Shave: Mr Buckeridge employs about 10 000 people, does he not?
Mr KOBELKE: The member for Melville suggests that Mr Buckeridge employs 10 000
people and for that reason he should be given a competitive advantage over four other
companies that are located in the same suburb -
Mr Shave: I didn't say that.
Mr KOBELKE: And this is against all planning provisions. This Government claims to
be a government of free enterprise. But if it concerns a mate of the Government it is
okay for him to go home with a million dollars in his pockets; we should not worry about
the other major construction companies which have a high standing in the community,
such as Pioneer Concrete (WA) Pty Ltd, the Readyniix Group and others! They can fall
behind because Mr Buckeridge is a mate of the Government and employs 10 000 people -
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according to the member for Melville. That is what the position amounts to. It is up to
the Minister to put on the record the reasons thac he has allowed the appeal to be upheld.
What community is he considering?
Mr Lewis inteijected.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister says that there has been debate, but every time he has
spoken he has refused to answer questions. He has refused to give any reasons for
upholding the appeal - other than one, and that is that it is commercially advantageous to
Mr Buckeridge. To give him credit, the Minister has used the reason that he would like
the General Bulldozing Company to produce concrete cheaper.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: I will return to that. Allow me to finish with the Town Planning Appeal
Committee recommendation to the Minister.
The Minister seems to have a great deal of difficulty finding time to get around to
seeking out information, but, for a friend like Mr Buckeridge, there did not seem to be
those sorts of problems. The report is dated 30 June 1993, and if the date stamp of the
Town Planning Appeal Committee is taken as a measure, it went to the committee on I
July - the very next day. That might have been a nice coincidence. The Minister's
approval dated in his own handwriting is 6 July. So we find the report was finished on 30
June, the committee met on I July, and by 6 July the Minister had signed it off. It was all
done and Mr Buckeridge could go ahead and build his plant.
That is clearly in contrast to the way this Minister deals with requests for information
under the Freedom of Information Act. I wrote to the Minister on 17 November last year,
almost six months ago, seeking access under the Freedom of Information Act and the
Minister is still trying to make a decision on whether he will make that material available
to me. It is clear that only one party has benefited from this Minister's decision. I
challenge the Minister to try to name anyone else who gained from his decision. The
only person who will gain is Mr Buckeridge and his General Bulldozing Co Pty Ltd. The
Buckeridge Group of Companies is the largest building group in Perth. The figure given
by the member for Melville may be correct in terms of the number of employees; I do not
know. I have also heard it said - again, I cannot substantiate this - that approximately
half of the new residences in Perth are built by the Buckeridge Group of Companies or
companies allied to his group. He is a major player in the construction industry in Perth.
He is someone who is doing a good job in a commercial sense. He is providing a quality
house at a competitive price. I make no bones about that; but we are supposed to be
dealing in a competitive environment. One does not take the largest building company in
Perth and give it an advantage over other companies that are trying to compete in the
same marketplace- That will undermine the viability of our home building industry, and
will not serve the interests of the people of Perth, but that is something which this
Minister has done. Through this decision the Minister has handed to Mr Buckeridge's
company a windfall profit of approximately $lm. I base that on the figures given by the
Minister in this Chamber.
The Minister Justified his decision, in answering a question without notice in this
Chamber, by saying that allowing the plant to be built at this location would provide a
saving to new home buyers of $150 a home. He went on in an answer to a later question
to say that the saving could be between $150 and $400 a home. Whether that cost
advantage is passed on in lower house prices to the consumer or is pocketed by
Mr Buckeridge is totally irrelevant. In this decision the Minister is interfering in normal
market forces to provide an advantage to one company, a friendly company, over four
other companies which have already spent many hundreds of thousands of dollars to
establish plants to service the same market. This Minister, in his decision and in his own
substantiation of why he made the decision, gave only one clear reason; namely, that
Mr Buckeridge's plant could provide concrete cheaper than other competitors in the same
area. That is totally wrong and should be opposed by the so-called proponents of fire
market forces. This Minister has given a competitive advantage to this one company.
This company could take the saving and use it for its own personal use, or, it may, as the
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Minister suggested, pass it on to its customers. If it passes it on to its customers it will
have a competitive edge in the home construction industry over all other companies.
This company, which already produces up to half the homes in Perth, will be given a
competitive advantage by this Government to get a larger share of the market over other
companies. The Minister admits that that is the only justification for the decision. By
locating this plant in the Neerabup National Park and not the Flynn Drive industrial area
the Minister gives a competitive advantage to that one company over the others. Because
Mr Buckeridge is vertically integrated and has a whole range of enterprises he will have
an advantage over other companies. The vertical integration of Mr Buckeridge is quite
all right when it is with companies, but it is another matter when this Minister is seen to
be another part of the Buckeridge Group of Companies. That is something about which
the Opposition has grave concerns.
Mr Lewis: Say that again.
Mr KOBELICE: We would be concerned if the Minister was seen to be part of the
vertical integration.
Mr Lewis: You ame a dishonest flea.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister should get up and add substance to his decision.

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Minister knows from his experience in the
Parliament that, despite the emotion and the feeling involved, it is not appropriate to
make comments which reflect on a membher. I ask the Minister to withdraw.
Mr LEWIS: I withdraw. But I ask you, Mr Deputy Speaker, to ask the member for
Nollamnara. to withdraw any suggestion I was associated with the Buckeridge group
because I feel that reflects on my integrity-
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I was listening very carefully to the debate, and I believe thar
the member for Nollainara in fact chose his words very carefully and did not insinuate
improper behaviour.

Debate Resumed
Mr KOBELKE: I have based the suggestion that there has been a windfall profit of the
order of $lm on the Minister's own bottom figure of a $150 saving per house. I have
also based it on the fact chat the projection for home starts in the City of Wanneroo is
likely to be 15 000 over the next five years and the Minister's approval extends in the
first place over five years, and also on a document prepared by consultants for the
company, which was given to me and was not part of this planning appeal, which
suggested that that company would service at least 20 per cent of new houses in that area.
Mr Lewis: You said 50 per cent.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister should listen instead of getting himself confused. We
would se the minimum would be roughly $500 000. It is reasonable to say it is a $lm
benefit. If one takes the maximum of $400 a house and uses the minimum percentage of
building which would be serviced by this company, it would be $1.2m. It is likely the
company would be servicing more than 20 per cent of housing starts in that corridor.
When the Minister was asked to provide reasons for his decision, reasons that meant
something, he sought to try to obscure the facts and make excuses. His first excuse,
made to the Nress, was that Mr Buckeridge had sought to locate to the Flynn Drive
industrial estate and he could not. When the Opposition and members of the Press
checked with the various players, we found that that was not true. The Minister had tried
to mislead the people and the Ness. He is getting into deeper and deeper water because
he is trying to mislead the Ness time and time again. Mr Buckeridge did not attempt to
set up a plant in the Flynn Drive industrial estate. It might have been Flynn Drive,
because it is a long road, but it was not in this industrial estate where land is available for
this purpose. The Minister said that Mr Buckeridge had tried for years and had proposed
something like 16 sites to build his plant, and had been unsuccessful, and therefore we
must help our mate because he is having a tough time. What that overlooks is that with
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the sites Mr Buckeridge proposed for a concrete batching plant at Wanneroo, he has
sought at every turn to seek a sire that would give him a competitive advantage over other
operators. That is fair enough because that is how business works. He wanted a
particular location so that he could gain a commercial advantage. He was not able to get
one because the City of Wanneroo, while it has made many mistakes in the past, in this
instance treated all corners equally, so Mr Buckeridge was treated no differently. Then
this Minister came along and said, "He is a mate of mine. We can do a deal."
Mr Buckeridge therefore has not been treated equally but has been given a competitive
advantage and is able to locate his site in the Neerabup National Park.
The next excuse of the Minister was that somehow there were government departments
that gave approval. He even tried last week in this Chamber to suggest that the previous
government gave approval. What he said is absolute nonsense. The Minister alludes to
the Environmental Protection Authority giving approval, but it gave the criteria for works
approval for the level of dust, noise emission and the like which would be acceptable for
a plant to operate. Therefore, to suggest that it is all right because of the EPA works
approval means nothing. Similarly, the Department of Land Administration approval
means nothing, because it relates to the issuing of a Crown lease, which I understand
would be required. Again, that would come to nought if there were no planning
approval. Because there is a mining tenement there, the same applies to the approval
requiring ticks in the boxes by the Department of Mines without planning approval.
Planning approval was not given until this Minister interceded to look after his mate.
The Minister has also tried to hide the evidence by refusing to answer questions of
substance, or to explain what advantage there was to the general community from his
decision, and has sought to avoid scrutiny under the Freedom of Information Act. The
application I made on 17 November last year has been thwarted and delayed by this
Minister at every turn; he has sought to delay the matter well beyond what is allowed in
the provisions of the Act. Whereas the Act says that one has 45 days to make a
determination, the Minister spoke to me on the 44th day and is finding some excuses to
drag the matter on and on. The Freedom of Information Commissioner indicated that the
appropriate agency was the Town Planning Appeal Committee and its executive officers
should make the decision. This Minister would not allow that to happen but took the
matter to himself and made the decision, contrary to the written direction from the
Freedom of Information Commissioner directing that he did not have the power to do so.
There was a clear indication from the Freedom of Inform-ation Commissioner that the
person responsible was the Chairman of the Town Planning Appeal Committee and not
the Minister.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr KOBELKE: I refer the Minister to section 19 on page 8 of the determination made
by the Freedom of Information Commissioner. I quote -

The decision to grant or deny access to the documents which come within the
ambit of the access application (which are documents of the TPAC as opposed to
those which are documents of the Minister), must be made by either the Chairman
of the TPAC or some other officer directed by him.

It continues -

In this instance, the decision to deny access to an appeal documents was made by
the Minister and I do not consider that this was appropriate under these
circumstances.

That is a very mild slap on the wrist, but there was a letter written earlier that said clearly
that the Minister did not have the power. Nonetheless, he wanted to ensure there would
be no access to this information because it would show up the shonky decision he had
made, which has no basis in proper planning, as is clearly laid out in the conclusions of
the report by the Town Planning Appeal Committee. It grants an unfair competitive
advantage of the order of Sim and perhaps more, given the size of the company, to one
operator over all the others. This Minister seeks to delay repeatedly so that he cannot be
accountable for his decision. However, 1 strongly believe that at the end of the day in
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this issue, as in all others, the truth will come out. The Minister might delay it for a
while. It is no good this inister trying to hide from the truth, to run away, to mislead
people and to raise spurious arguments. He must explain to this Chamber and the people
of Perth, particularly the residents of the area around Neerabup and Clarksan Heights,
why he made this decision when no-one else could see any reasonable ground for it. I
suspect that because the Minister has suggested that he may go to the Supreme Court, he
will probably do that to try to drag this out further. An appeal to the Supreme Court will
not have the substance to win on matters of law but will be a further delaying action by
this Minister to try to thwart access to this information. That clearly is another waste of
taxpayers' money. The Minister may possibly take this line because he has made a
shoaky decision which will not show up very well for him in the ful light of day. As it is
a decision he cannot substantiate, he is seeking time and again to hide information and
not to be accountable for it. He needs to come clean and explain the substance of his
argument for making the decision and not allow everyone out there to assume that the
whole of our planning appeals system is corrupt. That will undermine our whole system
of planning.
As the shadow Minister for Planning I have travelled around Western Australia in the last
year or so visiting many councils. I am certainly getting feedback that they are very
concerned by the Minister's planning appeals decisions. It is incumbent upon him to
give reasons for overturning those decisions made at local levels. I accept he has a right
to do that, but he needs to demonstrate the reasons for those decisions. All we know
publicly is that there is no planning basis for this decision; that it has given a competitive
advantage to Mr Buckeridge over four other concrete batching plants in that area; and
that the Minister does not want to explain why. The fact there has been a competitive
advantage to one operator is not something I alone have asserted; it is clearly laid out for
the Minister in the recommendations of the Town Planning Appeal Committee.
Furthermore, a newspaper article of yesterday states that people in the concrete business
have been willing to come out and say that they feel the decision was an uncompetitive
one and provided an unfair advantage to one company.
Mr Lewis: How many people said that? One person.
Mr KOBELKE: I do not personally know the particular person named, but I know from
the construction industry that he is held in very high regard. The Minister should be very
careful about trying to blacken the reputation of someone who deserves respect and who
should not be dragged down by the Minister simply because he cannot substantiate his
own decision.
Mr Len Buckeridge has been a declared and long time supporter and major financial
backer of the Liberal Party. If one wants substantiation of that one can look at the federal
disclosure reports, the last of which shows that Mr Buckeridge was clearly a major
financial donor to the Liberal Party in this state. That one report under disclosure does
not give any indication of how many other donations Mr Buckeridge might have made to
the Liberal Party or to the Minister himself. When taking a point of order earlier the
Minister suggested that he had no association with Mr Buckeridge. I simply asked the
Minister in a question last week to explain what his association with Mr Buckeridge was.
Mr Lewis: I old you.
Mr KOBELKE: What was it?
Mr Lewis: I have no association with him.
Mr KOBELKE: No association at all? Does the Minister have no business dealings?
Mr Lewis: No.
Mr KOBELKE: Never?
Mr Lewis: Never.
Mr KOBELKIE: Has the Minister never had any business dealings with Mr Buckeridge?
Mr Lewis: Never.
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Mr KOBELKE: Has the Minister had any personal relations hip with Mr Buckeridge?
Mr Lewis: I have met him half a dozen times or so. Big deal.
Mr KOBELKE: The extent of the relationship is that he is a fellow member of the
Liberal Party and that the Minister has simply met him a few times; is that correct?
Mr Lewis: I don't even know whether he is a member of the Liberal Party.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister just happens to meet him regularly at Liberal Party
functions.
Mr Lewis: No,!I meet him at Housing Industry Association functions and at building
functions. Isn't that reasonable?
Mr KOBELKE: Perhaps I will return to this matter at another time because I amn running
out of time. The Minister is clearly saying that he does not have any close relationship
of either a commercial or a personal nature, with Mr Buckeridge. We will see whether
that statement stands the test of time, because on this issue time and again statements by
this Minister have been shown not to be true. We will see whether that one stands up.
Mr Lewis: Name one.
Mr KOBELKE: One statement is the suggestion that Mr Buckeridge tried to get a site
within the Flynn Drive industrial estate. The Minister said he could not get one and that
Mr Buckeridge was knocked back on approval.
Mr Lewis: He tried three or four sites in Flynn Drive and got knocked back.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister said that it was in the industrial estate.
Mr Lewis: No, I did not; I said Flynn Drive.
Mr KOBELKE: The fact is that he did not try in the industrial estate; therefore, he was
not knocked back. Industrial estates, not in the middle of a national park, are where this
plant should go.
Mr Lewis: Tell me one case where I have misled.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister will be condemned for undermining the whole planning
appeal process in this state if he cannot substantiate the reasons for his decision and
create some credibility with this Chamber and with the people of Western Australia.
MR THOMAS (Cockbumn) [4.41 pm): I use this opportunity to refer to three matters,
two of which affect my electorate, and one which has a more general application. The
matters have between them the theme of situations which fall between the cracks. As a
member of Parliament I often find that as people come to see me one of my duties is to
refer them to other agencies. It should not be the job of a member of Parliament or the
member's office to be yet another welfare agency or counselling service, but rather to
refer people to other agencies and to ensure that those agencies are doing the right job
and are serving the community as they should. It should be the function of members of
Parliament to play a supervisory role to ensure that other agencies funded by the public
sector are doing the job for which they were set up. However, I find, as I am sure other
members do, that often cirumnstances arise where people come to us with a problem and
have effectively fallen between the cracks or fallen between stools - whichever metaphor
one wishes to use - and the structures set up by government do not envisage the problem
they bring to us. It is in such cases that we as members of Parliament are faced with
some of the more interesting challenges in dealing with constituents' problems.
The first case I refer to is not an individual problem but an institutional problem; that is,
at the Pineview Preschool in Coolbellup. That preschool is an amazing institution and
for many years it has provided a range of services to a community that is in much need of
those services. It has a dedicated staff.
Mr D.L. Smith: It should be a model for similar services in other communities.
Mr THOMAS: It is funny that the former Minister for Community Services, the member
for Mitchell, should say that it is so good that it should provide a model for similar
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services in other communities. A report which was commissioned by his successor, the
member for Belmont, came precisely to that conclusion and stated that the Pineview
Preschool should serve as a model for similar services. Unfortunately that report has not
fallen on fertile ground.
The service provided by the Pineview Preschool to the community included a speech
pathologist. That service will not continue to be provided under the present Government.
For a number of reasons the Coolbellup community has a disproportionate number of
children who suffer from speech impediments and who require the services of a speech
pathologist. As I mentioned, ir is one of those matters which falls between the cracks.
The provision of speech pathology is at various times paid, and at other times denied, by
the Departments of Education, Health and Community Development. On this occasion
each of those divisions of government, in a broad sense, have disavowed any
responsibility for providing this service. Nonetheless, it is a worthy and desirable service
for that community. Over the years it has helped a substantial number of children.
I refer briefly to the importance of this service to those children who benefit from it.
Children who have a speech defect which may continue for a long period obviou sly have
difficulty in speaking and that difficulty has an effect on the development of their
cognitive ability. The development of cognitive ability to a certain extent is practised
through expression, becoming aware of ideas, and refining those ideas and concepts
within one's mind through expressing them. The dynamic interaction between speech
and thought allows a child's intellectual and speech capabilities to be developed to the
maximum extent possible. If a continuing impediment exists, some remedial
arrangements must be made in the child's education.
Children who have speech impediments not only have that problem in the development
of their cognitive ability, but also are vulnerable to ridicule by their peers. By their very
nature, children can be cruel to anyone who is different. Children who do not have
normal patterns of speech, even to a minor degree, can be subject to ridicule by other
children, and that may affect their social skills. In turn, that affects their capacity to
benefit from education because their social skills relate to the integration with the group,
which is a necessary pan of benefiting from education and is diminished by any speech
impediment.
From the reading I have done on this problem it is clear that early intervention by a
speech pathologist is desirable. If a child has a speech impediment and early intervention
by a speech pathologist is possible - perhaps when the child turns four or five - the child
will be much better off than if it is left to when the child begins primary school. Owing
to the nature of the client group which attends Pineview Preschool the school has for a
number of years employed a speech pathologist. That has been of enormous benefit to
the children and is very much valued by the parents. It has always existed in a tenuous
sense within that institution because, as I indicated earlier, each of the major funding
departments in that area - Education, Health and Community Development - have at
different times each disavowed responsibility for funding speech pathology services in
preschools, particularly at Pineview. The provision of a speech pathologist began as part
of a unique program under, I think, the Whitlarn government, but it was not continued
long after that government. Itris one of only 16 or 17 such institutions that were built,
most of which have become normal preschools. This school has nonetheless continued
with that wider range of services, and is a valued part of the Coolbellup community.
As each department goes through its budget process and seeks to protect its core
programs, peripheral programs are from time to time under threat. This occurred in 1990
when Hon David Smith was Minister for Community Services. I had the pleasure of
taking the then Minister to the Pineview Preschool in Coolbellup where he was able to
see how the children were benefiting from the speech pathologist's services. He was in a
position to appreciate the value of that service to the students and, consequently, to the
community at large. The then department was subject to budgetary pressure and the
Minister arranged for a Lotteries Commission grant to that preschool to fund the position
of a speech pathologist and he gave an undertaking that when the grant expired the
department would continue to fund the position.
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Subsequently. there was a reshuffle within the then Cabinet and the member for Belmont,
who became the Minister for Community Services, honoured the previous Minister's
undertaking. Nonetheless, he obviously thought there should be a review of the
appropriateness of the provision of such a service to the Pineview Preschool and he
commissioned a review. The results of the review were published last year. The review
was undertaken not by external consultants but by government officers, and they stated
that the services provided by the speech pathologist at that preschool should be used as a
model and emulated by other schools.
Unfortunately, the recommendations of the committee undertaking the review did not fall
on fertile soil because at that point there was a change in government and the member for
Mandurah, who unfortunately is nor in the House today, became the person responsible
for receiving the report and making a decision about the position of a speech pathologist
at that school. I regret to inform the House that the position of speech pathologist at the
Pineview Preschool was abolished at the end of last year in a very cavalier manner. The
parents starred writing to the Minister soon after the last electdon to obtain confirmation
that the position would be continued. The review committee's report was received in
September or October last year and up until Christmas last year the school had not
received a reply from the department. The speech pathologist left the school for the
Christmas holidays without knowing whether there was a job to come back to. The
Government did not have the decency to inform the school or the person concerned that
the position would be abolished. The final letter from the Minister to the school
indicating the Government's policy on this issue was received last month, seven or eight
months after the formal letter seeking clarification on the Government's policy. A wrong
decision has been made in a very cavalier way and it shows that the Government does not
have proper regard for the citizens of Coolbellup.
Another relevant point concerning this issue is that the Department for Community
Development indicated to the Minister that the position of a speech pathologist at the
Pineview Preschool had top priority in its budgetary considerations within the Fremantle
region. Clearly, the Minister has taken it upon himself to set other priorities which are
contrary to his department's advice. I believe in ministerial responsibility. A member is
elected to the Parliament and then he may be appointed a Minister and he has a
responsibility to make decisions. I have no problem with Ministers making decisions
contrary to the professional advice of their departments, but surely they must be prepared
to explain why they have made them. In this circumstance, the answer from the Minister
was that a review of preschool education in Western Australia had been conducted by
one of his colleagues in the upper House. In the last two years that the Labor government
was in office it had made major changes and the incoming government wanted to review
them. Subsequently, policies have to be developed in accordance with that review. The
letter received by the Pineview Preschool cites the ongoing review as the reason there
will not be a position for a speech pathologist at that school and that is totally
unsatisfactory. It is fair for an incoming government to review the policies of the
previous government and it has the capacity to take time to examine the
recommendations of the review it commissioned. In the meantime, it should not
discontinue a very valued service.
It may be decided in the future that speech pathologist services will be provided by the
Health Department. However, the services which were provided by the speech
pathologist at the Pineview Preschool cannot be obtained at any other agency. There is
no substitute for that service. For the amount of $34 000 the Government has cruelly
withdrawn this valued service and it has done so, apparently, on the basis that preschool
education in Western Australia is being reviewed. I do not mind the Government doing
that, but the results of that review wiil be debated in due course. In the meantime, the
speech pathologist's services at the Pineview Pteschool should be con tinued.
Another matter affecting my electorate which I have raised on a previous occasion is the
bungee jumping tower at Bibra Lake. Is was built prior to the last election in August or
September 1992. Unanticipated problems have arisen for the residents living close to the
tower which is on the western side of Bibra Lake. After the tower was built, problems
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were also experienced by a school which is adjacent to the tower. Itris felt that the tower
has destroyed the ambience that the people at the school have tried to create. The
proprietors of the bungee tower and the school council have since had some productive
negotiations, and I understand that they have come to a satisfactory arrangement whereby
the bungee tower will not operate during school hours, so most of their objections have
been withdrawn.
However, another impact of the bungee tower is that it is adversely affecting the
television reception of people in about 150 houses in the suburb of Bibra Lake. I raised
that issue with the proprietors of the tower, and a report was commissioned by the local
authority, which the proprietors said they would consider, and we exchanged
correspondence for some time. However, the shutters then came down, and the
proprietors refused to answer my letters and telephone calls and basically stopped
communication. I think the reason they stopped communication is that they received
legal advice similar to the legal advice which I received; namely, that they were under no
obligation to do anything about it, so why should they bother. flat is an unfortunate
attitude. The local authority, the Shire of Cockburn, issued a building approval for the
operators of the tower to build the tower. I have had correspondence from the Minister
for Planning and I have received legal advice that once a building approval is issued, and
if the tower is in accordance with the local zoning requirements, the proprietors are under
no obligation to do anything.
A repont was commissioned from the Australian Broadcasting Authority, the
Commonwealth Government department which is responsible for administering the
airwaves and for allocating bands for various purposes, arid which has some skills and
expertise in this area. The ABA studied the residents' complaints that the bungee tower
was adversely affecting television reception within a triangular area bouncing out from
the bungee tower back to Bibra Lake, and it confirmed that assertion. I wrote to the
federal Minister for Communications, Senator Collins, and told him that it was the
responsibility of his department. The response that I received was that what the ABA
concluded may be right, and one assumes that it is, but it has no power to do anything
about the matter. In short, citizens do not have a right to good television reception.
Mr Omodei: Did you not when you were in government allow the building of that
tower?
Mr THOMAS: No. I thought die Minister would be aware of the fact that the building
permit was issued by the local authority.
Mr Oznodei: There would have been some kind of environmental assessment. Are you
saying that your government allowed a massive structure that interferes with the
television reception of residents, and you are not guilty?
Mr THOMAS: I am trying to discuss a serious matter, not make partisan points. 1 have
had quite productive dialogue by mail about this matter with the Minister's colleague, the
Minister for Planning.
Mr Omodei: Do not mislead your electors.
Mr THOMAS: I am not misleading anyone. I am saying that the local authority
permitted it, state legislation does not prohibit it, and the Commonwealth, which has
responsibility for policing the airwaves, does not have any power to prevent it. I can
show the Minister the legal opinions which have been obtained. Therefore, we have a
situation where a group of citizens, who have been living quite peacefully and doing the
right thing in their suburb, and who have had the television reception which most of us
would expect, have had that television reception impeded greatly by the actions of people
who have put up this tower in order to operate a profitable business.
The local authority has said that it can do nothing about it. The Minister for Planning has
continued that he can do nothing about it. The Commonwealth Minister has confirmed
that the Commonwealth can do nothing about it. I am not sure which level of
government can legislate to make the proprietors of the bu ngee tower do something about
the problem. Perhaps this jurisdiction can do something about it, in which case someone
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will have to introduce a private member's Bill which will have that effect. The long and
short of ir is that thar will not happen.
The ABA report, which was commissioned by the City of Cockburn to investigate the
tower's deleterious effect on television reception in Bibra Lake, made some observations
and recommendations. It advised that it would be possible to put three or four
transponders on the tower) which would correct the television reception within the area
because they could be beamed specifically to the areas which were being adversely
affected. That would cost between $25 000 and $50 000. However, the proprietors of
the bungee tower believe that they are not legally obliged to spend $25 000 to put
transponders on the tower, therefore, they have not responded positively. In fact, they
have not responded at all to my suggestion that they do so.
I understand the ownership of the bungee tower has changed in the last year, and I intend
to once again approach the proprietors of this business, because in my view the residents
were in that area first and it is wrong that someone should erect a structure for the
purpose of conducting a business and adversely affect the quality of life of the people in
the 150 or 200 homes which are affected by this tower. Something should be done to
protect the rights of those people. If that business were making too much noise, we could
invoke laws to protect people against noise. If that business were committing any other
sort of nuisance, we could invoke laws to protect people. The capacity to watch and
enjoy television is an important part of people's quality of life. These people have been
suffering for too long, and I intend to cake up this matter again with the proprietors to see
whether we can get them to do the right thing by the people of Bibra Lake.
I wish to deal briefly with the gas standards laboratory which is operated by the State
Energy Commission of Western Australia. That laboratory certifies that gas appliances
comply with the standards of the Australian Gas Association, which is necessary if those
appliances are to be sold in Australia. That laboratory is about to be demolished, if it has
not already been demolished, as part of the East Perth redevelopment project. It is
planned to divide the SEC into a gas and an electricity division, and an energy
implementation group is currently working out how that large organisation will be broken
up into those two divisions. The SEC, in addition to providing gas and electricity
services, also has a number of peripheral functions, such as the regulation of electricity
standards, the licensing of electricians, and so on. Those peripheral functions, as well as
the major functions of providing gas and electricity to consumers, will have to be
distributed elsewhere. Over 500 people in this state are employed in the manufacture of
gas appliances.
I have been provided with copies of letters which have been sent to the Government from
Everdure Hot Water Systems on their behalf and that of the other gas appliance
manufacturers in this state. The letters seek an assurance that the service currently
provided by the gas standards laboratory in East Perth will continue to be provided
following the break up of the State Energy Commission on 1 January next year.
Certainly something must be done in the near futur because the building occupying the
laboratory is about to be demolished.
This is a user-pays service, not a community service obligation conducted by SECWA.
The manufacturers, who want their appliances certified in compliance with the Australian
Gas Association measures, must pay for the service provided by the laboratory. The
service is a necessity. If it is not available somewhere, the appliances made in Western
Australia wil not be certified and, therefore, will not be built. This industry employs 500
people, which is small bicices in the context of the SECWA break up; however, the
manufacwurers should nor be overlooked in this proposal and the industry is seeking an
assurance from the Minister in this regard.

