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11lrgislatiur Assrmhly 
Thursday, 9 May 1996 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers. 

PETITION • WESTRAIL, PENSIONER TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamata) [10.03 am]: 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 object to the Court Government's decision to 
restrict pensioners from taking their one free Westrail trip over Christmas and New Year when 
family reunions are so important. We also object to the restrictions on free travel at Easter and 
during school holidays. We calion the Government to immediately cancel the restrictions on this 
one free travel pass per year and to restore the choice to pensioners to travel at a time that suits 
them and their families. 

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 42.] 

STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR FAIR TRADING 

Competition Policy Report - Government Response Delayed 

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Minister for Fair Trading) [10.05 am]: It was my intention to table today 
the Government's response to the report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Intergovernmental Agreements' inquiry into competition policy, entitled "Consideration of the 
Implementation of a National Competition Policy". However, some minor changes need to be made to 
complete the report, and I will table it on Tuesday, 14 May 1996. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON HEAVY TRANSPORT 

Final Report, Tabling 

MR TUBBY (Roleystone - Parliamentary Secretary) [10.06 am]: I present for tabling the fmal report of 
the Select Committee on Heavy Transport. I also present for tabling all transactions, submissions and 
minutes of the committee. I move -

That the report do lie upon the Table and be printed. 

This inquiry arose out of a great deal of public concern about road train access to the metropolitan area, and 
underlying concerns about the amount of heavy haulage that has been appearing on roads in the 
metropolitan area over a number of years. Accordingly, the committee was determined to ensure that as 
wide a cross-section of the community as possible was given the opportunity to present its views to the 
committee. After calling for written public submissions, the committee embarked upon an extensive 
statewide series of public meetings and site visits. The committee received 132 high quality submissions to 
assist it in better understanding what people felt about particular issues with respect to heavy transport. 
The committee circulated transport information and discussion papers in June 1995, with a request for 
further written submissions by 31 July 1995. 

The committee undertook a program of fact finding visits in South Australia, New South Wales, Victoria, 
Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory to meet industry, transport companies and associations, and 
also commonwealth, state and local government officials, including the National Road Transport 
Commission. In July, the committee visited industry and government ministries and agencies in Canada, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom to study freight transport technology and policy developments. Lists of 
people who met the committee and summaries of the submissions can be found in schedules 4 and 5 of the 
report. 

The first part of the report - chapters 2 to 4 - describes the historical context, the importance of freight 
transport, and heavy freight transport issues. Together, these chapters form the backdrop for the 
committee's consideration of rail - chapter 5; road - chapter 6; heavy trucks in built up areas - chapter 7; 
and heavy trucks in the metropolitan area - chapter 8. The committee's recommendations run seriatim 
throughout chapters 4 to 8. They are reproduced together in chapter 9. 
The committee regards safety as the highest priority. It made 37 recommendations on safety, ranging from 
how safety capital works should be funded to the possible licensing of drivers who tow caravans, and an 
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examination of any link between driver fatigue and exposure to diesel emissions. The committee's second 
priority was cost and service quality considerations, followed by nuisance, environmental concerns, living 
standards and mobility. The report advances through the issues in progressive depth. Accordingly, it is 
best read from the front to the back. 

Transport accounts for a major slice of the nation's production. Road and vehicle operating costs alone 
amount to one-fifth of Australia's gross domestic product. Western Australia produces a quarter of 
Australia's exports. With the exception of iron ore, bauxite and alumina, and some mineral sands, all 
exports of bulk products are transported by road for at least part of their movement. Most of the material 
inputs to the export production are also transported by road for at least part of their movement. The $700m 
per annum titanium minerals industry has submitted that transport costs represent 10 to 15 per cent of the 
industry's operating costs; and, typically, transport makes up 40 per cent of the total cost to mine, process, 
transport and handle manganese ore. On an Australia-wide basis, land transport costs amount to 10 per 
cent of the average net pool return for Australian standard white quality wheat. 

Because of Western Australia's remoteness from foreign markets and our extremely long domestic links, 
transport costs are a very significant portion of our landed price of exports. Grain export producers also 
face competition from overseas grower assistance schemes, such as United States agricultural subsidies. 
Although our export producers employ world best practices, their viability can be threatened if domestic 
transport freight rates are significantly above prevailing overseas rates. Improving transport productivity is 
often the only available means to become or remain internationally competitive; that is, transport efficiency 
can make or break existing and new exports. 

The land freight transport task in Western Australia has shown very rapid growth over the past 10 years. 
Excluding the private Pilbara iron ore railways, the task has grown from a 12200m tonne kilometres in 
1984 to 19 500m tonne kilometres in 1994, an increase of 5 per cent per annum during that 10 year period. 
The road transport sector has met most of this with an increase from 8 200m tonne kilometres to an 
estimated 14 ooom tonne kilometres, or 6 per cent per annum. Its share of the overall task increased from 
67 per cent to 72 per cent. Of the total road freight task, half originates in, or is destined for, the Perth 
metropolitan area. The committee therefore makes no apology for its primary focus on road freight 
transport. Our State is so large and the area served by rail is so small that Western Australia leads the 
world in heavy road freight transport. We are also the State within Australia which has the most laissez 
faire attitude to heavy truck operations. The trucking industry is stridently pursuing bigger vehicles having 
access to areas, which will expose many more people to them. This process has been ongoing since the 
State's earliest development. 

Our report is not intended to be a blueprint for solving all heavy transport issues. It seeks to strike a 
balance between what we feel should and can be done in the development of a policy framework and 
principles which might help others to think and act in delivering the best heavy freight transport system in 
pursuit of sustainable living standards and lifestyle. If some of the committee's conclusions and 
recommendations appear controversial to some elements of the road transport industry, they might reflect 
on what is well understood by the Road Transport Forum; that is, there is real substance in the public image 
of "truckies" being at a low ebb. The committee acknowledges the work of the industry in tackling this by 
professionalisation, by weeding out cowboys and by better public education. These are the messages that 
are coming loud and clear from the Road Transport Forum and other industry bodies, and it is on the 
"promise" of better industry self-regulation that much store is being place by the NRTC, state transport 
regulatory agencies and ultimately their Parliaments. The committee's recommendations should not be 
controversial for responsible truck operators and drivers. 

Regrettably I am not able to comment on all the varied issues investigated in this report. Other committee 
members will deal with various aspects of particular interest to them while I concentrate on the issues of 
road versus rail, new rail technologies and road train access to the metropolitan area. 

The committee notes that many community submissions reflected polarised views for or against either road 
or rail but in particular against road. The reality is that because rail serves only a small part of the State, 
road is the essential lifeline to areas remote from the populated and rail-served south west. The challenge 
is how to provide an efficient freight transport service to remote areas which are served only by road from 
the main metropolitan freight hub, which enjoys both road and rail access. Where rail does exist, each 
mode has traditionally had its own market niche. Generally speaking, road is more flexible while rail is 
more suited to bulk loads over longer distances. 

With existing technology Westrail has also been very successful in hauling bulk freight over relatively 
short distances. Whether road or rail should be the preferred mode in any particular instance depends on 
myriad factors which are outlined in the report. 

Western Australia is far removed from the Californian experience where little physical space is said to be 
left to build more roads; the situation in France which bans all trucks over 7.5 tonnes gross vehicle mass 
and all dangerous goods vehicles at weekends, public holidays and part of the day preceding public 
holidays; or Germany and Italy, which ban all trucks over 7.5 tonnes gross vehicle mass on Sundays. 
However, there seems to be nothing to stop increasing road demand from delivering those sorts of 
scenarios within the south west of the State within a relatively short period unless targets are set for future 
road traffic. The Swiss developed such an approach when they decided by referendum that all 350 000 
trucks over 3.5 tonnes using the Alps as a transit route each year will have to be carried by rail piggyback 
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within 10 years. To put the Swiss decision in context, the main street in Northam carries more than 
250 000 heavy trucks per annum, or between 700 and 1 200 per day. 

By a process of elimination, the committee settled on target market shares for heavy road and rail freight 
transport to deliver a comprehensive quality land freight service. Targets would be used in consideration 
of transport options when major new developments such as the south west pulp-paper mill or mid-west iron 
ore mine-steel mill are proposed. If, say, additional haulage by road would significantly exceed the road 
target, the proponent would be required to use rail. This approach is similar to the way proponents are 
required to meet the air pollution target set for the Kwinana industrial belt. 

Because the required transport mode would be designed into a development rather than being retrofitted 
into another transport mode, any additional cost of being required to use the non-preferred mode would be 
minimised. Any demonstrable additional transport cost due to the use of a non-preferred mode because of 
the requirement to meet the mode share target could warrant compensation being paid. Any such claims 
could be considered by government on a case by case, act of grace basis, met from royalties or other state 
imposts on the development and legislated in any agreement between the Government and proponent. 

In recommendation 18 the committee states -

Targets should be established in rail-served areas of Western Australia for sharing heavy freight 
transport between road and rail. These targets should result from policy decisions by the 
Government in relation to infrastructure funding in connection with major new developments. 

Freight transport targets are not an end in themselves. Rather, they provide planning benchmarks where 
there are substantial differences between the value placed on freight transport by the community and the 
market prices individuals are prepared or required to pay for it. 

If there is little economic rationale for the current balance between road and rail, a target share would 
provide rail with more financial security to invest in track and rolling stock and to explore new technology 
specifically targeted to take trucks off the road, which is a priority for the majority of people who 
expressed a view to the committee. NRC already hauls up to 28 road-railer trailers on the East-West route 
between Adelaide and Perth. In Tasmania, narrow gauge road-railers for hauling woodchips are on trial. 

The committee was impressed by the Iron Highway rail system for the movement of road trailers by rail 
being trialled by CanadIan Pacific, and the Ecorail system for moving standard road trailers on rail track on 
trial by CN North America in Canada. While both new systems are currently designed only for use on 
standard gauge track, the proven performance of these technologies may lead to their application for 
narrow gauge railways. In that event, the rail network between Perth and Albany-Bunbury in the south and 
Geraldton-Wubin in the north could see the extensive movement of road trailers on rail track. The 
committee estimates that if half the general freight currently on road north of Perth were captured by rail, 
more than 200 road trailer movements per day, five days a week, or 100 road trains, would be removed 
from roads in, and to the north of, the metropolitan area. 

The commercial success of both technologies is dependent on their competing with road haulage in terms 
of both price and service. The committee has been told that, through the use of Ecorail, up to 20 per cent 
rate reductions are possible, while a time penalty of 8 per cent would be likely on typical 400 to 600 km 
hauls. This technology is a very exciting innovation which requires very little capital expenditure. The 
only terminal infrastructure required is areas of flat land, preferably sealed, surrounding a spur or dualling 
of the railway line wherever trailers have to be connected to, or disconnected from, the train. 

The train consists of a small, unpowered control cabin, one or more power units driven by an 850hp 
caterpillar diesel and a number of specially designed tandem rail bogies. These bogies have two air 
controlled semitrailer turntables situated on top. Minor modification, requiring the installation of two air 
hoses along their length and a draw bar pin on the rear, at an estimated cost of $1500 is all that would be 
required to each trailer. 

To make up the consist of the train, the driver of each road prime mover is required to back his trailer onto 
a rail bogie and, after being disconnected from the trailer, then to back the next rail bogie under the front of 
the trailer. After inserting the connecting pins the trailer's air hoses are connected to the rail bogies. After 
six trailers have been connected a power unit is inserted in exactly the same way as a trailer. The power 
unit and control module have retractable road wheels. Each power unit is capable of pulling six trailers and 
pushing another six. This means that there would be six trailers at either end of the train with 12 trailers 
between the power units. Once a consist has been completed, a control unit is connected to the front of the 
train in the same manner as the trailers. For just over $lm, a control module, power unit and sufficient 
bogies could be acquired to operate a trial of this technology. The Australian licensee of the 3R 
International Ecorail technology, CRT Bulk Haulage, intends to trial it in the Eastern States later this year. 
The committee feels that in that event, the opportunity should be taken for it to be demonstrated in Western 
Australia. I refer members to recommendation 33. 

The next area I wish to discuss is the issue which prompted the establishment of this committee; that is, 
road train access to the metropolitan area beyond the existing breakdown areas. Vehicles classified as road 
trains are longer than 30 metres. Under the national nomenclature double road trains can be configured as 
two trailer articulated vehicles, a B-double and trailer or truck and two trailers up to 36.5 metres long with 
a maximum gross vehicle mass of 104 tonnes. Two trailer articulated road trains 36.5 metres long and 79 
tonnes GVM were trialled from December 1994 to August 1995 to haul livestock to the Midland saleyards. 
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Since earlier this year, some road trains have been given access to their terminals under various curfews 
and speed restrictions. The trials have been the main focus of persons and groups who are opposed to the 
more widespread use of bigger trucks in the metropolitan area. Permanent access has been the aim of the 
road transport industry for some considerable time although individuals within the industry have opposed 
access in evidence to the committee. The main arguments advanced by the Road Transport Association 
and others in favour of road trains not being broken down before entering the metropolitan area is that this 
saves costs and improves safety, noise and pollution because truck movements are reduced. Livestock 
stress is also reduced through shortened trip times. The cost savings and improvements to safety are 
disputed by some operators within the industry. 

In respect of vehicles of more than 19 metres in the metropolitan region, the committee has concerns in the 
following main areas: Truck braking, stability and water spray; driver fatigue and liability for damages in 
connection with the aforementioned, and truck acceleration and overfuelling. The acceleration and braking 
performance of articulated vehicles is described in chapter 6.2.2 and 6.2.3. Chapter 7.4 discusses speed 
limited and traffic signal distances. The committee has been unable to obtain comprehensive data about 
the braking and stability of the range of long vehicles and road trains currently using metropolitan roads. 
Chapter 6.2.3 discusses the acknowledged industry concerns with the compatibility of the braking 
characteristics of certain combinations of trailers and trucks. 

More than 70 per cent of truck crashes occur in the metropolitan area. The majority of these involve trucks 
running into the rear of other vehicles stopped in lines of traffic, which serves to highlight the different 
braking performances of cars and trucks. This matter has been compounded by the introduction of the keep 
left unless overtaking rule, which has seen cars passing trucks then pulling into the left lane prior to 
stopping at traffic lights. This dramatically shortens the available truck braking space. 

The committee has examined the technical data on truck performance in urban situations. The 1990 
consultants' study of the practicability of allowing road trains into the metropolitan area provided in 
evidence by Main Roads WA and others is the main source of the committee's examination. The 
consultants found, based on computer simulation, that for a 33 metre, two trailer road train the rear or dog 
trailer is approximately 40 per cent more likely to roll in a crash than the equivalent articulated vehicle. 
They also tested rearward amplification because of its significance in emergency avoidance manoeuvres, 
such as suddenly moving out of a traffic lane. They found that the double bottom road train has 
significantly higher rearward amplification than the block truck with trailer. Also, the rearward 
amplification of both vehicles is highly speed dependent. 

In expert evidence, the committee was told that risk is cumulative. Accordingly it is valid to consider the 
combined potential safety risk of a fatigued livestock truck driver on a fine day negotiating early morning 
urban traffic through traffic-light controlled intersections. In a different set of circumstances, a driver 
hauling fuel could be negotiating the same route during Friday afternoon peak hour traffic in heavy rain. 
The transport trials being conducted are regarded as a proxy for risk analysis. That is, as problems have 
arisen, access conditions have been changed. 

In circumstances where Western Australia leads the world in the size of vehicles given access to public 
roads, the Government must provide leadership in demonstrating that this does not expose road users to 
increased safety risk. In this context, the committee feels that it is not sufficient to argue that the inherent 
reduction in heavy vehicle movements reduces global safety risk. The committee views most seriously the 
responsibility and accountability conferred on those who build and manage public transport infrastructure 
used by heavy freight trucks and trains. 

Pivotal to the committee's deliberations has been the legal principle of misfeasance whereby road 
authorities are liable for injury or damage caused by the condition of roads where the conditions are proved 
to be negligently created by them. Because Western Australia leads the world in the size of vehicles 
allowed access to public roads there could be difficulties in demonstrating that road authorities are 
exercising reasonable care simply because there is insufficient technical consensus on what constitutes 
good practice in regard to these vehicles in some traffic situations. 

The committee feels particularly that while there are acknowledged braking problems with articulated 
vehicles and there is doubt about their dynamic stability in urban traffic situations, it is not responsible to 
extend road train access into the metropolitan area without the risk of claims for damages in the event of a 
crash. We therefore consider that a responsible introduction of bigger trucks should be preceded by the 
best available risk assessment techniques. The use in the United Kingdom of risk analysis to make a safety 
case is a technique that would be appropriate for this purpose. 

The committee makes a number of suggestions that should reduce the situational risk of the introduction of 
road trains. Until these and perhaps others have been considered and/or implemented, it feels a safety case 
cannot be said to have been satisfactorily established. That is addressed by recommendation 71. 

.Under Standing Order No 378, the select committee directs the Ministers representing the Ministers for 
Transport and Mines, or their parliamentary secretaries, and the Treasurer and Ministers for Police, Labour 
Relations, Planning and Local Government be required within not more than three months, or at the earliest 
opportunity after that time if Parliament is in adjournment or recess, to report to the House as to the action, 
if any, proposed to be taken by the Government in respect of any recommendations of the committee which 
fall within their jurisdiction. 
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In conclusion, I would like to thank all members of the committee for the commitment which they have 
shown to the activities of the committee since it was established. We have been able to work our way 
through contentious issues to arrive at a responsible, bipartisan report which should provide the current and 
future Governments with policy directions which are acceptable to all parties and in the best interests of 
our State and its people. I would also like especially to thank our very competent, hardworking, long 
suffering and completely unflappable research officer, Otto Hilhorst, for the mighty effort he put into our 
committee's activities and the compilation of the report. My thanks also go to Victor Moate, who started 
out as our clerk; Keith Kendrick, who completed the task; and Gerda Siany who worked tirelessly on the 
word processing of our repOl;t. 

MRS HALLAHAN (Arrnadale) [10.27 am]: I appreciated the opportunity to be a member of the select 
committee because it was a most informative and educational experience. We all appreciate, and we need 
the community more broadly to appreciate, that heavy transport is an essential aspect of our economy and 
productivity. Without question it is critically important to our way of life. The committee took a very 
broad view of heavy transport and although it focused on the problem of road trains, which were the 
catalyst for the committee's formation, we also considered the whole question of heavy transport and how 
that can be best handled in a State like Western Australia. 

As the member for Roleystone, the chairman of the committee, has outlined very competently, the report 
deals with transport policy in a very broad and comprehensive way. This is a very valuable document for 
the Government and for the community. It will be very interesting to see whether the Government gives 
any consideration to the report and its recommendations. 

Understandably safety was the major focus of the committee's work and the submissions received by it. It 
became very clear that the safety of the existing network should be a major priority above that given to the 
expansion of the network. People should come before profits. People's safety on the road should be given 
priority over individual interests of some operators in the transport industry. I make that statement 
knowing that many people in the transport industry are responsible. They want to see reforms in the 
industry so that the community will appreciate its central role in our economy. 

The report indicates directions for tackling road safety policy. It is my hope that the recommendations will 
be given serious consideration by the Government's new Road Safety Council, the new body in the 
Department of Transport that will provide the focus for government policy directions on road safety. It 
became clear that the funding of road safety should be accorded a higher priority. Road safety is an area 
that needs funding above and beyond the user pays philosophy and it has not been accorded sufficient 
priority in the Government's considerations, particularly when one considers the way the Government has 
expanded and allowed heavier vehicles onto the road network. 

The question of safety and spending on safety seems a reasonable point to make when we consider that 
Western Australia will spend about $lb on the construction of new roads in the next four years, and 
annually it spends 1.6 times more on the construction of new roads than on schools and hospitals 
combined. That is a statement about our priorities as a community and, certainly, about the Government's 
priorities. 

The committee felt that a reasonable goal should be to set aside 1 per cent per annum. That would provide 
$lOm to assess community need and ensure that we get value for the money that is spent on road 
construction. An interesting quote from the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Transport, 
Communication and Infrastructure at page 86 of the report states -

. .. never had so much money been spent by so many people, for so long, with so little 
information gathered and analysis carried out on how well the money is used. 

Mr Lewis: Wasn't that Winston Churchill? 

Mrs HALLAHAN: Sadly it is a recent statement on the state of road building in Australia. Unfortunately 
the same can be said about money spent on roads by Mr Lewis' Government. The levy has given the Court 
Government an extraordinary pot of money. However, there is no evidence of the assessment that has gone 
into the priorities for that spending. In meetings with the committee local government representatives were 
often confused about the decisions that had been made about particular roads being built, upgraded or 
repaired. From their point of view there was not much sense in those decisions, and that reflects the lack of 
assessment that has gone into the priorities for road spending. That is a challenge for the Minister for 
Planning. If the Minister is interested in this topic, he could take that to Cabinet immediately and set in 
place a sensible process. 

Mr Lewis: Our record is a good one. 

Mrs HALLAHAN: No, it is not. When the analysis is made on where and why funds were spent, the 
Government will not appear very smart at all. It will indicate that the Government has spent a lot of 
taxpayers' money and achieved questionable outcomes. 

The committee members worked well together and produced a report on which they could all agree. That 
was no mean feat, because we came from different backgrounds and political parties, and had different 
points of view on road trains and their access to the metropolitan area. It will be of great interest to see the 
interpretation and response of the Minister for Transport to the committee's recommendations. 

Before I comment on the Minister's actions during the time the committee was conducting its inquiry, I 
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would like to pay a tribute and compliment the chairman of the committee, the member for Roleystone, and 
the other members on their diligence and responsible approach to the task. I enjoyed working with them, 
and apart from a few disagreements, which we managed to resolve in an adult and professional way, a good 
dynamic developed and, ultimately, we were all able to sign the report which has been tabled in the House 
today. It was a challenge, and most informative and educational. As the chairman said, the committee was 
well served by research officer, Mr Otto Hilhorst. He has a remarkable breadth of knowledge across many 
aspects of the Transport portfolio and transport issues, and on all occasions provided a sound basis for the 
committee's investigations and fact finding activities. The quality of the report is due in no small way to 
his professional approach and knowledge, and the way in which members were able to work with 
confidence together and with him. I pay a particular tribute to Mr Otto Hilhorst. The parliamentary staff, 
Keith Kendrick and Victor Moate, provided able assistance and their efforts were fully appreciated by 
committee members. 

Members of the committee worked well together; the staff were competent; and the community made 
informed and useful submissions. However, the Minister carried on making decisions and changing the 
rules as if the committee did not exist. The Minister for Transport effectively treated the Parliament with 
disdain. He continued to make significant policy changes on the very issues that the committee was 
examining. It was as if the committee had evaporated. The committee was set up to deal with a political 
problem during the Helena by-election, and having been put in place and a political problem put to rest, the 
Minister then ignored the committee's existence and made many significant policy changes and earned for 
himself a reputation of being little concerned about community wellbeing or community opinion. What 
has happened in road transport policy is akin to playing Russian roulette with people's lives. This is a 
modem day and there are techniques for risk assessment. It seems that the Minister's position is to operate 
by trial and error, and that is not good enough in the 1990s. The stakes are high, with large vehicles on 
busy roads which were not designed for vehicles of their size, and too many people's lives have been put at 
risk. 

Recently in the media a road train driver said he would not drive in the metropolitan area, and he does not 
want his wife to drive on routes which are used by roads trains. He says they are too dangerous, and he 
does not want his family to take those risks. Cars stop much quicker than trucks, and there are increased 
dangers for cars, particularly with the keep left rule, which is another arbitrary decision by the Minister for 
Transport made without any consideration of the impact of his decision on road trains and long vehicles. 

The chairman referred to a report made in August 1990 titled "A Study of the Practicality of Allowing 
Double Bottom Road Trains into Metropolitan Perth". The report stated -

provided planning control ensure the present state of development along the highway remains, and 
appropriate traffic management measures account for future traffic increases, the highway should 
remain satisfactory. However, should either of these conditions be not met, such as increased 
light industrial and retail activity and particularly residential properties abutting the highway, the 
Great Northern Highway at its present standard would not be suitable for road trains. 

In 1990 that highway was deemed not to be suitable for road trains if there were any changes to properties 
abutting it. That is one of the highways that is now markedly affected by road trains, and the Minister for 
Transport's decision to allow vehicles up to 36.5 metres in length into the metropolitan area and into the 
company depots. Great Northern Highway has not been spared change since 1990. Another interesting 
point in this report states -

There is no difference between the steady state rollover characteristics of the alternative vehicles 
as the dog trailer is the critical vehicle for both cases. 

In emergency avoidance manoeuvres, the results indicated that the road train is significantly less 
stable than the block truck with dog trailer. 

That evidence was available to the Minister. While the select committee was going about its investigation, 
the Minister made the decision to allow road trains onto metropolitan roads in the face of a lot of very 
informed critical comment. The Government must appreciate that there is a potential liability for this State 
in the case of accidents. The Minister would be unable to say that he had made decisions in the face of a 
body of opinion or practice in other parts of the world that allowed these vehicles onto metropolitan roads. 
Nowhere else in the world are these vehicles allowed in such circumstances. The committee was horrified 
to find that in Western Australia we have stepped beyond all bounds of what are regarded as sane and safe 
practices in industrialised communities. 

Only this week the Minister wrote to me saying that there were no braking problems in double road trains. 
At the same time he insisted on those vehicles driving 10 kmh slower than other vehicles. Thank goodness 
he has desisted from allowing triple road trains into the metropolitan area. I presume that means there is 
some problem with their braking capacity and their safety on metropolitan roads. However, his decision to 
allow double road trains to travel on metropolitan roads remains a concern. The sway of the double road 
trains remains an outstanding problem. Nobody has carried out an investigation, analysis or assessment 
that can provide an assurance about their safety. The present body of opinion with regard to safety is that 
the sway on the trailer of double road trains is a significant factor, and Great Northern Highway is too 
narrow to have those sorts of vehicles on it. I am pleased that we have not had interjections supporting the 
Minister's actions. 
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One of the things that must be faced now that this committee's work has been completed is that the onus of 
proof is on the Minister to ensure that these vehicles are safe on our roads. The Minister takes the point of 
view that he has not had submissions that challenge that point. In fact, he denies he has had opposition to 
road trains on metropolitan roads at all. We all know that is not the case; he has had letters of opposition. 
The debate must now be turned around on the Minister. He is the one who faces the onus of proof about 
the safety of these vehicles on the roads; he issues the licences; he is placing the State in a position of 
facing potential liability in the case of damages. That is of concern when methods for determining the 
acceptable level of risk are available. In the United Kingdom there are technical processes for risk 
assessment. I am sad to say that we have across the bureaucracies, coupled with the attitude of the 
Minister, a very great reluctance to look at thorough assessment procedures. That is also the case with 
regard to the carriage of dangerous goods. 

The transport agencies' submission claimed it was government policy to give access to heavy vehicles. A 
petition came from people in Armadale in which they stated their opposition to a change in the size of road 
trains of up to 27.5 metres in length travelling in their area. I well remember the Deputy Premier 
interjecting on me saying that it was quite inaccurate; that road trains were not that length. He was quite 
right. When the committee began its work, road trains were 19 metres in length. Vehicles measuring up to 
36.5 metres in length have now been given permission to come into the metropolitan area. Those people in 
the south east corridor who put the petition together were quite right, and I think government members 
were embarrassed by that petition. 

The noise aspect was a significant issue presented to the committee. Over the next decade that issue must 
be addressed by government agencies. They must establish composite indices and put standards in place to 
assist the community in dealing with that very important problem. 

I have not yet referred to rail; however, this State must set goals for the carriage of products by rail in areas 
served by that mode of transport. As the chairman of the committee has said, the committee saw some 
interesting innovations in rail transport, and hopefully that may be a direction for the future. I know some 
agencies are quite interested in the committee's information in that regard. lust-in-time freight movement 
has a significant impact on our roads, which means that decisions about the safety of heavy road transport 
carry greater urgency. Further, the efficiencies demanded by, and facing, road transport are much higher. 
The question of rail is covered in the committee's considerations. Members of the public always put to me 
that rail is a much more satisfactory way of moving goods around the community compared with having 
longer and heavier vehicles on our roads. 