Amendment to Motion
Mr THOMAS: 't Address-in-Reply is inadequate in itself and, as will be no surprise to
you, Mr Speaker, and the member for Geraldton, I move -
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That the following words be added to the motion -

but the House regrets to inform His Excellency that the Minister for
Planning has failed to be fair and accountable in his decisions on planning
appeals and has caused the ministerial appeal system to be seen publicly
as corrupted.

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [5.12 pm]: First, I may have met Len Buckeridge at
some time in my professional capacity or as Minister but, with due respect to him, I do
not recall that meeting. if one took place.
I have not chosen to do much research into the circumstances of the appeal in relation to
the establishment of this plant at Wanneroo. One of the reasons for that decision is that I
recall that the matter came before me when I was Minister in the dying days of the
previous government. Although I did my best to clear up most of the outstanding matters
before the election, this is one matter which I thought was of substance and should be left
to the incoming Minister.
The other reason for my lack of attention to this matter, and one which I need to disclose
as a matter of propriety, is that my son - who may not appreciate this disclosure -
currently is sharing a house with Mr Buckeridge's son. I assure the House that that
arrangement has occurred, as far as I know, independently of the desires and knowledge
of either of the fathers. It is nevertheless the case. Neither of us wants to have a say
regarding with whom our sons share accommodation or friendship. However, this is
another reason for me to stay away from the substantial issues involved in the matter.
Mr Bloffwitch: Does that mean that you will sit down?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, it does not. The ministerial appeal system is something which is
crucial to the planning process, and we should do all we can to retain it. Most of the
other states have abolished this system in favour of a single court or tribunal appeal
process. When comparing that legal process to the ministerial appeal system, almost 90
per cent of the appeals initiated in this state go to the Minister rather than the tribunal.
The reasons for that situation are twofold: First, the tribunal process is legalistic and
costly; I am told on best authority that an appeal to the tribunal costs approximately
$12 000. Second, it seems inevitable that the tribunal system is slower, it takes nine to
12 months for tribunal decisions to be made. This can be compared to the ministerial
system which, in the main, deals with appeals in three months at a cost of the filing fee,
which was $50 and may now be $100, plus the cost of a consultant if required.
The most important reason to retain the ministerial appeals system is that it allows a little
commonsense and discretion to be applied to the planning process, which must
necessarily be legalistic and bureaucratic. Occasionally, no matter how good the town
planning scheme or the legislation may be. strict adherence to planning legislation and
schemes will lead to hardship for individuals. Also, on occasions, such adherence leads
to decisions which are, frankly, contrary to the interests of proper planning.
In most other states, the meason that the ministerial appeal system was abandoned was not
that given by most of the professionals in the field: Most professionals give as the reason
for that abolition that the planning process should be no different from the courts;
namely, it should be certain and consistent in its outcome. The short answer to that is
that if that is what is wanted, local government would then be taken out of the planning
process, as well as the Minister. The truth is that good planning will always require
particular minds to be applied to particular situations. In order to get the best result, a
degree of discretion must be applied such as the avenue by which people may appeal.
That discretion in the system has been lost in most other states because the ministerial
appeal system is costly politically to the government of the day; therefore, the Minister's
colleagues decided that he should no longer have that power. Every now and again cases
are exposed which cause an enormous amount of political difficulty for the government
of the day.
It played on my mind when I was Minister that if we were to preserve the ministerial
appeal system some of its problems needed to be resolved. An important matter was that
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the appeal system should be removed from the realms of secrecy. When an appeal is
initiated, no public notice of the appeal currently is made, and members of the public find
out about the case when they are approached by a consultant appointed by the Minister or
when they receive notification from a councillor. That should change. We should
advertise in a local newspaper when an appeal has been initiated, and an invitation should
be extended to the public to make submissions to the Minister in relation to the appeal.
Also, we should open up the ministerial system so it is strictly accountable. The best way
to achieve that goal is to lay open for the public to see all the documents which go before
the Minister, the reasons the Minister gives for his decision after the event, and any
comments which may have been made by the tribunal member who advised the Minister.
If the Minister wants to retain the discretion - as he should - it must be within a system
which is absolutely accountable, and is seen to be accountable. No attempt should be
made by the Minister to hide the true reasons for his decision. Occasions will arise in
which people, especially those adversely affected by the Minister's decision, will react
angrily to a decision. They will see, even in the most open circumstances, some
influence on the Minister which they think is inappropriate and, on occasion, they may
even say that it may have been a corrupt influence on the Minister. That is simply
something which Ministers have to bear. If we are to retain a democracy where decisions
are made by the government of the day through Ministers, Ministers must face up to the
fact that their decisions will be scrutinised and criticised by the public, sometimes fairly
and sometimes unfairly. Quite often that criticism will relate to the personality and
personal motivation of the Minister. In the Westminster system and in a true democracy
those who accept their responsibility must accept that the buck stops with them and they
must take the consequences.
In this case the Minister, in my view - let us forget about the merits of the decision -
seems to have gone out of his way to hide the process that was adopted in the hearing of
the appeal, the advice that went to him as Minister, and the reasons that he came to the
conclusion that he did. Where we have a Freedom of Information Act, quite properly, the
Minister should understand that that sont of attitude is no longer one which we as a
community can tolerate. It is different from advice which the Minister receives from his
department in the day to day management of his portfolio. T1his is a decision which
influences the individual rights of people and has individual effects on people. In that
circumstance the advice that goes to the Minister, in my view, should be fully open.
The comments of the Minister about trying to prevent the Information Commissioner
from intervening and making available some of the documents have given rise to the
public consternation about this matter. The reaction has been: Why has this Minister
gone to the trouble of having written for him a 47 page report, trying to prevent anyone
from accessing documents which were before the Minister? More particularly, why has
this Minister used the language that he has in trying to justify the lack of public
accountability and public disclosure? Firstly, at page 4 of his submission to the
Information Commissioner why did he say -

It could be reasonably expected, that disclosure of the document could put in
disrepute the standing of the Minister. It is understood within the "'planning"
industry that arguments of a personal nature are best made to the Ministerial
appeal process ...

Why on earth would the Minister, in trying to prevent the release of documents to the
public, say that the release of the documents would bring the Minister into disrepute?
What is the general public to expect when a Minister says that? It is not helpful for the
Minister to say that it is understood within the planning industry that arguments of a
personal natu re best made to the ministerial process and those of a technical nature
should be argued before the Town Planning Appeal Committee.
The fact of the matter is that this Minister has left himself completely open by saying that
disclosure in this case could put his own standing into disrepute. I just think it was
clumsy in the extreme for the Minister to use that wording. Clearly, it was quite capable
of being misinterpreted by people at large and for them to see in it that the Minister's real
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concern was that, if the truth came out about what was in the documents, it would impact
on his reputation. By doing that, as the amendment suggests, he has jeopardised. the
integrity of the process, his own reputation and, most importantly, the reputation of the
whole ministerial appeal process.
But he did not leave it at that. On page 23 of his response to the Information

-Commissioner he said -

The disclosure of the identity of the officer is not in their interest as it may
prejudice their professional standing and place them in a position of risk.

Why would the release of a report to which an officer had put his name place his
professional standing at risk? It was very unfair of the Minister to use that statement
about the person who had provided him with the report on the matter that he was
considering. I have no doubt at all that the person who provided the report to the
Minister was absolutely confident that he had applied proper ethics and professional
standards to his work and had absolutely no fear that his position would be placed at risk.
The Minister then went on to say that the person might be subject to coercion. The
person has completed his work, delivered his report. The Minister has made a decision.
How can that person now be subjected to coercion? We are not revealing that he is doing
other reports; we are talking only about the report that he was doing at that time. The
Minister did not leave it at that. On page 28 of his reasons about the identity of the
appeal committee member, the Minister said it was -

...not in the interest of that Member as it may prejudice the future work of that
person.

People accept the responsibility of being appeal committee members. I am sure. chey
accept it in the belief that they have the professional competence and integrity to
discharge their obligations under that process. Like judges and magistrates who operate
in public arenas, all members of the appeal committee would be quite happy to have their
ideas and their suggestions in relation to particular decisions open to scrutiny. Again it
was quite wrong of the Minister to imply on their behalf that somehow or other they
would think their professional standing or professional judgment might have been
questioned by others had the documents been released to the public.
Finally on page 33 the Minister says -

It could reasonably be expected that disclosure of the document could put into
disrepute the standing of the TPAC Member or Minister.

Again, why imply that the release of these documents will interfere with the professional
standing and reputation of the people who provided the reports to the committee? Why
imply that the standing of the appeal committee member who assisted the Minister in
coming to his conclusions might have been placed in disrepute? In making those claims,
in my view, the Minister has implied that there is something wrong with the report that
was provided and with the decision with which he was assisted by the TPAC members.
The Minister is vrying to say that their conduct, in terms of the content of the report and
the advice they may have given him, has brought them into disrepute. With the greatest
degree of fairness that I can apply, I must say it was just sloppy and wrong for the
Minister to use those reasons as justification for the non-release of documents. All that
has done is to make it sound as though this is a questionable decision where questionable
reports were done and questionable advice was supplied by TPAC members. I am
absolutely certain that that was not the case, given the advice and assistance with which
he was provided by the TPAC members.
In this case, the Minister made a decision. If the Minister really wanted to avoid the
allegations that are being made about him, about the decision, and about Mr Buckeridge,
he should not have proceeded as he has. The Minister should have accepted that, in the
context of freedom of information, it was quite open to him to identify that these
decisions are quite different from normal ministerial decisions, that they have a statutory
effect, and that they impact on the welfare and benefit of people who are affected by the
decisions that the Minister makes. As a former Minister I had come to the conclusion
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that dhe appeal should be advertised, there should be full disclosure of all the documents
and advice that go to dhe Minister, and the Minister should be prepared to defend
whatever decisions he makes on the basis that it was the right decision, and to give the
reasons.
The Minister's conduct in this case - his reaction to requests for information and the P01
request - has brought into potential disrepute not only the person who provided the report
and the other Town Planning Appeal Committee members who sat with the Minister, but
also the Minister and Mr Buckeridge. That is a very sad event. Inevitably where that
sort of mistake is made and these sorts of inferences are drawn we begin to see the end of
the ministerial appeal system. The Minister's colleagues will say that the cost to them of
retaining the system is too great because of the sorts of inferences that can be drawn as a
result of cases like this.
I urge the Minister to take the advice of someone who was the Minister for two years and
consider, in a world where we have freedom of information for very good reasons, that it
is time to look at ways in which we can restore the reputation of the ministerial appeal
process and ensure we can continue to dispense fairness and compassion in those cases
where it is required or where commonsense will dictate that the intent of the scheme or
otherwise will produce an unreasonable result. The answer to the obvious question of
why I did not do that in two years as Minister, is that I was doing my best to get some
priority for a review of the planning Act, and I was certainly going to follow with a
review of those provisions dealing with ministerial appeals. If the Minister speaks with
the other members of TPAC he will find it is true that I intended to go down that path.
On only the one occasion when I was requested for documents in relation to a particular
matter did I say I did not think it was entirely advisable for that to happen. In that
situation, the advice members gave me at that time was right, and I was wrong. We
should open it up and make all these documents public and we can safely leave the
ministerial appeal system in place and ensure that fairness and justice is present in the
planning system.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.32 pm]: I
support the amendment before the House and do so from a position of concern about
what I believe to have been a very efficient system of hearing appeals. The member for
Mitchell made the point that the system was also cost effective in terms of the financial
outlay for people wanting to make such appeals and the time involved with an appeal
system. The ministerial town planning appeal system has served us well indeed. It is a
matter of very great regret that the actions of the Minister have called into question the
integrity of that process, indeed his own integrity, and now make necessary a call for a
more open and accountable system. Ultimately Western Australia will follow the path of
other states, and it will be traced back to this particular incident which is now reflecting
so badly upon the Minister. In my view, as a former planning Minister I saw a great deal
of flexibility -

Mr Cowan: Did you express this view prior to 1993?
Mrs HALLAHAN: I am expressing it right now, in May 1994, as a result of the actions
of the Minister for Planning, who has brought the matter into disrepute. For the
information of the Deputy Premier, the system did not come under such disrepute and
questioning prior to the events we are now considering. In his ignorance the Deputy
Premier has made a silly interjection - we will forgive him for that - but he does not seem
to understand the amendment before the House and the debate that has occurred in the
community over the past weeks. The system had worked very well; that is why there was
no need to do anything about it for over 10 years. The system was very flexible.
Certainly under some town planning schemes and in some individual circumstances there
was a need for flexibility, and the ministerial appeal system had the capacity to bring in a
compassionate and flexible approach to particular circumstances. However, we all know
it is unsatisfactory when Western Australians look at this decision and say it is flexible to
the extent that it gave an advantage to one company over four others and that that
company has been a major contributor to the party to which the Minister belongs. By
doing that the Minister has raised a lot of very serious doubts about the process.
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Mr Lewis: It is fundamental that every time one makes a decision one gives someone an
advantage.
Mrs HALLAHAN: That is not true, Minister, but it is in this case where we have
competing commercial interests. The Minister should certainly reflect on cases. I have
recommended a number of cases to the Minister over the past 12 months. They are not
about advantaging one commercial interest over another. They are about ning a
flexible system.
Mr Lewis: There was one in your electorate three weeks ago, a certain garage. Does the
member for Armadale not remember writing co me about that?
Mrs HALLAHAN: Many cases relate to individual circumstances, to subdivisions of
blocks of land to allow family members to build on land and have a secure title. That is
not a question of competition between commercial interests. I can only assume the
Minister is under some stress to have made that interjection, because clearly many of the
appeals which come before the Minister under that system are not about giving an
advantage. Some of them can be about competing commercial interests, I am not saying
they cannot be, but most are not. Is the Minister not concerned that the system has now
come into disrepute and about the allegations that have been made about corruption of
the system?
Mr Lewis: What allegations? Who has made the allegations? Members opposite have
made the allegations.
Mrs HALLAIIAN: That is too silly for words and I do not intend to respond to the
Minister's interjections again. If he has not heard the allegations in relation to this
appeal, all I can say is that he is walking around in a vacuum and is impervious to the
community which he is supposed to serve. The planning system is one of the very
important underpinnings to the community of Western Australia. We now have a
Minister who cannot see that there is a real and very difficult proposition facing this
appeal system. Regrettably it may mean that Western Australia will relinquish a very
flexible system for dealing with many people's difficulties.
This debate is about a concrete batching plant, and there is no doubt that many people,
surely the competitors, feel they have been disadvantaged by a system which is not open
or accountable, and which, as the member for Mitchell said, does not provide any
documentation. Those members on this side of the House who have been planning
Ministers understand that the appeals go to the Town Planning Appeal Committee office
for assessment. In my experience that office does work very well. The Minister also has
staff to advise him. On the basis of his own inquiries and those avenues of advice he
comes to a decision. In the past the Minister's decisions have been pretty much accepted
by the community. In this instance we have an enormous outcry about the decision and a
demand to know how this Minister could arrive at this decision given the contrary advice
that was available to the Town Planning Appeal Committee office. That is what the
Minister apparently has not yet faced.
The other point, of course, is the Minister's own reference - it is so extraordinary I just
cannot believe it - in documentation that went to the Freedom of Information
Commissioner that he thought that information should not be provided on the basis that it
could put the Minister's standing into disrepute. This is the most extraordinary
admission. It is an example of outrageous arrogance, and I hope that the Minister
responds to some of these allegations. This is his opportunity to do so. If he is saying
that he has not heard any of these allegations, he is presumably hearing them now. He
may reject them and from some of the interjections it sounds as though he does not
accept them, but he surely must accept that they have been made and he has now an
opportunity to refute them. In my view that is one of the strengths of our parliamentary
system. I hope that he can do it substantially and thoroughly, because I have been an
advocate of resolving matters in a sensible and flexible way and not in a litigious way.
The more legalistic we make the system, the more time we consume and the greater the
cost associated with the process, as well as the fact it is more difficult for people to get
what in many instances am commonsense and practical outcomes. If there were some
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* flexibility earlier on it would very often not lead to their having to go through the appeal
process. None of our laws and systems can cover everything, and that is why we build in
appeal systems within the law as well as within these more informal processes. I invite
the Minister to respond to the allegations that have been made, because not only is the
system under incredible and continued pressure but also he as Minister is personally
implicated.
Mr Lewis: Why am I personally implicated?
Mrs HALLAHAN: The company that has benefited is also implicated, but that company
has had many allegations made against it over the years and is probably impervious to
them. If the Minister were to put forward the fairness of the decision, it would assist
parties to that wider debate. Like the member for Mitchell I am advocating that the
system be opened up. not to make it hidebound and legalistic beyond being practical but
so that the information which goes to the Minister and the advice from the Town

Planning Appeal Committee and any other staff around the Minister be made known.
* Bearing in mind that this is information maldng recommendations to the Minister, the

basis upon which the Minister makes the decision should also be made known. That
level of openness and accountability has not previously been demanded, but I can assure
the Minister it is now as a result of his actions in this regard. If the Minister feels he has
been wronged by the allegations, now is his opportunity to make clear to this Mouse the
fairness of his decision; the matters which prevailed upon him in that consideration; and
the fact that he did not make that decision in order to advantage one commercial firm
over another. If that should be his defence and he thinks that the system should continue,

* that will depend in part on the level of seriousness he attributes to this debate.
MR LEWIS (Applecmass - Minister for Planning) [5.45 pm]: The moving of this
amendment to the Address-in-Reply is perhaps. an exercise in really grubby politics,

* where principle stands for naught. It is all based on hypocrisy, self-righteousness and the
need for the Opposition to make some cheap political point and throw the baby out with
the bath water, destroying the ministerial appeals system in the town planning processes.
They have sewved Western Australia well since 1970. The hypocrisy that I have heard
from two former Ministers for planning astounds me. I ask the member for Mitchell if he
ever made a decision that went against a panellist's advice.
Mr D.L. Smith: Of course I did. I think the information should be made available to the

*.public:

Mr LEWIS: Did he ever make a decision of his own volition without any advice from a
*member of a panel?

Mr D.L. Smith: I cannot recall so.
Mrt LEWIS: Let him be honest.
Mr DiL. Smith: I cannot honestly recall doing so.
Mr LEWIS: Remember that the records are in my custodianship.
Dr Gallop: Do not threaten members of Parliament. Listen to him. What a disgrace.
You grubby little Minister. The heat goes an and the little fascist comes out of his
cupboard.

* Mr LEWIS: I have touched a zaw nerve.
Dr Gallop: No you have not. You grubby little politician. We know where you are
coming from.
Mr LEWIS: I did when I asked the member for Mitchell. Is it not interesting that when
one gives something back, the Opposition does not like it? It cannot be candid and

* honest.
Mr DiL. Smith: For the record I cannot iecall that I did so. I have already said that I
made an effort to clear up my desk and there may have been two or three in there. If you
say there were I have to agree with you.
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Mr LEWIS: Would the member believe that there were 10 in the last fortnight?
Mr D.L. Smith: As I said, I tried to clear up my desk completely to ensure there was no
delay and cost to chose involved.
Mr LEWIS: Can he say categorically that there was no political involvement in any
decision he took?
Mr D.L. Smith: What do you mean by political involvement?
Mr LEWIS: Can he say that there was no connection between the Labor Party and any
decision he took?
Mr D.L. Smith: There was no political involvement and no political influence.
Mr LEWIS: Will he say categorically that in the decisions he took in the last fortnight
there was absolutely no political involvement in or association with the decisions that he
made without advice from any panellist?
Mr D.L. Smith: Absolutely no political influence.
Mr LEWIS: I am asking, was there any political involvement?
Mr D.L. Smith: There was no political influence.
Mr LEWIS: Did he take decisions on behalf of friends of the Labor Party?
Mr D.L. Smith: On occasions of course one would. Members of the Labor Party and the
Liberal Party are entitled to use the ministerial appeal process in the same way as
everybody else. That is a different thing from being influenced by a party.
Mr LEWIS: I ask the member for Arrnadale if she ever took a decision as a Minister for
Planning without advice from a TPAC panellist.
Mrs Hallahan: It is very unlikely that I made a decision without it.
Mr LEWIS: She took advice every time, did she? There was never an occasion when
she took a decision without advice?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Brown): Order!
Mr LEWIS: It is very interesting, is it not, that it is okay to throw the stones but when
the stones might rebound people run for cover.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: Members opposite have tried to discredit me on the basis of one decision
despite the 589 decisions I made last year. I made one decision about putting a batching
plant in an operating quarry of which the proponent of the batching plant had the licence
to quarry. Those are the facts. The appeal was lodged under the stewardship of the
member for Mitchell and, very conveniently, he declined to deal with it.
Notwithstanding that, he put things in place as Minister for Lands - he amended the
Reserves Act to remove -

Mr D.L. Smith: I do not want to get myself ejected, but the Minister is misleading the
House.
Mr LEWIS: The former Minister proposed to remove that from the national park.
Mr D.L. Smith: Not a batching plant.
Mr LEWIS: Yes he did - so that it would not be ultra vires the town planning legislation.
He just ran out of time.
Mr D.L. Smith: You abuse the privilege of the House and you are a disgrace to the
House.