One submission that may be of interest to members came from the Country Women's Association of WA 
(Inc). That association has its base in the country, no doubt in the electorate of the Minister for Transport 
and his constituency. If he chooses not to listen to the committee, he should listen to those in country 
Western Australia. Its submission states that the size of road trains "must be limited and that when it has 
rained driving behind a road train with up to 16 wheels on the ground is a frightening experience, 
especially at night". I am sure their sentiments are echoed by thousands of Western Australian motorists. 

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [10.47 am]; This is a very exciting report which provides much opportunity to 
look at the future of heavy haulage transport in Western Australia. I enjoyed the companionship of those 
who were on this committee; the members for Roleystone, Armadale, Northern Rivers and Swan Hills. 

I will now put on the record a matter that I had not intended to address; that is, the unfortunate way in 
which the member for Armadale slanted her contribution. She took the opportunity of the presentation of a 
report in this House to make a political attack on the Minister for Transport - and that is absolutely 
dreadful. She said that she did not have any interjections. Of course, I did not interject upon her because it 
is neither polite nor correct to interject on other members of a committee during the presentation of its 
report. The way in which the member for Armadale has tried to make this an opportunity for a publicity 
stunt about the Minister for Transport is absolutely shocking. She said that the members of the committee 
were horrified. To the contrary, we spent a long time trying to ensure that we produced a balanced report. 
One of the most shocking things of all was to find the level of ignorance of the member for Armadale in 
her knowledge of exactly what a road train was. She appears not to have any idea of the restrictions that 
the Minister has placed on road trains and how very limited the numbers are that come into the 
metropolitan area. 

One of the reasons I was prepared to support the last recommendation in the report on road trains was 
because of the small number of road trains which enter the metropolitan area and the strict restrictions that 
the Minister has placed on them. I am interested in ensuring that stock does not sit outside the metropolitan 
area in block trains instead of being sent to market to enable people to buy prime produce from butchers. 
A lot of stock suffers from that situation already. The member for Northern Rivers, other members of the 
committee and I studied carefully what the Minister for Transport has allowed in relation to road train entry 
into the metropolitan area. This issue should be laid to rest. 

The member for Armadale did not paint a fair picture of what is happening with this transport issue in the 
metropolitan area. It is basically about B-double trucks; that is, small transport trucks running all over the 
metropolitan area carrying out different tasks. There has been a huge increase in the numbers of those 
trucks. There is very little that anybody can do about stopping that. Those trucks do not require permits, 
special designated roads or other restrictions. These are the trucks that drivers in the metropolitan area are 
concerned about and it is on those trucks that the select committee focused. It focused on the safety aspects 
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and educating truck drivers, including drivers of small trucks with only one tray. They have to be educated 
not to pullout in front of cars, for example. Education is a very important factor in increasing safety. As 
the member for Roleystone said, people who tow trailers and caravans are as much of a road hazard as are 
many of the truck drivers. 

The committee recommended that the Minister for Transport study the risk analysis that was done in 
England on the way that country is coping with its safety problems. I have a report that arrived yesterday 
from England which indicates that targets were set for improving safety on the roads in that country. This 
report refers not only to road trains but to the whole of the transport problem. In 1987 a target was set for a 
reduction of one-third in road casualties in England by 2000. That was achieved by 1994 - in less than 15 
years - by integrating safety factors. The main impact was achieved by involving the various groups of 
people who use roads, including children, older road users, new drivers and truck drivers. 

I commend the Minister for Transport for deciding to adopt the recommendation of the Select Committee 
on Road Safety of this House to set up a special road safety council. The road safety council will be under 
the Department of Transport. It will focus on integrating all areas of road safety as has happened in 
England. Only in that way will there be an improvement. We must educate car drivers, children, small and 
large truck drivers, B-double truck drivers, bus drivers and road train drivers. A national symposium was 
held in Western Australia a few weeks ago at which the truck driving fraternity of Australia addressed 
these issues. They said that the safety issue must be tackled. The good truck drivers do not want to be 
branded with the bad image of the cowboys. That was the strong message that we got from the people, 
particularly truck drivers, who gave presentations to the committee. 

There are many recommendations in the report on how we can assist in improving the standard of trucks. 
Many fascinating presentations were made.to the committee on all the different ways truckies modify their 
trucks. They put special brakes and exhausts on them. They also over-fuel them, which contributes to 
increases in pollution. All those modifications can interfere with the safety of trucks. This report 
addresses many of those issues. The bulk of the recommendations of this report is about safety, 
particularly of the drivers and the trucks. That is one focus of this report. 

The other great focus of this report is the new technology involved in getting heavy haulage tasks onto rail. 
The policies of Governments in Australia have been counterproductive to rail. A small example which is 
not highlighted in this report is the allocation by the Federal Government of funds collected from the excise 
on petrol and diesel. There were many gripes in the presentations to the committee about how little money 
from taxes on fuel is returned to road maintenance, road reconstruction and new roads. The fact is that 
none of the revenue received by the Federal Government from taxes collected from diesel or fuels used in 
the railways of Australia is put into rail. As a result, heavy haulage has been forced off rail onto roads. It 
was explained in great detail to the committee that rail cannot compete with road except in the very big 
tasks such as the haulage of wheat, iron ore, bauxite, coal, alumina and mineral sands. The tragedy is that 
government policies have been against the construction of railways. The message we want to get across to 
the Minister for Transport is that it must be the Government's priority to put resources back into rail 
infrastructure. 

The report highlights one of the great tragedies of rail in this State in recent times; that is, the Beenup 
mineral sands haulage task now performed on roads. The member for Vasse and the people of the south 
west were very scathing of this situation, and this was evident at our public meetings. 

The second chapter of the report on page 8 outlines the next great road haulage task facing this State with 
log and woodchip transport for the paper pulp project. People in the area from Mandurah to Albany will 
curse the long-truck road haulers of logs and woodchips if all that task goes to road. It is up to the Minister 
for Resources Development, who has a responsibility for the paper pulp proposal, and the Minister for 
Transport, as well as the companies involved, to ensure that wherever possible that task is performed by 
rail. If necessary, the Government must make a commitment in that regard. 

Federal funding provided to the State has a bias for roads ahead of rail. Money is provided for the 
maintenance, management and construction of roads. The select committee report focuses on this aspect. 
The select committee also highlights the new technology available to rail. Page 61 of the report contains a 
picture of the new road-rail concept. This was viewed in Tasmania in relation to its woodchip hauling task. 
A prime mover picks up a trailer full of woodchips which are chipped very close to the site of the tree 
harvest, and the trailer is then transferred to rail. It takes about four minutes to put the bogies in position, 
and·the load is transported by rail. Those innovations must be put in place in Western Australia. 

As described by the member for Roleystone, a huge opportunity exists with Ecorail, which is in use in 
Canada. An Australian company has the patent for that concept and is looking at conducting a trial in 
Western Australia. We have a wonderful opportunity of conducting one of these trials on the standard 
gauge line as it is unnecessary to wait for the narrow gauge. For example, the trial could be conducted 
from Perth to Kalgoorlie hauling fuel. The power pack would be in the middle of the 12 trailers, pushing 
six and hauling six trailers on that route. This system could be used for many appropriate tasks, such as 
transporting liquid cyanide from K winana to Kalgoorlie for the mining industry. At this stage the Ecorail 
trial could be described as research and development, and the committee recommended a commitment to 
that trial. 
I wanted to address many other issues, but I emphasise that the committee's safety report ties in with the 
objectives of the new Road Safety Council, which will focus particularly on the safety of trucks and the 
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education of all road users. Also, it is recommended that the National Road Transport Commission devote 
more money to policing trucks. We currently have a method of policing overweight loads, and easy 
methods could be adopted, as seen in the Eastern States, for combining overweight load inspections with 
safety inspections of the vehicles. Also, black boxes can be fitted to trucks to record routes, speeds and, 
importantly, whether driver breaks are taken at the right time. With those methods we may be able to 
emulate England, which reduced its accident rate by one-third by focusing on and coordinating all safety 
aspects. 

I thank Otto Hilhorst, the research officer; Victor Moate and Keith Kendrick, the committee's clerks; and 
other people connected with the select committee report. I trust that the media will focus on the great 
initiatives which could arise from this report, and not on one small facet If the media were to check on the 
number of road trains in the metropolitan area, the conditions applying and the times at which they travel, 
they would realise that it is a very small part of the metropolitan and Western Australian transport problem. 
If so, the media would then be able to give a balanced view of the good work conducted over two years by 
this committee. 

Finally, it was despicable for the member for Armadale to say that the Minister made decisions without 
consultation when the committee was in progress. The committee worked for two years and naturally the 
Minister carried on with his work while the committee was in progress. He has implemented many 
recommendations made in that time, especially the recommendation of the Select Committee on Road 
Safety which issued interim reports at various times. I have great pleasure in supporting this report and all 
its recommendations, and I have great faith that the Government will look at implementing many of the 
report's recommendations. 

MR LEAHY (Northern Rivers) [11.08 am]: I join fellow members of the committee in recommending 
this report to members of the House and people outside, particularly those in the transport industry. I note 
the comments of the member for Collie and recall that the committee was established to take the heat out of 
the issue of road trains in the metropolitan area in 1994. The committee arose from the Helena by
election - everyone knows that; if they do not, people are misleading themselves. All five committee 
members came to the committee with preconceived ideas, and I admit that I joined the committee with a 
strong bias for road trains. 

Dr Turnbull: It is commendable for you to admit that. 

Mr LEAHY: The member for Collie and I came to the committee with a bias for heavy transport, upon 
which our electorates rely. Rail does not operate in my electorate, so the bigger road trains are more 
efficient transport. Nevertheless, one must take into account the evidence presented, and one could not 
undertake the committee process without the evidence impacting upon one's decision. 

Throughout that long period we mellowed and changed to a certain extent. In the end we produced a very 
balanced report that contains some contentious recommendations. One, as the member for Collie 
mentioned, is access to the metropolitan area by road trains. As I said earlier, it was something I strongly 
supported and now just as strongly reject. I had access to, I think, more than 200 submissions, many of 
which were from people involved in road transport, such as trucking operations; many were owners of a 
number of trucks and many were subcontractors. The overwhelming majority of those submissions was 
against road trains having access to the metropolitan area. 

My only criticism of the Minister and support for the member for Armadale will come at this stage. I 
cannot understand how, if the Minister undertook the consultation he claims he did, he did not reach the 
same conclusion as the committee. We consulted widely and held meetings throughout the metropolitan 
area and country Western Australia. No-one on the committee could say that the evidence was not 
overwhelmingly against road trains in the metropolitan area. I went into the committee strongly supporting 
access for road trains in the metropolitan area and came out of the committee just as convinced they should 
not be allowed. That is how strong was that evidence. Nobody who consulted widely could have ignored 
that evidence. I do not think the Minister did that; if he had, he would not have allowed the entry of any 
road trains into the metropolitan area. 

From extensive submissions the committee found that the concerns within the heavy trucking industry were 
mind-boggling. Many a truck driver and many a truck owner complained about the unrealistic schedules 
set by the transport operators. Some drivers are required to get to Port Hedland and back, sometimes in 
less than 42 hours. The total distance is 3600 kilometres. That does not allow them to have any sleep. 
Many survive because they use drugs. After returning to the metropolitan area from Port Hedland the road 
train configuration with a dog trailer swinging behind - very unstable with inadequate braking - would be 
travelling the last 30 km or 40 km in an area where cars would be cutting in front of it. That is absolutely 
stupid, and the road transport industry told us it was stupid. 

We were told also that a greater amount of training of drivers is necessary. A young person of 21 years 
should not be put behind the wheel of an Fl00 utility, which tows a cardboard box on a box trailer, and 
claim he is qualified to drive a road train. That is what happens. That young person can qualify to drive a 
road train in Western Australia and, at this stage, bring that road train through the metropolitan area. If 
people are not frightened about that, they are brave. I feel frightened about road trains, but we must use 
them. I see road trains on the country roads where they are a necessity. We have no other way of getting 
freight to our areas. 
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The committee did not say consideration should not be given to road trains travelling through the 
metropolitan area. However, it came down strongly with the recommendation that a proper risk analysis 
should be carried out before the operation of road trains is extended. The decision to introduce them 
should not have been made until that was done, or until dedicated routes were established on which only 
road trains could operate. Neither of those things happened. As I said, after overwhelming evidence that 
was the strong recommendation of the committee which was supported by all members of the committee. 
It is a credit to all five members because we come from different political parties. At the commencement 
of the committee I think the attitude was that it was a National Party member and one member of the Labor 
Party versus a couple of members of the Liberal Party and a member of the Labor Party. At the end we 
came out with a report signed by all members. Initially our philosophy was not a breakdown along 
political lines, but more a breakdown based on our electorates - country versus metropolitan - and our 
knowledge of the need for heavier transport in country Western Australia. 

The committee had the opportunity of travelling extensively and conSidering technology available to this 
State, restricted as it is now to standard gauge rail. Unfortunately, some of our rail is still narrow gauge so 
some modification of it will be necessary. That technology was "iron highway", which will be quite 
difficult to introduce into Western Australia. More applicable now is the system called Ecorail, which 
would assist Western Australians because it would allow access to our rail system for the first part of the 
journey. It would require little specialist equipment. We would not need the gantries or cranes at the other 
end of the rail trip. The standard trailer from a road train is connected into a configuration behind what I 
suppose is an engine on wheels. However, it is not a train as we normally know it; it is a large engine on 
wheels which pulls those trailers along a rail track to where the rail line ends. A yard can then be used 
where the trailers would be disengaged and connected to a road train prime mover for movement to their 
[mal destination. That system can keep trailers off the road for the first part of the trip, which can be up to 
500 km, say, to Kalgoorlie, Geraldton or wherever. It can then move onto a less busy road used by fewer 
people and be converted to a more economic configuration of possibly even triples for the balance of the 
trip. It has been trialled successfully in Canada. 

I hope the Minister will consider trialling this technology extensively for use in Western Australia. It is 
relatively inexpensive. I think the equipment required to run one of these Ecorail configurations can be 
purchased for about $1.5m. Unfortunately I was pushing for trials on the north-south link. As I said 
earlier, that is a narrow gauge rail so it appears that any trials in Western Australia must go on an east-west 
link to Kalgoorlie. In any event, I would be happy to see it trialled so that we can then take advantage 
when the technology is adapted to a narrow gauge configuration. That discovery was quite exciting. 

Unfortunately, over a number of years, Western Australia has dismantled its rail system. In my electorate, 
rail has been ripped up. from Geraldton to Meekatharra. That is unfortunate because quite a lot of 
development has been undertaken through the Murchison area, especially with goldmining and base metals 
and it is expanding up to Newman. With the privately owned rail from Newman to Port Hedland we could 
have established a central link between Meekatharra to Newman of approximately 400 km as part of a rail 
link from Perth to the Pilbara. It is unfortunate that we will not have the advantage of the rail line between 
Geraldton and Meekatharra. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What would you take on it, diesel fuel? 

Mr LEAHY: It would be much of the heavy equipment that now goes on road through to Newman and 
those areas. In setting up, pipes and equipment of that nature could be transported up there. I am looking a 
long way ahead. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: In the future; I agree. 

Mr LEAHY: It is difficult to condemn anyone; the decision was made in the 1970s. We are now 20 years 
ahead of that and we are talking about further into the future. The countries we visited which still have an 
extensive rail network are better positioned to have an integrated transport system; whereas in Western 
Australia for a long period we will be reliant on large configurations of trucks in outer country areas to cart 
commodities. 

When we were initially approached and told that road trains needed to come through the metropolitan area 
to the depots, it was argued on economic grounds that not using a block truck would save $70 or $80. A lot 
of concern was also expressed about security at Apple Street and at Northam, where the breakup points are. 
The industry has a valid point in that regard. A lot of pilfering occurs at those particular points. The 
trucking companies must take action on that because losses are sustained by freight companies and 
individual truck owners who subcontract to the companies. That was the major concern. 

When w~ went into it, we found that even when trucks were allowed through on the limited basis that the 
member for Collie mentioned, no savings flowed on. They were quickly picked up by the freight 
companies. The introduction of triple road trains from Wubin to Port Hedland is probably a case in point. 
Irrespective of whether goods go along the Great Northern Highway in a triple configuration all the way 
from Wubin to Port Hedland or whether they go on the coastal highway and some 178 km more in a single 
or double configuration, there is no difference in cost because the freight rate on both routes is exactly the 
same. The" argument that a larger configuration of road train or access to depots in the metropolitan area 
would lead to a saving to consumers is patently wrong. It has not done so up until now and it will not do so 
in the future. " 
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We were asked to allow larger and larger trucks to be used, without any demonstrated benefit to consumers 
or to users of the road. Instead it will be to their detriment through the use of heavy trucks, the additional 
noise and the associated dangers. Freight companies must demonstrate where there will be savings and 
where they will flow on to other people. Because the industry is very competitive at the moment, freight 
rates are probably too low in Western Australia. Consequently, the amounts flowing to subcontracted truck 
drivers are not enough. We have the oldest fleet of trucks in Australia. If members travel overseas, they 
will see that our fleet is probably the oldest in the western world or very close to it. That creates danger. 
The newer, safer technologies involved in braking, and less noisy equipment is not coming into the fleet in 
Western Australia. Quite frankly,the owners of the trucks cannot afford to upgrade to a new truck. We are 
talking about $250 000 to $300 000 for a basic prime mover, and trailers in the vicinity of $50000 to 
$70000 for a flat back trainer. These are small business people, like us, who are trying to bring up 
families. Outlaying in the vicinity of $350 000 or $400 000 for a rig to cart to the north west at the present 
very competitive rates means that they will be unable to buy new equipment. They are forever patching up 
trucks which are 10 or 15 years old, with old technology. Freight rates should be adjusted to enable those 
people to purchase new equipment. They do not need much adjustment, because the new equipment is far 
more efficient and the new trucks use many hundreds of litres of fuel less than the old ones. Therefore, 
they will save once they are in a position to afford the initial outlay for the new truck. 

Earlier I touched on the training of drivers. As I said, at the moment a person can be trained by an 
instructor in Perth to drive a single semitrailer or a double or triple road train by driving an Fl00 utility 
towing a box trailer. That is an absolutely stupid situation. Thankfully the industry has intervened and it 
now has a proper training regime at Carlisle. It operates a very good training program for prospective truck 
drivers. People within the industry are being encouraged to use it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): Order! Members, there is too much background noise. Hansard 
is likely to be having difficulties hearing the member on his feet. Could members keep the noise down? 

Mr LEAHY: I am very happy to see that program come about. Obviously we will see better trained 
drivers as a result. I can assure members that the vast majority of drivers are very responsible people. 
Because I touched on the use of drugs earlier, it does not mean that drugs are rampant within the industry. 
I mentioned it because people in the industry mentioned it and the minority in the industry are the ones 
whom responsible people in the industry and the general public fear. There does not need to be very many 
of them when they are driving large lethal weapons, as they do. Although I touched on the use of drugs 
and the unrealistic scheduling of some companies, I wish to stress they are in the minority. Unfortunately, 
because they can say, "We can get your freight to a certain point more quickly and more cheaply" as a 
result of the schedules they set, they put pressure on the responsible participants in the industry to match 
what they are offering. That is a danger. 

Quite a few submissions said that nobody should be allowed to drive a road train until he has had a number 
of years' experience with a single trailer configuration; then he can step up to a double and then to a triple 
configuration. It was suggested that people should undertake a form of apprenticeship with an experienced 
driver for some 12 months. The committee took into consideration all those suggestions. They are 
reflected in the report. 

I want to thank those people who assisted us. Obviously they have been mentioned by other members of 
the committee, but I certainly want to put on record my appreciation as well. Otto Hilhorst was 
tremendous as a research officer. His experience in the field was of immense benefit to everybody. What 
the member for Collie said was correct; we came into the subject quite naive in our knowledge. Even I 
thought I knew a lot about road trains and transport. I received a rude awakening, as did other members. I 
thank Otto very much for his efforts on our behalf and for the work he did in the compilation of this report. 
Earlier on Victor Moate was the clerk and did a tremendous job. He was followed by Keith Kendrick, who 
did the same. I thank both of them very much. I thank also Gerda Slany, who did all the compilation and 
word processing. I thank the members of the committee for the experience, which was great, both socially 
and from the point of view of the work we did. As everyone has mentioned, we worked very well together 
and came down with a report of which we can all be proud. 

The public of Western Australia and this Government or a future Government must take cognisance of the 
report and act upon it, because of the time and effort that went into it. Most especially in this regard, I 
thank the people who made the effort to appear before us, make submissions and put in written 
submissions. Without that input from the public of Western Australia and the industry, this report would 
never have seen the light of day. 

MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan Hills) [11.28 am]: I support the other members of the committee in 
the tabling and printing of this report. I have a major interest in the outcome of some of the summaries and 
recommendations that we have made, in as much as two major road links go through Swan Hills - the east
west road link along the Great Eastern Highway and the north-south link of the Perth-Darwin Highway. 
They act as funnels, and virtually all Western Australian road transport funnels into those two roads. 
Therefore, because of the geographical base of the electorate, people in Swan Hills are affected more by 
heavy haulage and transport than perhaps other areas. Most of the calls I receive in my office are about 
heavy haulage. I am not talking about just road trains but of heavy haulage generally. Like other 
members, I was quite naive about the way heavy haulage interacts and works in this State. When the 
member for Roleystone talked about getting this committee going I asked to be on it so that I might 
increase my knowledge about heavy haulage in Western Australia and how it interacts with the railways 
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and, therefore, I might be able to work towards helping my constituents find some solutions for their 
problems. 

Before the committee started the report I did not realise the enormity of the task. It was easy to say, "Let 
us look at heavy haulage and heavy trucks and the rail system." However, the main lesson I have learnt 
from this exercise has been that Western Australians rely on heavy haulage and the haulage of freight to 
maintain the lifestyle they expect and enjoy. 

The movement of goods along our rail and road systems is the lifeblood of the economy. When I move 
around my electorate I remind people that Western Australia runs on its wheels, and if there were no trucks 
on the road and no freight on the rail system, Western Australians could not exist This is due in large part 
to Perth's geographical position of being the most isolated capital city in the world, hence its heavy 
reliance on transport to bring in necessary goods. Even things like food items on the shelves in the 
supermarket, white goods in people's homes, my morning cup of coffee when I have my caffeine start for 
the day, grapes for making wine in the Swan Valley, medical items, sanitation needs and so on all rely on 
transport to maintain the economy of the State. There are a lot of industries to the north, to the east, and to 
the south of Perth which also rely on transport systems to make their businesses viable and to allow the 
work to be done and to get the product to the capital city and to ports. 

I did not realise before some of the travel I undertook with the committee that Western Australia has the 
largest vehicles in the world on its road systems. Western Australia leads the way technologically in 
allowing these large trucks on the roads. This is commendable in some areas, but anything innovative like 
this brings an element of risk. It must be remembered that the very same roads upon which these huge 
vehicles carry their loads - and they are huge by world standards - are also used by normal traffic. By 
"normal traffic" I mean smaller haulage trucks, cars, and other vehicles. 

The social and economic impact of large vehicles must be considered. Tourism, other businesses, other 
road users, people's personal rights and freedoms also must be considered. The committee had to consider 
the integration of heavy haulage with other road users or the integration of road users with heavy haulage. 
Another consideration was that people live along the edge of the road system and the rail system used in 
this State. 

The committee concluded, as reported on page 20 of the report, that any government heavy haulage policy 
must take into consideration all aspects of safety, social and environmental costs balanced with the needs 
of the economy and our lifestyle, which as I have previously stated relies on having heavy haulage 
movement through Western Australia. 

That brings me to the two issues I wish to speak about today. I would like to cover many more issues but I 
will restrict myself to the things which seem to specifically affect Swan Hills and certain other areas of the 
State. 

The first aspect is noise caused by heavy haulage. The committee found from submissions - about 200 
submissions were received - that this is a problem wherever there is a built up area. The problem exists not 
only in metropolitan areas but right throughout the State in areas such as Albany, Bunbury, and Geraldton, 
and other points in between which the committee visited, and also any area which large trucks traverse. 
This matter is discussed on page 98 of the report. 

My interest was specifically with noise because of the truck movement up and down Greenmount hill 
which is inconveniencing my constituents who live along the truck routes and are within hearing distance 
of those trucks. It was found that trucks are six times noisier than cars - that is mentioned on page 98. This 
noise is caused by many factors: The pavement texture, tyres, body rattles, brakes, and exhaust systems. 
The World Health Organisation considers noise a health hazard, as do some of my constituents. 

The committee recommends at page 31 of the report that the Government should introduce the in-service 
noise limits suggested in the proposed federal road transport reforms standards. This includes much more 
stringent noise controls for noisy vehicles than currently exists in this State. The Government must look at 
that and work on it. 

Public and social concern about noise must be heeded, especially with regard to things like modified 
exhaust systems and engine brakes. As the committee moved around the State it was observed that some 
truck drivers - not all of them, but a small percentage who could be called the "cowboys" of the system -
actually modify their exhaust systems to make their vehicles noisier. This is something which must be 
addressed either by public education or by penalties, because it is just not on. If those truck drivers wish to 
use the roads they must consider the other people in the community. 

Recommendation 14 on page 31 of the report suggests -

The Department of Environmental Protection should develop sustainable transport noise targets. 

I add "ensure the correct method of measuring them" and then take action when these targets are exceeded. 
This will help people in the community to be more accepting of heavy haulage road transport. The 
committee reported at page 31-

Other strategies include empowering local government and DEP officers to stop and noise test 
trucks reasonably suspected of not complying with noise limits. 

This is something which must be explored. 
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The second aspect that I wish to consider is that some transport poliCies are developed which change roads 
and road reserves. Some people who purchased their homes in a quiet area suddenly found a highway or 
major road system running past their properties, where they did not expect them to be when they first built 
or purchased. It is the view of the committee that transport policies which change and then inconvenience 
people should allow for the people inconvenienced to receive some benefit. This may be achieved, for 
example, in a similar way to the New South Wales Government's method of dealing with the problem of 
noise pollution around Sydney's airport. It is fixing the problem by soundproofing homes so people can 
remain in their own homes. and not hear the noise. This was graphically illustrated when I visited 
Stockholm. At the hotel I was staying at, I looked out of the window and saw huge vehicles - huge by 
Swedish standards, about 19 metres - going past the hotel and yet I heard nothing. When I inspected the 
window I found it was double glazed. The hotel was in the path of a company which was making and 
carting huge paper rolls and yet the people were not inconvenienced in any way because the windows in 
the building were double glazed and the noise from the trucks could not be heard. Maybe that is one 
answer to the noise problem that people experience when they live along heavy haulage and train routes. 

Transport operators and drivers must take responsibility for the noise control of their trucks. It is all right 
for the whole of the community to pay to help people but at the same time the attention to detail on the 
truck to minimise noise must be the direct responsibility of the truck owners and operators. Modem trucks 
can move with a fairly small amount of noise if they are properly serviced and maintained. The committee 
was told that exhaust brake technology to enable trucks to minimise noise is available. On page 120 of the 
report, recommendation 69 is concerned with the phasing in of modem exhaust brakes on all the older 
trucks. This is something the Government should follow up. All of these noise control measures should be 
implemented quickly. 

I do not want to repeat what other members have said, but I want to touch on the issue of road trains. 
Recommendation 71 on page 125 was agreed upon after a great deal of research and information gathering. 
We all agree that at this time, road trains should not be permitted to access the metropolitan area beyond 
the existing breakdown points. We believe some of the metropolitan roads are inadequate to carry their 
current traffic loads. I commend the Minister for Transport for the large amount of money that is being 
spent to improve the road system on Great Eastern Highway, and also to considerably upgrade the north
south link. However, even with that upgrading, the roads in the metropolitan area are too narrow and 
insufficient to carry much of their current traffic loads, and we hope that this ongoing funding problem will 
be addressed over the coming years. In the meantime, we regard it as being too dangerous to mix heavy 
road trains with other types of traffic on these narrow roads. Of course, my interest is specifically the 
section of Great Northern Highway which runs through the Swan Valley, although I include some of the 
sections that run down from Bullsbrook, and also the Armadale section. It is not only members of the 
committee who share this view. Evidence was submitted by road train operators who approached us - we 
did not approach them - who felt that safety aspects were involved in intermingling road trains and 
metropolitan traffic, particularly with respect to truck braking, stability, and water spray. 