Withdrawal of Remiark

Mlr LEWIS: Mr Acting Speaker, I ask that you request the member for Mitchell to
withdraw that remark.
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Mr D.L. SMITH: I find it very difficult, but I withdraw that remark.
Debate Resumed

Mr LEWIS: Now that the people are running into their fox holes and around their rabbit
warrens -

Mr D.L. Smith: Try and tell the truth.
Mr LEWIS: I will not tell them about it and embarrass the member for Mitchell. One
thing I do not want to do is discredit this system that little people can use without being
involved in the legalities of a tribunal. It is an efficient, reasonably cheap system by
which people get a quick decision and which, in my experience, most of them accept.
There are one or two letters of discontent -

Mrs Roberts interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The member for Glendalough should stick to her knitting. Most of the
people, although they may be upset with the decision one makes as Minister, accept that
decision. I refer to the appeal -

Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: Would you stop the backchat please, Mr Acting Speaker?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Brown): Order!
Mr LEWIS: Some men knit, I understand!
I refer to the disrepute concerning the submission I made to the Freedom of Information
Commissioner. I think the grubby member for Nollamara, in absolute contempt of a
direction by the Freedom of Information Commissioner and in contempt of this
Parliament - she is an officer of this Parliament - quite deliberately made that submission
public. We talk about standards and levels of propriety, but where is the propriety when
the so-called opposition spokesman on freedom of information and the so-called shadow
Minister for Planning, who should be underpinning and supporting the process of
ministerial appeals and the freedom of information, made available that report which I
gave in confidence to the information commissioner?
Mr D.L. Smith: That is not true.
Mr LEWIS: It is absolutely true.
Mr D.L. Smith: The process was over.
Mr LEWIS: It is not over yet. The letter has been written to pantics. In due course the
member for Nollamara may face a motion for contempt of this Parliament.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: I refer to the hypocrisy of the self-righteous member for Nollamnaxa who
does not stop harping in this place. No-one ever listens to him any more because he is as
boring as anything. If one says something long enough people switch off because
listening becomes an absolute pain. The facts are that in my submission to the
commissioner I was trying to make the point that if one tears down the ministerial system
of town planning by exposing the private and confidential letters of people who have
written, pouring their beants out to the Minister, asking for compassion -

Mr McGinty: Poor old Len Buckeridge. We are all crying!
Mr LEWIS: 'he member for Fremantle does not understand the system of ministerial
appeals.
Mr McGinty: We understand when you look after your mates.
Mr LEWIS: I will stand up any day to scrutiny by this place or by an inquiry into the
way in which I have conducted ministerial appeals.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr LEWIS: It was 39 pages which I wrote to try to impress on the commissioner the
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ramifications of people exposing in a public forum the personal situations of ordinary
little people who are seeking compassion in sometimes quite extraordinary
circumstances. Decisions of compassion in ministerial appeals in most cases run against
planning principles. If that were not the case there would be no need to have an appeal
system. If the State Planning Commission, the local authorities and the panellists were
always right with the information and advice they gave to the Minister, there would be no
need for an appeal system. The fundamental point of an appeal system is cater for chose
times when someone feels aggrieved, whether it be against a council or a municipality or
just against advice that is given and that Person wants a fair hearing by an independent
person who can consider social, personal, private or confidential matters on marital
breakdown, personal bankruptcy or the financial affairs of people. That is why the
ministerial prerogative exists. I will not debate again the reasons I took the decision on
General Bulldozing.
Mrs Robents interjected.
Mr LEWIS: Not since the member for Glendalough has been here.
Mrs Hallahan interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The member for Armadale may not have been here at the time. A censure
motion was moved by the member for Nollamara against me as the Minister.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
Mr LEWIS: No; I thought I debunked quite competently every one of the arguments put
by the member for Nollamara and he went out of this Chamber with his tail between his
legs. However, he has popped up again going j'appicy, yap, yap and thinks people will
listen to him. People do not listen to him any more because every time he talks his
credibility goes down. I was dreadfully disappointed the member for Nollamara did not
honour that request of -
Mr Kobelke inteijec ted.
Mr LEWIS: That is where the member is wrong:- He does not know that the process
does not stop until I either release the information or take it to the court.
Dr Gallop: Who told you that?
Mr LEWIS: The member knows that we get opinions occasionally - he gets many
opinions. The process is not Over until I make'my decision. One of the failings of the
member for Nollamara is that because he is impetuous, be ends up blowing his argument
out of the water by running off at the mouth before a decision is made.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm
Mr LEWIS: To sum up my response, it has been established this evening that both
previous Ministers made decisions against the advice of the State Planning Commission,
councils and panellists from the Town Planning Appeal Committee. Members opposite
claim that that was not wrong. When I do the same thing, why am I wrong? The
member for Mitchell admitted that he made a decision without seeking an opinion or
submission from a panellist. Of course, the member for Armadale could not remember
whether she had ever done that. I have never determnined an appeal without obtaining an
opinion from one of the panellists from the Town Planning Appeal Committee.
The submission I made to the FOI commissioner was made available by the member for.
Nollamnara to the public at large via the media. That action was wrong and in contempt
of the Parliament and the commissioner's opinion. It showed no sense of fair play and
was against the tenets of the FOI Act and the direction of the commissioner. Yet he has
the audacity to accuse me of not acting with propriety and has imputed that I acted
corruptly. He went out in defiance of the commissioner and the tenets of the Act and did
something that was wrong. I have not been reprimanded by the FOI commissioner, but
he has been reprimanded. Everything I have done has been in accordance with the
requirements of the FOT commissioner..
I stand very strongly for the tenets of the FOI Act. However, I believe that the personal
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and private affairs of individuals, when communicated to me confidentially in support of
an appeal, should remain in confidence. They should not be put out in the public domain
for everyone to hear about. It is similar to the relationship between a lawyer and a client,
where the lawyer respects the confidentiality of the client. I could extend that analogy
further to liken it to the relationship between a priest and a confessor. Those submissions
are made to me in confidence. The people who make them do not expect that they will
be aired in the public domain for cheap political purposes. I stand by that principle quite
unashamedly and will defend it forever and a day. If a person communicates to me in
confidence, that confidence should be preserved.
Members opposite talk about trying to bring the Town Planning Appeal Committee into
disrepute. They am the ones who are crying to bring it into disrepute. My reference to
disrepute in the submission was on the basis of the office of Minister and the panellists of
the Town Planning Appeal Committee, not me as Richard Lewis, the member for
Applecross. I have no reason to be ashamed of my decision. I would make the same
decision again.
MRS ROBERTS (Glendalough) [7.37 pm]: Part of the reason that I join in this debate
is the sexist remark that the Minister directed at me during the course of his comments.
He has attempted in part to justify the ministerial appeal system. 1 say in part because he
alleges that he has elaborated in detail on the benefits of the system to the House. I was
not a member of the House at that time, and nor were other members who are present. I
would be interested to hear full justification, because none has been presented in this
debate or in any debate this year for which I have been present. The Minister has an onus
to explain why he believes that this is the best system. He used the excuse that it is a
cheap system and the average battler can put forward his emotional or other
circumstances and receive a hearing from the Minister. The case in point is not such a
case; it has already gone to the expense of being put before the Town Planning Appeal
Committee.
Mr Lewis: That is not true. You don't know what you're talking about.
Mrs ROBERTS: I will outline some of the things that have occurred in decisions during
the Minister's time in office. A group came to the Penh City Council wanting approval
to establish a video games centre. In the course of considering that, the recommendation
from the PCC town planning department was that the proposal had a number of planning
shortfalls, including parking problems. The applicants put a special case to the PCC
saying, 'took, just give us 12 months to set up the centre and see how it operates. We
will only be hiring the equipment. We will hire the video games for six or 12 months.
At the end of that time, we are prepared to be assessed again." The Perth City Council
decided to give them a 12 month trial. Of course, they immediately appealed to the
Minister and presented quite a different argument to him. They did not have to rely on
the planning arguments but said that the Perth City Council had given them a 12 month
approval which was not fair because they had invested a certain amount of money in
purchasing all the video equipment. The Minister wrote back to the Perth City Council
advising that because these people had invested so much money in the machinery and the
video equipment it was unreasonable for the council to have given them only a 12 month
approval.
Mr Lewis: Was that me or the member for Mitchell?
Mrs ROBERTS: That was unreservedly the current Minister for Planning. The point of
that example - ir is but one of many of which I amn aware - is to illustrate that a system
where the. Minister does not look at planning principles and makes decisions on the basis
of hearsay or emotional evidence does not mean he is making a fair or correct decision on
planning grounds.
Mr Bloffwitch: It does not mean he isn't. either.
Mrs ROBERTS: The point I made which caused the Minister to interject in a sexist
manner was that the fault with this system was chat it was entirely dependent on the
integrity of the Minister. The end decision rests with the Minister and the Minister may
choose to ignore all advice from his advisers.
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Mr Lewis: The Minister may also seek not to get any advice, like your Minister.
Mrs ROBERTS: That is true. The Minister may ignore the recommendations of the
Department of Planning and Urban Development, or the recommendations of the
Wannemoo City Council or any other council, and come to his or her own decision. It is
an appeal system which is not based on planning grounds, but on the whim or integrity of
the Minister of the day. When I interjected this comment earlier the best response that
could be elicited from the Minister for Planning was, "Why don't you stick to your
knitting?"
Mr Lewis: That is the point: Stick to your knitting. Stick to what you know about.
Several members interjected.
Mrs Hallahan: She knows about planning.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs ROBERTS: For the information of the Minister and other members opposite, and
for the Hansard record, I was not knitting at the time.
Mr Osborne: She doesn't understand what you are talking about.
Mrs ROBERTS: So we are talking about a metaphor? The member in the back row on
the other side of the House might care to know that I have considerable experience in
planning; in fact, probably a lot more than he. I certainly have an awful lot more
experience in planning than I have in knitting.
Mr Osborne: I can see that; but it is a well accepted phrase.
Mrs Hallahan: It might be in your circles.
Mrs ROBERTS: Let us get this right: Is it a well accepted fact that women knit well?
Mr Osborne: No.
Mrs ROBERTS: Is it well accepted that everybody - men and women - knit well? We
all knit well?
Mr Osborne interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I would prefer to listen to the member for Glendalough.
Mrs ROBERTS: For the information of the Minister and other members, I was on the
town planning committee at the City of Perth for six years; I was deputy chairman of that
committee; I have been a deputy chairman of other planning committees; and I also
worked at the office of one of the former Ministers for Planning as a planning consultant.
Mr Lewis: Self-praise is no praise.
Mrs ROBERTS: Does the Minister accept the statement that this appeals system relies
on the integrity of the Minister?
Mr Lewis: Of course it does.
Mrs ROBERTS: That is the point the Minister should have accepted at my earlier
interjection. He should have said, "flat is right, member for Glendalough. You have
made a valid and correct point on planning appeals, that the whole system relies on the
integrity of the Minister." The Minister's whole argument has been based on a rough
assertion that this system works because battlers can go along; anybody can go along. As
I have interjected, and as I have said in these brief comments, the whole system depends
on the integrity of the Minister and he can be subject to emotional grounds and setting
precedents of an undesirable nature that are totally baseless in terms of planning and
planning principles.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [7.45 pm]: I support the amendment. I remind members
that it states -

but the House regrets to inform His Excellency that the Minister for Planning has
failed to be fair and accountable in his' decisions on planning appeals and has
caused the ministerial appeal system to be seen publicly as corrupted.
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It is clear from the contribution made by th& Minister that he is not treating this whole
process fairly. I outlined earlier the unfairness in giving advantage to one company over
rour others. The perception in the industry and in the wider community is chat the
Minister's decision on the concrete batching plant at Neerabup is not fair. We have also
seen this evening that the Minister is not willing to be accountable. He is not willing to
explain his reasons, provide the information, show the documents, and allow people to
determine the basis on which he made his decision. The Minister is determined to tough
it out. He thinks that if he sits pat the problem will go away and he will not have to
explain the reasons for this shonky decision he has made. I assure the Minister that this
issue will not go away; he will not get away with just "toughing it out". He must be
accountable and he must show at least same shred of integrity, which is what members
were discussing a moment ago. The Minister cannot just leave the matter alone. The
whole system of ministerial appeals will change: It will have no validity. We will not be
able to maintain it unless this Minister cakes the right steps. He must show that he is
accountable, otherwise the whole system will crumble and there will be no respect for it.
A number of members on this side and on the other side of the House have commented
that a useful and efficient system will be done away with, because the public will noat
accept a planning appeals system which suggests corruption. This Minister has publicly -
here tonight and on other occasions - totally avoided any explanation or justification of
his decision on that concrete batching plant. If he continues to adopt that stance he will
undermine any integrity he might hope to portray and any acceptance of the system.
In the Minister's correspondence we'find he has said things that are totally inappropriate,
if not quite compromising of his position. The member for Mitchell touched on that
matter earlier and I will return to it lacer. As was mentioned earlier by the member for
Glendalough, the whole system of ministerial appeals depends on the integrity of the
Minister. This evening we have seen a Minister on his feet who really does not have
integrity; a Minister who is not willing to address the issues and stand by and justify the
decisions he has made. We found he was simply willing to try to set up diversions to
attack -

- Withdrawal of Remark
My LEWIS: I distinctly heard the member for Nollamara say that the Mnister did not
have any integrity. That reflects on me personally and as the Minister. I ask you,
Mr Speaker, to ask him to withdraw that.
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the amendment which I read out.
It indicates that the Minister is to be found wanting. In that circumstance my suggestion
that he lacked integrity would be appropriate.
The SPEAKER: Order! When I first saw the amendment I took occasion to discuss it
with one of the members of staff. Your colleague has used the words "system to be seen
publicly as corrupted". Naturally, it would be perfectly logical for me to accept any
comments about a corrupted system. I cannot accept any comments that suggest the
Minister is corrupt because the amendment does not say that. It is a marginal case, but I
request the member for Noli' amara to withdraw his comment because I am sure a man of
his ability can phrase it in a more acceptable way.
Mr KOBELKE: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, I refer you to the amendment which states that the Minister
has caused the ministerial appeal system to be seen publicly as corrupted. It is the
Minister for Planning's actions which are bringing about this public perception.
I refer members to what the Minister for Planning said in the 20 minutes allocated to him.
I will pass over his accusations about people being grubby, hypocritical and self-
righteous because they reflect more on the Minister than on members on this side of the
House. He said several times that the ministerial appeal system would be destroyed by
what is taking place and he cried to lay the blame at the Opposition's doorstep. The
members of the Press and anyone who cares to read this debate in H-ansard will reach the
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conclusion that it is this Minister's actions which will destroy the ministerial appeal
system.
I said earlier that the Mlinister's integrity is paramount in any system of ministerial
appeal. If the Minister cannot guarantee that, the system will fall away. Ta try to blame
the Opposition for quite rightly bringing forward a matter of public concern is simply to
overlook the issue, which is that this Minister is responsible for the maintenance of the
integrity of the system and he has been found wanting. He suggested that he would shut
up the Opposition by embarrassing fanner Ministers for the decisions they made. He was
proud to assert that he held all the records, and that is worrying on two accounts. Firstly,
he feels he can threaten people to keep them quiet while, at the same time, nat answer the
questions, and he does that with great delight to avoid accountability. Even more
worrying is that if the Minister controls the records he can use them against fanner
Ministers in a totally improper way. I have already documented the occasions on which
the Minister sought to deceive and mislead people on this issue. I am concerned that the
Minister could use the records he controls in a very biased and selective way to create a
totally false impression and that he is not willing to share those records openly and in an
accountable way.
The Minister also claimed that the previous Minister, the member for Mitchell, had set up
the land reservation at the site in Neerabup for a batching plant. I challenge the Minister
to table the relevant papers in this House because his allegation is totally untrue. Another
example of how this Minister tries to deceive this House on this issue is that there is a
mining tenement in the middle of a national park, adjacent to Quinns Road, which has
been worked for some years. The area comprises a residential area at the edge of the-
tenement, a freeway reservation and a national park. The mining tenement does not
come right up to Quinns Road. In order to create the impression of wonderful bushland
to people driving down Quinns Road a land swap was done. The land adjacent to Quinn&
Road in the national park was reserved as virgin bushland and the mining area was
moved further south to an area where it would not be obvious. The land swap was for
conservation purposes and it had absolutely nothing to do with the possibility of a
concrete batching plant. The Minister attempted to deceive the House by painting a
different picture, Having avoided the issue to that stage and having not touched on the
reason for his decision the Minister brought the logic of his argument to a pinnacle. He
got onto the subject of knitting. Somehow knitting is justification for this Minister
approving a concrete batching plant in this area. It appears he knows more about knitting
than he does about honesty and integrity.
The Minister then went on to suggest that I was in contempt of the Parliament and that is
a matter the House may take up on another occasion. I will not waste my time on it now.
However. I received a letter from the Freedom of Information Commissioner who took
issue with an action I took. The Minister did not take up my interjection that he received
a letter from the same commissioner which indicated that he took action which he did not
have the power to take. We have bath been on the receiving end of letters from the
Freedom of Information Commissioner.
The Minister also said that the disclosure of personal information pertaining to "ordinary
little people" would somehow be closed off if the information which I have sought
through a freedom of information application was made public. It is the fit time I have
heard anyone refer to Len Buckeridge as just an ordinary little person. Perhaps the
Minister should refer to him as the little Aussie builder who is having a little battle now
and needs assistance to the tune of $lni from him. It is not bad to give a mate a little
help, but it has nothing to do with the little battler who needs help with a small planning
matter which cart be determined expeditiously and at practically no cost. It was made
clear in an interjection from the member for Melville that we are dealing with an
application from a company which belongs to a group of companies which is the largest
building group in this state. To suggest that personal information about poor little Lennie
Buckeridge is a problem in this case twists the argument away frm any sort of
respectability.
In his conclusion the Minister took up another matter by suggesting the information was
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akin to what one would get in the confessional. I accept that from the Minis ter as an
indication that he has sinned and perhaps he is seeking our forgiveness. He actually had
the opportunity to say that, but he did not. Thai was the inference from the analogy he
used. What we have seen in the public domain is a Minister who is stonewalling and
thinks he can tough it out and will not take up the issues and argue in support of his
decision. A Minister who does that will bring the whole system into disrepute.
I turn now to the second point I made and that is what the Minister said in the argument
he put to the Freedom of Information Commissioner about why the information should
not be made public. In questions without notice last Thursday when pressed on this issue
the inister said that he had read the document and signed it, and that he stood by it.
There are 19 documents within the file and the first one was the consultant's appeal book
which outlines the grounds of appeal, the information, activities and functions of
development proposals on site, recommendations and the comments to the Minister for
Planning. The Minister said that his comment was airy fairy, but it was not. He said
about that document that -

It could be reasonably expected that disclosure of the document could put in
disrepute the standing of the Minister.

They were the Minister's words. He stood by them last Thursday, but today he wants to
change the words around because he is embarrassed. He said the document could put
into disrepute the standing of the Minister - his words, not mine. Mr Speaker. I ask you
to reflect on his words and determine whether it is conducive to people having trust irt the
system of ministerial appeals. I do not think anyone reading those words could be other
than concerned and worried that this Minister has responsibility for ministerial appeals. I
move to another document, a note from the regional manager of DPUD, which provides
comment with respect to additional information supplied by the appellant, and how the
Minister may deal with the appeal. Again, these are the words in the Minister's
submission -

The disclosure of the identity of the Officer is not in their interest as it may
prejudice their professional standing and place them in a position of risk....
Should the individual be identified to the public they may be subject to coercion.

-How can a ministerial appeal system have any credibility when a professional officer and
public servant in this state is said by the Minister to be put in a position of risk if his
name is released? According to the Minister if the name of a professional and competent
officer doing his job in a government department were released, that person would be in a
position of risk and may be subject to coercion. What would the royal commission have
said about that, or about government officers going about their jobs not being able to
make decisions and give advice without fear or favour because if their names were
released they would be put in a position of risk and may be subject to coercion? The
Minister's words hold this whole appeal system in contempt. If the Minister believes
those statements, he should call for an inquiry into the appeal system or his department
because public servants should be able to fulfil their statutory roles without their
positions being at risk Or their being subject to coercion.
A further document dated 17 March is a memorandum ftrm the executive secretary to the
chairman of the appeal committee and, among other things, it identifies the member who
will be on the Town Planning Appeal Committee preparing the report to the Minister.
The Minister stated -

The disclosure of the identity of the Appeal Committee Member,.-. is not in the
interest of that Member as it may prejudice the future work of that person....
Similarly the Member may be subject to an approach after a decision on the
appeal had been made by the Minister. Such an approach may be threatening or
coercive and place improper demands upon the Member.

Again, it is suggested by the Minister that a person fulfilling a public role as a paid
employee of the State Government might be threatened and be under coercion and have
improper demands placed upon him if someone knew his name and the job he was doing.
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On 19 March a further note was made indicating the appointment of chat committee
member. A file note dated 3 April indicates that the person given the job had resigned
from it. The Minister's comments on that file note indicate the resignation but do not
give any reasons. I quote the Minister's statement on that note -

It could reasonably be expected that disclosure of the document could put into.
disrepute the standing of the TPAC Member or Minister.

The Minister's words raise issues of the greatest gravity and utmost seriousness.
Mr Lewis: Rubbish!
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister says it is rubbish. Perhaps I do not have a very good grasp
of the English language but it seems to me a matter of utmost seriousness when the
Minister suggests that public officers could be under coercion or have said things to bring
themselves or the Minister into disrepute. The Minister thinks it is nonsense. This
suggests that we have a problem with integrity. Nothing could be more serious under the
Westminster system of government than officers of the Public Service being under
coercion or threat. These are not my words; they are the words of the Minister but he
will not take any action because he thinks it is rubbish. If the Minister for Planning
thinks such things are rubbish, he should resign. The -question we should ask of the
Premier, who is not in the Chamber at the moment, is whether he has confidence in this
Minister who chinks such things are rubbish. Will the Premier stand by his Minister?
Does, he agree with the decision on the Neerabup batching plan:? I hope the Premier will
take pant in this debate and stand behind his Minister or call for his resignation. There is
no other possibility if accountability and proper government are to be maintained in this
state. The Premier has no choice; he must explain why he supports the Minister or he
must call for his resignation, It is totally inappropriate for a Minister to use those words
and to describe this matter as rubbish.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)
Mr Bridge Mrs Hallahan Mr Ripper
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mrs Roberts
Mr Cunningham Mr Hill Mr DiL. Smith
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Mir Mariborough Ms Warnock (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr McGinty
Mr Grill Mr Riebeling

Nods (24)
Mr Ainsworuh Mr House Mr Shave
Mr Blaikie Mr Johnson Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Lewis - Mr Strickland
Mr Bmadshaw Mr McNee Mr Tirenorden
Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Tubby
Mr Day Mr Osborne Mrs van de Kiashorst
Mrs Edwardes Mr Pnodal Mr Wiese
Dr Flames Mr Prince Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.
Debte (on nwdion) Resumed

MR McGINTY -(Fremantle) [8-10 pm]: I will concentrate during my contribution to the
Address-in-Reply debate on human rights and civil liberties. It has long. been accepted
that a hallmark of a truly civilised society is the respect which citizens afford to each
other and the respect which the laws of the country or state give to the basic rights of
citizens of that country or scare. In the 15 months since the coalition Government has
been elected in this state, there has been much that the citizens of this state have had to
worry about when it comes to respect for our fellow human beings and, in particular, the
established human rights and civil liberties of die people of Western Australia.
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I refer, firstly, to racism. Itris often said that we live in a multicultural society and that
the official policy of the state is multiculturalism. During the parliamentary recess which
we have just concluded, I had the opportunity of visiting a number of countries in
southern Europe, including Croatia, Italy and Portugal. One of the things that struck me
about those countries, and it ls perhaps what lies at the root of some of the problems in
the former nation of Yugoslavia, is the nionoculturalism that exists. Itris pleaing to me
to see, particularly in my electorate of Fremantle, but also in other parts of Australia, the
extent to which we have embraced multiculturalism and the extent to which we enjoy the
diversity which goes to make Australia what it is today.
One remarkable exception to that, however) is the treatment of our indigenous peoples. I
had to confess, in discussing multiculturalism with people both in Australia and abroad,
that the attitudes to and treatment of, the laws and practices in this country in regard to
indigenous peoples in Australia leave a lot to be desired. We are not as tolerant or as
accommodating of the ways of our indigenous peoples as we ame of the migrants from the
many countries around the world who today make up the population of Australia.
A book that was launched today, entitled Being Whifefella, edited by Duncan Graham,
contains an article by Hal Jackson, a judge of the District Court, who says about our
treatment of Aboriginal people -

White Australians concede cultural diversity to most groups in our nation in terms
which are generous by world standards. We must now do so with those who have
occupied the continent for tens of thousands of years.
But we must also allow that diversity of history and place which I have mentioned
to be reflected in different forms, according to models determined by Aboriginal
people. This isn't apartheid. It is to respect cultural diversity and the special
claims of Aboriginal people as the original occupants of the land we now share.
To recognise this on appropriate terms involves acknowledging the continuance
of both land use and cultural heritage in ways promoting mutual respect. Only
then will whizefella Australians have the right to say they refuse to acknowledge
any debts for the past.