Another factor that was mentioned was driver fatigue. We saw some evidence of this, although I will not 
tell members where. A driver who had been travelling for several days just before he entered the 
metropolitan area told the committee about driver fatigue after long journeys. When trucks from allover 
the State reach the metropolitan area, their drivers have often driven for long distances without sleep, even 
though this is not permitted, because of the problem with having to get their goods in on time, and when 
they reach the metropolitan area, they are often at their worst with regard to their driving capability. This 
often leads to accidents. We all know that we should not drive when we are fatigued, particularly when our 
vehicle is carrying a huge load. 

The committee's findings are set out at pages 123 to 125 of the report. Other members have spoken on this 
issue of road trains at length, so I will desist from repetition, but I concur strongly with the committee's 
report and I am pleased to note that what we believed at the beginning of our deliberations has been proved 
to be correct. 

I put on record my sincere thanks to Mr Otto Hilhorst, our research officer. I went to Otto many times to 
have things clarified, because when I started my work on this committee I did not know very much about 
trucks - I do now - and I also did not know very much about roads and blacktop. Otto has been able to 
explain things beautifully and always took the time to tell us what we needed to know. He was willing to 
give us advice whenever it was requested. He helped the committee immensely. I also thank our two 
clerks, Victor Moate and Keith Kendrick, whose assistance was given cheerfully, and who did whatever 
they were asked to do and often went out of their way to help us without even being asked. I also thank our 
secretary, Gerda Slany, because without a secretary, this report would not have been compiled and printed. 
Last but not least, I thank my parliamentary colleagues on the committee. 

This is the first committee of which I have been a member that has worked like this, and I commend my 
colleagues for their professionalism and dedication, which shone through in a bipartisan way, and I was 
able to learn a lot from all of them. I commend the report to the Government, to the Minister and to the 
Parliament, and I hope that action will be taken to ensure that this report is of benefit to people in the whole 
of Western Australia and not just in Swan Hills. 

Question put and passed. 

[See papers Nos 230A-H.] 
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UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME AUSTRALIA AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading 

MR C,J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Education) [11.48 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

The University of Notre Dame Australia was established by Act of Parliament in 1989. As the prospectus 
indicates, "It is an independent Catholic university committed to the advancement of learning, knowledge 
and the professions within a context of Christian faith and values." Notre Dame has experienced rapid 
growth. The university took its fIrst students in a one year graduate diploma in education in 1992, and by 
the commencement of the 1996 academic year it had about 1000 students enrolled in undergraduate and 
postgraduate courses in four colleges: Arts and sciences, business, education and theology. 

The university occupies a number of premises at the west end of the City of Fremantle and has received 
acclaim for the quality of the restoration and renovation of heritage buildings which it owns or occupies. 
In the process it has breathed a new lease of life into otherwise ageing buildings. Notre Dame opened a 
campus in Broome in 1994 and offers a range of services to people of the Kimberley who are seeking 
access to higher education programs, and it has a strong Aboriginal clientele for its certificate and degree 
courses. As a private university, Notre Dame is not in receipt of operating grants from the Commonwealth 
like the public universities, nor does the State appropriate funds for Notre Dame. The university is 
dependent for its income on revenue from tuition fees, gifts and services. Fee levels are constrained in 
order to keep the university accessible to the widest possible student base. It is obvious that a great deal of 
self-help is involved. 

Notre Dame plans to open a college of law in the old Fremantle Courthouse in Marine Terrace in 1997, 
which will be restored for this purpose following the execution of a long term lease on the building. Notre 
Dame expects to have an enrolment of some 2000 students by 2000. This will obviously require the 
university to acquire further premises to accommodate the extra students and staff and expanded 
educational services. The Government believes Notre Dame has a bright future and that it will go from 
strength to strength. In the process it will complement the public universities in contributing to the 
economy of Western Australia and to the educational, social and cultural life of the community in ways 
that are distinctive and worthwhile. 

The Government also believes it is appropriate to assist Notre Dame in its development in much the same 
way as it does non-government schools through access to low interest loans. Non-government schools 
require premises in which to operate. They acquire land and buildings; construct, renovate or modify 
buildings; and purchase plant and equipment. They cannot afford to pay cash, so they borrow funds and 
service long term debts in order to provide the facilities they require for their students. The State 
Government assists by making available loans which are fully repayable at rates of interest which are lower 
than those available commercially. Both the schools and the people of Western Australia benefIt from this 
arrangement Applications for loans are called annually and administered in a way that is publicly 
accountable. The university is no different from a non-government school in this respect. The intention of 
the Bill is to extend to the University of Notre Dame Australia the same access to low interest loans that is 
available to non-government schools. It is with much pleasure that I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper. 

MOTION 

Legis/ation Committees 

MR C,J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.50 am]: I move-

That, for the present session, the following order shall apply -

(1) At any time after the second reading and before the third reading stage the House 
may, on motion by the Leader of the House or a member on his behalf, resolve that a Bill 
or a series of related Bills be referred to a legislation committee which may consist of 
between 5 and 11 members, excluding the person chairing the committee. Debate on that 
motion shall not exceed 20 minutes. The Leader of the Opposition or a member on his 
behalf shall nominate up to 5 non-government members to serve on the committee and 
the Leader of the House or a member on his behalf shall nominate members, including 
the responsible Minister or Parliamentary Secretary, to complete the membership of the 
committee. The interests of Independent members shall be taken into account by the 
Leader of the Opposition when making nominations to the committee. 

(2) Each committee member shall have a deliberative vote only. A committee member 
may nominate another member as a proxy for speaking and voting in the committee, but 
any such change shall not take effect until notified in writing to the clerk to the 
committee and the proxy shall be cancelled immediately upon the committee member 
resuming a seat at the committee. The Leader of the House and the Leader of the 
Opposition may each nominate another member of the House who may appoint a proxy 
by written notifIcation to the clerk to the committee. 
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(3 If the member with carriage of the Bill is not a member of the committee, that 
member may attend a meeting and speak as if a member of the committee but may not 
vote. 

(4) Meetings of a legislation committee shall be open to the public. A legislation 
committee shall consider the Bill in the way specified by Standing Orders 265 to 276, 
during which time the member or Minister with carriage of the Bill or a Minister or 
Parliamentary Secretary acting on behalf of the Minister shall be present. Any 
amendments that have been published on the Legislative Assembly Notice Paper, or if 
the House is not sitting have been given in writing to the clerk to the committee, shall be 
considered by the committee if those amendments are published prior to committee 
consideration of the clause of the Bill to which the amendments relate. 

(5) Each legislation committee shall be chaired by the Chairman of Committees or 
Deputy Chairman of Committees and has power to sit during the sittings and 
adjournment of the House and to report from time to time. 

(6) Unless a specific reporting time is determined by the House, a legislation committee 
shall finally report to the House no later than the first sitting day that occurs after three 
weeks following the appointment of the committee. The committee report shall be 
presented in the House by the Chairman of Committees or a Deputy Chairman of 
Committees. 

(7) On presentation of the report, its adoption may be moved, or the Bill as reported may 
be committed to the Committee of the Whole, or the report may be adopted and the Bill 
be committed to the Committee of the Whole for consideration of certain parts or clauses 
only. If the report from the legislation committee is adopted unconditionally, the same 
procedure shall apply as if it were a report from the Committee of the Whole. 

(8) If a quorum or division is called for in the Legislative Assembly while the legislation 
committee is sitting, the committee meeting shall be suspended until the quorum or 
division has concluded and members have had an opportunity to return to the committee. 

(9) Voting in a division shall be taken by a show of hands of those committee members 
present when a question is put and tellers shall not be appointed. 

(10) For matters not specified in this sessional order the standing orders relating to select 
committees shall be used so far as they can be applied. 

This notice of motion is one of nine that relate to some administrative and procedural reforms within this 
House. It follows the second interim report of the Select Committee on Procedure which, by and large, has 
been endorsed by the Government. However, I stress at the outset that what is proposed here is a trial 
period. The motion that I have moved may not be perfect and the operation of the committee trial may not 
be perfect, but it is a trial and the object is to learn from that experience and, it is hoped, introduce a system 
that will see a legislation committee as a permanent feature of this House. While I am sure that we will 
have some debate about the way the trial is set up, I urge members to accept the spirit of the trial period 
and to recognise that it is a process from which we hope to learn. 

The legislation committee is designed not to be select committee as such. It is always open to this House 
to appoint a select committee to look at any Bill or issue. What we are talking about here is a procedural 
alternative to having long debate in Committee, which typically may involve only a handful of members. 
It is a procedural alternative so that members interested in participating in the Committee stage can do it 
elsewhere while the normal business of the House continues. It is about efficiency and good management 
of parliamentary business. 

On 3 April I gave a detailed response from the Government to all of these motions. It is therefore not 
appropriate to spend a lot of time restating those views. I strongly commend the trial period to the House. 
With goodwill and spirit we can make it work and make it a permanent operation of the Legislative 
Assembly - one which will make for the more efficient passage of business and which will produce a better 
quality of debate and discussion of Bills in the Committee stage. It is envisaged that the type of Bill 
referred to the committee will be typically a Bill of particular importance, perhaps dealing with a social or 
moral issue. It would not typically be a Bill where there is a clear division of policy between one side of 
the House and the other. Bills such as those relating to adoption or censorship and the like would be 
suitable. 

Again, I stress that while the power seems to lie with the Government in this respect, it is my intention to 
refer Bills to the committee only if there were broad support for that move in this Chamber. This is not 
something that can be handled in a partisan political way. I commend the motion to the House. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.56 am]: The Opposition supports parliamentary reform, as did the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the Commission on 
Government. Academics with an interest in Parliament also support parliamentary reform and I believe 
that there is support within the community for it. However, such reform is quite often difficult to achieve 
because of the entrenched positions of Governments and Oppositions. New Oppositions often do not see 
any reason for a new Government's having any easier a ride than they had in government. New 
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Governments often do not see any reason for Oppositions to have any more rights than they had while in 
opposition. The issue becomes a little like corporal punishment: People say that they suffered it and it did 
them no harm and they therefore do not see why anyone else should not also suffer it if they transgress. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It did not do me any harm, but I cannot speak for you. 

Mr RIPPER: I know that the Leader of the House is not a believer in corporal punishment. He is also not a 
believer in allowing parliamentary reform to be completely derailed by entrenched opposition and 
government positions. We have had numerous occasions over the three and a half years that we have been 
in opposition to argue with the Leader of the House and we do not like some of the changes that he has 
introduced, for example, the weekly use of the guillotine. However, I give him credit for bringing these 
motions into the Parliament because it appears that under his stewardship there will be a modicum of 
parliamentary reform, and I support that. I know that as a shadow Minister I am expected only to criticise, 
but as the shadow Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs I must give him credit for bringing 
these measures into the House, although I will disagree with a number of aspects in due course. 

Parliamentary reform must be a package because of the differing positions of Governments and 
Oppositions. These motions emanate from the Select Committee on Procedure and within that committee 
extensive debate occurred on particular measures. In my view, there was a process involving trading off: 
Some things that opposition members particularly wanted were traded off for things that government 
members thought were particularly important; some things that government members found difficult to 
accept were traded off for things that opposition members found difficult to accept. 

What we have in the committee's recommendations is a compromise package that represents the best 
consensus that could be achieved. It is therefore disappointing that the Government has further selected 
from the recommendations those aspects that it particularly favours while leaving out a couple of 
recommendations that the Opposition particularly supported. I draw attention in particular to the 
recommendations that were supported by the committee on question time. Those recommendations are 
regarded by the Opposition as being very important. The Government has not seen fit to support the 
recommendations, thus a part of the package which made the overall package very attractive to the 
Opposition has not come to pass. 

Mr Johnson: We have accepted supplementary questions. 

Mr RIPPER: They were accepted but the Opposition and the committee were in favour of a minimum 
number of questions being asked and answered at each question time. The committee recommended that 
11 questions be asked and answered as a minimum. With a supplementary question to each question we 
could have an operational minimum of 22 questions including supplementaries asked and answered at each 
question time. The Government has not taken up the recommendation to amend the standing orders to 
allow that to apply. Instead we have had a statement by the Speaker indicating how he will run question 
time to allow an increase in the number of questions. 

The argument by the Speaker and the Government is that an average number of questions of around 11 will 
be achieved by other measures. That is not quite what the committee recommended. It recommended that 
a minimum 11 questions be asked. Presumably the average would have been higher than the minimum 
and, in any case, under the Government's proposals embodied in the Speaker's announcement on question 
time there is no guarantee we will achieve the average number of questions of 11. It requires determined 
chairmanship from the Speaker; it requires him to exercise his discretion to achieve that average number of 
questions. It is a much less satisfactory way of improving question time than acceptance of the 
recommendations of the committee. 

Mr Johnson: Don't you think that question time has improved in the past few weeks insofar as many more 
questions have been asked and answered because the member asking the question and the Minister 
answering have taken less time to do it? 

Mr RIPPER: It is hard to hear the member from way back there. 

Mr Johnson: It is not my choice to be so far back! 

Mr RIPPER: Perhaps in due course the member will be easier to hear as his career progresses! There has 
been some improvement in the number of questions asked and answered, and some shortening of the time 
taken to answer questions. My argument is that the overall outcome will not be as good had the 
committee's recommendations been accepted. I fear the overall outcome will not be as durable as would 
have been the case had the recommendations been accepted. 

We may have a situation where we have a temporary improvement, but if the Speaker's determination 
slackens or if members slip back into their old ways the improvement will not be maintained. I do not 
want to spend a lot of time talking about question time. I draw attention to the fact that the committee's 
recommendations constituted a package - as all parliamentary reforms must - and the Government has 
selected the elements of the package it likes and left out some of the elements which the Opposition 
particularly likes. As a member of the committee and as manager of opposition business I think the deal 
has not been delivered as I expected it would be. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not far from it. 

Mr RIPPER: Nevertheless some good changes have been proposed by the Leader of the House. I have 



[Thursday, 9 May 1996] 1749 

already paid him some credit as a potential parliamentary reformer. I do not want to give too many 
hostages to fortune by praising him at length lest it appear in the campaign literature for the electorate of 
Cottesloe -

Mr C.]. Barnett: Or in the electorate of Belmont! 

Mr RIPPER: I will pay the Leader of the House some credit for being prepared to accept some 
parliamentary reform but I pay him no credit for the guillotine. 

I turn now to the purposes of the legislation committees. The Leader of the House has outlined the 
principal purpose; that is, a more efficient use of members' time. As he has correctly pointed out, often 
when we debate Bills in Committee only half a dozen members are interested; the remaining 57 members 
sit around in case someone calls for a division and they need to vote. That process could be adequately 
handled in another venue while the House got on with other debates on the second reading of other Bills. 
That would be a much more efficient use of members' time. 

The legislation committee process, as recommended by the Select Committee on Procedure, also had other 
purposes. It was designed to provide members with more information on the legislation before they 
entered the detailed clause by c1ause debate. It was designed to produce more informed debate by 
members at the Committee stage and, most importantly, it was designed to give members a greater role in 
the process of lawmaking. 

I think that members of Parliament have been steadily losing power compared with other operators in the 
legislative system. If a member of a political party wants to have influence on a particular policy area he 
will have much more influence if he works with a Minister as an adviser than if he were a government 
backbencher. That is not a very satisfactory situation. Public servants and various lobby groups have more 
influence on the detail of a Bill than a member of Parliament can exercise. A legislation committee should 
also be designed in a way that provides members with a greater role than other people who usurp the role 
of members of Parliament in their various capacities. 

Another aspect of a legislation committee is very important, and that relates to public input. At the 
moment legislation in effect is written in the Public Service, in Ministers' offices, and perhaps modestly 
amended by Cabinet - but not often. I concede that in recent times there may have been contrary examples 
but many pieces of legislation are written in the bureaucracy. The Minister's office and the bureaucracy 
organise trade-offs between interest groups, the Cabinet gives it a rubber stamp and then it comes to 
Parliament. I would like to see a more transparent system where the public has direct input to members' 
debating legislation. I would like a system where the trade-offs, that inevitably occur in the making of 
legislation, between various interest groups are transparent so that the public and members of Parliament 
can see how the interests have been reconciled and how compromises have been made. 

All those things could be achieved if the committee's original recommendation were adopted. The Leader 
of the House has gone for that aspect of the legislation committee which improves the efficient use of 
members' time but the committee had other purposes in mind when it made its recommendations. They 
will not be fulfilled unless the committee is given an opportunity to take evidence, hold hearings, and hear 
from the interest groups -

Mr C.J. Barnett: I accept that point; it is deliberate because from the Government's perspective we do not 
see the legislation committees in effect playing the role of a select committee; nor do we see them 
replacing the review role of the upper House. It is not to say those things should not happen somewhere 
within the parliamentary process. 

Mr RIPPER: I understand why the Government has taken that position, but select committees are not used 
very often as a way of dealing with legislation. If they were used more often, the argument by the Leader 
of the House would carry greater weight. We should make extensive use of legislation committees. They 
should have the powers and rights recommended by the Select Committee on Procedure. I do not think that 
the recommendation of the committee, were it implemented, would unnecessarily delay government 
legislation, because the deadline of three weeks or so for the committee to report would still apply. I do not 
suggest every legislation committee should have an extensive inquiry lasting for months into legislation. 
However, it should hear from the major interest groups and go through a brief process of informing itself 
before it embarks on the clause by clause debate. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr RIPPER: I am seeking your guidance Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth) on how I might move the 
amendments listed in my name in the Notice Paper. I am pleased to see that my colleagues on both sides of 
the House have turned up in response to the quorum call, because shortly we will need to suspend standing 
orders to provide for the process of debate on this motion. Unfortunately, members on both sides will have 
to listen to me for a minute or two before we deal with that. I am grateful to my colleague for arranging 
such an impressive audience. 

I wanted to argue the point that the legislation committee will need proper facilities. It will need Hansard, 
proper facilities for the media and a satisfactory physical environment. I have fears that the trial of the 
legislation committee will be jeopardised if it takes place in the select committee room with all its 
inadequacies, and with people traipsing through using the corridor part of the room. If we are to properly 
operate a legislation committee it needs to be adequately supported in term of its physical facility, 
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otherwise the fear of some people that a legislation committee might become a second class way of dealing 
with legislation will be realised. We need to preserve the status of the legislation committee as being of 
equivalence to the Committee of the Whole procedure, otherwise all of those arguments that I have just 
advanced about the need to improve the standing and role of members when they deal with legislation, and 
the need to improve their role in comparison with other operators in the system will come to nought; so the 
physical facilities need to be preserved. The Opposition supports the notion of the legislation committee, 
but will be moving amendments, provided that the procedure to allow those amendments to be moved is 
supported by the House. 

[Continued below.J 

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION 

Legis/ation Committees - Amendments 
On motion without notice by Mr CJ. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved with an absolute majority -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as would preclude any member from moving 
more than one amendment to the motion in relation to legislation committees. 

MOTION 

Legislation Committees 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [12.15 pm]: At this stage we are talking generally to the motion to 
create a legislation committee, and shortly we will be dealing with some amendments. I will not spend a 
lot of time retreading arguments for legislation committees. On behalf of the members of the Select 
Committee on Procedure I offer my appreciation for the progress that is being made with our 
recommendations. Many reports end up on the shelf, sometimes for a long time, before action is taken. 
However, in this case the Government has been prompt in addressing the recommendations of the 
committee which were brought down last year, and will be supporting just over three-quarters of them. 
That three-quarters is a numerical measure; however, the most important recommendation was the creation 
of this legislation committee, and as a consequence the Government is substantially supporting the work of 
the committee. 

I also commend all members of the committee who participated, including opposition members, because 
we are about to embark upon reform which is at the cutting edge around the world in parliamentary 
procedures. This will happen in an effective way only with cooperation between government and 
opposition members. The amendments I have seen on the Notice Paper are minor changes to adjust the 
way in which the legislation committee will work, and it is my understanding that the Opposition 
substantially supports the reforms that are proposed. That will augur well for the various trials, and, I hope, 
improve the flexibility of this place to deal with an ever increasing workload. I am encouraged from the 
comments of the member for Belmont, who has represented the Opposition with diligence and has played a 
strong role personally in assisting the committee to come forward with these recommendations_ 

It is not all plaudits. Like the member for Belmont, I am a little disappointed that the Government has not 
seen fit to go the whole way with this legislation committee. We envisaged that the legislation committee, 
as well as doing the work that is normally done by a Committee of the Whole for a small number of 
selected Bills - those Bills which may have a high chance of a long and protracted debate; for instance, on 
social reform issues - would provide some opportunity for public input. As has been indicated by the 
member for Belmont, the Government has not taken up that side of the committee's recommendation. The 
member for Belmont will seek through his amendments to restore that part of the process. 

I will not support the amendments at this point, because the Government will be taking a significant step on 
the road to reform by allowing a trial of the legislation committee to identify how a committee can dovetail 
in with the Assembly the many administrative arrangements that will need to be put in place, so we can 
ascertain how this dual system will work, and what sorts of things are needed to improve the system. 

Having trialled the system to verify that it can work - we are fairly confident that it will, given the goodwill 
among members for it - and perhaps even coming back with some modifications, I intend to pursue the idea 
that there should be an opportunity for some input from the public, but not at this stage. Later we will deal 
with a whole raft of amendments which will bring efficiencies to the House, improve scrutiny, and provide 
better opportunities for private members. I do not want to say anything about those matters at this time 
because here we are dealing with the proposal for the legislation committee. 

I do not think we will see this committee operate on too many Bills, but when it does it will provide the 
flexibility that is needed simply because of the pressure of business and the need for time management to 
cope with the workload that comes before the House. The time management process allows ordinary 
business to be dealt with in an efficient way. The main benefit of this committee is that it will not impinge 
on the opportunity for members to make fairly long and extensive comment during the debate in 
Committee. It will be able to sit either at the same time as this House or when this House is not sitting and 
it will deal with the legislation in a very thorough way at a pace that is determined by committee members. 
That is the nitty-gritty stage of adopting a Bill in Committee. It will add flexibility to our system and 
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improve the opportunity for members to have very in-depth debate. I say again that I am disappointed that 
we cannot involve the public at this stage, as was originally envisaged. 

I support the Government's proposal, which is a slight modification of the committee's recommendations. 
I will continue to press the Government, subject to our trials being satisfactory, to extend and head towards 
implementing the full set of recommendations. However, we must give credit where credit is due: This is 
the first time since I have been in the place and probably the frrst time in 100 years when the House has 
seen some major steps in procedural reforms, which will be to our benefit. 

Mr Ripper: I think this is acgreat committee but there have been some reforms in the past; for example, the 
Estimates Committee. c 

Mr STRICKLAND: I am not denying that. This is the first time we have had a really good look at the 
system. As a matter of interest, the Estimates Committees are a perfect example of time management. 

Mr Ripper interjected. 

Mr STRICKLAND: The Opposition, when in government, introduced them and it could claim the fame 
for introducing time management procedures ahead of our Government. 

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [12.25 pm]: We are starting to traverse into rather dangerous grounds here: 
The member for Belmont was starting to sound conspicuously like a parliamentarian, and the chairman of 
the committee, who is sponsoring this move, was taking part in that outbreak of parliamentarianism, for 
which I congratulate him. I therefore will be adding something of a sour note; however, in doing so, I ask 
the Leader of the House to take into account another matter that has been ignored from the report of the 
committee chaired by the member for Scarborough. 

In his remarks, the member for Belmont talked about a suspicion he had that the Parliament was losing 
power. He examined that notion against the background of the authority that civil servants and advisers 
have in the shaping of legislation. That was followed up by the member for Scarborough on the one hand 
congratulating the Government for the promptness of its response but on the other lamenting that it had not 
accepted every recommendation. 

I happen to be Chairman of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Intergovernmental 
Agreements. Herein lies the sourness of the note. It was almost a year ago that the committee chaired by 
the member for Scarborough handed down an interim report, and the nature and content of it were that the 
Government should give some comfort to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Intergovernmental Agreements. To that extent, that committee provided excellent aid to us. However, the 
Government has not acted on that suggestion. I remind the Leader of the House in particular, and all 
members of the House, of it. I hope that before the end of this session, the Leader of the House will move 
along the lines recommended in the interim report. 

The gun debate in recent weeks in this place and across the nation is a timely reminder that almost daily we 
deal in this Chamber with uniform legislation. People like that to a larger or lesser extent. However, 
irrespective of whether we like it, we are dealing with a raft of uniform legislation, I repeat, almost daily. 

This is the only Parliament in Australia with a purpose designed committee whose task is to examine 
uniform legislation and the processes by which we go into national schemes. The problem is that much of 
the legislation reaches us - all members of this House - at a point beyond which we can have influence on 
it. Ministers, quite rightly, attend ministerial council meetings and then return and announce that uniform 
legislation of a particular kind will be introduced into the House. We are then told that we must not amend 
that legislation; we must not do anything to debase the uniform nature of it, otherwise we will be out of 
kilter with the other States and/or the Commonwealth on that legislation. 

That turns Parliament into a rubber stamp. That phrase was used in relation to Cabinet this morning by the 
member for Belmont. That rubber stamp process prompted this House in 1992, in response to the non-bank 
financial institutions legislation, to say, "We must do it better." Members will recall that we passed into 
law an Act that we had not sighted. How much more neglectful of our duty could we possibly be? 
Therefore, on a bipartisan basis this House agreed that there should be a select committee to find ways to 
ensure that never was repeated. 

The unanimous verdict of that select committee, chaired by the now Minister for Family and Children's 
Services, was that there should be, among other things, a standing order - this comes to the point - of this 
House which would ensure that a Bill that was about to embody uniform legislation principles could not 
proceed beyond the stage of the second reading debate until certain basic and fundamental information had 
been provided to the House. It sounded like motherhood personified because out of that there grew a 
standing committee, which recently tabled its thirteenth report in this place. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth), I remind you that the work of that standing committee is on the verge 
of being adopted by nine Australian Parliaments because of what your members have done. You might say 
we seem to be going pretty well; what is the complaint? The complaint is that the standing order suggested 
originally, now four years since it was suggested, has not come about. One year ago - that is, three years 
after the original recommendation - the Strickland committee, at the behest of the standing committee, said 
we were making a lot of sense and there needed to be at least an interim or sessional order to allow us to do 
our jobs. I can tell the House that we are doing a good job, but we are impeded from doing a better job 
because of the absence of that standing order. The standing order is a relatively simple one. It would 
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require a Minister to introduce his or her legislation into this place and then ensure that it not go to a 
second reading vote until certain fundamental infonnation had been provided to the House. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: This is interesting, but it is not the motion before the House. 

Mr PENDAL: No. However, we can do it the long way or the short way. We have waited four years. The 
Leader of the House may say it is interesting. To us it is a very frustrating process. We are dealing with 
those parts of the Strickland committee report that the Government has chosen to take up. We have just 
heard from the member for Scarborough. I am using this occasion to remind the Leader of the House that 
there are parts of the Strickland report that the Government has chosen not to take up. I suspect, 
incidentally, that we may see the Government's work, for example with unifonn national gun laws 
tomorrow, impeded because of the absence of that standing order. That standing committee of this House 
could have assisted the Government at that conference tomorrow far more than it was able to do had there 
been in place a Standing Order No 288A as we suggested. 

If the Leader of the House maintains I am talking about something that is not before the House, I suggest 
with great respect that he is wrong,. I am saying to him that after we dispose of those matters today with 
which the Government sees favour, he should be among the first to come back next week or the week after 
and sponsor a sessional order that allows this standing committee to get on with its job. I do not think we 
are being unduly provocative or picky to say that after four years we have had enough. It is four years of 
work about which members across the political spectrum in this House have no disagreement. One 
wonders what one has to do to get action on something about which we all agree. I commend the 
Strickland committee for making the interim report which we thought would be the breakthrough almost 12 
months ago. That was to no avail. 