It is unfortunate that with what I believe to be a fact in respect of our treatment of
Aboriginal people we have not measured up as a Parliament or as a state to our
obligations under the international convention on the elimination of all forms of racial
discrimination. We saw in 1975 the Australian government pass the Racial
Discrimination Act to give effect to the anti-racial discrimination provisions contained in
that international convention. We then saw a continuation of the history of white
settlement in attempts to take away the rights of the indigenous Aboriginal people of
Australia. We saw that happen firstly in Queensland, where the High Court, in the Mabo
Nos 1 and 2 cases in 1988 and 1992, struck down a law which sought to remove the land
rights or titles held by the Meriamn people of the Murray Islands.
Last year, this Parliament enacted the Land (Titles and Traditional Usage) Act 1993, with
its now infamous section 7, which dispossesses the Aboriginal people of this state of their
title to land- As was said during the course of that debate, when the matter comes on for
hearing in the High Court - and it will come on for hearing this year, because it has
already been the subject of a number of directions hearings before the Chief Justice of the
High Court - Ilam confident that that law will be struck down as racist. It will be to the
eternal shame of this Parliament that we passed a racist law which offends the
international convention dealing with the elimination of all forms of racism. It also
offends the law of the land; namely, the Racial Discrimination Act. It is a law of which
we cannot be proud. When that matter does come on for hearing before the High Court, I
believe it will be faced with the inevitable consequence of being struck down, for two
reasons. Firstly, under the Constitution, Commonwealth laws override state laws in areas
where the Commonwealth has legislative power. Clearly, where we have both
Commonwealth and state Mabo laws, if I can put it in shorthand form, the
Commonwealth law will prevail. However, more importantly arid fundamentally, we
have here a clear case of conflict with the Commonwealth Racial Discrimination Act,
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which gives effect to the view of the international community, and which deals with the
implementation of a range of matters to eliminate racial discrimination.
Comparable Queensland legislation was struck down by the High Court in 2988. and we
will see the Western Australian Act, which follows a substantially similar form, struck
down in 1994. It will be regarded as an unfortunate episode in our history, which has
brought Western Australia into disrepute. We ame today Queensland as it was under the
reign of Joh Bjelke-Petersen, and we are also the South Africa of the past.
I will refer to another important element where I believe this Government has failed
abysmally to afford to the citizens of Western Australia basic human rights and civil
liberties. Australia is party to a number of international conventions in regard to
democratic systems of government. It cannot be said chat this Parliament or this
Government is elected on a democratic basis.
Mr Strickland: Were the people consulted about all these treaties which have been
signed, or were they signed by a handful of elected people in Canberra?
Mr McGJNTY: The member is showing a remarkable degree of ignorance of the view of
the international community about what is an acceptable way to behave. If the member
wants to condone racism, if he wants to condone an anti-democratic system, then he
should go for it. The member for Scarborough can be a racist and he can be an anti-
democrat; I do not give a damn. We stand here on a question of principle, and we will
argue in this place that where that principle is not being correctly afforded to the people
of this state, the Government stands to be condemned for it.
Mr Strickland: Were the people consulted? Did the Federal Government consult the
people before it signed the treaties?
Mr McGINTY: Does the member deny that we should have operating in Australia today
a system of representative democracy as it is accepted throughout the civilised world? If
the member says no, let us go and consult the people. I will happily do that. We must
have a system which affords to the people of Western Australia a democratic form of
government.
I refer briefly to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to which
Australia is a signatory. It imposes certain obligations on this Parliament, as it does on
the Commonwealth Parliament. Article 25 reads -

Every citizen shall have the right and the opportunity, without any of the
distinctions mentioned in article 2 and without unreasonable restrictions:
(a) To take part in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen
representatives;
(b) To vote and to be elected at genuine periodic elections which shall be by
universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret ballot, guaranteeing the
free expression of the will of the electors;

As parliamentarians, we cannot hold high our heads and say that we have a system
whereby we are chosen by universal and equal suffrage - which is the fundamental ternm
contained in the document accepted throughout the world as spelling out the basic
principles upon which any democratic government should be operating.
Mr Strickland interjected.
Mr McGINTY: I will not be sidetracked by the member's trivia from the important
principles which I am addressing tonight.
This Parliament has failed in its duty to reform itself. It failed in 1993 when the member
for Victoria Park introduced a Bill which would give effect to the principle of one-vote-
one-value; in other words, every citizen's vote is equal -

Mr Trenorden: They are equal now.
Mr McGINqTY: They are riot. The voters in the electorate of the member for Avon have
twice the voting power of the voters in Fremantle. That is an undeniable fact. In the
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agricultural area and the south west of the state the system is designed to ensure that the
conservatives are elected disproportionately to their share of the vote. That is a fact. For
the upper House we have a system where the conservative panies in Western Australia
have held unlimited power for more than 100 years, regardless of the will and the wishes'-
of the people of the state. The Government shows no regard whatsoever in respect of the
upper House for the wishes and will of the people of this state. This is the last Parliament
that will be elected on an unprincipled and, with respect, corrupt law of this state.

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! I direct the member for Fremantle to withdraw his remarks
about a corrupt law.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw. Mr Speaker, I did indicate that I intended to go close to the
mark.
The SPEAKER: I must be consistent. Please continue.
Dr Gallop: I think you should look at the record when talking about consistency.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member is not locking at it accurately.

Debate Resumed
Mr McGINTY: The Western Australian Parliament is the only Parliament in Australia
where the government is determined by a voting system which is nor a one-vote-one-
value system.
Mr Trenorden: What about the Senate?
Mr McGINTY: Every lower House of Parliament in every state and territory in Australia
is determined on the basis of one-vote-one-va] ue!
Mr Trenorden: They are not. Look at the record. You are wrong. Look at Tasmania.
Dr Gallop: He is talking about the lower House!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGINTY: I will enlighten 'the member for Avon about the situation in the lower
House in Tasmania. It is one-vote-one-value, within a 10 per cent tolerance.
Mr Trenorden: That is not true. How many voters are there in Tasmania? There are
about 180 000.
Mr McGINTY: The member has been found out. He has exposed his ignorance. He
should shut up. He has been caught out. It is one-vote-one-value in Tasmania. Thai is
the basis upon which a government is elected. The member should look at Tasmanian
law. He is wrong. He has been exposed as a fraud and a fool. He should be quiet.
Every lower House in Australia is elected according to the internationally accepted
principle. That is a fundamental human right. Ir is the right of citizens throughout the
civilised world to have their representatives elected according to the principle of
universal and equal suffrage. We do nor have that situation in Western Australia. We are
alone in Australia in determining a government where we have a vote weighted system of
approximately 2:1 in favour of the rural parts of the state. It is unprincipled. The
Parliament has been given the opportunity to reform itself and it has failed to do so. That
has been the situation in Australia - much to our eternal shame - ever since being granted
responsible government in this state.
I would like to refer briefly to the situation which existed when the Constitution was first
enacted in Western Australia in 1889. We had a Legislative Council which we might
complain about today as not being elected in accordance with democratic principles. We
might complain today about it being elected on a system which guarantees continued
conservative dominance of that House. With this electoral system t Labor Parry cannot
ever win a majority in that House even when a majority of people vote that way. In 1889
the Legislative Council was not elected; it was appointed. So we started with a
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Constitution in this state which offended in so many ways the basic democratic rights of
the people of the state - and it is continuing today, much to our shame. In 1889 the
Legislative Council was appointed by the Governor, the Queen's representative. We
might hear more about him later tonight.
This is a continued denial of basic human rights from the date of responsible government.
In 1889 there was a property qualification required to become a member of Parliament.
That had the effect of disfranchising a significant part of the population - if nor a majority
of the population - ftom ever becoming a member of Parliament. Today we would regard
either a Legislative Council appointed by the Governor or a property qualification as
being abhorrent to the notion of democracy. In 1889 women were not allowed to vote.
Only men could vote in Western Australia. That was an express requirement of the
Constitution. Women were not eligible to be elected to Parliament. It was not until 1920
with the Parliament (Qualification of Women) Act that women were allowed to be
elected. There was a property qualification on people to vote in the Legislative
Assembly elections and in the Legislative Council elections. There was multiple voting
by property owners. It was a feature of our electoral system for a long part of our history
of responsible government in this state. Of course, Aborigines were not entitled to vote.
They were expressly excluded by a term in the Constitution which read -

No Aboriginal native of Australia, Asia or Africa, or a person of the half blood,
shall be entitled to be registered ..

Today we would all hang our heads in shame over that. Of course we had the voting
disproportion between various electorates. There was no acknowledgment that all
citizens should be equal before the law, that all citizens should be equal in the
participation in the democratic process. Today, all those matters to which I have
referred, with one exception, have been progressively overcome. We have progressed
towards democracy in Western Australia. We are not there yet. We have a considerable
distance to go as we are still without the basic democratic principle of equality of voting
power entrenched into our Constitution; in fact, we have the opposite to that. Although
we have made significant progress on all of those other matters to which I have referred,
we still must make progress on the most important of those; namely, ensuring that all
votes have equal value in determining the government of the day.
Ir is unfortunate that Parliament has abrogated its right and responsibility in this area; that
is something which we will all regret. The responsibility is now placed in the hands of an
unelected body -the High Court of Australia - in determining the application of
democratic principles in this Parliament. If this Parliament, as is its duty, lived up to its
responsibilities and passed laws in this state consistent with the international obligations
and principles of human rights and civil liberties, this situation would not face us. The
fact that the Government has defeated moves to implement those principles has left us
with no option but to have the High Court intervene to ensure at last that we are dragged
into the twentieth century. It is unfortunate that we cannot find a remedy within our
parliamentary system, and the reason for that is that this Parliament is not democratic.
Therefore, Parliament has forfeited its right to deal with these matters; they must be dealt
with elsewhere.
A third mailer relating to the civil rights of the people of Western Australia causing me,
and a large proportion of the population of Western Australia, considerable concern is the
question of capital punishment. The most fundamental right of any citizen is the right to
his or her life. To have the Premier of this state, and other spokespersons on the
government benches, advocating capital punishment is outrageous. It is a return to the
barbaric, dark days which existed when, as a state, we killed people; that is, we took
away their lives because they committed crimes. To wind back the clock to those dark
days is inexcusable. The most unfortunate element of that whole debate was the Minister
for Labour Relations' proposal that he would be the executioner when he said that he
would pull the lever to kill a fellow citizen of this state. We have returned to the dark,
bad old days if we would contemplate a return to capital punishment, which is a
deprivation of the most basic human right. I hope it was a rush of blood to the head in a
by-election the Government was always going to lose, as members opposite were
I Sfl-
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desperately trying to win a few last minute votes on an unprincipled stand. I hope they
will forget about it now and take the matter no further. If not, coupled with all the other
breaches of human rights, Western Australia - about which we are all concerned - and its
citizens will be condemned throughout the civilised world. Therefore, we cannot afford
to allow that unprincipled debate to continue.
The fourth area in which our human rights have not been adequately dealt with by this
Government, along with others, is the treatment of our mentally ill people. This is a
matter with a longer time frame, the blame for which cannot be sheeted home only to the
current Government. The Burdekin report, released in October of last year, dealt with
our treatment of mentally ill people in Australia. I would appreciate it if members would
listen to me in silence on this issue. The Burdekin report involved three years'
consideration of the issue and it was damning of Australia's, particularly Western
Australia's, treatment of our mentally ill. Ic said in no uncertain terms that we had failed
in our treatment of one of the most vulnerable and needy groups in our society, and
indicated that we had failed to afford those with mental illness the most fundamental of
human rights. The response to the Burdekin report from the State Minister for Health
was outlined in an article in The West Australian of 22 October 1993 as follows-

WA Health Minister Peter Foss responded to the release of the report on
Wednesday by saying that WA had already cackled most of the criticism in it.

The way that report was greeted was perhaps best reported in The West Australian of
22 October 1993 as follows -

The response to the report by the Federal and State Governments has been
predictably defensive.

Other commentators were more critical, saying that no acceptance of a failure in this area
was evident. Members opposite form the Governmenc of the day. Over a great number
of years governments in this state have failed the mentally ill in this State. A report in
The West Australian of 21 October 199 3 read -

Mr Burdekin said that Australians could no longer ignore the fact that the rights
of the mentally ill were being abused.
He said thousands of mentally ill were being abandoned in squalid housing or
dumped on the streets because of a lack of hospital beds.
Federal and State governments had failed to provide safe accommodation and
medical treatment.

Mr Burdekin then referred to Wilson's Patch, the place to where some Aboriginal people
had been released from institutional care and basically locked up in a wire enclosure.
The article continues by quoting Mr Burdekin as follows -

"What happened at Wilson's Patch was a situation where, I think, either through
negligence or cynicism or just sheer neglect, people were de-institutionalised, put
out of a bed that might have been costing the Government $50 000 or $60 000
and into the community, and nothing like those finances were given to the
community to care for them."
. . . putting the mentally ill into the community in theory was fine, but not giving
the community adequate resources was almost fraud.

..-Australia should honour its commitment to international human rights
conventions by addressing the abuses inflicted on people with mental illness.

The response in this area has not in any sense been adequate. I was pleased to see on the
television coverage of the federal Budget announcement today a dramatic increase in the
funding for the mentally ill in response to Burdekin's criticism. It behoves the Ministers
of this Government to admit where a demonstrable failure has occurred, rather than adopt
the defensive pose displayed by our Minister and others.
In the context of human rights, the laws which this Parliament passed last year cook away
the rights of many workers to have access to the Industrial Relations Commission - a
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right they have enjoyed in this country for almost one hundred years. This removal of
rights occurred through the workplace agreement mechanism which is now law in this
State. That right sought to achieve equity in the workplace, but these changes will see a
massive power swing in bargaining power to the employer from the employee. In all
circumstances where a workplace agreement comes into operation, the worker will have
no access to the commission as a means of redress.
The common law courts in England and this country over many hundreds of years have
developed a system whereby a worker, injured trough the negligence of his or her
employer, had a right to go to the court to seek compensation. Changes to the Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Act enacted last year took away that right for the
majority of injured workers. It is estimated that approximately 90 per cent of the
common law claims for workers injured by an employer's negligence will be affected by
these changes to the system. Those amendments took away something which had
become an accepted basic human right for the people in Western Australia.
It is with some regret that I make this speech tonight. Dangerous warning signs are
evident regarding the matters to which I have referred. This Government has not been
displaying due diligence and due regard for the human rights of the people of Western
Australia. I urge the Government to think long and hard about these very important
questions when it is considering future legislation. I would bate to see another year of
assaults, as seen during the past 15 months, on the human rights and civil liberties of the
people of Western Australia.
[The member's time expired.]
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [8.40 pm]: I will address myself to two questions, the first
being the role of the Governor in Western Australia. On 30 October last year. speaking
on the appointment of the new Governor, Professor Peter Boyce, the vice-chancellor of
Murdoch University, in pan, said -

I refer of course to the sovereign's three traditional rights -

He was talking about the Queen of England and interpreted that to mean the Governor of
Western Australia -

- so concisely outlined by the great 19th century constitutional lawyer Walter
Bagehot in his classic study "The English Constitution".
These are the right to warn, the right to encourage and the right to be consulted by
her ministers. Those rights are generally acknowledged to inhere in the office of
governor, but they presuppose a sensitive understanding of political and
constitutional issues by the Queen's representative.

flat is as good a summation of the role of the Governor as I think we would find. For
my purpose tonight, the key words are "understanding of political and constitutional
issues". As a general statement of principle, Governors should not involve themselves in
the public partisan political debate. The current incumbent of that office, Major General
Jeffery, understands the need to remain out of the political debate. On the day he took
office he made some statements. An article on 2 November in The West Australian
states -

Asked about the republic issue, he said: "I will have to be very careful not to give
strong views one way or another. My role is to be totally apolitical."

On the day of his appointment the Governor understood that his role, as it has been
passed down, is to be totally apolitical. Having said that, the Governor then launched
into the political debate on the question of whether this country should be a republic. He
said -

Change, if it is to come, has got to be subject of lot more work but I happen to
believe that our current system is very good system.

Mr Osborne: It is a constitutional issue.
Mr GRAHAM: The member for Bunbury continues to say that it is a constitutional
question.
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Mr Osborne: It is not a political question; it is a partisan question.
Mr GRAHAM: I refer the member for Bunbwy to the statements of the nineteenth
century constitutional lawyer, Walter Bagehot, to which [ alluded at the beginning of my
speech. I also referred to the comment of Professor Peter Boyce that it presupposes a
sensitive understanding of both political and constitutional issues.
In the early days of his governorship, Major General Jeffery also expressed views on the
flag and whether we should change it; the role of the monarchy; and the honours system
in Western Australia and Australia, and whether people here should receive knighthoods.
He entered into the debate on the republic and also the debate on our overall system of
government. I accept that in the first days of appointment or upon the announcement of
appointment, a Governor could well get carried away with the zeal of the new
appointment and make a series of sweeping comments that are persona] views. The Press
was not talking to Major General Jeffery in an attempt -
Mr Osborne: It was seeking the Government's views.
Mr GRAHAM: I have not gone into the views yet; I am simply saying that he entered
the debate.
Mr Cowan: I think he was talking about those issues which he felt should be debated. I
do not know whether he had an opinion on it other than to say that the system was
reasonably good and we would have to demonstrate thai there was a better system. I
think that was the message that he put.
Mr GRAHAM: An article in The Australian, a national newspaper, states -

Another tradition the Governor holds on to is the Australian flag.
He expressed a personal view that he supported the flag. On the question of the
monarchy Governor Jeffery said that he believed the constitutional monarchy had served
us well and the public was not assured in the short term. On the question of honours,
Major General Jeffery said that he believed the days of imperial honours were long gone.
That is a different view from the Premier's. Major General Jeffery said that he was not
keen on knighthoods. On 30 August on the question of whether the Governor should or
should not be in the republican debate, he said -

While the future of the position of Governor was a mailer for the people, he
doubted it would be dispensed with quickly and preferred not to discuss -

The member for Bunbury might be interested in this -

- the delicate issue of Australia becoming a republic, calling it a political matter.
These statements could well have been written off as zeal by a newly appointed
Governor. I made the point that the Governor may well say that they are his personal
views and that he is eager to acquaint the people of Western Australia and Australia with
those views. A new Governor has some licence to express his views. People are
interested in who he is and what he stands for. There is some validity in the proposition
that in his early days a Governor should outline his views; but he should not enter into
the political debate.
After that the Governor, in presenting the Sir Wallace Kyle oration, speaking in public
before a crowd of about 300 people at the Burswood Casino, raised a series of
controversial issues, including the reintroduction of national service; compulsory
marriage counselling; who should or should not receive payment of family allowances;
whether the Gay Mardi Gras in Sydney should or should not have been televised; the
restoration of the Christian faith through teaching in schools and in the community
generally; and work camps. Those issues were all raised and reported in The West
Australian on 23 April and in the Sunday Times on 24 April. In his speech the Governor
mentioned strong and personal support for the work camps and boat camps proposals that
were being considered by this Government at that time. It was not as though Major
General Jeffery was in the early days of his governorship when he was seeking to explain
his personal views to the public. The Governor willingly and freely entered into the
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political debate on what is arguably the most controversial subject in Western Australia
at the moment: The law and order debate. As polls have recently shown, that is the
number one concern of Australians.
I raise this quite deliberately because there is no better place or time for a member of
Parliament to express his views to the Governor on the conduct of the Governor and/or
his Office than in the Address-in-Reply debate. We are commenting directly on a speech
that the Governor gave on behalf of the Government on the opening day of Parliament.
The Governor entered the debate and expressed a strong personal view that there should
be work camps and boat camps for young people and outlined what he saw as the merit
of those camps. My view on whether there should or should not be work camps is
largely academic, but I at least am entitled to put my view in the political debate; the
Governor is not. It is that simple. The Governor on the opening day of Parliament found
his position compromised. I will not get hung up on the blurb, but his position was
compromised to the extent that he had to come into this place and read the Government's
program to the Parliament and advise the Parliament what the Government will undertake
under his direction as Governor. Pant of that was a statement from the Government read
by the Governor which says -

The Government will develop Work camps as an additional sentencing option for
young male offenders aged 16 to 21 to provide an opportunity for these young
offenders to develop a sense of self-discipline and control.

Those words are extraordinarily similar in content, and the aims are identical, to those put
forward personally by the Governor at a previous time. There will be a statement made
in the next few days or weeks and a report given on the Attorney General's visit to the
USA looking into this very issue. It may well be this is one of the great political debates
of the year; it has that kind of heat and emotion. The Governor is committed in this
debate. He cannot by his public utterances be impartial on the matter of work or boot
camps. He is involved in the political debate, in the formation of the debate and the
formation of the governmental processes. That is a contradiction in the role of the
Governor. Each of the issues that the Governor has raised is in itself a controversial issue
and a political issue. National service was one of the great divisive debates of the 1970s
in this country. It is now back on the political agenda because the Governor of Western
Australia determined to make it thus.
Mr Osborne: That was military service.
Mr Bradshaw: This is different, because you were talking about the Vietnam War.
Mr GRAHAM: It is not my job to advise members opposite, but they should not defend
the indefensible. The Governor did not talk about national youth training -

Mr Cowan: Are you staking a claim to assume the mantle of Terry Burke? He made
only two speeches the whole time he was in Parliament, both about the Governor.
Mr GRAHAM: I do not think the Deputy Premier could accuse me of making only two
speeches. The reality should be of some concern to this Parliament. We spoke earlier
about naivety in taking up new appointments, and maybe that is applicable in the member
for Bunbury's case. The reality is that the Governor of Western Australia has raised
controversial and major political issues in a public forum of 300 people that was widely
reported in the Press, and he expressed views and political opinions that are not open to
him to make. Those views may or may not be helpful when we get to the wider political
debate on these issues. The debates may or may not be useful, or relevant, and they may
not be heard, but the one thing about the debate on boot camps in particular, and
legislation in general, is that debate is not open to the Governor. As Governor he should
remain out of public political debate or, if he is not prepared to remain out of the public
political debate, he should test his views with the public in an election. I have never met
the Governor, and I bear him no ill will; it is the Office of Governor. The Governor
should not enter into the partisan political debate, and on the rare occasion he enters into
public debate he should not take part in debate on controversial issues that will be the
subject of debate in this Parliament, and he should not express views on that legislation.
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The second matter I want to deal with in the debate tonight is workers' compensation, a
subject near and dear to my bean. Members will remember I had an enforced holiday
last year when we were dealing with the question of workers' compensation. I cannot go
into the reason for that enforced holiday without canvassing the rulings of the Speaker,
but I can revisit the substance of that debate, which was whether workers travelling
between their place of residence and place of employment are covered for workers'
compensation. The answer to that in the legislation is quite simple: No, they axe not.
That was the intention of the legislation; that was what the Minister outlined in his
second reading speech as being the reason section 19 was included in the legislation.
When the courts have any doubt about interpreting the Act they are entitled to turn to the
second reading speech of the Minister for clarification. In the case of the workers'
compensation legislation, section 19 is absolutely clear in that it says-

..a worker shall not be treated as having suffered personal injury by accident
arising out of or in the course of the worker's employment if the worker suffers an
injury -
(a) during a journey -

(i) between a place of residence of the worker and the worker's place
of employment;

Even the member for Bunbury can understand what that means. A worker is not covered
ravelling between home and work. The Minister in his second reading speech made it
crystal clear that people are not covered travelling between their home and their place of
work. At the time I argued, and continue to argue, that the Minister sought to do certain
things in the metropolitan area and did not take into account the variety of work
arrangements in Western Australia. I know, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth), that
your electorate is somewhat similar to mine - it is a very large electorate - and I know
you are aware of the type of work arrangements people enter into and the distances
people travel between their place of employment and their residence. I suggest that many
people would work but do not live in your electorate. They may live in the city and fly
in, or drive in.
There are people who, even though they may be in one's electorate, live at one end and
work at the other. What happens to those people if they are injured travelling those long
distances? I am sure members will recall that I raised this with the Minister during the
second reading debate and was assured by the Minister that, provided they were not
negligent, they would be covered. Therein lies the little difficulty of my being ejected
from Parliament, because I argued that that statement was not accurate and accused the
Minister of telling lies to protect his legislation. This matter, in addition to being raised
in the second reading speech, was raised also during the Committee stage of the Bill; that
is, the problem of someone having to be at a meeting early in the morning or having to do
some Work many hundreds of kilometres from where he lives. Is he covered? No. If he
goes to work, no.
Mr Prince: If the travel is in the course of the employment, clearly he is.
Mr GRAHAM: With all due respect to the member for Albany, it is not a question of
interpretation or a question of ifs and buts. It is the question that a worker shall not be
treated as having suffered personal injury by accident arising out of or in the course of
the worker's employment, if that worker suffers an injury during the journey between his
residence and place of employment. The only exceptions to that are educational
institutions.
Mr Prince: I suggest that if your employer said to you that you are to cover 100
kilometres to a particular place in the course of your employment, at the moment you get
in your vehicle you are at work. It is a direction from your employer and you are
travelling in the course of your employment.
Mr GRAHAM: That is the line the Minister put to me.
Mr Prince: I suggest he did not do it quite as subtly.
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Mr GRAHAM: The member said that, I did not. Since then, what has happened on the
question of direction is that the insurance industry drew up guidelines to make the
industry reflect the Act and it immediately got problems with the point the member has
raised - it is prohibited by the legislation because the worker's place of residence is
defined. Had we been able in November to debate the content of this clause, which we
were not because of the use of the guillotine, that is a point the Opposition would have
raised, because that was our legal advice at the time. I can tell members what is
happening in the north west at least. I do not know about the neck of the woods of the
member for Albany. He is probably in a better position than I to influence the outcome,
because of his Cabinet position and the fact that he has a government department
working for him. Is his government department able to issue tomorrow morning a legal
and binding instruction to people which outlines their rights and entitlements under the
workers' compensation legislation? I might be putting him on the spot; but, if I am, I
will give him some information beforehand. There is yet to be a government department
that is able to do that. Government departments are advising their employees to get
written instructions and report to work before they travel.
Mr Prince: I suggest the position is that because of the rights of subjugation under the
insurance agreements, an employer, whether government or non-government, would be
stopped from issuing such a direction because it would not bind an insurance company,
which is the organisation that makes the decision. If one wants to challenge it one takes
it to court.
Mr GRAHAM: The member is doing very well and batting 1 000 so far.
Mr Prince: That has always been the case.
Mr GRAHAM: That is the case. But what if the employer denies responsibility and
what if the insurance company maintains that the Act says that an employee is not
covered?
Mr Prince: That is the situation with any workers' compensation payment. If the
insurance company standing in the shoes of the employer denies liability, one takes it to
litigation.
Mr GRAHAM: I am not a lawyer.
Mr Prince: You are not doing too badly.
Mr GRAHAM: The previous Act stated-

(1) Without limiting the generality of section 18, a worker is deemed to have
suffered personal injury by accident arising out of or in the course of his
employment where -

(a) the workers suffers a personal injury without any substantial default or
wilful act, on his part, while he is travelling on any regular, daily, or
periodic journey, or on any other journey which the worker establishes to
the satisfaction of the Board was reasonable in the circumstances for the
worker to take -
(i) between his place of residence and place of employment;

It is subparagraph (i) that the Government's Act deleted, and it is as a result of that and
the change in the wording at the top chat the problem arises.
Mr Prince: It is because we had all those debates and arguments.
Mr GRAHAM: I am sure the member will recall that in the second reading speech I put
to the Minister a serious question when I said that, leaving aside what I believed was his
intent of removing people travelling from the suburbs to the city, there was the genuine
concern of those of us with country electorates about the variety and multiplicity of travel
arrangements between a worker's place of employment and his residence. The Minister
chose not to answer that in his second reading reply. In his third reading speech he
accused me of a whole range of things.
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Mr Prince: I recall he gave you an answer you did not want to accept.
Mr GRAHAM: He gave me an answer, but the fact is that six or seven months down the
road it is not just me who disagrees with him, The employers I have spoken to do not
agree with him. There is a fair number of them, and some pretty major ones, because one
does not have to exercise one's mind too hard to see who might have people who travel a
lot. The insurance industry does not agree with him, and the union movement does not
agree with him. Those employees who have had pointed out to them that when they
travel in good faith they are not covered do not agree with him. We have the Minister
defending the indefensible. [ know of no way out of this other than an amendment to the
legislation, because none of the guidelines, edicts or anything the Minister says can affect
the legislation, which says those people are not covered when travelling between their
place of employment and place of residence.
I intend to write to a whole range of employees in my electorate and advise them not to
travel in those circumstances unless and until their employers provide them with a
written cover that the employers will carry the risk, regardless of the insurance company.
The employers have a role in this to live up to. When legislation comes in to amend this,
I expect the Minister to apologise to me.
Mr Trenorden: He will not.