I make a plea to the Minister that, having gone this far in accepting some, although not all, of the 
Strickland committee's report, he at least make some sense of the work that the standing committee has 
been doing by sponsoring into the House before the end of the session Standing Order No 288A to which I 
have referred. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.35 pm]: Like the chainnan of the committee, I am pleased to see the 
amount of this report that has been accepted by the Government. However, I am disappointed along with 
the chainnan that it was not all accepted. The committee has been there, done that, and seen these matters 
through. I understand that when people are removed from that process they may not understand all of the 
advantages that will be gained from the recommendations by committee. However, if we can get the 
committee resourced properly, as the member for Belmont said, we will be able to take that further step. 

I will be supporting the amendments, mainly out of regard for the Leader of the House and the Government 
for accepting so much of what the committee put up. That does not mean that I am not disappointed and 
that I will not be pursuing the remainder of what the Government did not take up. I am perturbed about 
one area: The Government agreed that, when reports are tabled in this place, the chainnan can speak for 20 
minutes and members for 10 minutes. However, the second half of that proposal was that there would be 
private members' time in this Chamber on a weekly or fortnightly basis. That was not accepted. I will be 
pursuing that. I make it clear to the member for Belmont, other members, and to the general community 
that I will be supporting the amendments but I will be pursuing this matter, because it is not finished with 
yet. 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [12.37 pm]: I welcome any attempt to reform the procedures of the House 
in a way that will enable it to do its business more expeditiously and efficiently. I am disappointed that the 
proposed legislation committee will not have the power to call for submissions and take evidence from the 
public on the Bills that are before it. I am also concerned that there will be a time limit of three weeks for 
the committee to complete consideration of legislation that is referred to it. Three weeks is not enough 
time to deal with more complicated legislation like the local government legislation. I also do not think 
that consideration by the committee will be helped by its inability to call for witnesses and submissions 
from the public. All we are doing is providing a facility whereby the Committee stage of a Bill can be 
referred to a legislation committee -

Mr C.J. Barnett: A different reporting time can be agreed for something like the local government 
legislation which, obviously, would take longer than three weeks. Three weeks is the general rule, but it 
can vary. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: In its essence, the provision simply enables a legislation committee to be appointed and 
for it to do its work while the House is sitting. That will be time saving and help us to expedite 
deliberations. However, I am not sure that it will be able to do what I would have liked it to do without the 
ability to call witnesses. The public will not be able to have an input into legislation or provide critiques on 
legislation that the committee is considering. 

I am also disappointed that we have not adopted all the recommendations. Even though I disagreed with 
some of them, they were the recommendations of the committee. When committees on procedures in the 
House meet and provide reports, we should consider implementing all the recommendations of those 
committees rather than some of them. I believe that we need to look more closely at providing people with 
the opportunity of raising issues of concern in their electorates. We have only three opportunities a year to 
raise matters at length, and it is very difficult with complicated matters of concern to constituents to 
consider the history of a matter and all the issues involved. Members should have an opportunity to raise 
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concerns not of a party political nature, but those directly related to individual constituents which require 
presentation to the House. Even though this proposal improves the situation, more opportunities are 
required for members to raise smaller issues quickly when brought to their attention by constituents. 

Mr Strickland: I support what you say. The committee has not finished its reporting yet, and some of 
those matters are being considered. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: Without being party political, if this Parliament is to achieve its role as a proper 
instrument of the people, it must give parliamentarians more opportunity to raise matters which, although 
not of a political interest to either side of the House, are of genuine concern to constituents. If that involves 
some extra sittings of the House, we should seriously consider it. 

MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [12.41 pm]: Briefly, when the select committee produced its report 
recommending this legislation committee, I issued a minority report Curiously, this was not one of the . 
issues on which I dissented. I agreed to this proposal in the committee for a number of reasons. First, 
without diVUlging the workings of the committee, like other recommendations, this was a compromise. I 
could live with key elements of the compromise even though this type of a legislation committee is a poor 
alternative to a comprehensive system of oversight or portfolio-related committees. It may be that the 
Select Committee on Procedure will examine that matter and produce a report with recommendations along 
those lines. 

I accepted the compromise position of a legislation committee with some reservations, one of which is the 
reporting time to which the member for Mitchell referred. The Leader of the House interjected that the 
committee would report in 21 days, but that it could sit longer. When a committee is established, it should 
be given a reasonable reporting date and be left to its business which, generally, will be done in an 
effective manner. That has been the experience of ad hoc committees of this Parliament. On the other 
hand, the Government maybe had a view that it did not want legislation to disappear into a black hole. 
Members opposite have some experience of that as it occurred for four years under the previous 
Government in the Legislative Council with an opposition-dominated Legislation Committee. 

Mr Pendal: That is utter rubbish! 

Mr GRAHAM: It is not rubbish. The member should compare the performance of the Legislation 
Committee in the Legislative Council from 1989 to 1993 with its current performance. Its role under the 
previous Government was disgraceful and the present government-dominated committee rolls over and has 
its tummy tickled on every piece of legislation. I am sure that this recommendation represents government 
concern in light of that history. The proposed legislation committee will never be opposition dominated as 
the Government will always have the numbers. I had some reservations about that, but I was prepared to 
accept the committee in return for two key points; namely, that the legislation committee have the right to 
travel, and have the right to call witnesses. I do not mean travel for the purpose of overseas junkets, but as 
a country member I believe that country people should be involved in our legislation process. At the 
moment country people face considerable expense in trying to influence legislation. 

In 1993 it did not seem to be outrageous that a committee of the Parliament could call expert witnesses, or 
other witnesses for that matter, on important issues. You, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth), I and every 
member who has sat on a committee have done it. It is done regularly with some degree of efficiency and 
effectiveness. I do not understand why the Government has taken those two aspects from this committee as 
it has significantly diminished its power to do more than duplicate the processes of the Committee of the 
Whole. This is an opportunity to divert matters to another room for consideration. I am sure that other 
speakers will say that this is a poor man's imitation of the federal Parliament's second chamber, where 
non-contentious or agreed to legislation on which people wish to speak or seek clarification is sent. 

Mr Strickland: This goes well beyond that. 

Mr GRAHAM: No; it could do so, but it does not. My difficulty with the recommendation is that standing 
orders already allow us to appoint committees to consider legislation with all the powers associated with a 
select committee. If this were an attempt for the Parliament to genuinely deal with legislation, I would 
support it. However, standing orders already allow that to happen. If the motion were for legislation to be 
dealt with in a second chamber, as in the federal arena, it could have some merit. However, this proposal 
does not include that alternative either. 

Also, only the Government can refer matters to the legislation committee under this motion. The 
OppoSition, backbenchers and Independent members have no powers to refer matters to this committee. 
When this Government has a majority in the Legislative Assembly, the Legislative Council and on the 
committee, why will it not allow other members to refer legislation to the committee? The Minister will be 
sat with the committee when legislation is considered. What is the Government afraid of? At any time the 
Government can do whatever it likes in both Houses and with this committee. If the member for Pilbara 
wanted a Pilbara development Bill referred to the legislation committee so that he could ask questions of 
the Minister - it probably would be of interest to no-one except him, his constituents and bureaucrats - why 
must the Government say yea or nay to the request? I suspect that the Government has a tinge of paranoia. 

I refer to the Government's response to the proposed legislation committee. I am not critical of the 
committee's response; I was prepared to accept that on the basis of those compromises. It is the 
Government's response that gives me the odd problem, which is that the committee cannot sit unless the 
Minister or his Parliamentary Secretary has membership of the committee. The deliberative processes of 
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the committee have been hijacked by the Government, notwithstanding that I have always argued the committee system should represent the Government's majority; that is our system of democracy. The effect will be that the Minister responsible, the executive arm of Government, of which the Parliament is not part - the two are independent; It is the old doctrine of the separation of powers - would be sitting in the committee while Parliament is sitting. 
Mr Strickland: The Minister must be there to process and progress legislation; otherwise it would not happen. That is an essential part of it. 
Mr GRAHAM: That is not true; other people can be delegated. 
Mr c.J. Barnett: A Parliamentary Secretary can. 
Mr GRAHAM: That is not true; other people can be delegated in this House. The motion is explicit in requiring that the Minister or the Parliamentary Secretary sit in the committee. When the Pilbara Development Commission Bill was passed just before the end of the Labor Party regime, I handled it on behalf of the Minister through all stages in this House. I was not a Parliamentary Secretary. I was simply a member who was interested and had been involved in the Bill from its conception and through its drafting. 
Mr Strickland: The member had delegated authority. 
Mr GRAHAM: That is right. It cannot happen under this proposed sessional order. 
Dr Turnbull: Yes it can. 
Mr GRAHAM: No; it cannot. The Minister shall nominate members, including the Minister or the Parliamentary Secretary, to complete the membership of the committee. Unless that person is at the committee the Bill cannot be dealt with. There may have been good intent and a desire for delegation, but that is not what the words say. I have not wanted to be overly negative about the system of reform in this Chamber; I have been critical enough of the system since I have been in here. However, I could not understand when we were in government and I do not understand it now we are in opposition, why Governments cannot come to grips with the fact that members represent their constituency and have issues that interest them and they want to be able to progress those issues. Sometimes that makes life for Ministers uncomfortable. That is too bad. At the end of the day, the Government has the numbers and can do whatever it wants to do. It is that simple. For the Labor Party Government it was a little different because it did not have the numbers in the other House. However, this Government has to be frightened of nothing. It has the numbers in both Houses and it can do whatever it likes with the legislation. The processes of reform are about giving the people the ability to have their say and their input. 

Amendment to Motion 
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [12.53 pm]: I move-

That the motion be amended by deleting from paragraph (1) the passage-
, on motion by the Leader of the House or a member on his behalf, 

That will restore the motion of the Leader of the House to the motion recommended by the Select Committee on Procedure. I believe that any member in this House should be able to suggest to the House that the Committee stage of a Bill should be handled by a legislation committee. There may be occasions where there are differing views on that matter and those views should able to be debated. Under this motion only the Leader of the House or the Government can initiate referral to a Standing Committee on Legislation. The Opposition, for example, should have an opportunity to move and have debated a motion that a Bill be referred to a legislation committee. The Leader of the House said that the process should be bipartisan; otherwise it will not work. However, occasions may arise when views in the House differ and they should be capable of debate. With this amendment and with a number of other amendments I intend to move I am seeking to restore the original concept endorsed by the Select Committee on Procedure. It is not a major point of difference, but it is one point of difference where the Government has departed from the recommendations of the committee. 
MR C-J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [12.56 pm]: The Government does not accept this amendment. As I said before, and as alluded to by the member opposite, for a Bill to be appropriately dealt with upon referral to a legislation committee a high level of bipartisan support would be required. 
Having said that, it is up to the Minister or Parliamentary Secretary responsible for government legislation to be able to indicate and determine how that legislation will be dealt with in this House. The exception I thought may have been raised by the member for Belmont would be if it were a private member's Bill. One example is the Medical Care of the Dying Bill introduced by the former member for Kalgoorlie. To cover that situation we may need to reform the process in the future. A private member should be able to move to refer to a legislation committee a Bill for which he is responsible. I will look at that favourably in the future. Essentially we are dealing with government legislation under the stewardship of a Minister or parliamentary secretary. It is the Minister's responsibility for carriage of the legislation and he should have the right to move whether it should be put before a legislation committee. 
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [12.58 pm]: I am now suitably confused by the response of the Leader of the House. I hear what he says about amending the motion at a later stage to deal with private members' Bills. He has accepted that there is a deficiency in the proposed order. Currently private members' Bills are 
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before the Parliament. We started speaking on one last night which may come to fruition. Why must the 
Leader of the House or a member on his behalf be the only members with the ability to refer Bills to a 
legislation committee? If this is to deal only with government Bills he should refer to paragraph (1) of the 
motion and every time it says Bills or related Bills it should have inserted "government Bills" and make it 
quite clear this order deals with only government legislation. I do not understand why these procedures 
and processes for legislation will work only if there is bipartisan support. Surely if there were bipartisan 
support for legislation, it would pass through this place as does most legislation. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If we did not have bipartisan support for the legislation to be dealt with in a legislation 
committee, the Opposition could move that any piece of legislation be referred to a legislation committee. 
That would take away from the fundamental role of this Chamber. 

Mr GRAHAM: I understand that. As I said in my speech, I suspected that was one of the concerns of the 
Leader of the House. Let us explore the heinous consequences of a Bill being referred to the legislation 
committee; that is, the legislation committee on which the Minister sits if it deals with his portfolio area, on 
which, by any definition, he has the numbers. That committee will have the power to sit while the 
Parliament is sitting and deal with the legislation. I suspect this would be the process of that: It would go 
from this Chamber to the legislation committee. The Minister would leap around as the responsible 
Minister in the legislation committee and say "This is totally unacceptable; it is all political. I move that it 
be reported back to the Legislative Assembly." He would have the numbers. The motion would be carried 
and that legislation would be back here in no time flat. The net effect of the Government's legislative 
program would be nil. If, however, it were the other way around, as it was for a period in the Legislative 
Council where the Government had the numbers in neither the committee nor the Parliament, and its 
legislation were referred to a committee and fell into a black hole, the Leader of the House would have 
legitimate argument about the processes being corrupted, for want of a better word. That cannot happen in 
this process under the motion moved by the Leader of the House. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House). 

[Continued on page 1769.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME AUSTRALIA AMENDMENT BILL 

Message - Appropriations 

Message from the Lieutenant Governor and Deputy of the Governor received and read recommending 
appropriations for the purposes of the Bill. 

Resumed from 8 May. 

APPROPRIA nON (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No 1) 

Second Reading - Budget Debate 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [2.34 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak in this debate. In 
doing so, I will canvas the number of matters that arise within my shadow portfolios, principally commerce 
and trade and energy. I also have shadow ministerial responsibility for science and technology, and I will 
make some brief comments about some items in the Budget that impact on that latter area. 

At the outset I am pleased to speak on a positive note, to say how happy I am to see some of the items in 
the Budget and to indicate to the responsible Minister - the Deputy Premier, who is not in the Chamber at 
the moment - that these are steps headed in the right direction. I am specifically talking about provisions in 
the capital budget for the allocation of funds to induce the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial 
Research Organisation to relocate its petroleum division to Western Australia. It is a step towards the long 
sought after aim of making this State the centre for oil and gas technology in Australia. I have spoken in 
this House on a number of occasions in support of the proposition that this State is the logical place for oil 
and gas technology development. Until quite recently Victoria was the logical place for that because Bass 
Strait was the main producing oil field in Australia. There were some very good reasons that CSIRO 
should have its oil and gas division located in Melbourne and that universities in that State would be 
expected to lead in the technOlogy in those fields. 

Petroleum is one of those areas in which the technology of production and exploration changes rapidly. 
Almost invariably those improvements in technology lead to advances in the economics of the operations 
and make the development of fields and resources viable. The technology base is very important for a 
State that considers itself to have a future in petroleum, as Western Australia most certainly does. In 
addition, the technology becomes an export industry. In the early phase of the North West Shelf 
development, most of the technology came from The Hague because Shell technology was used. It was 
quite good for the Netherlands to export its technology to this State. Of course, Western Australia for the 
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most part continued to use technology developed in other places. It is great that this State can make a 
contribution because, firstly, it improves the economics of development resources within the State and 
secondly, it provides the opportunity for development of a high-tech industry based here. The Select 
Committee on Science and Technology which I had the honour to chair some years ago made some 
recommendations about this. The concept set out in those recommendations predates this Government. I 
am looking forward to the Estimates debate when we will be able to ascertain from the Minister more detail 
of what is expected as a result of the budget allocation. 

I was also pleased to note an allocation for the provision of medical infrastructure. The select committee to 
which I just referred had representations from a number of people in medical research. I was surprised to 
learn - I was not aware of this before - of the very close relationship that exists between medical practice 
and medical research and that a hospital that is engaged in medical research is much more likely to be able 
to offer high quality services. A number of researchers in Western Australia are leading the world in their 
fields. It is worth while fostering that in this State not only because it will make sick people well - that is 
self-evident and good - but also because there is an ability to create an export industry based on that 
research. 

Just recently I visited the Department of Clinical Immunology at Royal Perth Hospital and I was very 
impressed with the research being undertaken. It relates to transplants, among other things, and whether 
the transplants are successful or whether the host rejects the organ that has been transplanted. The field of 
immunology covers that area of research. Research is being undertaken which is leading the world in those 
areas. That has an immediate prospect of developing into an export industry because humans have 
different racial and genetic characteristics, as is obvious to anyone who looks at them. However, they also 
have different characteristics when it comes to whether they will reject, for example, bone marrow 
transplants. Data banks are being developed at Royal Perth Hospital that will make it possible for Western 
Australia to service some of the areas to our north. They are areas of growing prosperity and there is a 
growing capacity to acquire and pay for the best medical services available. There is every prospect of 
those service being purchased from this State. When I visited the Institute of Immunology at Royal Perth 
Hospital, one of the points stressed to me was that it is often not necessary for the patients to attend at the 
research institutes that service their needs. With telemedicine, as it is called, it is possible for a diagnosis 
to be made and for samples to be taken and processed, for their characteristics to be encoded and for that 
data to be transmitted anywhere in the world. Analyses are then done and recommendations are sent back 
to the deliverer of that service. I understand that Royal Perth Hospital has a cooperative arrangement with 
another hospital in Malaysia. They are working on developing those services. That is an excellent move. 
It is good economically for the State. It allows for the transfer of the benefits of science into making 
people healthy. It is good wherever it happens and it provides opportunities for Westen! Australian 
graduates to research and develop in their fields beyond the level which the population of Western 
Australia could be expected to sustain. 

That requires infrastructure. Representations were made to me during the visit that what is needed above 
all else - it is surprising that when one visits a hospital and expects it will need laboratory facilities - is 
computing and communication facilities. Telemedicine needs that as badly as other agencies conducting 
research in medical fields need laboratory facilities. The fact that a budgetary allocation has been made to 
this area will give encouragement to people working in those fields. The Opposition will release a policy 
on this matter in the next couple of weeks. It will give credit where it is due. As I said, I am pleased this 
budget allocation has been made. It was a recommendation made by the select committee which I chaired 
and of which my colleague the member for Roleystone, who is about the only other person left in the 
Chamber at the moment following the debate, was a member. I am sure he will agree it is a step in the 
right direction. When the Opposition presents its paper, I am sure members will find that our approach is 
more systematic than the Government's approach has been so far, although all we have at the moment is a 
budget allocation. We are still eagerly awaiting the publication of the Government's science policy. I 
anticipate that the Opposition's policy will be somewhat more systematic in that field than is the 
Government's. Nevertheless, the budget allocation is a step in the right direction and I am pleased to 
acknow ledge that. 

Unfortunately I cannot be entirely happy about the Budget. Some areas which fall within my area of 
responsibility warrant criticism. Sadly, those areas are not for the most part able to be discerned from the 
Budget because the energy utilities, AlintaGas and Western Power, for which I have shadow ministerial 
responsibility, are off Budget and I am not able to ascertain what they are up to by reading the budget 
papers and seeing what projections are made for them. The strategic development plan, which might be 
regarded as the equivalent of the Budget for Western Power and AlintaGas, is a secret document. As much 
I would like to have a look at it and see what they are planning to do over the next year or two in the same 
way that I can with the Health Department or the Education Department, I cannot with these off-budget 
authorities. 

I debated that issue last night at some length in private members' time. I was hoping to make a cursory 
reference to that proposition today. Last night I proposed that a utilities committee of this House be set up 
with responsibility for overseeing the energy utilities, Western Power and AlintaGas. I was saddened that 
the Minister was not present to hear that debate, because I was interested to hear his answer to that 
proposition. I would have drawn his attention, had he been present, to the fact that the third report of the 
Commission on Government contained a recommendation that commercially confidential information 
should be made available to a committee of the Parliament and that that committee should have the 

--
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responsibility of deciding whether that information should be more readily available. The primary reason 
that the Minister has cited in the past for not making information on the operations of Western Power and 
AlintaGas, and before that the State Energy Commission of Western Australia, available was commercial 
confidentiality. I have a different view about that. I put my proposition to the Commission on 
Government, the Government put its proposition, and the Commission on Government split the difference 
and came down with a recommendation. The motion that I moved last night was based on that 
recommendation. Because the Minister was not here to respond, we deliberately did not take that motion 
to a debate. It remains on th~ Notice Paper and I am still hopeful that the Minister will see some reason on 
that matter and examine the proposition seriously. 

As I indicated earlier, I had to move that motion last night in private members' time, although I knew that 
the Minister would not be here. However, I was heartened by the fact that I thought he would be here 
today and I hoped that he would consider the proposition. I am disappointed that he is not in the Chamber. 
That reflects the rather cavalier way the Government treats these matters. 

Another matter relating to the operation of the energy utilities that gives me cause for very serious concern 
is a program called GasMAP. It is a marketing strategy which has been undertaken by AlintaGas, which I 
believe is in breach of the Trade Practices Act. If it is not in breach of that Act, it is only because 
AlintaGas is able to claim exemption from that Act by virtue of its being a state authority. 

Before I get onto that, a revelation came out in association with the budget papers; namely, that a fixed 
charged will be placed on gas consumers. Hitherto, customers of AlintaGas paid for their gas in proportion 
to their use of it. Therefore, people who were frugal by not using a lot of gas were rewarded by having 
small bills. These energy authonties with turnovers of hundreds of millions of dollars, and which have 
public debts of billions of dollars, are unaccountable to this Parliament. They are owned by the people of 
Western Australia. This Parliament is ultimately responsible for their operations. A Minister of this 
Parliament is responsible for the administration of the Act. The members of this Parliament write and pass 
the legislation. However, if we want to know what is going on, we have great difficulty in finding out. It 
is unacceptable that any government department can behave the way these bodies do; that is, they are 
virtually unaccountable to anyone. They are neither fish nor fowl. They are expected to operate in a 
commercial manner, but we are the shareholders and we are not able to use the normal commercial law 
available to a shareholder to ensure that our interests are being managed prudently. Despite the fact that 
they are publicly owned they are not as accountable as is normally the case with public authorities. 

The $30, which every domestic consumer of AlintaGas will pay irrespective of use, represents a $30 a year 
increase in taxation for a substantial number of households in Western Australia. It is an increase in 
taxation because no extra service is being provided as a consequence of it, except in one respect which I 
will come to in a moment. I placed on the Notice Paper for next Tuesday a question asking to what extent 
the discount, which we are told is running parallel with the introduction of the $30 fixed charge, will 
reduce the revenue coming to AlintaGas. I will be very interested to hear about that. I also asked what 
revenue AlintaGas expected to achieve from the imposition of what is effectively a $30 levy. One does not 
have to be a Rhodes scholar to work out what amount of money AlintaGas will raise through the $30. All 
one must do is refer to the annual report and establish the number of domestic consumers and multiply that 
number by $30. It works out to be in excess of $9m, which represents a $9m windfall for AlintaGas. I 
expect that the answer I will receive from the Minister will contain a number in excess of $9m. However, I 
do not know what we will receive from the discount. The Minister has indicated that on the first leg of the 
scale the gas prices will be reduced by 12 per cent. If it will cost AlintaGas $9m or more, it is being quite 
generous to gas consumers as a whole, although I think inappropriately so. However, if the amount of 
money is less than $9m, it will tum out to have been a tax grab for what is effectively no extra service. If 
the Government wants to increase energy prices it should say that that is what it is doing. 

Prices must rise from time to time, but when they do it must be said that that is what is happening and it 
must not be disguised. It is not at present in the budget papers and by implication it has been worked out 
from an associated paper. That indicates that the Government has hidden what I suspect is quite a 
substantial tax increase for gas consumers in Western Australia. What makes the Government even more 
culpable is the advertisement which appeared in The West Australian yesterday. It was a full page 
advertisement paid for by, not taxpayers in the literal sense, but energy consumers, which means everyone, 
so it is virtually the same thing. The Western Power advertisement shows a power point with a plug in it 
and a piece of cable coming out in the form of a question mark. The advertisement asks, "Who's been able 
to keep domestic energy prices down for the fifth consecutive year?" Western Power goes on to claim 
credit for doing so. The advertisement refers to Western Power rates, which is a good thing. However, it is 
a bit misleading because one major component of domestic energy costs, namely gas, has gone up by $30, 
less whatever the discount is for the 12 per cent decrease in the first block. I am sure that will nonetheless 
mean quite a substantial increase. I am looking forward to the answer to my question. That advertisement 
is misleading and the Government is seeking to claim some credit for the fact that electricity prices have 
not increased. The other misleading aspect of the advertisement is that it refers to the fIfth consecutive 
year. Some credit could have been given for the fact that for the first two years of those five consecutive 
years the Labor Party was in power and it initiated a policy of freezing energy prices and restructuring the 
energy utilities in a way which resulted in Western Power and AlintaGas. 

I wish to raise another serious aspect of the activities of AlintaGas. I am quite disappointed that the 
Minister for Energy is so cavalier as not to be here when this important matter is being raised. 
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Mr Bloffwitch: He has probably heard it before. 

Mr THOMAS: He has not This is the second time I have raised this matter. The first time was last night, 
and he was not here then. He has chosen again not to be here today. AlintaGas has undertaken a marketing 
program called the Gas Marketing Alliance program, and I have a series of documents promoting it. The 
GasMAP is what is known in the marketing field as a strategic alliance between AlintaGas and retailers of 
certain gas appliances. The statement of corporate intent of AlintaGas claims that one of its aims is to 
increase the penetration of gas into the domestic energy market, which is something one would expect a 
gas company to do and is quite a noble aim. I have no problem with that. Its market researchers quite 
obviously found that on occasions what is called a crisis situation arises when a hot water system fails and 
someone must get another one. That is usually the time when people might decide to go from electric hot 
water to gas hot water. Normally if people have a hot water system installed in their home they continue 
with it until it reaches the end of its life. They might then replace it with another one. AlintaGas has 
worked out that obviously there is a time when people make those decisions, which is usually not 
anticipated, because usually customers do not know in advance when a hot water system will fail. Other 
people who might be less price prone or in a more anticipated situation might also have to decide what sort 
of appliances they will buy. Research has shown that a number of people ring AlintaGas and ask for 
advice. They ask, "Where do I go to buy a space heater or hot water system?" AlintaGas trades on that by 
maintaining a list of retailers with whom they have gone into alliance. The people who telephone 
AlintaGas will be referred to the members of its alliance. An advertisement appeared in The West 
Australian two or three weeks ago. It referred to a number of retailers, including Perth Gas Centre, 
Thomsons Gas Services and Wanneroo Gas. At the bottom of the advertisement is the AlintaGas symbol. 
The advertisement refers to proud agents of AlintaGas. That is wrong. In explaining why it is wrong, I 
will give a bit of background to this program. We presume that AlintaGas circulated all the retailers of gas 
appliances and proposed to have a hierarchy of three tiers by which retailers could get involved in the 
GasMAP. Among other things they provide promotional material to go into stores. They also refer clients 
to one of the participants in GasMAP. That obviously places the participants in the GasMAP scheme at a 
distinct advantage over other retailers of gas appliances. 

A distinction is made in the types of retailers. Some retailers of gas appliances run a comprehensive 
whitegoods industry. Retravision r:w A) Ltd is the one most often quoted, but others also sell electric 
appliances and other sorts of appliances. They are comprehensive stores. Those sorts of stores are of no 
interest to AlintaGas because people shopping there may be open as to whether they will buy gas, 
electricity or even solar appliances. AlintaGas wants people who are committed to gas. To be tier I 
participants they must be exclusively in the gas business. Not only that, they must be able to operate a 
range of services, which includes having people who are quality accredited gas fitters and who are 
available 24 hours a day to offer a service to people whose appliances break down out of hours. For 
example, if someone's hot water system breaks down, one of the gas people will fix the appliance or, if that 
is not possible, will make arrangements for a replacement - and the person will remain as a gas user. That 
is of course what AlintaGas wants people to do: It does not want people to buy an electrical appliance or 
install a solar hot water system. Apart from the fact that this is a restrictive trade practice, it is possibly in 
breach of the Trade Practices Act. If it is not, I suspect that the only reason for that is because AlintaGas is 
able to claim the shield of the Crown and therefore exemption from trade practices legislation. 

I refer now to the way in which GasMAP was put forward. The promotional material circulated by 
AlintaGas to the retailers of gas appliances refers to the fact that prior to the creation of AlintaGas and 
Western Power, in the days of the State Energy Commission of Western Australia, an energy information 
service was operated by SECW A. People could seek advice from that service about their energy 
consumption appliances and so on and they were given objective advice. If it was in people's financial 
interest to retain electricity rather than gas, given their usage patterns, that would be the advice. If it was in 
their interest to use gas or solar power, which does not directly advantage either of the utilities, they would 
be advised that way. However, the replacement for that service does not provide the people of Western 
Australia with objective consumer advice on the best thing for them to do to meet their domestic energy 
needs, but with a service that seeks to promote the consumption of gas. That mayor may not be in the best 
interest of the public. 

One of the dilemmas resulting from the division of the competing gas and electricity utilities is the 
reconciliation of the fact that they are publicly owned - they are still utilities - and they should protect the 
public interest as much as they maximise their own commercial advantage. Protecting the public interest 
should extend on occasions to advising people that perhaps they should use solar hot water systems rather 
than gas or electricity, because it is good for reducing the consumption of fossil fuels. A person who walks 
into GasMAP and says that he is considering buying a gas barbecue will not be told that he should not do 
that but should use electricity because he already has electricity connected to his property, and that if he 
installs a gas barbecue he may use it only half a dozen times a year but must pay a yearly $30 fixed charge. 
This program that is offered as a replacement for the energy information service that was formerly operated 
by SECWA is not a replacement, but is a different category of operation altogether. It is marketing the 
consumption of gas and, in order to do that, is promoting the sale of gas appliances rather than providing 
energy consumers of Western Australia with information that relates to their particular needs. 

I return to my allegation that lbelieve GasMAP operates contrary to the Trade Practices Act. If it does not, 
that is probably by virtue only of the organisation being a state instrumentality. If it evades that legislation 
in some other way, it certainly does not evade the spirit of it. I am interested to hear the response of the 
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member for Geraldton to this matter because he indicated some support for my argument last night. When 

he hears a little more about it he will probably be horrified. If a similar arrangement were entered into with 

the retail sale of automobiles, people engaged in those operations would find themselves in trouble. As I 

recall, that occurred a couple of years ago with Toyota dealers. I see no reason for any distinction between 

the sale of gas appliances and Toyota motor vehicles. 

Mr Bloffwitch: The Toyota matter was slightly different. Toyota was restricting competition between 

dealers by the principal distributors, whereas we could say this case is showing favouritism to a certain 

section of the market. I thought that giving preferential treatment would be covered under trade practices 

legislation. 

Mr THOMAS: I am grappling with that problem. Some weeks ago 1 wrote to the chief executive officer of 

AlintaGas and asked whether he had considered the trade practice implications because the matter seemed 

serious. He did not bother to reply, but instead the Minister did; therefore, he obviously discussed the 

matter with the Minister. The Minister wrote back as follows -

AlintaGas refers members of the public to AlintaGas Approved Retailers based on the member of 

the public's proximity to the retailer. Where there is more than one retailer in the area, the 

customer is provided with more than one name. Ultimately, it is the customer's choice as to 

which retailer they contact. 

Mr Bloffwitch: That sounds almost like a cop-out. 

Mr THOMAS: Yes, it does. I asked whether anyone was free to join tier 1 of GasMAP. If anyone is free 

to do that and AlintaGas follows that practice of referring anyone, it could not be said to be a restrictive 

trade practice. Sadly that is not the case. AlintaGas says that applications for the membership of tier 1 of 

GasMAP are no longer open. The advertisements I have seen in the newspaper do not have any overlap of 

areas - there is one north of the river, one south of the river and one in Midland. AlintaGas seems to have 

carved up the metropolitan area in a way that is contrary to the interests of the public and to a competitive 

market in the field of gas appliances. 

Mr Bloffwitch: Is there any charge for being a member? 

Mr THOMAS: Yes, there is a charge. 1 have asked in a question on notice what that charge is because the 

documentation made available to me does not indicate it. 1 will be interested to see whether the Minister 

says it is commercially confidential and 1 am not able to know. 

Mr Bloffwitch: I can understand that gas prices might be confidential, but I do not think that will be the 

case in this situation. 

Mr THOMAS: 1 hope the member is right. 

I have been contacted by the proprietors of a gas appliance store, who came to see me because they were 

unsuccessful in their application to join GasMAP tier 1. They claim to have a staff of qualified gas fitters, 

who were formerly employees of one of the companies that is a member of GasMAP, who can service gas 

appliances 24 hours a day, and to have a ridgy-didge operation in the gas appliance market. However, for 

some reason AlintaGas did not think that company was up to scratch to participate in GasMAP tier 1, so its 

application was unsuccessful. 

Whether a company is a member of GasMAP tier 1 has a major impact upon its business. A member of 

GasMAP tier 1 can advertise by displaying the AlintaGas symbol. It also gets referrals from AlintaGas 

when people ring up and ask it what is a good place from which to buy a gas stove or other gas appliance. 

It is of great economic significance to people in that industry to be a member of GasMAP tier 1. 

However, the application made by this company was knocked back, and it has no avenue of appeal. I do 

not know whether I will be able to get more information through freedom of information - if I can afford it, 

because it is not a cheap process, and also it takes time. It is unacceptable that such an application can be 

knocked back and there is no opportunity for review. We will continue to pursue this matter. We might 

find that we can go to the Ombudsman, or pursue another avenue. These people have asked me to raise 

this matter in the Parliament, and it is quite proper that they should do so. 

The Minister for Energy is not in the Chamber, but he might say that the people who came to see me are 

bellyaching for no good reason because they were not up to scratch and there were good reasons for the 

rejection of their application. However, why should I not be able to set up business today in close 

proximity to Perth Gas Centre, Thomsons Gas Services or Wanneroo Gas if I had licensed gas fitters, I was 

as good as anyone else in the market, and I wanted to compete for business from people in the metropolitan 

area who wanted to buy gas appliances? Why should I not be able to say to AlintaGas, "Here I am, 

Thomas Gas; I have a good range of stoves and hot water systems, and I will offer as good a service as the 

people to whom you are currently referring gas consumers, and I would like you to consider referring 

people to me as well"? If I did that, I would receive the same response from AlintaGas as was given to the 

people who came to see me, which was as follows -

AlintaGas will be reviewing and evaluating the success of the Tier 1 programme in 1997 to 

determine its additional requirements. We would like to contact you again after the review to 

discuss your company's future participation in the GasMAP programme. Until this happens, 

please find enclosed a refund of your $1000 deposit. 
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At least AlintaGas gave those people their money back! AlintaGas charges a company $1 000 to register 
an interest in participating in that program. 

Mr Bloffwitch: To register an interest? 

Mr THOMAS: That is right 

Mr Bloffwitch: It would be a big advantage to be recommended by AlintaGas. 

Mr THOMAS: Yes. AlintaGas looms pretty big in the gas market; it has a monopoly on the supply of gas 
to the domestic market in Perth. Therefore, it is of significant advantage to a company which is in the 
business of selling gas stoves, hot water systems or space heaters to be in a marketing alliance with 
AlintaGas. 

I suspect, although I am not a lawyer and cannot provide an authoritative opinion on this matter, that 
AlintaGas is acting in restraint of fair trade. AlintaGas said in its letter to the people for whom I am 
acting -

Unfortunately, we are unable to accept your store as a Tier 1 participant in the programme for this 
year. AlintaGas received a much greater response than was anticipated and the GasMAP 
programme has now reached its 1996 capacity for Tier 1 participants in regard to internal 
resourcing, shop outfitting, and funding. 

I wish the Minister were here, because this is a serious and quite valid point. If AlintaGas were to get 
involved in a marketing alliance with retailers of ~as appliances, those advantages which it has bestowed 
upon or extended to some retailers should be aVaIlable without equivocation to everyone who meets the 
same criteria. It is totally unacceptable for AlintaGas to say, "We have closed the door. That is bad luck. 
You cannot come into the program now. We will consider it again in 1997 when we review the program." 
In 1997, AlintaGas might be going very well and have a cosy relationship with the people who are tier 1 
GasMAP participants, who have carved up the metropolitan area between them, effectively with franchises 
for certain areas, and it might say, "We are full up. We do not need any more participants. Thank you for 
your application. Here is your $1000 back." 

I recommend, frrstly, that AlintaGas does not get involved in this area. It is potentially very dangerous, 
because it can lead to restraint of fair trade. It even has the potential to lead to corruption. I do not make 
that suggestion lightly, but it is a possibility. People who saw a film some years ago on corruption in the 
New South Wales Police Force may recall that it began with an officer whose career they followed who 
was in the sudden death squad and who got a spotter's fee for referring people to funeral directors. People 
who are at the coalface, at the base level, may do that sort of thing. I am not suggesting that anyone is, but 
that is a possibility. In my view, all communications between AlintaGas and the public in these matters 
should be in writing, but they are not; they are done by telephone, and they must be if AlintaGas is to be 
user friendly. I would prefer AlintaGas not to be involved in the sale of gas appliances, in the same way as 
we will argue when the sale of the gas pipeline is debated that it should be sold to someone who is not in 
the gas business so that there is no possibility of unfair restraint of trade. To the extent that AlintaGas is 
involved, that service should be available freely and fully to whoever wants to be in it. There is no reason 
that any person who comes into the market at any time should not be able to enter the gas business and 
enjoy from AlintaGas the same bel1efits as are enjoyed by anyone else. 

This is only one aspect of the marketing program of AlintaGas and Western Power which disturbs me. 
They are utilities, not just businesses, and while they compete for their market, they also have a 
responsibility to the public to promote the use of renewable resources of energy. That is contrary, in a 
marginal sense, to their commercial operations, because obviously they would then be discouraging the 
consumption of either electricity or gas. They are public utilities, and they should serve the public as well 
as their own commercial interests. I am disturbed at the continued sponsorship of football teams. 
Members would be aware that I am a football fan, and I am happy to see businesses sponsor football. In 
the case of the State Government Insurance Office, it is clearly in competition with other insurance 
companies, and if it wants to sponsor the Eagles as a marketing ploy and as a commercial decision, that is 
fine. However, I am disturbed when I see Western Power, which enjoys a monopoly, wasting gas 
consumers' money by sponsoring a football team. That is inappropriate. 

MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan Hills) [3.19 pm]: I congratulate the Premier and the Government on 
the Budget. It is a responsible Budget. It is not what I call a vote-buying Budget, where we give away 
things which will impact on the financial benefits to the State. It is important that people realise the 
Government is putting the good of the State before vote buying and political ends. 

I wish to speak about the wonderful contribution that volunteers make to the Western Australian 
community. As I move around the electorate of Swan Hills I meet literally thousand of volunteers in the 
many organisations in the hills. On Saturday night about a fortnight ago, I sat around a campfrre with 
approximately 300 scouts, cubs, guides and brownies. There were at least 30 scout leaders from the Swan 
region who give of their time, energy and effort for these children. There are many volunteer groups in 
health care; in every single facet of life, where people give their time and effort to help others in the 
community. I will read the definition of volunteering from the document titled "Volunteering in Western 
Australia" which was produced in December 1995 for the policy and planning directorate of the 
Department for Family and Children's Services. The document states-
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The ABS Voluntary Work Survey 1995 included the following definition of a volunteer: 

" ... someone who willingly gives unpaid help, in the form of time, service or skills, 
through an organisation or group. An organisation or group is any body with a formal 
structure. It may be as large as a national charity or as small as a local book club. Purely 
ad hoc, informal and temporary gatherings of people do not constitute an organisation." 

This definition of volunteering is widely used in Australia and includes three important concepts: The 
provision of service to the community - which covers most of the people I meet; freedom of choice to 
become involved; and nonPflyment of service provided, except in some cases reimbursement of expenses. 
I see volunteers in our community as the links of the chain that hold the community together, with each one 
working along the chain to keep organisations and the community moving along. I want to record my 
thanks and those of everybody here for the work done by volunteers in Western Australia to make sure they 
know how valuable they are, and how we value them. 

I refer again to this document "Volunteering in Western Australia", which gives some statistics. In the 12 
months preceding June 1995, nearly one person in five aged 15 years and over in Western Australia was 
involved in the provision of voluntary work through an organisation or group. That is amazing.· It is 
estimated that 261 800 volunteers contributed 46 million hours of unPflid work. That figure is staggering. 
This represents about 175.7 hours per volunteer. If we paid these people for the work that they do for 
nothing, willingly to help others, it would cost the State $460m. These figures do not include people who 
volunteer through other than an organisation or group. For example, if a next door neighbour pops over 
and helps an elderly lady with her washing once a week or, as when I worked at Mt Helena Primary 
School, teachers took turns to write lessons on the blackboard for a teacher in a wheelchair. People who 
help their neighbours are not included in this figure. 

Mr Board: Does it include sporting clubs? 

Mrs van de KLASHORST: Yes. It should also be noted that many people do voluntary work for more 
than one organisation. Some of these volunteers contribute their time to one or two organisations, and do 
not put all their energy into one. 

Mr Bloffwitch: Do you count politicians in those figures for voluntary work or did you exclude us? 

Mrs van de KLASHORST: I am not sure. 

The survey found that in Western Australia voluntary work was provided at higher rates in areas other than 
capital cities, mainly by a member of a family with dependent children. That relates to what people do as 
their children grow up. I have been a scout secretary, and (aised funds for the band, the P & C association, 
the karate class, and all of the things that parents become involved in for their children. The volunteers in 
this State are predominantly female. I will not comment on that; it goes without saying. Also volunteers 
are mostly people in paid employment, with people in part time employment having the highest volunteer 
rate. Many volunteers are aged between 35 and 44 and are often born in Australia. The volunteers who 
were surveyed generally provided volunteer work for organisations classified as sport, which includes 
recreations and hobbies, education, training, youth development, welfare, community and religious groups. 
It was interesting that men were most likely to be involved in management and committee work and 
fundraising, while women were more likely to be preparing and serving food, and fundraising. I have 
always said that without the women of the community, no work would be done. The guys are good at 
ideas, but women get on and do it. That is a personal observation; it is not in this document. 

People volunteer for a variety of reasons; often it is personal family involvement. That is often seen when 
people go into schools to help cover books and belong to groups to help their children. It is through their 
family involvement, and also for their own benefit. The need for personal growth and development is also 
included Many people like to do something which is worthwhile for their community, and to give 
something back to their community. Some people volunteer for social interaction, and continue their 
involvement because of the social response they receive. In some cases it is a pathway to paid 
employment. Perhaps that might even relate to some members of Parliament who started off in voluntary 
organisations and gradually moved up into serving the community as a member of Parliament. 

One of the things I have been told while moving around Swan Hills is that not many young people have 
been volunteering of late. Often people say that they are getting old and the young people are not taking up 
the cudgels to help other people. I do not believe this to be generally true. I commend the Government on 
the youth training and cadet forces - the Army, Navy and Royal Australian Air Force, which has been set in 
place in this Budget. It has been noted that people who become involved in organisations like scouts, cubs, 
guides and brownies often were members themselves, so these youth training groups help to provide future 
volunteers. I commend the Government on its budget allocation for youth training cadets. 

My special emphasis today is on volunteer bush firefighters, who are a special sort of volunteer. I am sure 
all the other volunteer groups will excuse me if I talk :particularly about that group of people. These bush 
firefighters not only work as volunteers in the commumty but also in that role they put their lives in danger. 
We know this because two lives were lost in fighting bushfires in the hills this year. There is a very high 
risk in fighting bushfrres and these people in some cases actually give up their lives for others. They are 
very special people and I have very high regard for their efforts. I see them as providing a front-line duty 
for other people. 
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I was very pleased to be present with the Minister for Emergency Services about a fortnight ago at the 
presentation of the National Medal to 63 volunteer firefighters who came from allover the State. This 
medal is given to people who work in the front line of volunteering and sometimes from the armed 
services; people whose jobs or volunteer services put them in danger. The medal is given for 15 years' 
service. It is a recognised medal and the records associated with it are kept in Canberra. The recipients 
receive the medal and then a bar following a further 10 years of service. A bushfire volunteer who has 
been very active is recommended to receive one of these medals after 15 years. After 25 years, that person 
will get one bar and after 35 years a second bar. 

Five people received medals for 35 years of service to the community. It is commendable that for 35 years 
these volunteers have worked in dangerous situations to protect others. I am very proud to report that my 
husband Frans received one of these medals and one bar for having given 25 years' service to the East 
Gidgegannup Bushfire Brigade. He has done 28 years of service. He was a volunteer fire control officer 
for 20-odd years and is typical of many of these volunteers. 

I am very interested in making sure volunteer fire brigade members receive proper funding for their work. 
In my household there was a radio in the kitchen, a radio in the truck and a radio in the family car. We 
have often been out socially when the radio has come to life and my husband has been called home to fight 
fires. Alongside my husband, I have taken on the tasks of making sandwiches and carrying them to the 
firefighters, helping with transport, and working out the rosters. It was a significant part of my life before I 
came into this place. 

Approximately 15 fire brigades are located in the hills area of my electorate. This summer in the Swan 
region, including Swan Hills and many other towns from Serpentine to the other side of Bullsbrook, there 
were 1 333 fires. Compared with the rest of the State, the Swan region had the highest number of fires. 
The Swan region firefighters have a major job. It is made harder by the fact that these areas, as the 
Minister for Planning will know, are gradually growing. More people are moving to these areas. Urban 
cells are developing. The blocks that used to be 200, 300 or 400 hectares have been subdivided into 5 acre 
lots. Can the Minister tell me what that is in hectares? 

Mr Lewis: That is 2 hectares. 

Mrs van de KLASHORST: Many people are moving up from the city to take up an alternative lifestyle on 
these smaller lots. This presents a fire hazard, firstly, because there are more people to start the fires and, 
secondly, because these people have been used to living in the metropolitan area, and dialling 000, 
knowing a fire truck will be sent to answer the call if there is a fire. I am pleased that the Minister for 
Emergency Services acknowledges this problem. I have met him on several occasions at various 
organisations where we have discussed this issue. Having worked as a volunteer bush firefighter, the 
Minister is very aware that the brigades not just in the hills area but throughout the whole of the State need 
government support. 

The Budget shows that the rural fire protection item allocation for last year of $5.94m has been increased 
to $8.192m this year. This reflects the Government's concern, and in particular that of the Minister, to 
make sure that the bush firefighters are supported fully. 

I recently attended the first annual Bushfire Seminar at Muresk, which brought together for the first time 
leaders of the bushfire industry in Western Australia. The Minister gave the opening address. The 
program included comparative displays of firefighting equipment needed in different areas of the State. In 
the different terrain in the hills fast attack vehicles are needed by comparison with what is required in the 
broadacre farming areas. In the sandy plains around Gnangara vehicles are needed that can cope with the 
conditions associated with wet or dry sand. 

The Bush Fires Board talked about the past, present and future of bush firefighting. A lawyer from the 
Crown Solicitor's Office gave a talk about the legislation and its implications. He gave answers to 
questions on the legality of firefighting, which has become much more complex lately. The chief 
operations officer of the Bush Fires Board looked at operational advances. Perspectives and new ideas 
were then put forward. This was followed by a forum in which participants were able to ask questions of a 
panel. This was very interesting and exciting because, as is the case in many organisations in Western 
Australia, bushfire fighting is on the edge of modern technology. I commend the seminar and the Bush 
Fires Board for organising it. 

Another issue raised concerned the professionalism of volunteers. When we first moved to Gidgegannup 
nearly 30 years ago, we jumped on a tractor or in our truck and went off to fight a bushfire with knapsacks 
or sacks. Our property has been burnt out. Now volunteers are becoming more professional in that they 
are being trained for the job. Training programs are of some concern to the brigades in Swan Hills. Again, 
the Minister is very aware of this. In subprogram 1.2 of the bush fires division in the Budget, $900 000 has 
been allocated this year for training. The professionalism of the training is being worked through by the 
Bush Fires Board. Volunteers will be able to work their way through levels, at the end of which they will 
be qualified as a firefighter. Some people will not need to go through every level if they merely want to be 
a volunteer on weekends. However, for those who want to proceed to the management level qualification, 
relevant skills are being offered. 

Some of the vollies in Swan Hills would like to see the firefighting courses being offered by either 
technical and further education colleges or universities so they can receive a professional qualification to 
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ensur~ that not only will they know pretty much everything about firefighting, but also their future 
prospects will be enhanced at the end of the course. 

Another matter discussed at the seminar was the need for local management teams. Once, each brigade 
moved into the community to put out fires in their own areas. Fires are becoming hotter and increasing in 
number, and equipment is very expensive. Management teams could examine the way fires are controlled. 
As members know, we use air surveillance to keep an eye on the fire front as well as communication vans. 
Proper training of management teams should be developed to manage and control fires and the myriad fire 
fighters who move in to fight fires from various areas. It is important that this be done through the State 
Government, local shires and local people as part of community involvement. Although people have 
moved from the metropolitan area to enjoy an alternative lifestyle, with today's road systems and transport 
they leave their properties during the day and go down the hill to work. There are no longer people at 
home like my husband was when he spent most of the day at horne on call and ready to attend a fire. Many 
of the volunteer firefighters are away during the week and are not on call. We need a different way of 
handling the areas now populated by hobby farms. 

One answer to this is to have the local shires consider training people who are employed by the shire, such 
as people who work on roads and in parks and gardens. They could undertake a full volunteer firefighting 
course with the idea that should a fire occur during the week they could be the fast attack, immediate on
eall people to attend that fire. Naturally they must be remunerated for doing that because, as part of that 
job, they would be putting their lives on the line. This would enable the firefighters who work in Perth to 
be called in, if they are allowed to respond. Some employers do not allow that, but many do. In the Swan 
region and hills area it is important we seriously consider another way of approaching firefighting during 
the week. We must also examine how much those people know the area personally. One of the benefits of 
the volunteer firefighting units has been that each person in the unit knows his area very well. My husband 
knew every block. He would know how much fuel would be set alight on a block and how many units 
would be needed there and would go to the fire prepared. 

We must also consider future directions. I was rather surprised to hear at the bushfrre seminar that virtual 
reality and computer work can be used to train volunteer bush firefighters. The trainer explained that pilots 
do not just get into a plane and start flying. They learn in simulators where every conceivable problem is 
presented so that they believe, through virtual reality, that they are in a plane. They can be put through so 
much of their training that they can often step straight out of a simulator into a plane and fly it. This 
eliminates the dangers of learning to fly especially in the larger planes and reduces the risk of spending 
many hours training in a plane with expensive equipment 

An innovative idea by the volunteers was to explore the possibility of a program being developed similar to 
this for people to learn how to fight fires. If they do not fight them they cannot learn how to fight them. 
One cannot learn frrefighting by theory; it is like driving a car, it can be done only through practical 
experience. I believe that is the way to go and it should be seriously planned to see whether it can be 
offered to volunteer firefighters. 

The other innovative idea - this has happened in Mundaring where I was fortunate to be at the opening - is 
the combination of Fire and Rescue, the old W AFB, and the volunteers sharing equipment and working 
together in areas such as Mundaring where there are not only bush fire problems, but also structural fires. 
It is a trial, but I know it is the way to go in the future as Western Australia develops and urban areas 
increase. This will avoid overlapping of equipment while getting the best out of it. In other words, if 
volunteers go to fight fires they can go in their yellow uniforms and join the W AFB to fight the same fire 
using the same equipment. If further equipment is needed they could use the volunteer equipment, thus 
avoiding massive amounts of equipment being tied up, but often not being used. The principle of 
integrated brigades is just beginning in some developing urban areas and the Government and local 
authorities are working to develop this concept more. I would like to see this happen in Bullsbrook, too. 

The other important issue is the prevention of fires. An initiative of our Government, launched about a 
month ago in Darlington, is frre prevention. The community fireguard has begun on a trial basis in the 
Mundaring, Swan and Kalamunda shires. Community frreguard is about helping individuals and groups 
who live in high risk bush fire areas to work together to protect themselves and their property. In view of 
the vastness of Western Australia there is no way this Government or any Government could have a fire 
unit in every place at all times. We are asking people to benefit their community as well as the State by 
making sure their own property is as safe as possible from fire risk. Not every individual or property can 
be protected by fire brigades. However, if some work is already done and people are taught to protect the 
areas around their properties this will often prevent their houses or some important sheds from being burnt 
and perhaps even stop people being killed while they are waiting for the fast attack volunteers to arrive. 

In Victoria'S disastrous Ash Wednesday fires where 75 lives were lost, and 2000 homes and 1 000 rural 
properties destroyed, the Victorian Government decided to trial the community fireguard concept. That 
innovation places the responsibility for the safety of the community within each community. Individuals 
work together under the community fireguard banner to make sure that their streets and community are 
safe. I commend the Government and fully support this move because it is the way to go in the future. I 
can see it working very well, especially in the hills area. The idea is that leaders who know how to protect 
their properties meet with everybody in the street. They may discover, for instance, that someone in a 
wheelchair or an elderly person lives in the street and that would be noted by the street leader. The 
residents in the street are shown videos on how to maximise protection for their homes. People could clear 
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the leaves around their homes and make sure that trees are not too close. Individuals have lots of ideas and 
suggestions and neighbours help each other. Land owners could clear around their properties and 
neighbours could help the elderly and other people who are unable to do it themselves. If a fire occurs 
their homes will be protected as much as possible. If people go away they inform the fire leader, especially 
during the danger period so that the fire leader of that community knows that nobody is in the house and 
that they might have to go along to ensure that the house is protected. Fire leaders know where elderly 
people are so that they may be effectively evacuated from the area. Simple ideas can often save houses, 
such as cutting long grass for 20 metres around a house, clearing away fallen leaves and undergrowth, and 
trimming trees. Each person in the street could be responsible for helping others and supporting them, 
even if only in discussions. This would benefit the whole community. The idea has been set up and is on 
trial. I spoke to the manager of fireguard in Western Australia last week and talked about the disastrous 
fire in Chidlow. I suggested that perhaps Chidlow would be the place to start, as people there are very 
switched on to fire danger. We lost three houses there and of course one life, which I mentioned before. 
People in that community would possibly be ready to heed the advice. Perhaps because they have been 
close to a fire it is a good place to start. 

It was emphasised to me when I attended a community meeting that a bushftre is a mini disaster for the 
people affected by it. We talk about Pannawonica or large areas which often receive relief from local 
councils and other people. It is just as much as disaster for people where a small area has been burnt out 
and homes have been lost. I wonder if we as a Government could look into the role of organising, perhaps 
through the shire or community, some form of disaster relief for people, especially in those first few weeks 
when some of them have no homes to go back to and for others who have social problems because they 
have lost everything on their property. 

The general increase in fuel on the ground for fires in Western Australia is a worldwide phenomenon. All 
over the world we seem now to be having hotter fires than ever before. They also seem to be lasting 
longer. The Bush Fires Board looks at the amount of fuel on the ground and works out how much there is. 
I believe we need to get back to more controlled burning. People often feel it is a negative, but from 
experience I know that it is a positive. However, it must be done at the right time of year with the 
minimum amount of damage to trees and other flora and fauna and it must be a slow bum. The right 
personnel with the proper training can do this. In east Gidgegannup my husband divided the region into 
five areas and every year he and the brigade went out during the off season and burnt one-fifth of the 
region. In that way they also received donations for the brigade which helped towards its running. It also 
kept each area with less than four years' fuel should a wildfire occur. Bearing in mind the devastating 
effect of recent wildfires, a controlled, slow bum at the right time of year might do some minimal damage 
but it would not do the damage which has occurred, especially recently in national parks. It is maintained 
that in the Sydney region it will take up to 50 years for one forest to regenerate. I am a strong advocate of 
properly controlled bums under proper conditions. I want the Bush Fires Board, the Government, the 
shires and volunteers to look at reinstating some positive controlled burning programs to protect areas. 