Amendment to Motion
Mr GRAHAM: The member is probably right. Having said that, I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but the House regrets to inform His Excellency that a liver transplant unit
is yet to be established in Western Australia, and that a good deal of
heartbreak and aggravation has been caused by the Minister for Health's
arrogant and inept handling of the issue and by the Government's
continuing use of its increasing revenue on wasteful and inappropriate
advertising.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) 19.09 pm]:. I raise a matter which is of extreme
importance for 36 Western Australians. I am referring to the 36 Western Australians
who require a liver transplant. The issue of whether Western Australia should establish a
liver transplant unit has had two runs in public debate in the past year. Last year there
was some controversy when one of those Western Australians who required a liver
transplant, a Mr John Lawrie from Kelmscotr, made a request to the Health Department
to enable him to have his liver transplant here in Perth. He argued his case on
compassionate grounds. Members of the Assembly will remember the debate that
occurred last year over Mr Lawrie's case. On that occasion, the debate was conducted
primarily within the clinical sphere, and the rejection of his request to have a liver
transplant here in Western Australia was essentially made by the authorities within the
Health Department. They argued that he was a very high risk case and he was prone to
complications during and after surgery. It was therefore felt that the facilities and
expertise were not in Western Australia to guarantee the success of his case and only
emergency cases were to be performed in Western Australia. As I think members will
know, two such cases have been performed in Western Australia on the basis they were
regarded as an emergency. On that occasion, the Minister for Health did not become
fully engaged in the debate about whether we should have a liver transplant unit. The
debate primarily occurred with the Health Department on the one side and Mr Lawrie on
the other, with the media and the then shadow Minister for Health, the now Leader of the
Opposition, also being involved. We have had a rerun of that debate this year which has
certainly progressed enormously from where it was taken last year. It was initiated again
by reference to individuals. The individual and his family who assisted enormously in
bringing this question into the full glare of publicity was John Lomma who is in Sydney
waiting to have a liver transplant. I think many members opposite will have received
correspondence from Mr Lemnma and his family that indicates in a very clear way the
circumstances that face Western Australians who require a liver transplant and who
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journey to Sydney to wait for a liver and the operation that will occur in the transplant
unit at Sydney. I quote from a letter from Mrs Lomma about her son John who
unfortunately has a very rame liver disease which requires a transplant -

Why are the people of W.A. subjected to this kind of treatmnent? They are sent
over to Sydney & dumped there in a strange state, not knowing anyone, Or their
way around. They may be as well in another country. They get very little help!
There is only W.A. & New Zealand that send their patients away from home to
Sydney.

That indicates very clearly the social dislocation involved for Western Australians who
need to travel to Sydney to wait for the right liver to came along and to have the
operation that, for them, is a matter of life and death. That social dislocation can impact
on their very health condition because, as members know, the emotional factors involved
in ill health can be as impontant as the physical factors. It is that social dislocation that
has very much attracted the attention of the medical profession here in Western Australia
and has led them to argue strongly through the Australian Medical Association that a unit
should be established here.
Currently, 36 people in Western Australia need transplants. Seven of those people are on
the critical list. Of those seven, two are waiting in Sydney for a transplant. Estimates
from the statistics that have come out of the research on liver diseases that require
transplants indicate that an average of 15 transplants are required each year for every one
million residents. It is expected then that in Western Australia approximately 20 people a
year will require a liver transplant and, by the year 2000, thac figure will increase to 30.
The system we have currently is that the national centre in Sydney takes on the
responsibilities of providing the transplants for citizens throughout Australia, and can
undertake that operation for $120000 for each individual. It is funded from Medicare
levy funds devoted to that national program. It includes of course the accommodation
costs for those who travel to Sydney. Special funds are devoted to this national program
and the Sydney transplant unit is part of that.
It is very interesting to note that the medical profession in Western Australia has
estimated what it would cost to undertake these operations in Western Australia.
Substantial savings would be made by conducting the operations in WA. Because the
people do not have to be taken over to Sydney to wait for the liver, according to the best
estimate provided to me by the medical professionals, it would cost about one-half the
cost of $120 000 - between $60 000 and $70 000 - to have an operation here in Western
Australia. Some capital costs are involved, such as $200 000 for some equipment and
$100 000 for extra training far the staff, particularly the nurses who would be involved
not only in the actual operation but also in post operative care. They are the facts of the
matter in relation to the cost and to the number of patients who require transplants in
Western Australia.
In the past two weeks, in the course of this matter coming onto the political agenda,
largely through the case study and the campaigning of the Lomma family and the AMA,
the Minister has taken it upon himself to intervene in this debate. He intervened on two
occasions and each time he damaged the situation. He created excessive stress for the
patients. He acted in an unprofessional manner in that he made accusations about doctors
in the medical profession in Western Australia which were clearly shown to be untrue.
He did all of this while waiting to receive objective advice which I believe will come to
the Government in a week or two and which will indicate what his own department and
the liver transplant advisory unit believe is the case with respect to a liver transplant unit
for Western Australia.
Let us look at the two interventions the Minister made on the issue. The first one was to
say, "Look, this is not a question of economics. This is a question of the expertise of
doctors in Western Australia. This is a question of the ability of our medical system in
Western Australia to have these liver transplants." The Minister stated, "They" - the
Western Australian doctors - "have carried out liver transplant operations in WA. A
person died. The person didn't die because we didn't have equipment, it was because of
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the inability of our local people to keep the person alive." The Minister said that we
needed to be concerned about having a liver transplant unit in Western Australia because
the post operative care was not available to ensure that those patients would be kept alive.
Indeed he instanced an occasion on which a patient had died.
The next day, that patient's wife wrote a very compelling letter to The West Australian. I
refer to the correspondence in The Wes; Australian of 4 May from Jocelyn Treasure,
whose husband, a well known television identity in Western Australia, had died. She
pointed out that her husband had died not as a result of the liver transplant operation but
because of a cancer that had spread quickly and had not been related to his operation.
She pointed out in her letter that her husband's operation had been successful and that the
post operative care that was provided to her husband was second to none. She pointed
out that there was one other example of a successful operation in Western Australia
which involved Mrs Pearl Ballard, whose story was told very well in The West Australian
a few days ago.
The Minister got it wrong. He took it upon himself to accuse the medical profession and
the families of the people involved who were pushing the barrow to establish a liver
ansplant unit in Western Australia by arguing against the clinical evidence that was

available. Of course, he had to retract that statement following the letter from Mrs
Treasure and following the intervention of the surgeons who had been involved in the
two liver transplant operations. He got it wrong on that occasion. It would have seemed
that the debate would subside. But, not satisfied with having been forced to apologise
about the expertise that is available in Western Australia to conduct these operations, the
Minister went in again. On this occasion he did not go in because someone else had
made a comment; he took it upon himself to enter into the debate.

In the Legislative Council last Thursday, which was t first day of this session, he had
one of his colleagues ask him a dorothy dixer. Hon Derrick Tomlinson asked the
Minister -

What is the latest position with Western Australian patients awaiting liver
transplants?

The Minister for Health took it upon himself to attack Professor Bill Reed from the
department of medicine at the -University of Western Australia. He claimed that
Professor Reed had not mentioned a letter that had been sent to Western Australia from
the Sydney liver transplant unit which indicated that it might very well be possible for
patients to wait in Western Australia and, if a liver were available in Sydney, they could
get on the next flight and go straight to Sydney. The Minister claimed that Professor
Reed had withheld that information from the liver transplant advisory committee in
Western Australia and from the Health Department. The truth is that Professor Reed,
who could not attend the meeting to discuss the matter, had sent a copy of the letter to the
Health Department through its representative on the WA liver transplant panel, Dr Craig
Martin. Apparently the letter had become lost somewhere in the bureaucracy of the
Health Department. But what can we say about a Minister who, without checking his
facts, attacked Professor Reed and claimed that he deliberately withheld information?
Professor Reed and the Australian Medical Association decided, rather than to go in
boots and all on that issue, to declare a truce with the Health Department in order that the
matter of facilitating the establishment of a liver transplant unit could be made easier by
being free of the political rancour that was going on. On the two occasions on which the
Minister had taken it upon himself to enter into the debate, he harmed the situation,
firstly, by claiming that the expertise did not exist; secondly, by claiming that a patient
had actually died in Western Australia; and, thirdly, by attempting to undermine the
credibility of Professor Bill Reed, who had been arguing for the establishment of a
transplant unit. Those interventions of the Minister did not help the situation. They
caused stss on the part of people concerned and were meant to damnage and undermine
the medical professionals who had been arguing for a unit in Western Australia.
Let me conclude by making the three substantial points that need to be made for having a
unit in Western Australia. The first argument is simple: Operations can be performed
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successfully in Western Australia. The surgical expertise exists and the post operative
care is available. The two surgeons concerned are Mr Roger Bell and Professor Tony
House, who are both trained in liver transplant procedures and currently working on
important research on extending the length of time thai livers can be preserved. The
second factor is the social and economic dislocation to families that have to go to the
Eastern States and can experience long waits for a liver transplant. There is the
alternative of waiting here with a pager and flying over, but that carries with it problems.
It may not be suitable for every individual concerned and the logistics of it have yet to be
worked out with the airline carriers, because they must guarantee that patients can get
immediately on a flight to Sydney. There are logistical problems and in some cases there
are medical problems for the individual. The third important point that has been made by
the medical professionals on this issue is that we would have a greater chance in Western
Australia of attracting our own citizens to donate their livers after death if the operations
were performed locally. The establishment of a unit here would enable that campaign to
operate more effectively in Western Australia. Incidentally, it is possible for a patient to
be flying east to have an operation in Sydney and the very liver that may be provided for
that operation to be flying over with them to Sydney. If we had a unit in Western
Australia, it would encourage more Western Australians to consider the donation of their
livers after death to those who so desperately need the livers.
The central point that I wish to make in my contribution to this amendment is that the
Minister for Health stands condemned for the role that he has played in this debate in the
past week. He could have waited until he received advice from the panel to his
department on the arguments for and against having a liver transplant unit in Western
Australia; or he could have listened to the evidence of the individuals concerned, made
up his own mind and made a commitment. He did neither of those. All he did was
intervene in the debate in a way that caused a goad deal of stress and was intended quite
deliberately on at least one occasion to damage the credibility of one of the doctors who
had been taking up this cause. It is a pretty poor performance for a Minister who should
know better on an issue such as this -a life and death issue for individuals, some of
whom are currently experiencing great inconvenience in order that they may continue
their lives in a productive manner.
DR ED WARDS (Maylands) [9.30 pml: I support the amendment. The lack of a liver
transplant unit in Western Australia is a case of medical rationing of the worst kind. It is
ironic that in its rationing it is not even saving money, but rather is raking a terrible toll
on the people involved and on the families of those involved. This is an important
amendment because it points out an area where the Government must show some
leadership and caring for the people who are involved. I remember vividly people who
had liver failure and who died from it when I was a medical student. In those days,
nearly 20 years ago, the thought of liver transplantation was an absolute dream and
something I thought could never be achieved. However, now the procedure has gone
from being one that was experimental to one that is well recognised as therapeutic.
Surgeons in Western Australia have had a 100 per cent success rate with t two
emergency operations they have done. As the member for Victoria Park pointed out, Mrs
Pearl Ballard, who received a liver in 1993, was featured in The West Australian recently
describing the full life that she can now lead.
It has been said that the demand for transplants does not exist in Western Australia. I
question that. Why must our people go to Sydney? Why are we in this agreement? The
units in Melbourne, Brisbane and Adelaide are all funded by their respective state
governments and allow their citizens to have their transplants in their own state.
However, in Western Australia 36 people are waiting for that call to go to Sydney. As a
previous speaker pointed out, seven of those people are critically ill and must be
concerned about their future. Sadly, so far this year two people have died in Sydney
while waiting for these transplants.
One of the problems with demand is that the whole notion of demand is based on a
willingness of people who need liver transplants to travel to Sydney. It is obvious by
reading the stories of some of the people who have gone to Sydney that they have nor
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always gone willingly and that they must have felt under duress to go there. If a unit
were available in this state we would have a truer idea Of the demand.
The second problem with demand is that the emergence of the disease hepatitis C will
result in a significantly increased demand. This is not a new virus. It has been round
for some time but was able to be detected only recently. It became notifiable only in the
1990s. My further understanding is that in 1994 there may well have been around 200
cases of this disease notified to the Health Department. I have put a question on notice to
clarify the number. We now know that people who have had hepatitis C for more than 20
years may develop cirrhosis of the liver and liver failure and may die. This group of
people will line up for transplants in the near future. These people may have contracted
hepatitis C from blood transfusions before testing for this disease occurred; they may be
migrants from other countries who were involved in mass immunisation campaigns
where needles were shared, or they may be from a group of people in this state who
shaired needles a long time ago and have unknowingly contracted hepatitis C. At the
moment Interferon treatment may be offered to people who have liver disease due to
hepatitis C; however, the cost of that treatment is $2 500 every six months. There may
well come a cost effectiveness argument that it would be better to do a liver transplant.
Currently the cost of a transplant is $100 000, but I predict that cost will fall.
What is the present situation? At the moment people who are medically vulnerable,
emotionally vulnerable and physically vulnerable are sent to Sydney to wait for a liver to
become available and to have their operation there. They must meet the cost of
accommodation - one item that can be quantified and which has been complained about.
However, probably more significant is the cost to their quality of life. We all know that
the quality of one's life affects one's medical condition. We are imposing on people who
are already seriously ill a further deterioration in their condition. By sending them to
Sydney we are putting them in a situation where they are getting the least support when
they need it most. This was poignantly described by Mrs Sue Augusta, who in January
this year described a death that ended a life of hell when her husband sadly passed away
before he could get a liver transplant. This situation was also described following the
death of Mrs Campbell in January this year. Mrs Campbell turned 55 just before she died
waiting for a liver transplant in Sydney's Royal Prince Alfred Hospital. The hardship
this caused to her family was spelt out most clearly in The West Australian on 29 April.
This woman unfortunately had bookings for the operation in November and December,
but had those bookings cancelled.
We can see that having people go to Sydney is causing a lot of distress. It is also
extremely distressing for those who wait here in Perth. Members can imagine that every
time the phone rings the families wonder what news they will receive from the other end
of the line. We have a remarkable catch 22 situation. In Western Australia patients can
have a liver transplant only if they are so sick they cannot travel and, therefore, it is an
emergency. However, some people in the course of going to Sydney become so ill that
they cannot get their transplant. The issue can really be resolved only by having a
transplant unit in Western Australia.
Let me mum to why I think a positive decision needs to be made now to provide the unit
in this state. We have the medical expertise; in fact, we have a 100 per cent success rate,
admittedly in only two operations so far. Nevertheless, given that they were both
emergencies and one was an extremely difficult operation, we can be proud of that.
Western Australia continues to suffer something of a cringe that says that the wise men
from the east do it better than us. That is not true. I am concerned that the two surgeons
in this state, who are experts in the area, may be lost to us. Dr Bell, for instance, assisted
at the Royal Price Alfred Hospital recently doing transplants when that hospital was short
of staff. Dr Bell is a former colleague of mine; a man I would like to describe as young
since he is the same age as 11 I fear that we may lose people such as he to the Eastern
States if he cannot use his skills in Western Australia.
in making the decision on the transplant unit the issue of cost must be considered.
Perhaps the best idea of how the cost will decrease is to compare it with heart transplants.
Heart transplants were initially exorbitantly expensive. That was one of the reasons they
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were extremely rare. They now cost $30 000. It is likely that the cost of liver transplants
will fall to half their present cost of $100000. The issue of donors must also be
considered. I acknowledge that this is an extremely sensitive issue. When I worked in
the hospitals I worked in a neurosurgical ward and had the experience of talking to the
relatives of brain dead people about organ donation. I know how sensitive the subject is.
However, Australia has a very low rate of organ donation. I believe that Professor Reed
is correct when he says that if Western Australia had a transplant unit, organ donation
levels would most likely increase. A campaign for organ donation was conducted in
1992 and a national campaign was conducted again in 1994. If we are really serious
about liver donations and do not contemplate, as the member for Victoria Park suggested,
flying the recipient and the donor liver in the same plane to another state, we need a unit
in Western Australia. It has been suggested that a technical hitch is that we may not have
the population to provide the blood needed for a liver transplant unit. However, we have
sufficient goodwill which the media could harness in the event of our getting a transplant
unit here. I acknowledge the media's valuable role in bringing this issue to the public's
attention.
One of the reasons a decision must be made now is the time-lag that will occur once a
decision is made before a unit is set up. The time-lag before a unit can swing into
operation will be 'at least six months or even 12 months. The planning must be done now
so that in a year's time we are in a position to say that we have a unit in Western
Australia.
The Australian Medical Association described the whole situation as a matter of life and
death, and that it definitely is. It is an area where there is rationing in financial terms
while the Government is spending up to $500 000 advertising some of its other
initiatives. We have expertise in this state and we run the risk of losing it. The cost of
the liver transplant procedure could be reduced. Most importantly, if the Government
showed leadership by coming out publicly and making a decision it would remove the
huge amount of suffering and distress encountered by many Western Australians. I
support the amendment.
MR MCGINTY (Fremantle) [9.42 pm]: I will contrast two things in my contribution to
this debate. Members have heard the Australian Medical Association describing the
situation as a matter of life and death. The members for Maylands and Victoria Park
outlined the tragic circumstances confronting people in need of a liver transplant.
Members know that the cost of such a procedure is not enormous. Bearing that in mind, I
ask members to contrast it with the actions of this Government in squandering taxpayers'
money on absolutely unjustifiable propaganda which simply promotes the image of the
Premier and his Governiment and does not in any way convey useful information to the
people of this state.
Members on this side of the House have been able to establish, on the Government's
figures, that the Government's propaganda has cost in the vicinity of $3mn. This
propaganda serves only to put forward a point of view which is often negative and does
not convey information to the public as a whole. This money could very easily be used
to provide a liver transplant unit which would be useful to the people of Western
Australia, particularly those most in need of this very important facility.
I remind members of the issues on which the Government has squandered a very large
amount of taxpayers' funds. Currently, $235 000 is being spent by the Minister for
Transport for no other reason than to attack the Federal Government over the question of
woad funding. It is purely and simply a rhetorical attack on the national Government of
this country. It is not designed to convey useful information to the public or to provide
information that people do not already have. It is absolutely rhetorical and designed to
attack a government of a different political flavour from the Western Australian
Governiment. This Government is spending $235 000 to bash the Federal Governiment
over the question of road funding and this sort of activity is a popular pastime of this
Government. That is all this expenditure is doing; it is not providing any information to
the public. In fact, to put it mildly, it is misleading the people of Western Australia. The
essential argument being put forward in these advertisements is that the Federal
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Government collects a large amount of money from motorists in Western Australia and
returns only a proportion of it to be spent on roads. What this Government does not
mention in its advertising is that it is guilty of exactly the same offence. It spends on
roads only a small proportion of the money it collects from motorists and the transport
industry.
Mr Trenorden: That is not true.
Mr McGINTY: It is true. If members added the money collected from the transport
industry and motorists by way of state government taxes, charges and other imposts they
would find that only a small proportion of it is spent on woads. However, this
Government says that it is a heinous thing for the Federal Government to do when it is
guilty of exactly the same sin. It is rank hypocrisy; the Government is not endeavouring
to tell the people of Western Australia that even though it is critical of the Federal
Government it is doing the same thing with the taxes it is collecting from them. This
Government is attempting to mislead the people of Western Australia. If it were to add
die large amounts of money it collects from the transport industries and the motorists in
this state and considers the amount that it puts back into woads it would find that it is a
small proportion. It is absolute hypocrisy.
The Government is taking money which could be used for a liver transplant unit and is
using it to mislead the people of Western Australia to score a cheap political point and it
would not do that if a federal Liberal government were in power. It would be jumping
into bed with a Liberal federal government; if Dr Hewson were the Prime Minister the
Premier would be rushing to the east to sign a document which would give away the bulk
of Western Australia's sovereignty. This Government's campaign has been nothing other
than an andi-Labor advertising campaign and the money it has used for it should have
been allocated to a liver transplant unit which would be cheap to establish and is
desperately needed. This Government should not be wasting taxpayers' money by
squandering it on useless advertising which serves no purpose other than to mislead the
Western Australian public.
In addition, the Government has spent $lm on an anti-Mabo campaign. What was that
campaign designed to achieve? It was hardly designed to give people the facts. The
Government failed to mention that that law would never become valid in this state. The
Government has tried to frighten the people of this state by leading them down the
pathway of deception, and when the Mabo law does not come into operation because it is
struck down by the High Court where will the state find itself? It will have wasted SIm
of taxpayers' funds promoting a partisan, racist political position. The Government is
racist and it is spending taxpayers' money promoting the unprincipled position of racism
for which the Liberal Party in this state stands. The Government deserves to be
condemned for being racist and for wasting taxpayers' money promoting racism in
Western Australia. The money it has squandered on this issue would have been
sufficient to keep a liver transplant unit operational for a full year.
What did the Minister for Labour Relations do by promoting his draconian changes to the
workers' compensation system? He told a whole heap of untruths to the people of
Western Australia. Do we all remember the newspaper he put out with this overly
generous caricature of the Minister and then 18 references in the text of the newspaper
about what a great Minister for Labour Relations the member for Riverton was? It was
personal aggrandisement at taxpayers' expense. He spent $500 000, which is more than
the total establishment cost of a liver transplant unit, promoting himself and his
leadership ambitions within the Liberal Party. God help us if he ever assumes a
leadership position in this state anything above his present position - which, hopefully,
will be short-lived. He was prepared to misrepresent the workers' compensation changes
in this state - not one mention was made of the fact that 90 per cent of the people who
have been able to pursue their common law rights until now will no longer get out of the
system what they have in the past. There was no mention in the propaganda that workers
in this state who are injured as a result of negligent acts by the employer will lose their
right to claim the quantum of compensation they had in the past. I have no objection to
the provision by the Government of objective information to the public in Western
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Australia so that the public can make up its own mind on whether something is good or
bad. However, I have an objection, when there are more pressing needs, to the
expenditure of large amounts of money to promote a very partisan political position, not
to provide information but to glorify Ministers of the Court Government and the
controversial changes this Government has brought about. There is no pretence at
objectivity in the workers' compensation or the industrial relations legislation changes.
The advertisements on the workers' compensation changes, to compound the difficulty,
were also run during the course of the by-election campaigns in Glendalough and
Fremantle. That discloses the real reason it was done - to win votes and to promote the
best possible image of this Government. It was not done in any sense to provide
information to the people of Western Australia, on which basis they could analyse what
the Government had done and reach their own conclusion.
Another $500 000 was spent promoting the industrial relations changes to which I have
referred. It was one-sided, biased and a disgrace. It provided no information anyone
could use. The big full page and half page advertisements on the workers' compensauion
changes contained nothing more than a woman's name and telephone number. The Vast
bulk of that expenditure was to invite people to telephone a certain number if they
wanted information. With due respect, that is an absolute waste of taxpayers' funds,
when far more pressing needs exist. We also saw a total of $82 000 spent on a glossy
brochure promoting the Government's undemocratic carve-up of the Perth City Council.
Before the election the Liberal Party said it would not do that. Members opposite should
ask Michael Saunders, who has twice been the Liberal candidate in Glendalough, what he
thought of that. It was an unpopular decision in defiance of a pit-election commitment,
and $82 000 was spent trying to sell the unsaleable. The people of Glendalough told the
Government exactly what they thought of it in the by-election. It simply did not work.
Another $20 000 was spent trying to justify Transperth's fare increases. Again, it was
completely unjustified. It was not an attempt to provide information but was an attempt
to put the best possible gloss on a bad effort by the Government. Also in the by-election
campaign, $8 000 was spent by the Water Authority to invite community representatives
to join a Water Authority advisory committee. Again, I would have no objection to that
if it were simply an attempt to involve the community in government decision making,
but doing it in the middle of a by-election campaign was in direct contravention of the
legislation members opposite foisted on the Labor government. When in opposition the
Liberal Party demnanded that there be no government expenditure, other than that of an
essential nature, during by election and by-election periods. Once in office, it did the
exact opposite. All members opposite are hypocrites, and none of the expenditure to
which I have referred can be justified on any criteria whatsoever. I have not referred to
the Government's expenditure on advertising generally because I have no objection to it.
I am isolating those with not one scintilla of justification.
Mr Blotfwitch: In your view.
Mr McG~INTY: It is not in my view. I would be interested to hear anyone justify any of
the advertisements to which I have referred; no one in their right mind could stand in this
place and justify any one of them. They are rank propaganda designed to mislead and
deceive the people of Western Australia. The Government has placed a nice political
message on the bottom of motor vehicle licence renewal formns. This is a Government of
propaganda.
Mr Minson: Are you telling us it is not true?
Mr McGITY: I am talking about the $50 WA Inc levy. If the Government went out of
office in 1997, it would be like the Labor Party imposing an anti-Richard Court levy. it
is a smart are action on the part of the Government, designed to sheet home a political
message in a propaganda way to the people of Western Australia. However, they do not
like what the Government is doing. They do not like the use of propaganda or the
Government slugging them in this way.
Mr Wiese. The difference is that the SQJC will be financial.
Mr McGIINTY: The Government will put a lot of people's backs up by slugging them in
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a completely improper way but, most importantly, the impropriety of its using blatant
political advertising on drivers' licences will come home and bite it. It will prove to be
the Government's undoing, along with many other things.
Mr Wiese: How would you have got them to a financial situ ation?
Mr McGINTY: I am talking about advertising. The Opposition disagrees with the need
for that, and has made it clear in other debates. It was done to achieve a political end and
to mislead the people of Western Australia. In opposition, members opposite led the
attack and said that the Government press office was a tremendous propaganda machine.
It promised to reduce the size but it has increased it.
Mr Bloffwitch: It has half the numbers that you had.
Mr McGINTY: That is simply not true. The member for Geraldton is telling lies to this
House - exactly that. The press corps has increased.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr BLOFFWJTCH: I ask the member to withdraw that comment that I am telling lies.
Ms McGinty: The member for Geraldion has just cold a bare faced lie to this House.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! Is there a point of order?
Ms BLOFFWITCH: I have been accused of telling a lie.
Mr McGinty: Get it right, I said it was a bare faced lie.
Mr BLOFPWITCH: A bare faced lie to this House, and I ask that it be withdrawn.
The ACING SPEAKER: The member for Fremantle knows it is not acceptable to use
that sort of language about another member in this House and I ask him to withdraw.
Ms McGINTY: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Ms MeGINTY: When members opposite were in opposition they decried the use by the
then Burke, Dowding and Lawrence governments of the number of press secretaries and
the propaganda machine but, on coming into power, this Government has increased the
number of press secretaries in defiance of its pre-election commitment.
Comment should also be made on how poll driven this Government is. Principles go out
the window. If the public wants public executions, it will raise the question of capital
punishment and public executions. The most recent polling has shown that the
Government is looking sick environmentally. On two consecutive days following that
poll announcements were made about environmental matters. Had the member for South
Perth been appointed Minister for the Environment the Government might well not have
the problems it has today.
Mr Bloffwitch: Is that right?
Mr McGINTY: Yes, it is dead right because he has credibility that no one on the
Government side of the House has with the environment movement. The Government is
so poll driven that it is completely wrong in misusing taxpayers' funds for those purposes
and in a number of the policies it has announced. It is trying to appeal to the lowest
common denominator, as revealed in the poll. It is perfectly acceptable for that sort of
advertising to appear on bus timetables, information regarding TAPE courses, job
advertisements, and Electoral Commission information regarding elections and
enrolments, when the Government must convey information to the public.
I have listed tonight $3m worth of Government expenditure, which has been an absolute
waste to promote a partisan political position, to mislead the people of Western Australia,
and to provide no information of any use whatsoever which will enable the people of
Western Australia to make up their minds on the more controversial issues which this
Government has tackled. That money should be put into the liver transplant unit. That
unit is not expensive. it will cost approximately $300 000 to establish the unit, and
approximately $lmn in total operating costs to provide 15 operations a year at $50 000 to
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$60 000 per operation. The Government could provide very comfortably, within this
wasteful expenditure on political advertising, this propaganda to promote a false image of
this Government, a service which would be welcomed by the people of Western Australia
and widely applauded rather than roundly condemned as this expenditure has been.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [10.01 pm]: 1 have listened
in some amazement to the remarks that have been made tonight, about not only the
establishment of a liver transplant unit but also a range of other matters. The first part of
the amendment refers to the establishment of a liver transplant unit, the second to the
Minister for Health's handling of the issue, and the third to Government advertising. In
question time today, the Premier made it very clear chat with respect to the establishment
of high tech medical procedures, a government relies upon advice from the medical
hierarchy and from those people who run the institutions of excellence that would have to
carry out these operations. My understanding of the facts is that their advice consistently
has been that Western Australia has not been ready for such a unit, although I chink we
are nearly ready for it, and the Government will react to that at the appropriate time.
Suddenly. 15 months out of office, members opposite would have us believe that people
in Western Australia require liver transplants. There have been numerous articles in our
local Press over the last few years about kidney transplants, heart transplants and liver
transplants, but where were members opposite? There was absolute silence. Nothing
was done. Members opposite should not tell me that the number of liver transplants
required has increased dramatically of late, because that is not true. Five or six years
ago, a decision was made by the central authorities in Canberra to establish centres of
excellence round Australia for various areas. As the medical people in this room will
know, the centre of excellence for many children's procedures happens to be here in
Western Australia at Princess Margaret Hospital, and there is another one in Melbourne.
It was the choice of the people running the show in Canberra at the time that the centre of
excellence for liver transplants would be in Sydney.
It was decided that in the same way that people who live in country areas and require
high tech procedures have to wait and come to Perth to have those procedures
performed - and often the distances are the same as for people travelling east - so too for
the extremely high tech, cutting edge of technology-type procedures, people would have
to travel from one side of Australia to the other to get the best treatment possible. There
is no doubt that chat situation occurred. It is history. It is documented. Frankly, I think
we are now at the end of that period in a number of areas, because when we think about
the distances that have to be travelled and all of the other attendant matters that have
been spoken about, we are probably at the point where we should establish some of these
centres in Western Australia. However, it is hypocritical for members opposite to sit
there and pretend that liver transplants have just started to become necessary for Western
Australians. I ask: Where were members opposite?
*1 point out also that until very recently, we have not had the personnel to perform these
procedures. Sydney, being a centre of excellence, is also a centre of training and
research. We have only just arrived at the point where we have the personnel available in
Western Australia to carry out these procedures. We do not yet have the support staff at
the level that is required. Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, which I am told will most
logically be the site of Western Australia's liver transplant unit, has informed us that it is
not yet ready to proceed. It will probably be ready to proceed by July. I want to make it
very clear that when the appropriate time does arrive, this Government will move to
establish the liver transplant unit.
The amendment refers to the Minister for Health's handling of the issue. I will not stand
here and give a running commentary of everything the Minister said or did and why he
did or did not do something. Those sorts of personal references in motions like this are
inappropriate unless the Minister concerned is in this House. If any people in Western
Australia want to comment about whet another person has said, they should ask that
person. I do not intend to be drawn into that argument.
Dr Galiop: Then I suggest you end the practice of having four Ministers in the
Legislative Council, which is not the Chamber of government in this Parliament.
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Mr MINSON: I do not want to get into chat argument.
Dr Gallop: It is a perfectly valid argument. It is a disgrace to democracy that all those
Ministers are in the upper House, which is a House of Review, not a House of
government.
Mr MINSON: When one gets into government, one appoints the most competent people
as Ministers. I suggest that is what the Premier did.
In regard to comments made about a person who has diedL as the House heard the
Premier say today, the Minister has already acknowledged that he was in error about
certain matters of fact. I do not wish to take the matter any further than that, except to
say that to cover old pround in that matter and to grind salt into the wounds of people
who are now grieving is inappropriate.
I want to spend a little time on the question of advertising. Itris not often that I sit here
stunned and amazed, but when I heard some of the comments that were made by
members opposite about the amount of money that was being spent on advertising and
about the information that was being communicated, I was just about dumbfounded
Every leader and every government has a right and a duty to communicate facts and
information. In regard to infill sewerage, I want to make it very clear that our infill
sewerage program, as members opposite would now be aware, does not involve a $49
levy, a $50 levy, or any other levy. It does involve a lot of people in Western Australia
paying certain fees when the sewerage lines pass their properties - connection fees,
plumbing fees, and so on. Therefore, we are asking a substantial number of Western
Australian families to put their hands in their pockets when sewerage is provided to their
area. It is incumbent upon any government to provide information when it asks that of its
citizens. What better person to do it than the Premier? The leader of this state quite
rightly has gone on television at a reasonable price to communicate that information. I
am not sure of the total cost, but I did a comparison and I think it was about $300 000.
Comparatively speaking, it is a reasonable figure. We are nowhere near an election; we
are about three years from an election, so in no way could this be called election
advertising.
Mention was made of labour relations advertising. That advertising program had to be
undertaken to counteract the misinformation being spread by a number of members in
this House, and also a small number of vested interests within the leadership of the trade
union movement, unfortunately. We are aware, as a result of the number of calls
received, that people were very upset and that a lot of anxiety was caused needlessly.
Therefore, a decision was made to undertake an advertising campaign to disseminate
information so that people did not get the wrong idea.
Members referred to road funding. In that regard, the point is not only the amount of
funding spent but also the proportion returned to Western Australia relative to the rest of
Australia, having regard to the population, the length of our roads, and the amount of
funding collected in Western Australia. It is patently obvious to anyone who looks at the
figures that Western Australia receives an extremely raw deal. It is essential chat this
information is communicated throughout the entire state. People must understand what
Canberra is doing with road funding. Advertising is legitimate because if enough
pressure is put on the Commonwealth Government we will receive a worthwhile return
on our investment in advertising.
I remind members opposite of the advertising in the dying days of the previous Labor
government. Let us consider the northern railway line. No essential information was
imparted. We had a miscellaneous public relations bill of $165 000, but no information
was forthcoming. Everyone could see the railway line, and knew that it was to be
opened. We did not need a PR campaign amounting to $165 000, nor a video prepared at
a cost of $50 000. A huge party was held, costing $410 000. If members opposite were
so interested in establishing a liver transplant facility they could have done that with the
$410 000 - and $110 000 would have been left over. However, members opposite are
now reading the newspaper and having a cup of tea!
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Mr CiJ. Barnett: Their passion has dropped!
Mr MINSON: That is right. The opening ceremony for the northern railway line cost
$110 000, and market research amounted to $75 000. 1 cannot believe that members
opposite are saying that our imparting essential information to Western Australians can
be compared with this absolutely blatant electioneering advertising carried out by the
Labor government in its dying days. That is a very good example of why they were the
dying days of that government.
Let us consider the Dowding law and order advertising. It amounted to $406 000 but the
Dowding government did not impart any information in that advertising. It was nothing
more than an image building exercise.
I will cite a couple of other examples. With all this talk about elections, members will
recall the document entitled 'The Social Advantage".
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you have the one with a photograph of Pam Beggs on every page?
It was a document that opened up to about a yard long.
Mr MINSON: I remember "The Social Advantage", which was published in May 1992 -
a few months out from the election. However, it imparted no information. Under that
package I inherited some problems in the disability services area where programs were
announced but no-one remembered to put the money aside.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They sent boxes of those publications to local government.
Mr MINSON: They spent money on those publications but they forgot to provide
funding for those programs. Another publication was entitled "Into Asia Strategy -
Building on Western Australia's Comparative Advantage". It is all good stuff. Another
publication was entitled "The Regional Advantage", which included more photographs of
Carnen Lawrence. Then there was "Western Australia: Leading the Nation". But none
of the publications contains essential information for Western Australians, and half of it
is not accurate.
I sit here and listen to drivel from the Opposition -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mr MINSON: In May 1992, the then Leader of the Opposition, Mr MacKinnon, asked,
"On what will the $550 000 which has been budgeted for the Advance Western Australia
Fair be spent?" The answer was: Venue hire, design and layout $198 000; promotions
$222 000; convention consultant $70 000; expert speakers $63 000; entertainment
$30 000, and miscellaneous $35 000. Yet members opposite have the gall to tell us we
waste money on advertising!
When the medical profession tells us that it is ready, when facilities such as Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital and Royal Perth Hospital tell us they are ready, when the support staff
are trained to the high standard required, and when the numbers add up, this Government
will move to establish a liver transplant unit. No-one can say that is anything other than a
responsible stance. It is true that in the past few days some members of the medical
profession have indicated that they are ready. It is also true that the staff at the facility
that will have to perform these procedures have indicated that they are not ready - that is,
neither the facility nor trained personnel are ready. I know that people are highly skilled
but the fact is they need further specialised training. On behalf of the Minister for Health
and this Government, I can undertake to ensure that when all these things are in place,
and when the time is right, the unit will be established. It will be a good move for
Western Australia. It is very close to the time when we must establish the unit.
The comment was made that if we have such a unit probably more people will be
prepared to be donors. But there is another side to the story. Because we do not have a
unit no-one advertises. Many people donate kidneys, and eyes for cornea transplants, and
so on, and we have the relevant facilities. We advertise and run special programs and we
have a considerable response, but we do not do that for livers because we do not have the
facility. I suggest that when the facility is in place and an appropriate advertising
campaign is run by the medical profession, we will receive an appropriate response. The
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Government cannot support this inaccurate amendment to the Address-in-Reply. It is
mischievous and all die arguments regarding advertising were blatantly untrue. In no
way can the Government support the amendment.
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [(10.20 pm]: I support the amendment. We are reaching
the time when the Government is looking at Budget priorities, and all issues are on the
table, One of the priorities, in the light of a of the evidence before us, must be the
establishment of a liver transplant unit in Western Australia,
Recently the brother of a liver transplant patient living in my electorate wrote to me.
Unfortunately, I do not have a copy of the letter with me, but I am sure we will have
opportunities to debate this matter further in the future and I will read the letter to the
House on that occasion. Every member of the House should be aware of the problems
associated with the lack of a liver transplant facility in Western Australia as this is
condemning people to a second class service.
Mr Bloffwitch: Every other state sends their patients to Sydney; we will not mention
that, will we?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Geraldton is too ignorant to know anything.
Mr Bloffwitch: I cook the trouble to talk to the Minister and the Health Department,
which is more than only listening to what you are saying.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That shows that the member set off to obtain the wrong
information. Fancy getting the detail of this issue from the Minister for Health! He
demonstrated last week, when trying to blame Professor Reed for the situation, that he
had no understanding of the issue. He tried to offload the blame onto other people. It is
obvious why die member for Geraldton continues to make mistakes in his judgment.
I will explain why this a second class health issue. As the good doctor, the member for
Dianella, over in the back benches would know as a practising medical man, these
illnesses are not simply about what takes place in an operating theatre and the facilities
available in hospitals in Sydney. The second class approach to this whole problem is the
circumstances to which we condemn families by sending them east; in many instance
they live in poverty. I have a constituent who for the past five months, according to the
letter I received nine days ago from his brother, has been living in one room in Sydney
with his wife and five children.
Mr Bloffwitch: Five years ago he would have had no treatment at all.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is the answer, is it? Does the member for South Pernh
support that view? Five years ago we did not have the member for Geraidron in the
Parliament and now we must put up with him!
Mr Bloffwitch: That is right!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is right. The member's comment indicates where he is at.
We would prefer the situation of five years ago regarding the member, at that time he
was selling shonky Fords to the people of Geraldton and we did not have to put up with
him in heat.
Several members interected
Mr MARLBOROUGH: We know what the member was doing in the car industry; he is
still trying to wind back the speedos and change tyres on the run.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! Remarks should be directed to the Chair.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I make a prediction about the member for (Jeraldton with his
background in the car industry. Right now the Liberal. Party and the Minister for Fair
Trading are looking at reducing protection for car buyers in this State. They are looking
at removing a warranty on cars under a certain price, and reducing the number of days in
which people may change their minds about deals with high pressure salesmen like the
member for Geraldton. The member is leading the race in the party room for this change.
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Before this session of Parliament is finished, we will see the Minister for Fair Trading,
egged on by the winding back the clock mentality of the member for Geraldton, moving
in that direction. The member, who claimed, "It did not happen five years ago", will be
on his feet supporting the legislation. That is consistent with his position. It is about
reducing conditions for the ordinary people of Western Australia: The Government and
its members are very consistent in that they want to reduce the conditions of people
buying motor cars.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): I have allowed the member a significant amount of
latitude in reaching the subject of the amendment. I have deliberately let him go a
significant distance. The time has come to return to the subject of the amendment.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy to do so. In looking at your chairmanship, Mr
Acting Speaker. I thought you were allowing latitude in permitting the interjections from
the government benches. It was an evenhanded approach. I could handle the
interjections and I did not mind. However, I am glad you have brought me back to the
amendment.
The member for Geraldton, unfortunately, represents a mentality which exists on the
Government's side of politics: He refuses to acknowledge that health issues are about
more than only what happens in operating theatres. In this issue a donor must be found,
and time must elapse before the patient can be operated upon. However, we are
condemning people, by sending them to the Eastern States, to a second best health
system.
Dr Gallop: Second hand as well.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Indeed. My constituent is one such unfortunate patient.
Dr Gallop: How did your mayoral candidate go on Saturday? He went down the tube.
Mr Bloffwitch: He went well; Mr Cooper was a candidate for the Liberal Party and he
won.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: What is party politics doing in local government? This bloke is
a revolutionary! I did not think the member supported party politics in local government.
Mr Bloffwitch: You people invented it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: There are two parts to this question. All I am saying is that the
Budget is approaching and it is time for the Government to apply itself in a genuine way
to this priority. The priority should be looking after people as best the Government can.
Nobody would argue that in relation to this illness we are not currently providing the best
service for people in Western Australia.
It is not a matter of my wanting to blame the Government; this issue was a problem when
we were in government. In the light of the publicity surrounding this issue - we are all
politicians and are affected by those things - and in the light of the evidence of a growing
number of people requiring liver transplants, which provide a greater chance of survival
for the individual, the Government should address itself to giving this proposal top
priority. As a result of the Government's Budget statement, such a transplant unit could
be located in Western Australia.
The state Minister for Health appears to be saying that it is a matter of funds. However,
he is receiving contradictory advice from the Health Department. On the one hand it is
saying that the unit is not necessary, and on the other hand other experts are saying it is.
and at the end of the day politicians will make the decision. We just heard the Minister
for Planning, in defence of his decision to look after Len Buckeridge, a senior financial
donor to the Liberal Party, by giving him approval to build a cement plant in the middle
of a reserve on Crown land -

Mr Pendal: Tell us about your mate Laurie.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: In his defence, the Minister for Planning said, "Have you never
taken the advice of somebody within the department that you disagreed with? I would be
amazed if Ministers have not done that. Why should Ministers necessarily have to take
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the advice of people within their department? The Minister might have a strong view
that is opposite to the view of those in his department. That is what government is all
about." When in government, if we had had to rely on the Main Roads Department
advice about whether the freeway should go south of South Street, it would never have
been constructed. The Main Roads Department was saying. "There is not enough traffic
flaw; it is not required until the year 2014; the population will not grow; it is not
jusdifi.ble." Politics is all about recognising the need and the opportunity and
recognising that people can benefit if we take care of them. In this instance, there is an
ability for the Government to show a side that we never see from it: A kind and gentle
humanitarian approach. We do not see that. Most of the time we see a goose-stepping
Minister for Labour Relations kicking heads, and breaking subsections 54(a) and (b) of
the Construction Industry Portable Paid Long Service Leave Act, which is within his own
portfolio, trying to acquire information for the wrong purposes. That is the image of this
Government: An uncaring, unkind, unconcerned, cruel government when it comes to the
needs of the ordinary people. Here is a chance for just a little caring to be shown at
Budget time. The Government can say to the Minister for Labour Relations, "Just put a
hold on illegally releasing the names and addresses of 31 000 employees."
Mr C.J. Barnett: Is this relevant to the amendment?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Absolutely. It is a demonstration of the face that we normally
see of those opposite in government, the goose-stepping, unkind -

Mr C.J. Barnett: I thought we were talking about livers.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: We are. I am talking about the Budget. The Government
simply needs to say to the Minister for Labour Relations, "Stop the panzer attack; go
back into the bunker; you have kicked enough heads this month; reassess your position.
We need to change our image; we need to have a softer, kinder image." The Government
should be encouraging the Minister to get hold of the Construction Industry Portable Paid
Long Service Leave Act, an Act which was simply put in place for one purpose only: To
look at the distribution of money and holidays accrued by construction workers as they
moved -

Mr C.J. Barnett: What has this got to do with livers?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It has a lot to do with that matter. As the Leader of the House
would know, the cost of sending propaganda is very high. How much did it cost to send
the No Ticket No Start No More! propaganda to 31 000 households? It contains eight
pages on top of a question and answer statement. The only portion of that document that
the Minister even attempted to align with the Act - he sent a letter to the Long Service
Leave Board after it advised him that it could not give him the names and addresses that
he wanted - was two paragraphs on the inside page where he said, "Portable Long Service
Act to be reviewed." All of the rest is propaganda. The Government should look at the
cost of this propaganda. It is only one example of how the Minister is using taxpayers'
money not to advise but to peddle political propaganda, abetted by the Government. This
Minister not only puts out propaganda at a cost to the taxpayer but in doing so he also
drives a panzer tank through his own legislation. The legislation simply calls for a board,
made up of representatives of employers and union groups, to manage money for the
purpose of long service leave. The Minister spends a fortune on pulling propaganda
together and delivers it to 3 1 000 households.
Mr C.J. Barnett: When will you tie this back to the livers?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will tie in the issue of the livers, all right. On top of that, the
Minister sends out propaganda to 3 200 employer groups. I am suggesting that that is
just one example of how this Minister for Labour Relations, in his pursuit of ordinary
working men and women in Western Australia, continually, by the week, puts out
truckloads of propaganda. In response to the question by the Leader of the House about
how I am tying this to the provision of a liver transplant unit in Perth, I suggest that the
Government should put a stop to the propaganda published by this Minister and other
Ministers. It should recognise in its priorities when it puts its Budget together that it
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would be far better to look after the real needs of the people of Western Australia than to
put out this rubbish that is simply peddling the personal propaganda of some Ministers.
The money spent on that process should be put towards the real health needs and health
care of Western Australians. I do not think the member for Cottesloc is in a position to
argue through the Budget process that the Government does not have the financial
resources to look after the needs of Western Australians who require a liver transplant.
Now is the time to rectify that situation. The member for Cottesloe should sit down with
the Minister for Health and other Ministers and put this proposal as one of the major
priorities of the Government. It is absolutely crazy for the Government to continue to
follow a line which the member for Geraldton would like to follow when he says, "Five
years ago we would not have been talking about this."
Mr Bloffwitch: Five years ago we did not do them in Australia.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Five years ago the recovery rate of liver transplant patients
would have been nowhere near the level it is today. With issues such as this, we should
not be looking at the past. There is no benefit in doing that. We should be looking at the
needs of the community for the future.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is interesting to look at the past.
Mrs van de Klashorst: One learns from the past.
Mr Bloffwitch: You never put in enough time to look at this.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It would be interesting to look at the past of the member for
Geraldton.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is. Tell me about it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Absolutely.
Mr Bloffwitch: Fortunately, I do not run a chicken shop, so you cannot drive me mad.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It would be very interesting to look at the past of the member
for Geraidton. We will be able to assess his past when we see him support the Minister
for Fair Trading when in this session of Parliament he moves the legislation to reduce the
conditions for purchasers of second hand cars in this state.
Mr Bloffwitch: Did you say "reduce" or "vary"?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I mean reduce and/or vary. Is the member for Geraldton
pursuing it on the basis of the word "vary"?
Mr Bloffwitch: Yes, as all members should.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: We have an admission from the member for Geraldton. We are
aware that the Liberal Party is being lobbied at the moment by another business leader
who puts lots of money into the Liberal Party. John Hughes and the member for
Geraldton ame working together to convince this Government to reduce the standards for
purchasing of cars in this state, and the protection for individuals. The protection the
Government should provide to people who are waiting for a liver transplant is quite
simple: Put a facility in Western Australia. It should stop the heartache and heartbreak
of ordinary Western Australian families, and show a side that we have not seen before -
an ability to look after the needs of ordinary people.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mr Riebeling
Mr Brown Mrs Hallahan Mr Ripper
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mrs Roberts
Mr Cunningham Mr Hill Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr McGinty
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Noes (25)
Mr Ainsworth Mr House Mr Strickland
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden
Mr Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr Tubby
Mr Board Mr McNee Dr Turnbull
I& Blradshaw Mr Mnson Mrs van de Klashorst
Dr Constable My Osborne Mr Wies
Mr Cowrt Mr Pendal Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
MitCowan Mr Prince
Mrs Edwardes Mr W. Smith