In summary, more people in the outer metropolitan area are looking for different lifestyles, and many of 
them are in the Swan Hills region, although they extend as far as Toodyay. The Bush Fires Board is 
working on four levels of response. The standards it is setting include training, the depth of management 
within itself and the volunteer fire brigades, and increasing levels of skills and training. Although this is 
being done, we must remember that these people are volunteers and have other jobs. This job is important 
but not of first importance to them. We must ensure that local knowledge is kept to a maximum, with 
people working locally knowing their area· so that we always have a positive response to fires. As a 
Government we need to keep up the funding to them. People who put their lives on the line should not be 
fighting frres during the summer and then trying to raise money for their own equipment during the winter. 
We as a Government need to be very responsible in order to ensure that we provide them with adequate 
equipment. 

Capital expenditure for replacement of fire appliances and equipment rose from $1.335m to $2.612m this 
year. That is a significant increase but, I hate to tell the Minister, it is still not enough. Equipment over the 
past years has become outdated and old-fashioned and has not kept up with modem technology. It needs to 
be replaced. Once we provide adequate equipment for these brave frrefighters throughout the State, we 
need to put in place a five year program through which we can continue to keep the equipment up to date, 
so that a situation does not arise as it did previously where some of the hills brigades drove 1930s trucks 
that were kept together, not by bandaids, but by fencing wire. 

I bring to the attention of the Parliament that Victoria has produced maps putting the whole of the 
frrefighting area across the State into grids. It means one can look at the rural directory of each region and 
work out one's exact position for communication's sake. This work was undertaken by the Country Fire 
Authority Mapping Association. When I mentioned that I was to speak on bush fires, Tony Pestell, who is 
the chief ftre ranger for the Shire of Swan, asked me to bring to the attention of the Government the fact 
that the Department of Land Administration makes the maps for the metropolitan area to a grid ratio that is 
different from bush fire shire maps. It means that when the control stations are looking to work out where 
the fires are and give grid reference numbers, they are often different from those the Bush Fires Board 
work on, which is the same grid as the one I have here. Is there any way that we as a Government could 
work towards standardising grid references for all maps in Western Australia? I said that I would bring this 
to the attention of the Parliament, and I promised Mr Pestell that I would follow this up with the various 
Ministers. 
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I am pleased that Cabinet recognised the effect of the inadequate insurance cover for bush fIrefIghters. My 
husband and I were involved many years ago in helping to initiate changes to insurance cover for 
ftrefIghters because when we fIrst started they had no insurance cover as we now know it. In the newsletter 
of the Bush Fires Board it was stated that Cabinet had changed the rules so that fIrefIghters were covered 
more fully. That situation must continue. 

I congratulate the Government and particularly the Minister for Emergency Services on their initiatives to 
date. More are needed, as with many areas in the community. The funding must be maintained and the 
Government must continue to review the Budget to ensure equipment is kept up to date. Modern 
technology must be introduced into volunteer ftrefIghting brigades. The community must be assisted to 
understand the dangers involved and people must know how to help themselves. The Government is 
moving in the right direction but it must recognise the importance of keeping the equipment up to date on 
an ongoing basis. It must provide ftrefIghters with state of the art equipment and training assistance. It 
must be recognised that without the volunteer firefighters many hectares of property in Western Australia 
would have been destroyed, and the cost of that potential destruction would far outweigh the amount 
allocated in the Budget each year. 

MR BRIDGE (Kimberley) [4.12 pm]: This debate provides me with an opportunity to adopt a somewhat 
different approach to that adopted by other speakers since this part of our deliberations commenced. The 
theme of my comments will be the "other" Australia, the unpopulated lucky country as it is best described 
in the context of my contribution to this debate. 

I shall <l.uote, for the purposes of Hansard and the historical record of this Assembly, some statements 
made Wlth respect to this issue and I will proceed to expand upon the proposal I shall outline to the 
Chamber today. On 8 April 1995 I was at Winton in Queensland on the occasion of the Waltzing Matilda 
Festival, which was a highly successful and major event last year. On that occasion I addressed a large 
group of people and referred to Slim Dusty, the well known Australian bush ballad singer. I said -

Slim, you can sing very good bush ballads like Kokoda Trail, and Tony Brooks, you can write 
outstanding bush ballads like Kokoda Trail, as we continue to pay tribute to those who fought for 
this nation's security and prosperity. 

However, in the end we will be judged as a nation by our efforts to properly develop and utilise 
the resources which they valiantly fought to defend. 

I further said -

The ultimate memorial we can build to honour those who have struggled for us in earlier years, at 
home and on more distant battlefIelds, is to build a secure and productive nation that fulfils its 
potential. 

In the same year Sir Francis Burt, retired Governor of Western Australia, wrote to me on 16 May and said 
that -

Arnold Toynbee, the English historian, has written extensively of the rise and fall of civilisations 
of which, from memory, he identified 21. His thesis was that over time some people for some 
reason, not always easy to discover, have responded to a challenge likely to destroy them and by 
so doing have created a lasting - but never an everlasting civilisation. 

He went on to say -

It seems to me your vision is of that kind. And if I am right about that then the question is 
whether, regarding ourselves as one people, we will recognise and meet the challenge of the dry 
continent or whether we will remain a people, in world terms of insignifIcant number, clinging to 
the shores of a vast land mass from which we will be destined to drop off. 

The interesting aspect of those comments is that they forge a connection with something the late Henry 
Lawson said more than a hundred years ago -

Is it our fate to wake up too late to the truth that we have been blind? 

There is an enormous amount of relevance in those statements, and they are important comments that must 
be borne in mind as I take an opportunity in this Chamber to make a contribution that is appropriate to the 
wellbeing of this nation. I quote another interesting passage which is also worthy, and on which I will 
expand -

The return to Queensland on April 26, 1996 is a special moment for the Watering Australia 
Foundation and its President, Ernie Bridge OAM JP MLA. It is the day following the National 
Anzac Day remembrance when Australians honour generations of men and women who served 
their country, many paying the ultimate price. 

I said on that occasion -

It is a most appropriate time for those of us who are fit and well today to get serious about 
Australia's future. I am proud to say that the Watering Australia Foundation bas provided a 
structure to which Australians in all walks of life can contribute. 

I further said -
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The ultimate memorial we can build to honour those who have struggled for us in earlier years, at 
home and on more distant battlefields, is to build a secure and productive nation that fulfils its 
potential. 

Our greatest challenge is to green the outback and on such a wide scale that we give ourselves and 
the rest of the world an entirely different outlook on Australia. 

I concluded -

There is nothing stopping us and it is up to us. 

I now turn to the details that support those comments. The other Australia to which I referred a moment 
ago is an Australia in which 81.8 per cent of its landmass is referred to as inland. A total 74.1 per cent of 
its water resources are identified within the inland areas of the nation. However, the population of that vast 
area of the nation is 3.3 per cent of the total. In comparison with those figures, the coastal strip has 18.2 
per cent of Australia's landmass, 25.9 per cent of its water resources and 96.7 per cent of its population. 
That in itself illustrates quite clearly that if we are to continue as a nation unchanged in our focus we have 
no hope of making a justifiable claim to this nation in the year 2020 and beyond. It would be irresponsible 
and quite wrong of us to claim ownership of a nation that we have presided over in administrative terms for 
over 200 years if at the end of that period we have a nation with 97 per cent of its population living on 18 
per cent of its landmass and 3 per cent of its population living on 82 per cent of its landmass. We can say 
that those statistics sound glowing and that they should be referred to frequently and then walk away 
having done nothing, believing that it is too hard and someone else should have a go. On the other hand, 
while we are fit enough we could do something about it. 

When I hear people praising this Budget I am not impressed. That is not because this Budget is necessarily 
any different, that it is a lot worse or that it provides less opportunity and benefits to our nation than other 
Budgets, but simply because it is designed in a similar manner to the countless Budgets that we have seen 
in this country over its history. They have been Budgets that have left this country with 3 per cent of its 
population living on 82 per cent of its landmass. 

I come from that 82 per cent landmass - I was born and bred there. I know of its value and what it 
represents in terms of the nation's wealth, wellbeing and security. How do members think that I should 
respond to the Budgets that have been brought into this place over the years unchanged? I have no joy at 
all. As a matter of fact, if I allow my emotions to overcome me - as they do quite regularly now - I become 
much more concerned about our plight. If we look at this nation today - and add to that the rather tragic 
picture that I have just painted with those figures - we see a nation that comfortably indulges in the 
deflection of truth. We are quite happy these days to sound very important, but we know that we are 
deflecting the real issue. However, because it is either politically palatable or it might make a few people a 
little less hostile, we say it. 

I will now tum to those issues that highlight and substantiate that claim. We have recently been involved 
in extensive debate on the gun issue. The actions of one person have put this whole nation in a state of 
turmoil, not only in the way we respond to the grief associated with that incident but also in the way in 
which the nation pretends that it now has the capacity to deal with the problem. We have singled out one 
thing as the cure for this whole problem: We want to remove the capacity of people to own guns because 
guns are more likely to do this sort of damage. I admit that we are talking about a particular type of gun, 
but the emphasis is on guns and we have been talking about all guns in the context of this debate because 
someone else might choose to repeat the incident that occurred in Tasmania last week. By concentrating 
entirely on the question of guns we have moved away from the central issue - the mental problems 
associated with the human race and the trauma that is associated with social and other upheavals. These 
are the major factors that are very much a part of these incidents. Yet, where do I see people making the 
connection? Where have I read in the newspaper or where have I heard of an Australian making the 
connection? 

It is very commendable of us to be pursuing the gun issue vigorously, but as we do that we should be 
considering the other factors. That is an illustration of the deflection of truth. We know that the other 
problems exist; they are manifesting themselves yearly because of our policies. However, we are quite 
deliberately skirting around the edge in pursuit of some glorified approach that will gain fame for us 
because we will suddenly become the champions of the anti-gun movement in this country. 

Let us suppose that in the end we succeed and that that outcome is important for the nation. That does not 
solve the problem. The problem still remains at exactly the same magnitude as it did before we were 
awoken by the tragedy in Tasmania. While I strongly support the sincerity of our attempts as a nation to 
deal with the question of gun control, I am not happy to quarantine that issue and say that, because I am 
genuinely and vigorously pursuing it in isolation, I am providing the country with the best of my energies 
to deal with the problem. Quite simply, I am not. 

Another issue links into this problem; that is, the problem of gun laws. There has been a huge reduction in 
the provision of public services; many are under review or have already been reduced. These are services 
that were provided for a purpose: To try to ease the social burdens, traumas and social circumstances that 
can lead to situations that tngger behaviour such as that displayed in Tasmania. The problem may not be 
as big as it frrst appears. I am not talking about the same number of people, but if a progressive number of 
people face tragedy, in the end it becomes a large number. 
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We continue in the name of economic accountability and efficiency; in our endeavours to pretend we are 
such economic gurus we talk about cost restraints and hiving off services, and we are deemed to be more 
wise. We adopt that approach in this nation today but at the other end of the scale we are creating an 
environment and structure within our society that will lead only to further tragedy and trauma in the same 
plague proportions we see today. Such an approach creates a culture. It is easy for the human race to 
create a culture every day because such cultures are based on belief. If you, Mr Acting Speaker (Dr 
Hames), and I and a few others unite our energy sufficiently and long enough, we create a culture for others 
to follow. 

I want to repeat my earlier remarks in this Chamber because repetition can have a positive effect. I heard a 
wise saying the other day: Perseverance is the greatest of all things. It is probably true. I have been aware 
of you, Mr Acting Speaker, in the Chair when I made such comments. Because of the continual lack of 
real feeling, and what I consider to be a deflection of the truth, we are creating a nation of angry people. 
That anger is associated with the fact that, in many instances, only controversial issues are publicised. 
Very little regard is given to the positive aspects of our lives. I can illustrate that thought in this way: In 
today's edition of The West Australian appears a photo of a child holding a black cat. It depicts a very sad 
situation of an Aboriginal community. I do not deny that is a true account of the scene. My question is: 
What does that do for a nation that is seeking the truth, reconciliation, respect and trust? What does it do 
for the reconciliation process? . It does absolutely nothing. If that scene were balanced with the countless 
examples of positive activity, we could square up the situation. It is fair to say that the media today is 
giving Aboriginal people a fair dinkum whack. It does not matter which newspaper we look at or at what 
page; if the word "Aboriginal" presents itself, we know that it will be another decent slug. Why is that? 

The print and television media run around Australia grabbing all the morbid and sordid aspects of people's 
lives. That is nothing new. It is an historical feature that we have all tried to come to grips with. The only 
way we can achieve a useful result is to try to educate the mind to become positive. How does the story 
like the one in today's newspaper create positive thinking? It will encourage people who are unsure or 
angry for legitimate reasons to become much more angry about a system they see as unkind and unjust. I 
am talking about people who go through very difficult experiences. Many non-Aboriginal families are 
victims of enormous hardship. How do we help them if our debate, and the daily account of this nation's 
people, is a negative reflection? We are doing nothing for those people. If anything, we are further 
eroding any prospects of achieving some unity and cooperation. 

This country must wake up to itself. When I say that, I mean the advocates, the people who have the 
ability to influence; politicians who sit here, and the media. We have the opportunity to stand up, as I do 
now, and say a few words which are taken down by Hansard. They are the ones with the pens; they are the 
scribes; they can write everything down for others to read. This nation is crying out for positive and 
creative thinking, and a positive focus on the future. I do not see that call being answered. That is why I 
cannot shower any praise upon a Budget which supposedly is designed to assist the people of this country, 
for whom we are responsible, but will not. 

I return to my remarks on inland Australia. I have highlighted the fact that 82 per cent of the landmass 
accommodates only 3 per cent of the population. Just imagine, if we could focus in the right direction, how 
very responsive to this nation's wellbeing that area of Australia would be. That part of this country is 
begging for vision. It is begging for leadership. If we are prepared and willing, we can focus on that area, 
but the daily accounts of this country delivered either by vocal commentary by so-called people of wisdom 
or the scribes at work in the written and electronic media make no exciting reference to that magnificent 
resource. Scant regard is paid to its potential and the valuable part it can play in this country's future. 
How can we change the nation's thinking? How can we honestly look each other in the eye and say that 
we can change the thinking of our youth? There is a reason. Be hopeful. There is a great capacity for 
people who are angry and traumatised, and who see themselves as hopeless, to become excited about a new 
Australia. That will not happen, however, unless we lead them and preach that theme continually, take 
advantage of the little bit of wisdom that I referred to earlier and pursue that theme relentlessly. Only when 
we go down that path will we have any capacity to get even fractionally close to the potential of this 
country and the hopes and aspirations of those who search for them. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Dr Hames), the security of this country concerns me very deeply. I do not know 
whether it concerns you, but I hope it does. Internationally, we are absolutely vulnerable. Although you, 
Mr Acting Speaker, will say there is no threat right now, and I agree, we are, however, not about an 
Australia whose existence will run for only the next 20 or 30 years. We are about an everlasting Australia. 
It is your place and mine to have confidence in our commitment to do something about this nation so that 
when we look into the eyes of our grandchildren we will believe the truth of our comments when we say to 
them, "We are doing something to protect you." They will be here in 50 or 60 years; Ernie Bridge will not. 
I am able to look into the eyes of my grandchildren and say, "Old Ernie Bridge will not be here in 50 
years." 

Mr Osborne: What! Come on! 

Mr BRIDGE: I doubt it. I am taking the more conservative line by suggesting that I will not be here in 50 
years. If I am here in 50 years, I will have a drink with the member for Murray and feel good about it. 

Mr Marshall: And I will shout. 

Mr BRIDGE: The shout will be received with a great deal of satisfaction because the member for Murray 
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and I will have presided over a part of the history of Australia in which there have been great changes. We 
will be sitting in an Australia that belongs to us now and will still belong to us. That is why we will have a 
nice drink together. 

The Budget comes down year in and year out and we get all carried away with the components of it. We 
get up and use our 45 minutes to speak on various aspects of the Budget that concern us. The speaker 
before me talked for 45 minutes about the ftre brigade, which we salute as being a signiftcant part of the 
nation's responsibilities and duties. Others will talk about subjects in which they have a direct and 
personal interest. I am sure that they mean and feel deeply about those issues. However, in the end, the 
deepness of their commitment to that issue is no greater than the commitment that politicians for the past 
200 years have had for issues about which they were concerned. There is nothing different or special about 
you and me today, Mr Acting Speaker, that sets us apart from the people who were here before us and the 
people who will follow us. However, there is a big difference between what happened in this nation before 
my time, what has happened during my time, and what will happen beyond my time. 

I will touch on three features about which I see differences. When I think about the Henry Lawson spirit, 
which is my inspiration now, I also think about the deeds of our pioneers. I do not believe they ever 
imagined or wanted an Australia as depicted on this map. Their hard fought efforts were not for an 
Australia that involved 82 per cent of the landmass being occu1?ied by 3 per cent of its population. Their 
endeavours were to create a chain of development, and to proVIde opportunities for generations of people 
to be able to live in the bush and prosper. What is the state of play in Australia today? The population of 
the country towns of central and mid-western Queensland has declined by 39 per cent since 1961. That 
area is one of the most productive areas in Australia, perhaps in the world. No other area of Australia has 
the potential production capacity of that area of Queensland. The population of the area around Muttaburra 
in Queensland has declined by 53 per cent, while at the same time the population of Brisbane has increased 
by 112 per cent. When Sir Francis Burt said, "In world terms of insigniftcant numbers clinging to the 
shores of a vast landmass from which we will be destined to drop off', he was not wrong. He may be 
proved to be absolutely correct if we do not take advantage of our energies, our fitness levels and our 
capacity to refocus Australia. I think beyond today to an Australia that has refocused its energies. I hope 
that, when the member for Murray, the member for Mitchell and I have a drink in 50 years, we will be able 
to say that we gave enough direction and leadership to Australians to have given them the fortitude to pick 
up the ball and run with it. 

Australia could be very different in 50 years from the country I see today. We may not see the multitude of 
governing classes indulging themselves by deflecting the truth. As I highlighted in the gun law debate, 
these people are claiming to solve all problems into the future by focusing on one issue. No way. 
Australia should not continue its obsession with economic gurus which is dramatically reducing the 
network of services designed at great effort to meet people's needs. These services prevent trauma and the 
social ills created by increased stress levels and a sense of hopelessness. We cannot continue to use the 
negative themes in our daily account of national history, and the media and politicians must consider the 
importance of positive dialogue in their summary of our daily events to create a new culture. 

We must have a commitment to focus on the big picture and the knowledge that Australia has unlimited 
potential for its citizens. It is unnecessary for people to be subjected to horrors. That will become a reality 
only if they tell each other about these opportunities and not suppress them because it is opportune to do so. 
I have made a plea to members to refocus our attention, and I have already found great personal comfort in 
making that adjustment. This comfort is found in the knowledge that other Australians are following that 
process. The editorial of the North Queensland Register, one of the most important newspapers in the 
nation, stated the following about the Bradfteld scheme in Queensland -

Governments have dismissed the multi-million dollar scheme as a "pie in the sky" and have shown 
little interest in ftnancially backing the project. 

However, unlike years gone by, Ernie Bridge is no longer standing alone in his campaign to have 
a green inland Australia. 

The formation of the Muttaburra branch of the Watering Australia Foundation is a major step 
toward the grassroots of outback Australia joining the political campaign to ensure that they have 
their say in the development needed in inland Australia. 

Perhaps this growing support will force the Government to give the scheme a fair hearing and be 
prepared to show some vision of its own; to put resources into the west instead of sucking them 
out. 

The knowledge of that emergence of grassroots support around this country gives me great comfort. Our 
ability to redirect emphasis requires a few extra front-line supporters. As the editorial indicated, this is no 
longer a lone ranger exercise and a few more people around Australia are becoming united. A few years 
from now we will see in the bush a united approach to this philosophy. It is upon this basis that I again 
reflect on the pleasure of sharing a drink with the members for Murray and Mitchell 50 years from now, 
when we will be able to say, "Fifty years ago I would read Henry Lawson for material, but during the past 
50 years that material has been combined with our wisdom." I hope that someone is prepared to learn from 
my views outlined during the past 45 minutes. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House). 
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MOTION 

Legislation Committees 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Amendments to Motion 
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.47 pm]: I move -

That the motion be ~ended by deleting from paragraph (1) the sentence -

Debate on that motion shall not exceed 20 minutes. 
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My series of amendments sought to restore the original recommendation of the Select Committee on 
Procedure. This amendment relates to a change the Leader of the House has chosen to make to the 
committee recommendation. Why should debate on a motion to refer a matter to a legislation committee 
be restricted to only 20 minutes? Also, this proposal has a technical difficulty. What if the Leader of the 
House were to speak for 20 minutes? It would leave no opportunity for any member to respond. Debate on 
sessional orders and the guillotine motion the Leader of the House moves every week permits 20 minutes 
of debate with a maximum of five minutes for anyone speaker. In the absence of that latter provision in 
this motion, it would be possible for one speaker - it could be the Leader of the House - to take up the 
entire 20 minutes allocated for debate. If that occurred, it would merit the title of monologue, not debate. 

We should have the maximum opportunity for flexibility and participation in establishing a legislation 
committee. Therefore, any member should be able to initiate the motion to establish a committee, rather 
than only the Leader of the House. My amendment to that effect was lost. However, the provision to 
which this amendment relates is unduly restrictive and technically inefficient. Even if the Leader of the 
House thinks debate should not exceed 20 minutes, he should redraft the provision to overcome its 
technical difficulties. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.50 pm]: I think a 20 minute debate is 
adequate because I imagine that on any decision to refer a Bill to the legislation committee, in effect 
agreement would have been reached beforehand. Therefore, that would provide the opportunity for both 
the Government and the Opposition, and Independent members, should they wish, to present to the House 
their position on that. The point has been made by Independent members that one person should not 
dominate that debate. That refinement should be included in subsequent drafting. If I moved that 
amendment I would stipulate that as Leader of the House I would speak for only five or six minutes. That 
can be worked out by arrangement. If we refer Bills to the legislation committee, we do not want 
protracted debates in this place about that process. The decision to refer the Bill to the legislation 
committee would come after the second reading debate, therefore, ample opportunity would be available to 
obtain broad agreement on that matter. The Government will not accept the amendment. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [4.51 pm): I move-

That the motion be amended by inserting in paragraph (1) after the words "taken into account by" 
the words "the Leader of the House and". 

This amendment is straightforward and speaks for itself. It simply reflects more accurately the usual 
procedure I have been used to in the almost five years I have been in this House, in both the previous 
Parliament and this Parliament, by which Independents sitting on the cross-bench have worked with both 
sides to make arrangements on various aspects of procedures in the House. I would prefer to have in the 
wording of this amendment a reference to the manager of opposition business in the House; however, I 
understand that that is not a term that has status in the workings of the House. Therefore, to include the 
Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition properly reflects the needs of people sitting on the 
cross-bench. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.52 pm): The Opposition is pleased to support this amendment which 
improves on the original recommendation of the committee by allowing a further opportunity for 
Independents to be included on the legislation committee. It was a difficult task for the Select Committee 
on Procedure to find a mechanism to include Independent members in the legislation committee. The best 
it could come up with was the recommendation that is reflected in the motion of the Leader of the House. 
However, this suggestion of the member for Floreat is somewhat better than the committee's outcome. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.53 pm): The Government accepts the 
amendment. It is reasonable and appropriate that the respective leaders in the House confer on that matter 
and reach agreement with the Independent members. 

Amendment put and passed. 

DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [4.54 pm): I move -

That the motion be amended by deleting paragraph (3) and by substituting the following -

(3) Members of the House who are not members of the committee may participate in the 
proceedings of the committee, but shall not vote, move any motion, or be counted for the 
purpose of a quorum. 
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This amendment also reflects the precedent used for a number of years during Committee of the budget 
Bill; that is, during Estimates Committees where members of this House who are not voting members of 
the Estimates Committees are able to participate in those committees but may not vote. This amendment 
means that any member of this House who is not a member of the legislation committee can participate in a 
limited form. For example, a member of the Legislative Assembly who is not an appointed member of the 
legislation committee might have an amendment on the Notice Paper, but under the present wording of this 
part of the motion he would not be able to speak to that amendment. This amendment will allow a member 
who has an amendment on the Notice Paper to a clause of a Bill to speak to the committee on that 
amendment, but not vote on it. I do not anticipate that this would occur often, but this amendment would 
leave the way open for a member of Parliament to participate in a limited fashion in particular 
circumstances. The amendment would have to be on the Notice Paper, or if the committee were sitting at 
the time the House was not sitting members would have to give that amendment in writing to the clerk of 
the committee in order to have the motion recognised by the chairman of the committee. Given that there 
will be a trial period over the next few months for this proposal, this amendment will allow us to test 
whether it is feasible for all members to have that option. I do not imagine that this will cause great 
interference to the original proposal for just 11 voting members, but it will allow each member of the 
House to exercise his or her right to participate at the Committee stage in a limited fashion. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.56 pm]: The Opposition supports this amendment. Particularly during the 
trial period it is a good idea to have the system as open and flexible as possible to avoid any unanticipated 
problems. The original concept of the Select Committee on Procedure was that members had a right to 
make oral and written submissions to the committee on the basis that the committee could hold hearings 
and take evidence. Members were to be given an automatic right to give evidence before the committee. 
The motion moved by the Leader of the House deletes those powers, although later I will seek to reinstate 
them by further amendment. Anticipating, however, that the Government's numbers will mean the defeat 
of my amendment, this amendment by the member for Floreat would provide another way for members of 
the Assembly who are not members of the committee to speak at its meetings if they are vitally concerned 
about a particular clause or amendment and if they have been unable to secure the support of their 
respective parties for inclusion on the legislation committee. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.58 pm]: The Government accepts the 
amendment 

Amendment put and passed. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.59 pm]: I move-

That the motion be amended by adding to paragraph (3) the sentence -

Each member of the Assembly has the right to make a written and oral submission to the 
committee. 

The next three amendments on the Notice Paper relate to the powers of the committee to have input from 
the public and, indeed, from members of the House. The amendment moved by the member for Floreat 
gives every member the right to speak at the committee meetings. My amendment would give members 
the right to make a written and oral submission to the committee. If the committee in the end does not end 
up with powers to hold public meetings and take evidence, this amendment would not be significant. 
However, if it does end up with that power, I would like members of the Assembly to have the same ability 
as that of a member of the committee to make a written submission. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.00 pm): The Government does not support 
this amendment. The purpose of this amendment in effect is achieved by the previous amendment, to 
which we agreed. I also make the obvious point that members always have the opportunity of speaking 
during the second reading, so they have that opportunity to table any documents or present any evidence; 
and also another opportunity during the third reading debate. This amendment is unnecessary; it will not 
add anything to the process, therefore, the Government does not support it. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.01 pm]: I move-

That the motion be amended by inserting in paragraph (4) after the words "open to the public" the 
words -

, and any evidence given to the committee may be published immediately 

This is virtually a consequential amendment which would flow from giving the committee the power to 
take evidence and hold public hearings. I will debate that matter in more detail when I move the next 
amendment. It is an essential power for the committee, and if we were talking about openness and about 
making the process of law making transparent to the public, we would certainly want any evidence that was 
given to the committee to be available for publication immediately. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: The Government, for the reasons 
that I outlined earlier, does not support this amendment. This amendment would allow the committee to go 
to the public and take submissions and the like, and in that sense the committee would be acting more like 
a select committee or a committee of review of the legislation. The Government's agreement to a 
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legislation committee was on the basis that it would provide a means of dealing with the committee process 
that was essentially by the same method but in a different venue. What is proposed in this amendment is 
not how we envisage a legislation committee operating in the lower House. We can always have a select 
committee to do that, albeit that is a rare occurrence, or that can be the process adopted by the Legislation 
Committee in the upper House, so we do not support the amendment. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.04 pm]: I move -

That the motion 'be amended by deleting from paragraph (5) all words after "power" and 
substituting -

to send for persons and papers, to sit during the sittings and adjournment of the House, to 
move from place to place, and to report from time to time. 

This is the heart of the difference between the Opposition and the Government in respect of the 
establishment of a legislation committee. It is also at the heart of the difference between the 
recommendation of the Select Committee on Procedure and the motion that has been moved by the Leader 
of the House. The Leader of the House has concentrated on the management benefits of having a 
legislation committee and on the way in which it will provide for more efficient use of members' time. I 
agree that is an important aspect of a legislation committee and an important reason for a legislation 
committee to be established. 

However, there are other important purposes for which a legislation committee should be established, and I 
outlined some of those earlier today in my general remarks. We need to have a system which provides 
more information to members of Parliament before they begin the clause by clause, detailed debate on a 
piece of legislation. We need to have a system where members are encouraged to undertake a more 
informed debate. We need to have a system which gives members of Parliament a greater role vis-a-vis 
other people who have a capacity to influence legislation, such as senior public servants, advisers and 
ministerial officers, and people who head large interest groups in the community. We need to have a 
system which provides for direct public input to the deliberations of members of Parliament, particularly in 
respect of the detail of legislation. We need to have a system where the trade-offs that we get in any piece 
of legislation are transparent and clearly evident to the public. In my view, we would get that if a 
legislation committee could take evidence and hold public hearings. 

I can understand why a Government might not want that to happen, because a Government might think that 
it would send a Bill to a legislation committee, the committee would embark upon a long inquiry, and six 
months later it would, if it was lucky, get its Bill back. I have been in government too, and I anticipate 
being in government again, and I have considered this matter from the point of view of both the 
Government and the Opposition. If I were a government Minister, I would not want to see one of my Bills 
disappear into a legislation committee black hole, never to return, so I can understand why a Government 
might be a bit hesitant about this. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a justified fear, because that tends to happen in the upper House, bearing in mind that 
we still have the numbers in the upper House. Our Bills disappear into the black hole of the Legislation 
Committee in the other place. 

Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House has confirmed my observation, but there is a safeguard in his 
motion; namely, the report back period of three weeks, or some later period set by the Leader of the House 
when he moves a motion to refer a Bill to a legislation committee. Therefore, that is within the control of 
the Leader of the House. I am not anticipating that a legislation committee will have a lengthy inquiry, but 
it should have available to it the opportunity to hear from the major interest groups affected by a piece of 
legislation, and perhaps from a handful of experts who have a particular interest in the policy matter being 
determined. I would like to see a legislation committee hold a brief inquiry to inform the members, to give 
the public the opportunity for input, and to encourage, if at all possible, a committee debate of a standard 
higher than we get at the moment. 

The Government should not be as fearful of the fate of its Bills as it appears to be, because there is that 
safeguard of the time limit. The committee must report back to the House in three weeks; or, if it is dealing 
with a larger piece of legislation, by some later date as determined by the Leader of the House when he 
moves the motion. 

This is really the key difference between us on this matter. I am disappointed that the Government has not 
seen fit to adopt the recommendations of the Select Committee on Procedure. Our processes will not be 
improved as much as they could have been had the recommendation of that committee been accepted, 
because that would have resulted in an admirable and advanced system. I am sure the Government will not 
accept the amendment at this late stage, but the Government might give some consideration to expanding 
the powers of a legislation committee after the trial period has concluded and when we consider 
establishing such a committee on a permanent basis, because it is good to provide for public input to the 
detailed debate on legislation, and it will be difficult for the Government to explain to the public why it 
opposed this amendment. 

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [5.08 pm]: I support most of what the member for Belmont has just 
said, but, on the other hand, the Government has said that rather than take one giant step, it will break this 
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into a couple of steps. Therefore, I do not have any problem with supporting the Government's approach. 
I believe that when the legislation committee is established - looking at things optimistically - we will have 
a dual committee system, in which it is understood that it is healthy to allow members of Parliament to get 
close to some of the people who must live with and work under the legislation that we enact and who can 
give an in-depth opinion, which the bureaucracy seems to miss at times. When it is realised that such a 
committee is not necessarily a threat and that it can be completely controlled in respect of time, I hope the 
Government will take the next step. I am comfortable with the situation. It is already a big step forward. 
The challenge now to each member of Parliament appointed to the committee is to demonstrate how it can 
work and improve our situation. 

MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [5.10 pm]: Parliament never fails to amaze me. This is the ftrst time since 
coming to this place that I have seen a committee chairman - with whom I have worked, sometimes in a 
heated way, and been involved in extremely detailed negotiations and consultation .to arrive at a common 
ground - stand up and do a two minute backflip which has thrown a year's work out the window. It amazes 
me. He should have either stayed out of the debate or had the decency to support the report of the 
committee. 

Mr Strickland: Perhaps if you had attended a few meetings you would know what went on. 

Mr GRAHAM: I attended the meetings and I know exactly what went on. I attended the meetings right up 
to the stage of the writing of the report. 

The Parliament is being asked to set up a legislation committee in line with one of the recommendations of 
a committee of this Parliament. It is not something that has come in from left fteld. The Government set 
up a committee on which it had the numbers, with the concurrence of the Leader of the House and, I 
assume, the Speaker, to overhaul the procedures of this Parliament. That committee has made 
recommendations with the support of representatives of all the political parties in this Parliament. 

One recommendation is to set up a committee and to give it some power. The Government and, I assume, 
the Leader of the House considered the recommendation. The Leader of the House has stated a position 
that substantially weakens an already compromised position, and removes from the committee any possible 
chance of its doing anything other than what it is told by a Minister. There is no chance that this committee 
will receive any advice or information from anyone other than a Minister. 

Having the numbers in the Legislative Assembly, the Legislative Council, and on the committee about 
which we are talking, and a guillotine in place that restricts debate on legislation, the Government does not 
have enough conftdence in its Ministers to be able to pass legislation. In case members think I am making 
this up, what did the Minister say when the member for Belmont said he was worried about legislation 
falling into a black hole? We all heard what the Minister said. Before lunch, I said that was not the case. 
It is the Government and the Minister exerting their influence and control on the Parliament. I do not 
expect to hear during the remainder of my political career in this place - and I expect it to be a lot longer 
than I thought it would be a couple of weeks ago - a member of the Liberal Party talk about his free 
thinking spirit, his ability to dissent and put forward a position other than the party view. It is absolute 
nonsense! The Liberal Party is now controlled centrally by its secretary and, in this place, by the Leader of 
the House. No dissent can be tolerated. I guess it depends on who has the numbers -

Mr C.J. Barnett: In here I have. 

Mr Brown: It is a quarter past five; is the Leader of the House still sure? If the Liberal Party philosophy 
were true, if members were free thinkers, the chairman and members of this committee would have 
supported the recommendation. 

Mr Strickland: You are assuming that we cannot break it into two steps. 

Mr GRAHAM: Let us look at that argument relating to the steps. It was to be my next point, as a result of 
the member for Scarborough's speech. The suggestion by the Government is not that we entrench this 
committee process in the standing orders for ever more. For this session we will trial this committee 
process. At the end of this session the committee will cease to exist. I suspect that about the time the 
Commission on Government starts reporting and becoming a little heavy on the Government about its lack 
of progress on COG recommendations, the Premier will wave this report around and say that the 
Government has already started implementing those recommendations. The Premier cannot say that in this 
case, because this is completely contrary to the Commission on Government's recommendations. 

The amendments moved by the member for Belmont will give the committee power to do certain things. It 
will be able to travel. It is not intended that the committee shoot off around the world. It will simply 
provide some equity for country people. When legislation is introduced in this place, country people will 
have the ability to influence that legislation if they so desire. They should be able to do that, as should all 
members of the public, by making submissions. That second leg has been removed by the Government's 
amendment. In that argument, I suppose I could say that the Leader of the House is equitable. He has 
removed that ability from not only country people but also city people. In its second interim report the 
committee clearly outlined the intent of the legislation committees. There is no point in trying to rewrite or 
reinvent the intention. One of the major points of the report was to give the public input to legislation. The 
Government has chosen not to do that. 

If the other point were not so silly it would be humorous: The Government has taken from the committee 
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the ability to send for papers. The Government does not even trust its own members enough to be able to 
send for papers from a government department or elsewhere, to allow the committee to see if the legislation 
matches, or to seek supporting evidence for the legislation. The Government does not trust it members 
enough to allow them to get the paperwork on the legislation. All that means is that this is not a step in the 
right direction. It is a step in the wrong direction because all the committee work could be done on 
legislation by a select committee in the process outlined by the Leader of the House. 'We could have 
negotiation behind the Chair, and when everyone agrees, the legislation could be referred to a select 
committee. That select committee would have some power and the Government would still have the 
numbers. A Minister would not serve on the committee, but if it is all done by agreement everyone will be 
happy. If everyone agrees that legislation needs that sort of examination and work outside this Chamber, 
the provision for that already exists. The difficulty confronting the Government is that the existing 
provision gives people power. That is not what this is all about 

MR Col. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.19 pm): For the same reasons as before, the 
Government does not accept the amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

MrBrown 
MrCatania 
Mr Cunningham 
Dr Edwards 
Dr Gallop 
MrGraham 

Mr C.J. Barnett 
MrBoard 
MrBradshaw 
Dr Constable 
MrCourt 
MrCowan 
MrDay 
Mrs Edwardes 
Dr Hames 

MrBridge 
Mr Grill 
MsAnwyl 
Mr D.L. Smith 
MrM. Barnett 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Ayes (17) 

Mrs Hallahan 
MrKobelke 
Mr Marlborough 
MrMcGinty 
Mr Riebeling 
MrRipper 

Noes (26) 

MrHouse 
MrKierath 
MrLewis 
MrMcNee 
MrMinson 
MrNicholls 
MrOsborne 
Mrs Parker 
MrPendal 

Pairs 

Mrs Roberts 
MrThomas 
MsWarnock 
Dr Watson 
Mr Leahy (Teller) 

MrPrince 
MrShave 
MrW. Smith 
Mr Strickland 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
Mrs van de Klashorst 
MrMarshall 
(Teller) 

Mr Blaikie 
MrWiese 
Mr Bloffwitch 
MrOmodei 
Mr Trenorden 

Motion, as Amended 

Question (motion as amended) put and passed. 

MOTION 

Second Reading Debate Time Limits 

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.24 pm]: I move -

That until 27 September 1996, the following order shall apply-

Standing Order 164 is amended by deleting from the section headed IN THE HOUSE, the time 
limits for the second reading of OTHER BILLS, and substituting-

SECOND READING -

Mover 

Leader of Government or 
one member deputed by him 

Leader of Opposition or 
one member deputed by him 

Any other member 

Mover in reply 

60 minutes 

60 minutes 

60 minutes 

*20 minutes 

45 minutes 
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* If the member speaking so requests during or immediately upon the expiry of a speech, the time 
for the speech shall be extended by a further 10 minutes. This does not preclude a further 
extension under the proviso to this Standing Order. 

This follows the recommendations of the Select Committee on Procedure. It makes some relatively modest 
reductions in the time allowed for speeches at the second reading stage of Bills. Members other than the 
lead speakers will be allowed up to 20 minutes with the option of a further 10 minutes. A current example 
before the House is the budget debate, where members are allocated 45 minutes to speak. If members were 
honest, they would concede that is unnecessarily long. Thirty minutes is adequate for that purpose. 

Mr Graham: Rubbish. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Pilbara disagrees. However, we will do better in this House by 
having more opportunities of shorter time period. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.26 pm]: Usually members of the Government think that speeches are far too 
long and members of the Opposition feel that their speaking opportunities are far too restricted. Although 
one would expect the Government might support a motion like this and the Opposition oppose it, I am 
pleased to tell the House that such is the Opposition's commitment to parliamentary reform and a package 
of measures, on this occasion the Opposition will support this motion. It was not an easy matter to get 
through the opposition caucus room, for understandable reasons. Many members on the opposition side 
feel that with the weekly use of a guillotine their rights as members of Parliament and their opportunities to 
speak have been restricted enough, and they do not wish to see any device which will further limit the 
contribution they can make in the House in representing their electors in debate. However, the Opposition 
has decided to accept this motion, because it is a trial and it contains a let-out clause whereby people can 
ask for an extension of time which will restore to them the 30 minutes they already enjoy. However, it is 
principally because the Opposition understands that in reforming Parliament we must accept a package of 
measures, some of which we will like, some of which we will not. In the spirit of that reform process we 
will vote for this motion. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [5.28 pm]: I will not speak at great length, other than to say I do not share the 
view of the Leader of the House, or the view that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), have expressed to 
me privately as have other members that the quality of speeches is determined by their length. I do not 
agree with that in any way, shape or form. 

Mr Strickland: You have just said that long speeches are best. 

Mr GRAHAM: I said the opposite. The quality of a speech is not dependent on its length. As you know, 
Mr Acting Speaker, I said that people contribute to this Parliament in a number of ways. I suspect if 
someone analysed the performance and contributions in this Parliament of government members on the 
back bench, one could make a substantive case for removing their speaking time. We have not exactly 
been knocked down with the contributions of government backbenchers. I suspect that in the previous 
Parliament government backbenchers were not encouraged to speak, and I can confirm that opposition 
backbenchers are also not encouraged to speak. The front bench likes to reserve for itself the time of the 
Parliament. I see no indication from the Government, the Opposition or the committee's recommendations 
that Ministers' time to speak on Bills be restricted. It is recognised in Parliament that the only speech 
Ministers make which is read verbatim is the second reading speech which is prepared by bureaucrats. 
Why not ask Ministers to table the second reading speech to allow more time for members to conduct 
debate? Of course that is not done. That is part of the system of debate. I do not agree with such a 
reduction in speaking time. However, like members of the Liberal Party, I am bound by the vote of the 
central organisation. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Committee Stage Debate Time Limits 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.32 pm]: I move

That until 27 September 1996, the following order shall apply -

Standing Order 164 is amended by deleting from the section headed IN COMMITTEE, 
the time limit for OTHER BILLS, and substituting -

All members - unlimited periods not exceeding five minutes each. 

This is one of the most interesting recommendations of the Select Committee on Procedure. Instead of 
members during Committee having three opportunities to speak - one of 15 minutes and two of 10 
minutes - there will be an unlimited number of contributions not exceeding five minutes each. The 
Government is conscious of the fact that members deliberately used the 15 minutes followed by two 10 
minute speeches because it was the only opportunity to speak on a clause. Instead, members will have 
unlimited opportunity to speak for periods not exceeding five minutes. I sincerely hope that this will work 
better and members will not feel that they must use all the time available to make a point. However, if new 
issues are raised in debate, members will not be precluded from contributing because their three 
opportunities have been used. If this reform is used sensibly, it will help the passage of legislation and will 
manage debating time much better. It will improve the parliamentary process. 
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MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.33 pm]: The Opposition supports this motion. One of the most productive 
aspects of Committee debate from an Opposition's point of view is to engage in question and answer 
sessions with Ministers, but sometimes that process can be restricted if members have only three speaking 
opportunities. It is better to have the interchange between the Minister and members rather than a 
repetition of arguments already advanced during the second reading debate. The reform could come to 
grief if people exploit the opportunity to speak on unlimited occasions on each clause, but I doubt that that 
will happen. Members mostly have a number of issues they want the Minister to address, and the bulk of 
these can be advanced within a five minute speech. 

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [5.34 pm]: The approach outlined in this motion has been used in the 
Federal Parliament, where both sides have found it to work well. In fact, the process is controlled through 
the Chairman of Committees. If people are repetitious, standing orders allow the matter to be brought to a 
head rather than allow the debate to continue for days. I am sure that our experience with chairmen will 
mean that the reform will be handled in a proper and reasonable way. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Unanswered Questions on Notice 

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.36 pm]: I move-

That Standing Order 110 be amended by the addition of the following -

If no reply to a question on notice has been received 3 calendar months after the question 
was asked, the member who asked the question may rise at the end of the time for 
questions without notice and ask the Minister why no answer has been received, and may 
similarly ask again after each succeeding month during which the question is 
unanswered. 

The recommendation of the Select Committee on Procedure was twofold: First, that a procedure be 
adopted by which members follow up and force recalcitrant Ministers into action when not responding to 
questions. The recommendation was that the period allowed before this procedure apply be two calendar 
months. The Government accepted the principle of the recommendation, but changed the trigger period to 
three calendar months. In reality all Ministers should be able to answer questions comfortably within two 
months. However, questions are often asked on notice which are extraordinarily complicated. Indeed, the 
member for Pilbara has a habit of asking a large number of questions seeking fine detail for which 
departments commit thousands of dollars to provide an answer. The Government has an obligation to 
answer these questions. The House should debate the benefit of such questions. Ministers should answer 
questions as quickly as possible, but in some cases it takes up to three months to collate information. I will 
be interested to see how this procedure will work. I am not totally against the two month period, but I am 
aware of some of the detailed questions asked by the Opposition and the difficulties which will be involved 
in meeting that restriction. 

Amendment to Motion 
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.38 pm]: I move-

That the motion be amended by deleting "3" and substituting "2". 

The Select Committee on Procedure recommended that the procedure trigger apply two months after the 
question was asked, and the Government has changed that period to three months. I am pleased that the 
Government has endorsed the process recommended by the committee, but I do not agree with the Leader 
of the House that a large number of questions are asked which take longer than two months to answer. The 
Notice Paper indicates good reason for embarking on this procedure as it contains a page and a half of 
questions asked on 19 March. That is not a good performance. If a detailed question is asked, the Minister 
may say at the end of the two months that, say, the question has already cost the department $6 000 to 
research and it will take more time to answer. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: A problem is that people are clever with word processors and compile many questions on 
the same topic to many Ministers and agencies. We had an example a couple of weeks ago which resulted 
in the cost of printing the Notice Paper increasing by several thousand dollars to accommodate the length 
of repetitive questions. That is not entirely responsible. 

Mr RIPPER: Undoubtedly, this Opposition has been more vigorous as it probes the activities of the 
Government than was the previous Opposition. The Leader of the House would be surprised to discover 
the type of questions which can remain unanswered for a long time. I am aware of one case not involving a 
large amount of detail and research, but involving political embarrassment or management. A Minister 
may be waiting for some event to enable him or her to answer a question in a way which will not be 
embarrassing. Therefore, the question sits on the Notice Paper for months. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I circulate from time to time to Cabinet Ministers lists of questions unanswered and 
towards the end of the year I go to some length to make sure questions are answered, with not always 
perfect results. 

Mr RIPPER: I appreciate the efforts of the Leader of the House to improve the performance of his 
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colleagues in answering questions. As he knows, on occasion I have put a question to him asking why 
some questions which have remained on the Notice Paper for a long period have not been answered. The 
process he is supporting with his motion is good. I think that two months is a reasonable period. There are 
very few questions which would take longer than two months to answer. If there is a good reason for not 
answering them within two months there would be no penalty for the Minister. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Question put and passed. 

Motion Resumed 

MOTION 

Statements by Members 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.41 pm]: I move-

That the following standing order be adopted -

Statements by Members 

225. Once in each sitting week, at a time decided by the Speaker, the Speaker shall call 
for statements by members, and up to six members, other than a Minister, may make a 
statement for a period not exceeding 90 seconds each. 

This procedure has already been trialled within this Chamber. It has proved to be both popular and 
effective. This motion proposes to make it an ongoing, permanent feature of the procedures of this House. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.42 pm]: The Opposition agrees. The 90 second statements have been one the 
most popular innovations following the work of the Select Committee on Procedure. Opposition members 
have been eagerly awaiting their return. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Grievances 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.43 pm]: I move -

That Standing Orders 224-228 be deleted and the following Standing Order be adopted -

Grievances 

224. (1) Notwithstanding Standing Order 223, at a time determined by the Speaker on 
each Wednesday following the adoption of the Address-in-Reply, the Speaker shall call 
for grievances at which time any member may address the House. 

(2) Only two members from each side of the House may speak on grievances on anyone 
day and no member may speak more than once but the Leader of the Government or a 
member deputed by him shall have the right to reply to each of the members who has 
spoken. 

This will sort out some confusion that invariably occurs on both sides of the House. There is always 
confusion about in which week grievances are held. This change sets in place a procedure where four 
grievances, two from each side of the House, will be heard every sitting week. It will give more regular 
opportunities for all members of Parliament to air grievances. The principle of having grievances every 
week is a good one and will allow the House to operate more fairly. The motion does not refer explicitly to 
Independent members of the House. Where Independent members wish to make a grievance that will have 
to be negotiated between the leaders of business for the Government and the Opposition. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.45 pm]: The Opposition supports this motion. Grievances are a particularly 
useful parliamentary procedure because the Minister is required to respond immediately to the argument 
put by the member initiating the grievance. Members value that because very often one can make a speech 
in this place and nothing happens; there is no requirement for any response. The procedures that work best 
are the ones where an immediate response is required. That is why the matter of public interest debate is a 
much better debate than those we often get on motions in private members' business. A small downside 
for the Opposition in this motion is that time for grievances is taken out of time for private members' 
business which, by convention in this place, has become virtually opposition business. As a result of this 
change to the standing orders, the time which the Opposition has available to initiate debates of its own 
choosing will be slightly reduced. However, the next motion will ameliorate that consequence to a certain 
extent by reducing the time for grievances from 10 minutes to seven minutes for both the grievance and the 
response. The Opposition is prepared to accept the slight reduction in private members' business. 

Mr Strickland: 72 minutes every year. 

Mr RIPPER: That will result from the introduction of this new standing order because of the value 
Opposition members place on grievances. I also agree with the Leader of the House that it is a more 
rational and understandable arrangement to have grievances every week rather than on the first and third 
weeks of a three week sitting. 



[Thursday, 9 May 19%] 1777 

An outstanding issue between us remains regarding private members' business. With arrangements for 
private members' business which the Leader of the House has implemented since he came into power, he 
has deprived the Opposition of some private members' time which was available to him when he was in 
opposition. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We thought if we reduced the time the quality would increase, but it has not worked. 

Mr RIPPER: A further small portion of private members' business is to be depleted. I will continue to 
take up this issue with the Government The Select Committee on Procedure is also continuing to examine 
private members' opportuntties. He may well be faced with further recommendations to consider on this 
matter. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Grievance Speech Time Limits 

MR C,J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.47 pm]: I move -

That Standing Order 164 be amended by deleting under the heading "Grievance Debate" the 
words "10 minutes" and substituting "7 minutes". 

As the member for Belmont said. this change to standing orders will reduce the time for grievance debates 
and it will allow more grievances. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.48 pm]: The Opposition supports the motion. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Report Debate - Speech Time Limits 

MR C,J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.49 pm]: I move -

That Standing Order 380 be amended by adding the following -

(2) On a motion that the report be printed. the Chairman may speak for 20 minutes and 
committee members may speak for 10 minutes each. No other member may speak to the 
motion without the leave of the House .. 

I am conscious that this is a point of contention among members. In the early years of this Government a 
large number of select committees operated within this House. It has become a practice - probably a good 
practice - that committees produce interim reports. While supporting the work of committees I have tried 
to introduce a more orderly process. A habit has developed, although I hope it now has the status of a 
convention, of having committees report on Thursday morning. Members now have it in their mind that on 
Thursday morning at least an hour is available for reporting committees and they tend to share that time. 
Traditionally when committees reported, only the chairman of the committee spoke. In time the practice 
has arisen where individual members of the committee also comment on the committee report. I do not 
think that is a bad thing. 

However, what is not to be encouraged to any great extent is when a committee report is handed down, 
many other members jump on the bandwagon and comment on it Other opportunities arise for them to do 
that, such as question time, grievance debates or general debates in this House. Generally committees have 
cooperated and kept their reports to about an hour, although we did not achieve that this morning during 
presentation of the Select Committee on Heavy Transport. This is to provide a more formal procedure for 
committees and clearly establish that the chairman of the committee is the principal person to report, but 
individual members of committees should be the only other people to speak to the committee report at that 
time. Other members of Parliament should take advantage of opportunities as they subsequently arise. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.50 pm]: Parliamentary reform often involves trade-offs and there are some 
aspects of any package which will be favoured by the Government and some aspects which will be 
favoured by the Opposition. I do not think I will breach conventions regarding the work of committees by 
saying that I found this a particularly difficult recommendation of the committee to accept because it 
restricts the right of members, which they previously enjoyed, to debate committee reports. The only 
person to have his or her rights preserved is the chair of the committee reporting. Members will have their 
speaking rights reduced from 20 minutes to 10 minutes and those who are not members of the committee 
will lose their right to speak on the motion that the report be printed. Inside the committee there was a 
trade-off which some members of that committee found difficult to accept. However, it was 
counterbalanced by another recommendation that on any Thursday morning when no committee was 
reporting, the report of a committee which had already been delivered to the House could be debated if a 
member had given notice of a motion to that effect That would enable members to debate a report 
presented by a select committee even if they were not members of that committee, albeit at a later stage. 

Also, most importantly, that recommendation provided an opportunity for reports from the Ombudsman 
and Auditor General to be debated on Thursday morning if a notice of motion to that effect had been given. 
It is important that there be some scheduled time for debating those reports. Both the Auditor General and 
the Ombudsman are servants of the Parliament, and not of the Government. Considerable expense is 
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devoted to retaining their services, yet their reports are not automatically debated or considered by anybody 
in this Chamber or in the committee system. In the interests of a true system of accountability, we should 
find a regular place for debating the reports of the Auditor General and the Ombudsman. 

Mr Osborne: Who would have the privilege of 20 minutes to speak? 

Mr RIPPER: No procedure was set down which gave special privileges to any speaker. Every member 
would have 20 minutes in which to speak on that debate. That package of recommendations from the 
committee which, on. the one hand, restricted debate when the report was tabled but, on the other hand, 
opened another avenue to debate reports already tabled and also to debate the reports of the Auditor 
General and the Ombudsman, has been split by the Government. It has accepted the recommendation 
which restricts members' speaking rights and rejected those which expand them. For that reason the 
Opposition will oppose this motion. Had the Government accepted the committee's package, the 
Opposition would have supported the motion; but because the Government has not accepted the trade-off it 
will oppose it. The two recommendations went together and, if the Government will not support both legs, 
the Opposition will not support the one leg the Government wants to introduce. The Government should 
have recognised the compromise deal and trade-off but it has not done so. 

There is another reason to which the member for Pilbara may draw attention later; that is, on occasions 
reports have been presented to the House which have directly affected the interests of a member who is not 
a member of the committee. For example, a report from the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review 
Committee affected the interests of the Leader of the Opposition. If this amendment to the standing orders 
proposed by the Leader of the House were passed, in such a circumstance the member affected by a report 
would not have an automatic right to participate in the debate. That is not a fair situation. In effect, the 
only way in which a member can participate in a debate if he or she has been criticised by a select or 
standing committee is by the suspension of standing orders. That is using the last resort. There should be 
some more formal opportunity for a person in that position to participate in the debate on the report of a 
committee. 

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [5.55 pm]: I am a little disappointed that the total recommendation 
was not supported by the Government and I go along with most of the comments of the member for 
Belmont. It is all a matter of a fair go and, since I have been a member of this place, if anyone has been 
accused or treated in a harsh way in a committee report it has been the practice to agree to suspend standing 
orders. That provides a member with a much better opportunity to respond. We are dealing with the 
motion that the report be printed. The role of the chairman, who will be allowed 20 minutes in which to 
speak, is to give an overview of the report. My observation is that it takes 20 minutes to inform the House 
of the contents of the report. If people want to consider the report in a political way, two members of the 
Opposition and two members of the Government have the opportunity perhaps either to expand on the 
report or parts of it or to put their points of view. This is a reasonable proposition. I was glad to hear the 
member for Belmont indicate that the Opposition also believes essentially that it is not to anyone's 
detriment, other than in the case to which he referred, and because it will not allow reports from the 
Ombudsman and the Auditor General to be debated. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [5.57 pm]: I want to make my position clear on this matter, because it was one 
of the points on which I dissented in the report. A nice rosy glow seems to be developing in this 
Parliament that no-one will ever do anything political again for the life of this Parliament. 

Mr Board: Not while we are in government. 

Mr GRAHAM: I do not share that view because I have a sneaking suspicion that while politicians can 
breathe, it is inevitable that one or two of them will want to play politics. Since I have been a member of 
this House I have seen some horrible committee reports presented to this Parliament. 