Amendment thus negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resuimed

MR BROWN (Morley) [10.45 pm]: I wish to use this opportunity in the Address-in-
Reply to bring to the attention of Parliament a number of local issues affecting the
Morley electorate. I wish to refer firstly to a number of issues concerning the school
community in the electorate; secondly, to some moad and traffic matters of concern to the
local community; then to some conservation issues and matters related to local
government; the $50 levy on third party insurance; and, if time permits, one or two other
matters on industrial relations and neighbourhood disputes.
I wish to bring to the attention of the Parliament a number of matters concerning
individual schools in my electorate. The Eden Hill Primary School has been seeking for
some considerable time additional resources to enable it to deal with the number of
students and particularly Aboriginal students who currently attend the school. The
school has made detailed submissions for an additional person, namely, an Aboriginal
education worker. That submission was made last year to be included in the program for
this year. Unfortunately, the submission was not accepted by the Government. It is
becoming increasingly important for that position to be provided. The Eden Hill Primary
School has 347 primary school students of whom 27 are Aboriginal students. The school
has an active Aboriginal parent committee and that committee and teaching staff are most
concerned at the number of Aboriginal students who require remedial work and
consolidation. An Aboriginal education worker would assist with that program. In
particular, two of the Aboriginal year one students have had virtually no education,
having been less than three weeks at school prior to attending Eden Hill. Thtere arm
further and more detailed reasons in support of the provision of an Aboriginal education
worker at the primary school. I certainly hope that some serious consideration will be
given to providing that worker, as there is a need for such a person to cater for children in
need and particularly Aboriginal children in need at the school.
I mention also the Anzac Terrace Primary School. Earlier this year I had the opportunity
of presenting to this House a petition from a number of concerned parents and citizens
about the facilities, particularly administrative facilities at that school. The petition
pointed out that the devolution of responsibility to schools over the years has created the
need for proper administrative facilities to be provided to enable schools to operate in an
effective and efficient way. The petition also pointed out that the services available to
students, parents and the community at the school have been severely hampered by
inadequate administrative facilities. In addition, it called on the Government to ensure
these facilities are upgraded to an appropriate standard.
It is appropriate to expand on the type of administrative facilities the staff currently have
to work in at the school and some of the problems that are caused as a consequence of
those inadequate facilities. I will mention first the principal's office. Owing to the small
size of the office, approximately 3.4 metres by 3.2 metres, it is impossible to
accommodate more than three parents or guests at any one time. There have been
numerous occasions this year already when larger numbers of parents or visitors have
been required to meet with the principal and have been unable to do so due to
accommodation problems. This has caused such meetings to be held in classrooms when
available. Parents and visitors to the school have stated dissatisfaction with this
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arrangement. A storeroom located off the principal's office, which is only accessible by
entering the office, has created problems with personal interviews when delicate
situations have been in process. Unfortunately, the lack of storage has necessitated this
particular storeroom to be utilised. One can imagine the sorts of problems that are caused
when the principal is involved in delicate discussions with parents dealing with some of
the difficulties that students experience, to find that people have to barge in to get to the
storeroom to get some supplies. Also, the principal's office is separate from die main
entry reception area and accessible to parents and visitors without reception staff being
aware of it. There have been instances where parents or visitors have entered the
principal's office without the knowledge of the reception staff. This has created
confusion and embarrassment for everyone concerned. To make matters worse, visitors
reporting to the receptionist and wishing to see the principal need to be accompanied to
the principal's office, necessitating the reception area to be left unattended. To access the
principal's office, the deputies' office, which is a shared office, must be entered. This in
itself is an unsatisfactory arrangement. The alternative is to exit the building and walk
along the covered assembly area through a passage to the principal's office. This is a
source of constant negative comment from visitors and, indeed, it has been observed by
many that staff feel somewhat stupid having to receive a visitor at the school and then to
say that they will take them to see the principal and take them outside, through another
door and back in the building in order properly to see the principal. it does not make a
very good impression on those parents who visit the school from time to time.
The principal's office is luxurious compared with that of the deputies- The deputies'
office is 3 metres by 3.2 metres. It is shared by two deputies and is lacing in suitable
furniture due to its small dimension. It is not possible to carry out parent interviews in
such an office due to the lack of privacy and space. The area also houses the telephone
main distribution frame and the PA system. It is totally unsatisfactory in every way. The
number of times a deputy must leave the office due to parent interviews taking place with
the other deputy are too numerous to mention. When this occurs, valuable administrative
time is lost, which is a huge waste of a valuable human resource. If both deputies require
access to an office, the principal must relinquish his office for the duration of the
interview.
To make matters worse, the need to vacate offices occurs at certain times during the
week, particularly on Tuesdays and Wednesdays when other school administrative staff
and support staff, such as the school nurse or the school psychologist, require the use of
those offices- The school has no interview facility as such. Therefore, other confidential
or private interviews which must be held with ancillary staff, such as the nurse,
psychologist, chaplain, welfare officer or district office staff, must be held by removing
the principal or deputy principals from their offices or, alternatively, seeking to have that
discussion in the library Or a Classroom. That is not always possible and it is indeed
frowned upon at the school because it can mean the difference between students using the
facilities or the facilities being used for administrative purposes. There is a view, which I
think is a correct view, that where that clash occurs, then unless there is an overwhelming
reason, it should be resolved in the students' favour.
There is no meeting or conference room in the administrative facility, which again, as a
consequence of the devolution of responsibilities to the school, results in various
problems being incurred, particularly due to the number of committees schools are now
required to operate. The foyer and waiting area is makeshift. When visitors enter that
area they immediately enter the deputies' office where interviews are in progress. There
are inadequate facilities for photocopying, collation and stapling. Indeed, that work is
currently carried out in a passageway. The toilet facilities are totally inadequate and are
currently located opposite the registrar's reception area in the main foyer area in a totally
inappropriate position. The situation causes great embarrassment both to staff and
visitors. The female toilet facilities in particular are substandard and cause problems by
virtue of their location. One could go on and talk about further problems with the
administrative area. I would hope, however, that would not be necessary. A detailed
submission in support of an administrative upgrade for the school has been made, and
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one can readily see that although those adnministrative facilities may have been acceptable
15. 20 or 30 years ago, they are certainly not today and are totally inadequate today when
we have the degree of devolution that we have in our schools. I urge the Government in
bringing down the Budget this year and allocating resources to allocate funds to that
school to ensure that the administrative facilities can be upgraded to an appropriate
standard.
I also bring to the attention of the Parliament the Lockridge Senior High School, which
has recently suffered, as have other schools, a reduction in the gardening staff. That
reduction is vehemently opposed by the school. I have received a letter from the P & C
association which indicates very clearly it supports the retention of existing gardening
staff and the number of gardeners necessary to maintain the school in the appropriate
way. I should comment on the manner in which the rationalisation of gardening staff
took place.
A prescribed formula exists for the allocation of staff which, in view of the school, is
over simplistic and attempts to divide all tasks into categories with a related time
allowance. Such a formula does not take into account the quality of the work undertaken,
nor the many related activities undertaken by the school gardeners which contribute to
the performance of the school. School gardeners play an important part in the image of
the school and morale of the students, staff and parents. Their effect should not be
underrated. The Process adopted for announcing the change to the gardening staff
allocation has created a great deal of stress and uncertainty for the staff involved. This
has been exacerbated by the implication that their current performance is not satisfactory.
It has been observed by the school community that the gardeners work extremely hard in
trying to achieve a very high standard of garden presentation. Interestingly, when one
adopts a bean counter's approach to examining the number of staff necessary, even the
bean counters get it wrong. It was proposed when the reduction of gardening staff took
place that the school receive a report indicating the areas to which the gardeners had to
attend and that on some analysis of those areas fewer staff or hours were needed. There
were inaccuracies between what were said to be the areas looked after by the staff and
what in fact were the arp as looked after. In turf irrigation th area measured by the bean
counters was 38 613mi and the actual area was 40 16 1mr For the purpose of the
exercise, 2 thc measured area of turf irrigation was 15 326mi and the actual area was
20 357M . The same discrepancies applied in relation to a range of other areas. If one
cakes the bean counter's approach to examining the number of staff necessary it is
important, even in that regard, to at least get the areas right. That was not done.
In addition to that, there was failure to take into account the special circumstances
gardeners have at the school. The reticulation system is grossly inadequate and the
frequent request for a second bore and an upgrade have been ignored. A large amount of
oval marking is necessary due to the school's involvement in a considerable number of
interschool championship sports events. The ovals require additional mowing prior to
being marked out due to the weed problem which can create a safety hazard and there has
been a reduction of other services. In my view a substantive case has been made by the
school for the retention of its gardening staff. One hopes ideology will not get in the way
of the Government's ensuring that the school is properly maintained.
The first of two other matters concerning schools in the Morley electorate relates to the
Hampton Senior High School. It has been pressing for many years for a school cros sing
which has been continually denied despite attempts by the school and various local
members of Parliament to have it installed. An attempt once again is being made to
provide a school crossing which it is hoped will be successful. Some monitoring carried
out by the Main Roads Department of the area where the students cross justifies the
provision of a crossing.
Last year I raised the matter of the disposal of assets of the Hampton Senior High School
acquired by the local parents and citizens groups. I understood some consideration was
being given to it by the Education Department of WA so there would be sufficient
flexibility for school P & C associations to dispose of those assets which have been
previously acquired through local funding. There does not appear to be any movement in

116



[Tuesday, 10 May 1994]11

relation to thaL It concerns me that a number of schools, particularly the Hampton
Senior High School which has some very large assets purchased by funds acquired
through parents and citizens groups and which they now wish to dispose of and turn into
assets required for the school, namely additional computers. Again I ask that a fairly
simple amendment come forward so that can be done.
Finally, I raised last year, and again this year, the need for additional resources for the
education support unit at the Loclcridge Primary School - something which will not go
away and which I intend to raise at every opportunity in this place and outside to ensure
such resources are provided.
I refer now to a number of road and traffic issues which are important to the Morley
electorate. Perhaps the most glaring of those is the proposed structure plan in relation to
Lord Street, south of Reid Highway. A range of concerns have been raised with me by
residents of Bassendean, Eden Hill. Loclcridge and Cavershamn about a proposal which
may result in Lord Swreet being widened and extended all the way to Guildford Road. I
am aware of the major amendment that is out for public comment and the fact that it
deals with the proposed Perth to Darwin Highway north of Reid Highway. However, it is
the, view of local residents that the location of the Perth to Darwin Highway will impact
in time on the residents of the suburbs I mentioned. If the Perth to Darwin Highway goes
ahead as planned, there can be a strong case for the extension and widening of Lord
Street and the public transport route alongside Lord Street.
Mr Lewis: Lord Swreet now is a reasonably main thoroughfare and it is only a matter of
time before the traffic will increase. I accept what you are saying, but it will happen.
Mr BROWN: That depends. The Department of Main Roads' initial drawings to service
particularly the expansion in Ellenbrook, had two propositions, one of which was to
extend Tonkin Highway.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr BROWN: Wherever one goes in the north east corridor one could say there are
environmental problems to be overcome in the development of our road system. The
Minister need only study the maps to see that.
Mr Lewis: Where we have located Lord Street, which is intended to be the Perth to
Darwin Highway north of Reid Highway, is on the very fringe of the Gnangara mound.
Tonkin Highway will go straight through the mound.
Mr BROWN: It depends on how it is deviated. That is a matter for another day. I raise
the matter because it is of concern to residents. The Minister and I have both received
many letters from concerned residents, particularly those in the Success Hill area who
believe that their area will be significantly affected if Lord Street is widened and if the
public transport reserve goes ahead as tentatively proposed.
One matter about which a number of the groups dealing with this issue are disappointed
is the time made available for comment on the public environmental review. Groups
were provided with the proposed amendment and the structure plan and given an
opportunity to have those documents for three months to enable them to comment and
offer alternatives. However, at the same time that was released the public environmental
review was also released, and the closing date for the review is 16 May, as opposed to
24 June for the other matter. It is disappointing that requests by me, by a number of
community groups and by other people to extend the closing date for submissions from
16 May to 24 June, a matter of one month and eight days, have been rejected. One would
think that in such an important issue the extension of time for submissions by a little over
five weeks would have been accommodated, bearing in mind that the document I have in
my hand is the public environmental review. This document would not have been put
together in two months by the bureaucrats. It would have taken many months of
research, collation and scientific analysis. Yet it is given to the members of the
community, who themselves are busy, who have full time jobs, who are not people who
hold themselves out as environmental scientists but are nonetheless concerned about the
environment, and they are given a relatively very short time to respond. I place on the
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record my concern at that matter. I would have thought that, as a minimum, some
courtesy could have been extended to those groups and residents so that they could at
least attempt to reply to what is a very detailed scientific analysis of the environmental
issues.
In the brief time available to me, I will deal with two other mactens concerning roads in
my electorate. I have been corresponding with the Main Roads Department and the
Minister for Transport about the traffic lights at the intersection of Benara and Beechboro
Roads. There are a number of elderly constituents in the electorate who are having great
difficulty negotiating that intersection, particularly turning right at the intersection.
Beechboro Road is becoming a busy thoroughfare. Constituents have approached me on
a number of occasions saying that they have almost had a major collision at that
intersection as a consequence of the lights not being modified. The officers 'of the Main
Roads Department are obviously very professional in their approach and very efficient,
but they also run with a view that nothing is to be achieved easily. It has been like
pulling teeth to try to get some minor modification of the traffic light system there to
ensure that people can use that intersection safely. I hope that some consideration is
given to modifying the lights. I do not want to be visiting the hospital or attending
someone's funeral as a consequence of one of the large trucks that use that intersection
flying through the lights and some elderly person, because of the contour of the moad,
being unable to see ahead and being cleaned up. That is a real fear which I place on
record now, because I need it to be clearly understood that, if that occurs, everything is
being done at a local level to try to ensure that the very minor changes that are necessary
are made in order to ensure a higher level of road safety.
The other matter to which I refer briefly relates to the request that I have made for
appropriate traffic lights to be provided at the intersection of Benara Road and Lord
Street.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper.

House adjourned at 11.16 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

POWER STATIONS - SOUTH FREMANTLE, HERITAGE STATUS
10. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Heritage:

(1) Is the old South Fremantle Power Station heritage listed?
(2) If not, are any plans in hand to assess its heritage status?
(3) Will the Heritage Council accept a nomination from a private individual?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) No.
(2) A draft national report on power stations throughout Australia has been

prepared by Godden Mackay on behalf of Australian Electricity Supply
Industry, which includes SECWA. This indicates that at a national level
the station is not regarded as of outstanding significance.

(3) Yes.
BOARDS AND COMMfITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP

34. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Who is the Chairman of the Frenmantle Cemetery Board?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Fremantle Cemetery Board?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr OMODE] replied:
(1) Mrs N. Waters.
(2) Until June 1995.
(3) Mr J. Papaphotis Ms L. Lovell

Mr K. Chipper Mr R. Fardon
Mr D. Miguel Mr P. Tagliafenri

(4) For three years.
(5) Mrs N. Waters Nominated by Minister for Local Government

Mr J. Papaphotis Nominated by Minister for Local Government
Mr K. Chipper Nominated by Australian Funeral Directors

Association
Mr D. Miguel Nominated by Minister for Local Government
Ms L. Lovell Nominated by Minister for Local Government
Mr R. Fardon Nominated by Minister for Local Government
Mr P. Tagliaferri Nominated by Minister for Local Government

(6) Remuneration to each member $73 meeting fee, and for the chairperson
$97 meeting fee.

(71) Mrs N. Waters Appointed June 1990
Mr J. Papaphotis Appointed March 1994
Mr K. Chipper Appointed March 1994
Mr D. Miguel Appointed March 1994
Ms L. Lovell Appointed March 1994
Mr R. Pardon Appointed March 1994
Mr P. Tagliaferri Appointed March 1994
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES - CHAIRMAN; MEMBERSHIP
35. Mir GRAHAM to the Minister for Police:

(1) Who is the Chairman of the Police Youth Liaison Committee?
(2) What is the term of the appointment of the chairman?
(3) Who are the committee members of the Police Youth Liaison Committee?
(4) What are the terms of appointment of each member?
(5) By whom was each person nominated?
(6) What remuneration is paid to each member and the chairman?
(7) When was each member first appointed?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(7) This committee has not met officially since December 1992. A report

from a police/youth relations task force which examined the role of
committees such as the Police Youth Liaison Committee was presented to
the former Minister for Police. Advice has been sought from the
Commissioner of Police on the intended progress of the report.

POLICE - EMPLOYED IN NON-OPERATIONAL AREAS, CONCERN
44. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Police:

(1) Is the Minister concerned that in excess of 700 police are employed in
non-operational areas?

(2) What action has the Minister undertaken to ensure that this number is
reduced?

Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(2) Under the provisions of the Police Act the Commissioner of Police is

responsible for the management of the Police Force which includes the
deployment of officers. I am concerned that police officers are employed
in non-operational areas. Recently I released a report by Arthur Andersen
which was a scoping review of the Police Department. In conjunction
with the department I will be working towards ensuring the
implementation of the recommendations of the report which includes the
initiative to civilianise some positions. The process will involve police
officers working closely with external consultants to identify how police
officers can be removed from many non-operational areas of the Police
Department, to identify specific positions which can be civilianised to
implement and manage the changeover process.

NURSING HOMES - BEDS PROVIDED BY STATE GOVERNMENT
Numbers, Location, Fri valisation

59. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many nursing home beds are provided by the State Government

throughout Western Australia?
(2) At which locations are these beds provided?
(3) How many beds are provided at each location?
(4) Which of these locations are targeted for whole or partial privatisation?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(1) There are 1 383 approved State Government nursing home beds in

Western Australia.
(2) T1he beds are provided at the following locations -
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Metropolitan
Sunset Hospital (Dalkeith)
Mt Hawthorn Hospital
Mt Henry Hospital (Manning)
Homes of Peace (Inglewood and Subiaco)
Alfired Carson Nursing Home (Claremont)
John Mercer Nursing Home (Hi-lton)
Arm adalef Kelmscott District Hospital

I.T. Pollard (near Guildford)

*the beds are inoperative.

(3) The number of beds at each location are -

Metropolitan
Sunset Hospital (Dalkeith)
Mt Hawthorn Hospital
Mt Henry Hospital (Manning)
Homes of Peace (Inglewood and Subiaco)
Alfred Carson Nursing Home (Claremont)
John Mercer Nursing Home (Hilton)
ArmadalefKelmscott District Hospital
J.T. Pollard (Guildford)
Metropolitan Total
Country
Albany Hospital
Augusta Nursing Home
Brookion Hospital
Bunbury Hospital
Coolgardie Nursing Home
Derby Leprosarium
Lombadina Mission Hospital (near Broome)
Nontham Hospital
Numbala Nunga Nursing Home (Derby)
Pallotine Mission Hospital (near Derby)
Yulanya Nursing Home (Port H-edland)
Country Total
State Total
*the beds are inoperative.
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Country
Albany Hospital
Augusta Nursing Home
Brookton Hospital
Bunbury Hospital
Cool gardie Nursing Home*
Derby Leprosarium *
Lombadina Mission

Hospital* (near Broome)
Northam Hospital
Numbala Nunga Nursing
Home (Derby)

Pallocine Mission Hospital*
(near Derby)

Yulanya Nursing Home
(Port Hedland)

106
22

294
515

61
61
12
22

1093

48
8

23
48
19 *
21 *
4*

18
58
13*
30

290
1 383

(4) It is government policy that care of the frail aged should be
transferred to the non-government sector and that patients should
be relocated from State Government nursing homes as appropriate
accommodation is found. The member would be aware that this
policy is presently being pursued at the Mt Henry and Sunset
Hospitals.

PAINTBALL - BAN; LEGAL
65. Mr GRAHAM to the inister for Police:

(1) Has the Minister banned the sport of paintball?
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(2) If so, on what advice did the Minister ban the game?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) Is the sport of painiball legal in any State or Territory in Australia?
(5) If so, in which State or Territories is it legal?
(6) Is the sport of paintball legal in any other countries in the world?
(7) If so, in which countries is the sport legal?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) There is no specific reference to the sport of painthall in Western

Australian legislation. Paiotball guns are considered to be Firearms within
the meaning of the WA Firearms Act. That Act prohibits the pointing of
any firearm at any person. Therefore should any paintball gun be licensed
as a firearm it could not be utilised in any game such as paintball.

(4)-(5)
The Commissioner of Police has advised that Australia-wide paintball is
legal in -
South Australia
Victoria
New South Wales, and
Queensland, although required to register the guns as a firearm on a
firearms licence, and subject to pending legislation in which paintball
games will be classified under a shooting galleries licence.
It is not a legal spont in -
Tasmania - war games are banned;
Northern Territory - the sport of paintball is prohibited;
ACT - the paintball gun is specified as a

prohibited weapon - schedule 3, section
16, Weapons Act 199 1;

Western Australia - effectively prohibited under the Firearms Act.
(6)-(7)

Yes. The Commissioner of Police has advised paintball is legal in
England and the United States of America.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - SOUTH
METROPOLITAN HEALTH REGION

Byrne, Dr Simon, Resignation Reason; Adequate Community Support Services
71. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Why did the Superintendent of Psychiatric Services at Heathcote Hospital.
Dr Simon Byrne, resign?

(2) Has the Minister assured himself that community support services in the
Health Department in South Metropolitan Region are adequate according
to the criteria laid down in the National Mental Health Plan and the
Burdekin Report?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Dr Byrne held the joint positions of Director of Psychiatry
Fremantle Hospital, Coordinator Mental Health Services South
Metropolitan Health Region and Psychiatrist Superintendent
Hearhcote Hospital. On 21 March 1994 he formally gave notice to
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resign from the two former positions, but has not resigned from the
position of Psychiatrist Supehintendent. Dr Byrne resigned during
discussions aimed at establishing the level of resources required
for the new services being established in the southern metropolitan
area to replace Heathcote Hospital.

(2) In 1994-95 the South Metropolitan Regional Health Service is to
receive $1.5m of $1.8m to be allocated to this State as part of the
national "reform and incentive" funding program to advance the
objectives of the National Mental Health Policy. In addition to
existing regional outpatient and community resources, a substantial
injection of funding has been provided to further expand
psychiatric rehabilitation services; for example, in 1993-94, $1.3m
has been applied to the developing rehabilitation services plan.
The funding initiatives stated above provide a good base for the
development of quality community support services in the region.

ABORIGINAL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION - ALLEGATIONS
RAISED IN FEDERAL PARLIAMENT

81. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is the Minister aware of allegations raised in the Federal Parliament about

the Aboriginal Housing Development Association?
(2) Is the Minister aware that the members who made the allegations had in

their possession internal documents of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority?

(3) Did the Minister or any member of the Minister's staff provide these
documents to the Federal members concerned?

(4) If not, will the Minister investigate this serious breach of Public Service
confidentiality?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) Not to my knowledge.
(4) Yes.

TOWN PLANNING APPEAL TRIBUNAL - CHAIRMAN A QUEEN'S
COUNSEL, ADDITIONAL $50 HOURLY FEE

90. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Planning:
Why is a Queen's Counsel, acting in the capacity as chair or deputy chair
of the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal, paid $50 per hour in addition to
the approved fee of $150?

Mr LEWIS replied:
In 1990 the Minister for Planning of the day sought the advice of the
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal as to an appropriate level of
remuneration for the Chairman of the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal.
That advice suggested -

Where a legal practitioner of not less than eight years practice and
standing is appointed as Chairperson of the Town Planning Appeal
Tribunal an hourly fee not exceeding $150 may be paid to that
person. In the case where the Chairperson is a Queen's Counsel,
the hourly fee may be increased to but not exceed $200.

123



The Governor has. since then, applied this rate of remuneration when
appointing Chairpersons to the Tribunal. No Queen's Counsel have been
appointed to the position.

POLICE - WANNERQO, INCREASE, REQUEST BY MEMBER FOR
WANNEROO

93. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
(1) Has the member for Wanneroo made a request of the Minister for a

stronger police presence in the member's area?
(2) If so, has the request been met and how?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The Commissioner of Police has advised that in May 1993 general duties

staff at the Joondalup Police Complex was increased by one sergeant and
two constables. A prosecuting sergeant and a constable orderly were
allocated for duty at the Joondalup Court Complex in July 1993.
BUSH FIRES BOARD - ADDITIONAL FUNDS REQUEST

94. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Emergency Services:
(1) Could the Minister advise if his request for additional funds to boost the

Western Australian Bush Fires Board has been successful?
(2) If so, what additional funds were allocated?
Mr WIESE replied:

The State Coalition Government is currently considering proposals to
assist bush fire brigades in 1994-95 and outyears. It is not appropriate to
disclose the outcome of these considerations prior to the bringing down of
the 1994-95 Budget.

SOUTHERN PROCESSORS LTD - DIRECTORS, POLICE INQUIRY
95. Mr HILL to the Minister for Police:

(1) Is the Southern Processors board of directors the subject of police
- investigations into criminal activity?

(2) When did that investigation commence?
(3) Which current or previous directors are being investigated?
Mr WIESE replied:

The Commissioner of Police advises -

(1) There is no record or knowledge of any police investigation.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) There is no record or knowledge of any police investigation being

conducted into any of the current or previous directors, or other
company officers as recorded by the Australian Securities
Commission, of Southern Processors Limited.

DOCTORS - OVERSEAS TRAINED
Accredited by Australian Medical Council, Use of Skills and Knowledge

109. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) What action is being taken by the Government to utilise the skills and

knowledge of overseas trained medical practitioners who have
successfully completed the requirements set down by the Australian
Medical Association and the Australian Government?
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(2) Has an assessment been carried out on the prospect of inviting such
overseas trained doctors to practise or establish practices in areas of need?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) The Australian Medical Council, not the Australian Medical

Association, is the body which sets the required standards to be
met by overseas trained doctors - OTDs. Where OTIs have
successfully completed the AMC qualifying exams, they are then
required to undertake a further year of supervised training as an
internt. This is similarly required for all Australian medical
graduates. After satisfactory completion of the intern year, the
OTIs would be eligible for full registration and enter the medical
workforce in whichever field they choose and gain entry to, either
as a GP or as a specialist.

(2) Geographic areas of need exist in rural and remote regions. The
skills required to successfully practise in such areas demand
additional postgraduate training in such fields as obstetrics,
anaesthetics and paediatrics; this normally takes four years. Where
an OTD has previous experience in these fields they would be
encouraged and supported to practise in such an area. Where an
0Th wished to practise in a remote area but did not have the
requisite skills or experience, they would be encouraged to gain
those skills prior to entering such practice. In the interests of
equity, having gained AMC recognition. OTDs are treated equally
with Australian graduates.

DOCTORS - OVERSEAS TRAINED
Training Programs

110. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What steps have been taken by the Government to initiate retraining
programs for overseas trained medical practitioners who have been unable
to satisfy the requirements set down by the Australian Medical
Association?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

The Australian Medical Council, not the Australian Medical
Association, is the body which sets the required standards to be
met by overseas trained doctors - OTDs.
Training programs for OTIs have three components -

(a) English language proficiency for those doctors where
English is not their first language;

(b) a 24-week program to prepare for the written multiple-
choice question paper, and

(c) a practical clinical training course for the clinical exam.
In 1993 and 1994 training programs under (a) and (b) were
provided through Edith Cowan University. A training program for
(c) was provided in 1993 by the UWA Medical Faculty funded by
the Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education and
Training. In 1994 the Medical Faculty and DEET have been
unable to reach agreement on the contract to provide a clinical
training course. This is still open for renegotiation; a failure to
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reach agreement would require alternative options to be reviewed.
Undergraduate education is not a responsibility of the Health
Department.

MULTICULTURAL PSYCHIATRIC CENTRES - GOVERNMENT POLICY
Newcastle Sreet, Leederville, Future

122. Mr BROWN to the Minister represenning the Minister for Health:
(1) Does cte Government recognise and accept the need for a specialised

multicultural psychiatric centre?
(2) If so, is it government policy to ensure funding to the centre is maintained

in real terms in the foreseeable future?
(3) Will government policy ensure the multicultural psychiatric centre is able

to retain and operate out of its present premises in Newcastle Street,
Leederville?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) Funding for multicultural psychiatric services will be maintained

in real terms.
(3) Multicultural psychiatric services will be provided from

community psychiatric clinics throughout the metropolitan area. A
central resource unit for specialist referrals and research is
currently being formed. This unit will be located at 70 Murray
Street Perth.

HEALTH - MUSLIM WOMEN. PORT HEDLAND
Culturally Sensitive Services Provision

123. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Have any steps been taken to ensure that women in the Muslim

community in Port Hedland are provided with a regular service from a
female practitioner who is sensitive to the cultural needs of these women?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, will such services be provided in an appropriate language?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) The Northern Health Authority (Pilbara division) is acutely aware
of the needs of Muslim Malay women in the Port Hedland area and
has taken the following steps to ensure the Muslim community is
provided with culturally sensitive services -

(a) A female salaried medical officer is permanently employed
at Port Hedland Regional Hospital.

(b) Cancer screening services are currently provided by
appropriately trained female community health nurses
through the Port Hediand Well Women's Centre.

(c) The Pilbara Public and Community Health Unit has
contacted the Islamic Association of North Western
Australia to offer nutrition education and screening services
to Muslim residents.

(d) The Northern Health Authority encourages its staff to
access the Commonwealth interpreter service as required.
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(2) Not applicable.
(3) See answer to (1).

HOMESWEST - EVICIONS
130. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Housing:

(1) How many Homeswest tenants were evicted in -
(a) September 1993;
(b) October 1993;
(c) November 1993;
(d) December 1993;
(e) January 1994;
(f) February 1994;
(g) March 1994?

(2) How many of these were from the -

(a) Fremantle region;
(b) Mirrabooka region;
(c) Cannington region?

(3) What statutory authority was used to effect evictions?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) (a) 5

(b) 3
(c) 1
(d) 2
(e) 2
(f) 2
(g) 6.

(2) (a) 4
(b) 3
(c) 1.

(3) Board of Homeswest Commissioners, the Residential Tenancies Act 1987
and the Local Court Act 1904.

HOMES WEST BOARD - FUNC TIONS; MEMBERSHIP
131. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has the function of the Homeswest Board changed?
(2) If so, what are its mandate and functions?
(3) When was the current Homeswest Board appointed?
(4) Who are the members of the board?
(5) Is one or more of the members a tenants' representative?
(6) If niot, why not?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) 1 January 1994.
(4) Mr Lloyd Guthity - acting chairperson

Mr Lyn Bennett
Mrs Sue Gordon
Mrs Anne Hector
Mr Arthur Metaxas.
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(5)-(6) This is not a requirement of the Act, but all commissioners represent the
interest of Homeswest and its tenants.

POUICE - A CLASS DRIVERS' LICENCES, NUMBERS ISSUED
142. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

(1) Further to question on notice 2379 of 1993-94, how many A class drivers'
licences have been issued to date in 1993-94?

(2) How many A class drivers' licences have been issued to date in 1993-94
following two or more attempts to pass the driving test?

Mr WIESE replied:
The following figures relate to the period 1 January 1994 to 6 May 1994 -
(1) 8776.
(2) 3310.

POLICE - YELLOW STICKERS, NUMBERS IS SUED
143. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

Further to question on notice 2378 of 1993-94, how many yellow stickers
have been issued to date in 1993-94?

Mr WIESE replied:
I July 1993 to 30 April 1994 -41 182.

WATER AUTH4ORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - NON-RESIDENTIAL
TOILET PEDESTALS SURVEY

161. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Water Resources:
Further to question on notice 1924 of 1993-94 regarding the survey of
non-residential toilet pedestals -

(a) have the costs of the survey been finalised;
(b) if so, what are they;
(c) if not, when will they be finalised;
(d) what was the purpose of the survey?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(a) Yes.
(b) $86720.
(c) Not applicable.
(d) To gather relevant data to enabk~e 1 dp '~pr consideration of sewerage tariff

reforms.

POLICE - ACCOMMODATION Akbt) kEOURCES, $2.5m ALLOCATION
187. Mr CATANIA to the Minister fofl P6iklcei

(1) How much of the $2.im allocit~l in the 1993-94 State Budget for police.
accommodation and resotnees hds been spent to date?

(2) What is the breakdown of Ihi $2.5m which, following the independent
review of the Police Deparitent the Minister announced, will be spent oh
police accommodation and iesbukces?

(3) Is the $2.5m a new and 4ddiiibhai allocation, or does it include unspent
funds from the 1993-94 fiflah~ltl year?
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Mr WIESE replied:
(1) Nil.
(2) $1.5m - minor works maintenance and furniture.

$lm - equipment.
(3) The $2.5rn is an additional allocation.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SEWERAGE INfILL - LEVY
Decision and Advertisement Explanation

4. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier
I refer the Premier to his statement in this House on 7 April that the
Government had not finalised the sewerage levy. Is it not true that when
he said this to the House an expensive taxpayer funded television
commercial had been filmed in which the Government's decision had
been detailed and he said there would be no levy?

Mr COURT replied:
The preparation of the advertisement for the infill sewerage program took
place over a number of days. One day was a public holiday when filming
took place at Lake Monger. The voice-over pieces for the advertisement
were conducted on a separate occasion at Perth Airport.

Mr Taylor: When?
Mr COURT: A few days later. The decision regarding a levy was made in the

week prior to the Government's making the public announcement.
Although the Government had been looking for several months at a
number of different options, a decision had not been made because of
strong negotiations with the Water Authority and others. It was
approximately a week before that the Government made the decision.
Turning to the advertisement, a government from time to rime will do
advertising. The previous government did a lot of advertising. I have not
got copies, but the Opposition when in government published on many
occasions very expensive pamphlets which did not provide any
informauion about a service.

Mrs Hallahan: Never!
Mr COURT: Come off it! I will have tabled tomorrow the types of glossy

documents that the now Opposition was putting out. I will deal with
advertising. I was in Bunbury last Friday conducting an interview with
the media and the journalist asked: "Will you give a commitment that you
will not introduce a $50 levy for infill sewerage in this year's Budget?" I
replied that we had already given that commitment. She then asked me a
trick question; that is, "Will you introduce an environmental levy of $50 in
this year's Budget?" I said no. I then asked who had been telling her
these things and she told me it was Doug Wenn, a local Labor member.
She said that the previous week he had been running around telling
everyone that the Government would introduce a $50 levy in this year's
Budget. I thought that it had been clearly spelt out on television that there
will not be a $50 levy. I thought the advertisement was successful. The
Government has received a lot of mail and telephone calls about it and I
must add that I have received a few helicopters in the mail. They fall
within the list of gifts which members must declare, but in fairness to all
members I think I should share them around. The member for Peel has
young children and I will share one of the helicopters with him.
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MAMMOGRAPHY UNITS - MIDLAND
5. Mrs van de KLASI-ORST to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

I have given some notice of this question.
(1) Will the Minister advise where the Midland mammography unit

will be located?
(2) When is it likely to be opened?
(3) W/hat will its catchment area be?
(4) Will every woman over 50 years of age in the catchment area be

given the opportunity to call in for a mammogramn?
Mr MINSON replied:

I thank the member for notice of the question which gave me the
opportunity to liaise with the Minister for Health, who provided me with
the information to enable me to answer it.

(1) The office will be located at shop 14, 27 Old Great Northern
Highway, Midland, a fairly central location.

(2) The mammography unit should be opened by early July 1994. 1
understand that renovation work is required to the premises and
tenders are currently out and should be let very shortly to allow the
modifications to take place.

(3) The Health Department has advised that the catchment area will be
the locality of Swan, excluding the localities of Ballajura,
Cullacabardee and Malaga because women living in these
localities will be invited to attend the Mirrabooka centre. Women
living in the areas of Mundaring, Kalamunda and Bassendean will
utilise the Midland facility.

(4) Yes.
SEWERAGE INFILL - LEVY

Advertisement, Documents Tabling
6. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier:-

Further to my previous question today, I am not saying that I do not
believe the Premier, but I understand, firstly, that Wally Cox, the
Managing Director of the Water Authority of Western Australia, said that
Cabinet made the decision about the levy on 7 June 1993; secondly, the
commercial was filmed on 4 and 5 April; and, thirdly, the Premier told the
House on 7 April that he had not made that decision. To overcome any
problems the Premier may have about this issue, will he table in this
House as soon as possible the full television script, the production notes,
the dates on which the television commercial was filmed and the camera
tapes?

Mr COURT replied:
The Leader of the Opposition is a real joke.

Mr McGinty: It is a reasonable request.
Mr COURT: I could probably recite the script for the television advertisement to

the House now: "When a problem is big enough you need to look at it
from a different point of view."

Mr Mc~inty: I want to know when it was filmed.
Mr COURT: I said that it was filmed on a Monday, which was a public holiday,

and we went to the airport a few days later to do the voice over.
Mr McGinty: You are looking very guilty.
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Mr COURT: If members opposite warnt to know the exact date it was finalised, it
was after the television advertisement had been filmed and I can assure
members that we had all options covered.

Mr Taylor: I want to know when you said there will be no levy, given that on 7
April you told this House you had not fin alised the issue.

Mr COURT: In June last year a proposal -

Mr Mc~inty: Did you mislead the House?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: A proposal went to Cabinet and the whole issue of a levy and other

matters were discussed. It is common knowledge that I have been dealing
with the Federal Government, and put a proposition to the Federal
Government in which I outlined that the Government was prepared to
introduce a levy and other charges to try to cover that proposal.

Mr McGinty: Provide the information.
Mr COURT: Why would I want to supply information -
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Fremantle. I

have been here a fair while, and it seems to me the Leader of the
Opposition believes he is in a good position and is seeking to interject on
the Premier. However, he cannot do so because three or four of his
colleagues are interrupting him.

Mr Taylor: Helping me.
The SPEAKER: No, interrupting. I will allow a certain number of interjections

but when four people are doing so, it is necessary to stop all interjections.
Mr COURT: The Government spent one year holding constant meetings trying to

work out how to handle this problem. To the Government it was a very
important matter, and the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister
for Finance will know only too well that we were not able to reach
agreement on this matter until the last few days. I find it fascinating that
after 10 years in government, with this problem staring the Labor
government in the face, it did absolutely nothing to address the problem.
The previous government was prepared to risk ground water supplies and
to pollute the rivers without doing anything about the problem. The
Opposition now. comes into this Parliament and asks on what day the
advertisement was filmed I have gi 'ven that information. It also asks
when I did the voice, piece and What scripts were used. How absolutely
pathetic. With regard to expense, the television commercial -

Mr Taylor: We did not ask about that.
Mr McGinty: We asked whether you misled this House.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Fremantle.
Mr COURT: I did not mislead this House.
Mr McGinty. Agree with the request and table the document.
Mr COURT: I will tell members- who has misled this House and the people of

Western Australfa. Opposition members ran aroun 'd this state saying that
the Government would introduce levies, add to costs and do this, that or
the other. If anyone should make an apology, it is those members opposite
responsible for the scare tactics.

Mr Ripper: We have you scared.
Mr COURT: I am petrified! The production and broadcasting of that commercial

cost $90 000.
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Mr Taylor: We are not interested in that.
Mr COURT: The former government made some television ads on law and order

at a cost of $406 000.
Mr McGinty: We are not interested in that.
Mr Taylor: Will you table the documents?
Mr COURT: On the northern suburbs railway after it was built and operating -

Mr McGinty, The question was whether you would table the documents.
Mr COURT: The previous government spent $410 000 on promotion and public

relations, $110 000 on the opening ceremony, $75 000 on market research,
$50 000 on video production, and $165 000 on miscellaneous PR. That
was to promote something already in place. The cost of the people's
convention to Advance Western Australia Fair increased from $550 000 to
$709 000.

Mr McGinty: Are you going to table the information?
Mr COURT: Members opposite talk about glossy publications; do they

remember all of theirs?
Mr Taylor: You ame avoiding the question.
Mr Mc~inty: Provide the information.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Fremantle will cease inceijecting.
Mr COURT: I cannot believe the Opposition would be stupid enough to ask a

question -

Mr Mc~inty: I cannot believe you will not answer the question.
The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Fremantle to order for the second

time. We have reached the stage at which there are so many interjections
that it is not possible to hear the person seeking to answer the question.
We must have enough order for that to happen; that is why the person
asked the question.

Mr COURT: I go back to June last year. Yes, the matter came before Cabinet
and we agreed to the principle of the levy and other charges to fund this
scheme. We were not happy with those proposals and by last Christmas
we were working on alternatives and have kept working on them. We
went back to the Federal Government but we were not successful. It was
not until a few days before we made the public announcement that the
matter was finally decided and we came up with it. Yes, we did film a
television advertisement, and the next time we do advertisements, if it will
help the Leader of the Opposition, he can come out with us and help us
write the scripts.

PERTH CITY COUNCIL COMMISSIONERS - QUARTERLY REPORT,
"DIFFERENT MODELS"

Three Auzonomous Councils, No Rate Increase, Debt Free Confirmation
7. Dr CONSTABLE to the Premier:

In regard to the recent quarterly report of the Penh City Council
commissioners -

(1) What does the Premier understand by the commissioners'
statement that they are considering "different models which might
provide the basis of restructuring proposals"?

(2) Will the Premier confirm the Government's original promises that
the three new towns will have autonomous councils, without
dependence upon the new City of Perth, that there will be no
increase in rates, and that they will be completely debt free?
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Mr COURT replied:
(1) I have not seen that quarterly report and I do not know to what the

commissioners are referring when they talk about different models. I
know that the new towns must be set up as legal entities, and they are on
target to achieve that for the next financial year. Those bodies have to be
up and running and ready for council elections this time next year. I will
raise that matter with the chairman of the commissioners and give the
member a response.

(2) 1 can confim that there will be three autonomous councils. It will be up
to the current commissioners and the incoming councils to determine the
rates. I cannot give a specific answer about that.

LIVER TRANSPLANTS - UNIT ESTABLISHMENT, MINISTER'S
ALLEGATIONS

8. Dr GALLOP to the Premier:
I refer the Premier to statements made by his Minister for Health about the
proposal to establish a liver transplant unit in Western Australia.
(I) Was the Minister's claim that Western Australia lacks the

expertise to establish such a unit correct?
(2) Was the Minister's claim that a patient had died as a result of

receiving a liver transplant in Western Australia correct?
(3) Was the Minister's third allegation correct, when he claimed that

Professor Reed had failed to inform the Health Department of
Western Australia of possible arrangements for patients to fly east
when a liver was available?

(4) Is it not true that all of these allegations made by his Minister are
demonstrably wrong; and that the State Government could easily
afford a $300 000 unit in Western Australia, which would slash by
half the cost of operations?

Mr COURT replied:
(1) The debate has been centred on not the financing of a liver transplant unit,

or whether money is available, but the advice from the medical profession
about when it would be appropriate for such a unit to be established. The
school of thought is that in order for a liver transplant unit to be effective
and efficient, it would need to perform about 20 transplants a year. The
forecasts are that within the next year or so, we will be looking at arou 'nd
12 trasplants a year. However, we do not regard that as the criterion. If
it would save both lives and stress within families, we would move to
establish such a unit when the medical people said it was appropriate to
move. It is a dilemma that a governiment gets into. Sure, we could get the
political advantage in the short termn by saying we would establish a liver
transplant unit. In this case, the Government has been prepared to listen to
advice.

Dr Gallop: That is precisely what has not happened. That is what your Minister
did not do.

Mr COURT: The medical expertise is here to carry out the operations. The
concern from the medical profession is about the clinical staff who have to
provide the back-up after the operation. Theme is concern that if the unit
performed just a few operations, there would not be the expertise required.
As I understand it. a report from the medical profession will be provided
to the Government in the next few weeks advising when it wil be
appropriate.

(2) As I understand it, the person referred to died from other causes. That
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information was made available to the Minister after his comments, The
Minister has apologised to the family. We regret anything chat has arisen
as a result of those comments.

(3) One of the concerns with transplant operations is that the families are
separated from the persons receiving the transplant. Members on this side
are familiar with one case because it relates to a person close to us. That
person has been waiting in Sydney for an appropriate liver for six months,
and this is not the first time that the patient has travelled to the Eastern
States. On the previous occasions there were reasons for the transplant not
proceeding. Recent advice from one of the major transplant units is that it
is possible for a patient to wait in Western Australia, and when an
appropriate liver is available arrangements can be made with the airlines
for the person to travel across the country the next day for the operation. I
do not profess to be an expert in this area, but because people close to me
have been involved I have a reasonable understanding of the issues. If we
are advised that it is appropriate to establish a liver transplant unit in
Western Australia, we will act quickly.
What was the fourth part of the question?

Dir Gallop: I asked you to comment on the three claims made by the Minister.
You did not conclude your comments on the third issue. The Minister for
Health jumped into the debate without checking the facts. Professor Reed
had passed advice to the liver transplant unit and a Health Department
representative, but the Minister accused him of withholding information.
The Minister aggravated the situation, and caused heartache for the people
concerned.

Mr COURT: I am not aware of what happened or of the comments by Professor
Reed.

Dr Gallop: Read Hansard of last T'hursday, and you will see.
Mr COURT: Certain centres in Australia have built up expertise in different

typs of transplant operations. The Government provides as much
assistance as it can to ensure that families remain close to the patients in
those circumstances. Often, treatment goes on for months, and
accommodation must be provided. We would prefer a situation where
such treatment is carried out here or, if it is to be carried out in specialised
units in the Eastern States, the patient can go over there when the organ is
available for the transplant operation.

MARKET CITY - CONSULTANTS' REPORT, CHANGES
IMLnEMENTED BY PERTH MARKET AUTHORITY BOARD

9. Mr W. SMITH to the Minister for Primary Industry:
Sonic notice has been given of this question. As the Minister is aware, a
number of concerns including those in the Wanneroo electorate have been

expressed regarding the management and operation of the Perth markets
since the relocation from West Perth to Canning Vale. Consultants
conducted an investigation and reported to the Legislative Council in 1993
in the form of several volumes.
(1) Does the Minister agree with the comments in the report?
(2) What has been done to implement the findings of the report?

(3) Will the Minister be making further changes as indicated by the
consultants?

(4) When does the Minister envisage that this process will be
completed?
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Mr HOUSE replied:
(1)-(4) When we came to government the Perth Market Authority was the subject

of a great deal of concern shared right across the political spectrum and by
people using the facility; namely, consumers, agents and growers. The
report to which the member referred was to the Standing Committee on
Government Agencies, and was tabled in the Legislative Council after we
came to government. As a consequence of that report, and following
further discussions, I appointed a new Perth Market Authority Board,
which took office five or six months ago. This board has implemented
most of the changes that were recommended by the consultant and that
report.
Probably two issues remain to be tackled: First, regarding privaisation
and, second, the management of the debt on the facility. The board is
currently working on those issues, and the other matters, such as market
hours and access, have been largely addressed. This is one of the
structures in which it is almost impossible to completely satisfy every
user. Different opinions can be found among growers and consumers
regarding, for example, access and the hours at which the market should
open. Therefore, the board has done a remarkably good job in allaying the
fern of most people and satisfying the needs of the majority of those
involved. The board has managed to largely solve these problems,
although the two major issues to which I have referred remain to be
tackled.

JUVENILE OFFENDERS - BOOT CAMPS
Advice from Ministry of Jusdice Officers

10. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Attorney General:
(1) Has she received any advice from officers within the Ministry of Justice to

the effect that boot camps for juvenile offenders are not likely to reduce
re-offending by juveniles. and/or recommending against the establishment
of such boot camps?

(2) If so, will the Attorney General identify the source of this advice and
explain its substance?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(2) 1 will make a statement this week regarding what was ascertained on the

visit to the United States and Canada.
Mr D.L. Smith: That is not what the question was about; it refers to advice from

your department to you.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member has asked his question.
Mrs EDWARDES: fle member should allow me to answer it.

On the visit we received information indicating that much of the resch
conducted had been on early boot camps established in those countries.
Those people learned from many of the problems encountered in the first
instance in establishing those camps.
I do not recall receiving any advice at all from the Juvenile Justice
Division indicating that boot camps do not reduce the level of recidivism.
Our visit to the United States indicated evidence that such camps reduce
the level of recidivism; also, along with further booster shots, the program
provides the opportunity to extend the time before re-offending.

Mr D.L. Smith: So you have received no such advice from anyone within your
ministry?
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Mrs EDWARDES: Not that I am aware of from within the Juvenile Justice
Division.
Several people were involved in the development of this policy and one
such person provided advice to the previous government, which
established what it called a high impact training program. To all intents
and purposes, this program was based pretty much along the same model
that we have been considering in the United States. The former Chief
Executive Officer of the department of corrective services, Mr Ian Hill,
along with Dr Robert Fitzgerald, visited several boor camps with the
former Attorney General on a trip overseas, although the former Attorney
General did not attend the camps with these people as he looked at several
other areas. Therefore, the high impact training program was well under
way under the previous government. Also, the Prison Officers Union had
conducted its assessment on this matter and had provided advice on its
establishment. It even had the rosters organised and ready to run with the
program. However, the current Opposition, when in government, was not
prepared to run with the program which was regarded as very positive
within the department at the time.

FEDERAL BUDGET - SIGNIFICANCE TO WESTERN AUSTRALIA
11. Mr DAY to the Premier:

I ask the Premier to inform the House of the significance to Western
Australia of tonight's federal Budget.

Mr COURT replied:
Thbe state has already received most of its bad news in relation to the
Budget in that the Federal Government has made it clear that the states
will continue to receive an ever decreasing share of the total
Commonwealth tax revenues. At a time when this state has strong growth
and the Federal Government has very strong collections of income tax,
company tax and sales tax, we will be short changed in the process. At the
same time this state has lower levels of unemployment. As we get growth
in private sector investment and unemployment levels come down, that, in
itself, lessens the burden on the Federal Government. It is of great
concern to us that the Federal Government, in simple terms, is dragging
hundreds of millions of dollars more out of this state than is coming back.
in the past six years an increasing amount of funds has been taken by the
Federal Government. When the Labor Party was in government here there
was silence about these matters. The situation in this state should be that
we have the best schools, the best roads and the best hospitals of any of
the states because of the growth and wealth that is created here.

Mrs Hallahan: Because of a Labor government, I would say.
Mr COURT: As a result of the actions of the previous government where we lost

about $1.5b of cold, hard taxpayers' funds, we are not in that position.
We believe the federal Budget announcements that have already been
made are sending al of the wrong signals. When some growth is coming
back into the economy it is a good opportunity for the Federal
Government to continue to show tight constraint on its expenditure, to do
something about the debt situation. Instead, we saw the package last week
which threw money at several areas. If the Federal Government wanted to
create employment, it could have given us a reasonable funding base for
our roads system. That alone would not only have created jobs but also
given a capital expenditure which would eamn more wealth for many years
to come. The big danger is chat we may end up squandering the
opportunities of a recovery, If we start to see an increase in interest rates,
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it will make it that much harder for new business investment to come into
the state. Our concern is that we have already received the bad news as
far as this state's specific allocations go and the whole strategy will see us
headed towards higher interest rates, and that will not help us.

Point of Order
Mr TAYLOR: During question time there have been four questions from the

Opposition. I hardly think that four questions is sufficient, given the way
in which this Government answers questions. Mr Speaker, I ask you to
look at the length of the answers compared with the length of the
questions that are asked. Itris not acceptable to the Opposition to ask only
four questions during question time.

The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of order. I indicate that four questions
were asked by members of the Labor Party, one by the Independent
member and three by members of the Liberal Party. It should be noted
that some questions had many parts; at least one question today had four
pants. It seems to me that an answer to that question would necessarily
take a lot longer. If we just add the number of questions asked and not
take note of their sub-pants, we cannot get a true picture of the situation.