A government member: You would not have been part of one of them? 

Mr GRAHAM: Never. Some of those reports have named members of this Parliament, and one of the 
redeeming features of our procedure has been that when such reports are tabled members may get to their 
feet and defend themselves. I am quite genuine in my comments and my great concern on this matter. I 
put it to the committee and in my dissenting report, and argued it in my party room and lost. I will argue 
the point now and lose again. 

Mr Strickland: You must have a chance to read it first. 

Mr GRAHAM: I understand the interjection by the member for Scarborough, but I suspect that when these 
nasty committee reports are being written, from time to time there might be the odd leak. I know this will 
come as a horrible shock to the member for Scarborough, but I recall that when the Notre Dame case was 
under consideration by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, the least informed people 
were the members of that committee. 

A government member: Were you involved? 

Mr GRAHAM: Absolutely not. Not in any way, shape or form, other than by listening around the 
corridors. Everyone knew what was happening and people were able to defend themselves. However, this 
proposal will remove that right. There is an argument that members can move for the suspension of 
standing orders or speak at·some later stage. However, we all know that if members are named in a 
controversial way in a report presented to this Parliament there is no point their defending themselves the 
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following week; they must get to their feet and defend themselves then and there. If one accepts the 
argument put by the Government that there is some goodwill and that those things will not happen - I do 
not believe that because I am a tad cynical about politics - and the recommendation is that members will 
not be allowed to speak without the leave of the House, an easy way out, given that this motion will be 
passed, is for the Leader to say now that when people are named in a detrimental way in a report tabled in 
the Parliament under this process, it is the Government's intention to grant them leave to give that speech 
and defend themselves. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Should that occur and someone is named in a detrimental way in a report, it would be 
reasonable for that person to be given an opportunity to speak in those circumstances. I would judge the 
situation on its merits at the time, but as far as I see it, it is a fair and reasonable thing. 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION 

Matters of Public Interest 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [6.00 pm]: I move -

That Standing Order No 82A be amended by deleting from paragraph (5) the words "three 
minutes" and substituting the words "five minutes". 

This motion is moved at the request of Independent members of Parliament. It simply allows those 
members, when speaking on an MPI, to speak for five minutes rather than three minutes. That will give 
those members an opportunity to have a reasonable say. It is an appropriate reform, although relatively 
minor, but it is important to Independent members of Parliament. 

As this is the last of these motions, I would like to express my appreciation to members on both sides of the 
House for their support of the motions and the reform that they reflect. I also appreciate the work of the 
Select Committee on Procedure. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [6.01 pm]: The Opposition is pleased to support this motion, although once 
again educated on the mysterious processes of this place because this is not a recommendation of the select 
committee - it is obviously the result of some assiduous lobbying behind the scenes by the Independent 
members. Nevertheless, it is unreasonable to expect Independent members to express their views on an 
MPI in only three minutes; five minutes is a more reasonable accommodation of their needs. Of course, if 
the time allocation were made on the basis of the proportion of their membership of this House, five 
minutes would be seen to be too much. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: While we are being generous, I point out that it will cost the Independents a glass of wine. 

Mr RIPPER: If it is going to cost the Independents a glass of wine for the Leader of the House, they should 
make it two! 

As this is the last of these motions in this package of reform, I again give credit to the Leader for his 
willingness to accept a process of parliamentary reform. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are really trying to sink me as Deputy Leader now. 

Mr RIPPER: That is not to say that we have given up our objections to other aspects of the member's 
management of the House, including the weekly guillotine. However, any successful process of reform in 
this Parliament will depend on cooperation between the Government and the Opposition and a willingness 
to strike some compromises. I believe we are off to a good start. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 6.02 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CONSULTANTS 
EMPLOYED BY OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF HEALTH 

496. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) How many consultants have been employed by the Office of the Commissioner of Health 
since 17 July 1995? 

(2) Who are each of the consultants? 

(3) For what tasks have each of them been engaged? 
(4) How much money has been paid to each? 

(5) Were expressions of interest for the work called from within the Public Service? 
Mr PRINCE replied: 
(1) 15. 
(2)-(4) Consultant 

Ms N. Frederickson 

Dr T. McGuire 

Toogoolawa Consulting 
Robertson Hill & 
Knowleton 

Mr OJ. Elias 

OrO. Watson 
Deloitte Touche 
Tohmatsu 

Effective People 
Management 

Cullen Egan Dell Ltd 
positions 

Morgan & Banks Ltd 

Russel Reynolds 

Bandt Gauer 

Mallesons Stephen Jaques 

DrN. Nickol 

Mythmakers 

(5) No. 

Payment! 
Amount 

$ 
1800 

19200 

6000 

9600 
13157 

10800 

2168 

3600 

1080 
40230 

500 

3850 

4125 

20000 

2150 

1431 

1200 

1200 

1300 

Consultancy 

Review of corporate services 
Implementation of revised 
business processes (Corporate Services) 
Assistance with the development of 
business case guidelines 
Assistance with review of CSC contract 
Review and assessment of Perth 
teaching hospitals information technology 
issues and clinical service patterns 
Review of dental health services 
Hospital funding issues 

Prepare options paper relating to 
Medicare Agreement 

Medical review 

Advertising costs for senior 
executive positions 

Preparation of performance agreement 

Review of senior executive service 

Executive search fee for General Manager. 
Commercial Services 
Executive search fee for General Manager, 
Mental Health 
Review of classifications within the new 
Health Department of Western 
Australia structure 

Legal consulting services related to 
Health Department of Western Australia 
reorganisation 

Review of Fremantle and Osborne Park 
Hospitals 

Workshop facilitation "Managing 
Excess Staff' 
Work facilitation "Effective Work 
Discussions for Managers" 
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NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING BACKGROUND ETHNIC GROUPS - EQUITY 
STRATEGIES 

Government Departments and Instrumentalities 

711. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Health; Aboriginal Affairs: 

1781 

What equity strategies have been initiated by departments and other instrumentalities which are 
within the Minister's responsibility which aim to achieve equitable outcomes for non-English 
speaking background ethnic groups which are disadvantaged as distinct from merely achieving 
equitable access? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

Health: The Health Department of Western Australia acknowledges that non-English speaking 
people can be disadvantaged in hospitals and the community because of barriers of language and 
culture. The strategies initiated to offset this disadvantage involve using - professional 
interpreters according to departmental language service policy; phrase cards and translated 
pamphlets to assist communication and access to health information; ethnic radio to convey health 
messages; and ethnic health workers to assist community nurses working with refugees and new 
migrants. There is also a network of contact officers for multicultural matters in public sector 
hospitals and a team of bilingual educators to work in field situations. Policy development, 
advocacy and the creation of specialised resources - such as information kits for staff - are done by 
the Multicultural Access Unit in the Health Department's central office. 

Aboriginal Affairs: The long term result from programs which initially target equitable access is 
the achievement of equitable outcomes. In October 1995 state Cabinet approved in principle a 
commitment to the equitable provision of essential services to remote Aboriginal communities in 
the terms set out in the "Report of the Chief Executive Working Party on Essential Services". 
Within the Aboriginal Affairs portfolio, specific strategies relating to remote area service 
provision have been initiated which seek to achieve equity of outcomes between Aboriginal and 
non-Aboriginal people living in comparable remote locations. These include the remote area 
essential service maintenance operator program, the town planning projects and a recently 
completed benchmarking study of essential service to Aboriginal communities and remote 
townships. 

In the 1996-97 Budget, the State Government has announced that a demonstration project to 
illustrate equity of service provision will take place coordinated through the Aboriginal Affairs 
Department. The demonstration project will be evaluated on an ongoing basis to assess the real 
outcome achieved by the project for Aboriginal people. The AAD is currently undertaking an 
education benchmarking project which will clearly identify the patterns of access, participation, 
teaching and learning outcomes and educational attitude in schools and communities where 
Aboriginal students are more than usually successful. 

As part of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody monitoring process, the AAD 
each year monitors the implementation of the recommendations of the RCADIC which sought to 
address the major issues confronting Aboriginal people. The community profiles and information 
packages developed by the AAD have helped to identify areas of Aboriginal need to enable 
service providers to plan and coordinate service delivery so that the inequities in service delivery 
are minimised. 

HOSPITALS - NICKOL BAY 
Pharmacists Employed 

751. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) How many pharmacists have been employed at the Nickol Bay Hospital in the last 12 
months? 

(2) What is the reason for the high turnover of staff in this section of the hospital? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Four. 

(2) There is no high turnover of pharmacists at the Nickol Bay Hospital. The permanent 
pharmacist is presently absent on workers' compensation. During his absence the 
hospital has utilised available local pharmacists in a locum capacity to ensure service 
continuity at the hospital. 

HOSPITALS - PERTH DENTAL HOSPITAL 
Orthodontic, Dental Treatment - Eligibility Criteria 

805. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Has the Perth Dental Hospital changed the eligibility criteria under which people qualify 
for orthodontic/dental treatment? 

(2) When was the last time the eligibility criteria were changed? 
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

[ASSEMBLY] 

What criteria did people have to meet to qualify for treatment before the last change? 

What are the criteria today? 

What is the precise nature of the change? 

On what date was the change effected? 

What was the reason for the change? 

Prior to the change, was an assessment carried out on the degree to which the change 
would have an impact upon people with low incomes? 

If not, why not? 

(10) Is the Government prepared to revert to the previous eligibility criteria? 

(11) If not, why not? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) January 1996. 

(3) Persons in receipt of the maximum level of additional family payment received a 20 per 
cent subsidy and met 80 per cent of the cost of treatment. 

(4) Receipt for six months of a social security benefit, independent Austudy or a pension at 
the level that would have entitled a person to a pensioner health benefit card prior to 1 
April 1993. An eligible person receives an 80 per cent subsidy and pays 20 per cent of 
the cost of treatment. 

(5) Persons who receive the maximum additional family payment are not eligible. Other 
eligible persons who previously meet from 20 per cent to 80 per cent of the cost of their 
care now meet only 20 per cent of the cost of their care. 

(6) February 1996, although patients on the waiting list who were about to commence 
orthodontic care had their original eligibility maintained. 

(7) Many people were on the orthodontic waiting list and it was necessary to ensure that the 
available resources were directed to those most in need. Persons in receipt of the 
maximum additional family payment were the best off of all eligible persons and the 
subsidy of 20 per cent, while significant, was not great in terms of the overall cost of 
orthodontic care. Having the additional persons seeking care meant that everyone waited 
much longer for treatment. Progressive changes by the Department of Social Security in 
that additional family payment was included with all other payments related to children 
as family payment has meant that it is now virtually impossible for the hospital to 
determine who would have been eligible under the old criteria. A lot of orthodontic care 
can be delayed without any health detriment to a patient. It has been possible to provide 
additional subsidy - 80 per cent - to other more needy eligible patients who were 
receiving less subsidy. 

(8) Only to the extent that it would mean that this group would meet the additional 20 per 
cent of the cost of their care and that they were contributing to extending long waiting 
lists for more needy persons. 

(9) Not applicable. 

(10) No. 

(11) Answered above. 

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER 
Meal Services - Staff and Cost 

823. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) How much money was spent on meal services at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital in-

(a) 1993-94; 

(b) 1994-95; 

(c) 1995-96 (estimate)? 

(2) How many staff were employed providing meal services at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital 
in-

(a) 1993-94; 

(b) 1994-95; 

(c) 1995-96 (estimate)? 



Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) (a) 
(b) 
(c) 

(2) (a) 
(b) 
(c) 

$5974330 
$5836525 
$5439586. 

141.46FfE 
126.47 FfE 
116.94 FfE. 
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HOSPITALS - PERTH DENTAL HOSPITAL 
Orthodontic Treatment - Eligibility Criteria 
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825. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Have the eligibility criteria for orthodontic treattnent at the Perth Dental Hospital been 
changed? 

(2) If yes -

(a) what are the changes; 

(b) what is the justification of the changes? 

(3) What is the estimated saving for the hospital from these changes? 

(4) What is the current waiting time for orthodontic treatment at the Perth Dental Hospital? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) 

(b) 

Persons in receipt of the maximum additional family payment, who meet 80 per 
cent of the cost of their care, are no longer eligible. All other eligible persons 
who are more needy than the above group, will meet only 20 per cent of the cost 
of their care. 

There were many people on the orthodontic waiting list and it was necessary to 
ensure that the available resources were directed to those most in need. Persons 
in receipt of the maximum additional family payment were the best off of all 
eligible persons and the subsidy of 20 per cent, while significant, was not great 
in terms of the overall cost of orthodontic care. Having the additional persons 
seeking care meant that everyone waited much longer for treatment. 
Progressive changes by the Deparunent of Social Security, in that additional 
family payment was included with all other payments related to children as 
family payment, has meant that it is now virtually impossible for the hospital to 
determine who would have been eligible under the old criteria. A lot of 
orthodontic care can be delayed without any health detriment to a patient. It has 
been possible to provide additional subsidy - 80 per cent - to other more needy 
eligible patients who were receiving less subsidy. 

(3) There are no financial savings but more needy persons on the long waiting list for 
orthodontic treatment will be seen earlier. In fact, providing an 80 per cent subsidy to all 
eligible persons will add a small additional cost. 

(4) In March 1988 the orthodontic waiting time was six months for a consultation and 
indefinite for treatment. This situation should improve considerably with some recent 
recruittnent of orthodontists. 

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER 
Privatisation of Orderly Services - Redundancies 

834. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) How many redundancies followed the privatisation of orderly services at Sir Charles 
Gairdner Hospital? 

(2) What was the total cost of the redundancies? 

(3) Who is monitoring the private contract within the hospital? 

(4) Have any changes been made to the contract since it was signed? 

(5) If none -

(a) have any extra orderlies been employed since it was signed; 

(b) has the Government provided any extra services for the private contractor since 
the contract was signed? 

(6) How many orderlies are currently working at the hospital? 

(7) How many worked at the hospital in 1994-95? 
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Mr PRINCE replied: 

836. 

(1) 20. 

(2) $203 937. 

(3) Coordinator Hotel Services. 

(4) No. 

(5) (a) The hospital is not privy to this information as the contract is fixed price for the 
defined service. It is the contractor's responsibility to allocate appropriate 
resources to provide this service. 

(6) 
(7) 

(b) No. 

See (5)(a). 

109 orderlies. 

HEALTH - PROVISION OF GOODS AND SERVICES 
User Pays Approach 

Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Are health services being encouraged to introduce a "user pays" approach to the 
provision of goods and services? 

(2) If yes -

(a) what goods and services will be expected to be delivered on a full cost recovery \ 
basis; 

(b) which goods and services are currently being delivered on this basis? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) All health services are encouraged wherever possible to provide non-patient goods and 
services on a cost recovery basis. 

(2) This information is not readily available and I will undertake to inform the member as 
soon as possible. 

EDUCATION - TERTIARY INSTITUTIONS 
Legislation Delay 

846. Ms ANWYL to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education: 

(1) When will legislation for the amalgamation of the Kalgoorlie College, West Australian 
School of Mines and Curtin University be introduced to this House? 

(2) Is the Minister aware that such legislation was promised by this Government in February 
1994 to be introduced by July 1994? 

(3) What has been the cause of delay in introducing such amalgamation legislation? 

Mr TUBBY replied: 

(1) In the current session of Parliament. 

(2) This matter was handled by the previous Minister for Education. 

(3) Important details needed to be worked through to the satisfaction of the parties 
concerned. It was thought preferable to address these matters prior to formalising the 
amalgamation; hence it has taken longer than expected to reach this position. With the 
Opposition's support the legislation will proceed through the Parliament swiftly. 

HOMESWEST - BENTLEY REDEVELOPMENT 
Progress - 1996-97 Budget Allocation 

936. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) What progress has been made on the Bentley Homeswest redevelopment in the last 12 
months? 

(2) What funds have been allocated to the Bentley redevelopment in the 1996-97 Budget? 

(3) On what projects will that funding be allocated? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) The Bentley redevelopment is generally bounded by Albany Highway, Leach Highway, 
Manning Road, McKay Street, Marquise Street, Hillview Terrace and Boundary Road. 
However, it excludes the late 19608 constructed medium/high density development in the 
vicinity of Brownlie Towers. Sixty-eight lots intended for single detached house 
construction and one six unit seniors' dwelling site were created in the last 12 months. 
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Of these, 50 have been sold to the public. The remaining 18 will facilitate further 
redevelopment through the rehousing of existing clients freeing up land for further work. 
Construction during the 1995-96 financial year will be 12 pensioner units and 18 family 
units. 

(2) The redevelopment and construction budgets total $1 714030. 

(3) This is a detailed mauer. If it is acceptable to the member I will arrange for a briefing 
with Homeswest. 

HOMESWEST - EAST VICTORIA PARK REDEVELOPMENT 
Progress - 1996-97 Budget Allocation 

938. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) What progress has been made in the East Victoria Park Homeswest redevelopment? 

(2) What funds have been allocated to the East Victoria Park redevelopment in the 1996-97 
Budget? 

(3) On what projects will that funding be allocated? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1)-(3) Homeswest defines this redevelopment as East Victoria Park/St James. It is bounded by 
Albany Highway to the north, Boundary Road and Reen Street to the east, Jarrah Road to 
the south and Kent Street, Devenish Street and Canterbury Terrace to the west. There is 
currently a scheme amendment in process. Homeswest is currently holding discussions 
with the Town of Victoria Park over the current zoning of the East Victoria Park area. 
Provisionally $15000 has been budgeted for planning work during 1996-97. If the 
member wishes for a detailed briefing on this redevelopment project I will arrange this. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

FIREARMS - SEMIAUTOMATIC WEAPONS 

Proposed National Ban - Minister to Seek Compromise 

188. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

When Independent members of Parliament and I met the Minister for Police yesterday to discuss gun law 
reform he told us that he would resist the Prime Minister's proposed ban on all semiautomatic weapons. 
Will the Premier confirm to the House that Mr Wiese will seek a compromise at the Police Ministers' 
conference which will water down the Prime Minister'S proposals? 

Mr COURT replied: 

I cannot comment on what happened at a briefing I did not attend. The Leader of the Opposition would 
know that story. The Minister for Police is going to the conference with a very clear direction from this 
Government to ensure that we are able to achieve uniform gun laws in this country. I hope that some 
commonsense will prevail which will make that possible. Practical issues, such as the one the Leader of 
the Opposition has raised will, I hope, be resolved. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

FIREARMS - NATIONAL UNIFORM LEGISLATION 
Western Australia's Standard 

189. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

Supplementary to that question, at that same briefing the Minister for Police told us that if all that came out 
of tomorrow's Police Ministers' conference was that the other States would come up to Western 
Australia's standards on gun laws, that would be an enormous achievement. Does the Premier agree that 
no tightening of Western Australian's gun laws will be an enormous achievement or something we can be 
proud of, or will tomorrow's meeting be an admission of failure? 

Mr COURT replied: 

The Leader of the Opposition is good at twisting a few words. 

Mr McGinty: You were not there so do you not know what he said. You should ask the Independents. 

Mr COURT: Then why ask me the question? 

Mr McGinty interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition. 
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Mr COURT: I repeat, the Leader of the Opposition is very good at twisting words. He knows only too 
well the difficulty we have in Western Australia. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell. 

Mr COURT: In Western Australia we have tough gun laws. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

Mr COURT: Let me answer the question. I said that in Western Australia we have tough gun laws. If we 
had different laws in New South Wales and Tasmania, for example, that would allow a loophole to develop 
for mail order, and we would have a problem. That is why we said everyone should come up to our level 
and we would close that loophole that currently exists. The Minister for Police is quite right. 

Mr McGinty: Like the Minister for Police you would be content. 

Mr COURT: We are not content. As members will know, we have put in place 40 changes to our 
legislation. 

Mr McGinty: You have not brought them into the Parliament 

"Mr COURT: We have put in train more than 40 changes to the legislation. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell. 

Mr COURT: Instead of making smart political points, the Leader of the Opposition should sit down and 
try to help come up with some practical resolutions. 

SMOKE DETECTORS - RESIDENCES 

190. Mr DAY to the Minister for Local Government: 

With the news this week of another tragic house fire death in Western Australia, what action is being taken 
to ensure the fitting of smoke detectors in residences? 

Mr OMODEI replied: \ 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. Following a great deal of publicity regarding the 
number of deaths in house fires in Western Australia a committee was established by the Minister for 
Emergency Services to investigate and report on the need to introduce legislation for the compulsory 
installation of smoke detectors in all new dwellings; dwellings undergoing renovations or additions; and all 
dwellings, either new or existing. The committee included representatives from the Department of Local 
Government, the Western Australian Fire Brigades Board, the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd, the 
police arson squad, the Housing Industry Association, the Master Builders Association of W A, Homeswest, 
and the Injury Council of Western Australia. The committee agreed unanimously that smoke alarms when 
correctly installed and maintained i.n single dwellings had the potential to reduce significantly the number 
of fire related facilities and injuries. However, it did not reach a consensus on whether smoke alarms 
should be made mandatory in class IA dwellings and it recommended two options to be considered by the 
appropriate Ministers. As a result the report, which outlined those two options, was released last year for 
public comment. The comment period has closed and all submissions are being correlated. A meeting 
between the Ministers for Emergency Services, Local Government and Housing to consider the report and 
submissions is scheduled to occur in the next couple of weeks. This is a serious matter that is being 
considered by the Government. A course of action will be implemented in the near future. 

FIREARMS - SEMIAUTOMATIC WEAPONS 
Amendments to Act 

191. Dr EDWARDS to the Premier: 

If no agreement is reached to ban all semiautomatic weapons at tomorrow's conference of Police Ministers, 
will the Premier introduce amendments to Western Australia's Firearms Act to implement the Prime 
Minister's package in this State and retain Western Australia's position of leading the nation on firearms 
control? 

Mr COURT replied: 

I do not think this State will have any difficulty with the Prime Minister's package. He has spelt out the 
need to address some of those issues. For example, the Leader of the Opposition made a big point about a 
total ban. The Prime Minister said that there would be a need to consider that in relation to professional 
shooters and those in other areas. Let us get a practical uniform position agreed to tomorrow. That will be 
a major step forward. The Government will table the green legislation next week. It will receive 
comments on other changes and will bring the legislation into the Parliament quickly. The Government is 
ensuring that everyone will have the opportunity to make that contribution. That is a fair and proper way 
of handling the situation. 
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A VON V ALLEY GREYHOUND RACING ASSOCIATION - GRANT FOR 
CAPITAL WORKS AND PRIZE MONEY 

Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 192. 
(1) Is the Minister for Racing and Gaming aware that the Avon Valley Greyhound Racing Association 

has been granted $150 000 from the Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association for capital 
works and prize money? 

(2) Does the Minister, agree with the manager of the W A Greyhound Racing Association, Ken 
Norquay, that the track is necessary and has a sound future? 

(3) Does the Minister see an expansion of the joint use of facilities, as in the case at Northam where 
the trots have welcomed greyhounds into a joint facility? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Racing and Gaming has provided 
the following reply -

(1)-(3) Yes. The Minister for Racing and Gaming acknowledges the efforts of Tony Glenny and his 
fellow members of the greyhound racing fraternity in Northam. They have worked tirelessly in 
recent years to gain support for the establishment of a greyhound racing facility at Northam. 

The welcome cooperation of Mr Warren Scott and his committee at the Northam Trotting Club, 
and the valuable support and assistance provided by Ken Norquay and his people at the Western 
Australian Greyhound Racing Association, have enabled the project to get off the ground. 

Greyhound racing in Western Australia is growing rapidly, and the new track at Northam is 
assured of a bright future. Establishing the track as a joint facility at the Northam trotting track 
can only benefit both trotting and greyhound racing. The spirit of cooperation between these two 
codes in Northam can be held up as an example for others to follow. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF - CHILD CARE 
CENTRES 

Willetton - Taweel. M and G. Establishment 

193. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to Michael and Georgette Taweel, an elderly couple who want to convert a struggling delicatessen at 
Willetton into a child care centre. The Taweels are stunned by the Minister's unprecedented Supreme 
Court action to try to block their freedom of information application for documents relating to the 
Minister's dismissal of their appeal. I acknowledge that the Taweels are in the Public Gallery this 
afternoon. 

(1) Why is the Minister using the full force of government to crush the rights of an innocent and 
struggling couple whose understanding of English is poor and who cannot afford to legally defend 
themselves? 

(2) What has the Minister to hide? Is this abuse of taxpayers' funds simply aimed at stifling the 
operation of this State's FOI laws? 

Mr McGinty: A good question. 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

(1)-(2) Yes, I readily agree that it is a good question. Members opposite will be aware that they were 
responsible for the drafting of the freedom of information legislation in this State. Curiously 
enough, in section 4(2)(b) of the glossary is a clause intended to exempt Ministers' personal 
papers from access. 

Mrs Roberts: These are the Town Planning Appeals Committee papers. 

Mr LEWIS: The member should wait a minute for my answer. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara. 

Mr LEWIS: A letter has been sent to Mr and Mrs Taweel from my office explaining that they will in no 
way be liable for the cost of defending the point of law that has been put to the Supreme Court -

Mr Kobelke: Will you pay their Supreme Court costs? 

Mr LEWIS: They do not have any legal costs. On a point of law the Information Commissioner has 
challenged me as Minister -

Mr Kobelke interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara. 

Mrs Roberts interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Glendalough. 

Mr LEWIS: the Information Commissioner has requested that I make available personal papers. From my 
reading of the Act it is quite clear to me that such papers are not accessible. I have received competent 
legal advice to the same effect The Information Commissioner has challenged that action and, as is my 
right, I have sought clarification by the court. That is the proper course of action to determine whether 
those papers are accessible. 

I have said in this House before and publicly that when people write to me in a private capacity and their 
correspondence is private and confidential, such correspondence is not accessible under the FOI legislation. 
I will defend that principle to the nth degree. That is the simple fact It may not be the position of the 
Opposition with regard to correspondence to a Minister that may contain allegations of impropriety or 
other personal matters that may have been written in confidence. Members opposite are saying that those 
papers should be made available automatically. I am saying they should not be made available. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many interjections; there have been for most days of this week. 
I keep calling for order, but some members take absolutely no notice of that call. If they continue to do 
that, I will have to do something about it, obviously. I think the Minister could begin to conclude his 

. answer. 

Mr LEWIS: Yes, Mr Speaker. I am saying that when people write in a private capacity, those matters 
should not be accessible, otherwise the whole thing would be a nonsense; people would never write to a 
Minister to complain about something or to explain their situation. I have absolutely no problems with the 
Taweels. In fact, in the letter that was written to them I suggested that I had sympathy for them. 
Unfortunately, their case is being used to determine a point of law. Let us not kid ourselves. That point of 
law must be determined. It is not to be determined by this House. It is not to be determined by me. It is 
rightly to be determined by a superior court. I have absolutely nothing to hide with regard to this appeal. 
This is one of the 700-odd appeals that I determine annually. It so happens that the Taweels sought the 
information, and I considered that that would be an appropriate case to test the law in this matter. 

WATER CORPORATION - HARDEY ROAD, GLEN FORREST 
Access by Local Residents - Minister's Visit 

194. Mr DAY to the Minister for Water Resources: 

I refer to a visit by the Minister and me to Glen Forrest this morning to meet with local residents about 
access to the area in the vicinity of the southern end of Hardey Road. What was the outcome of the 
meeting? 

Mr NICHOLLS replied: 

MrSpeaker -

Several members interjected. 

Mr NICHOLLS: Members opposite obviously are not interested -

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Brown: Members opposite can at least hear what is said when we are in the same room; we do not need 
to ask a Minister what we heard. 

Mr NICHOLLS: Obviously whatever the member for Morley had for lunch is making him a bit 
hyperactive. 

The member for Darling Range and I met this morning with a group of local people with regard to an issue 
in that area. 

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the first time the member for Morley. 

Mr NICHOLLS: As result of that meeting -

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the member for Morley. 

Mr NICHOLLS: As a result of the meeting, I can clarify that the Water Corporation is not in a position 
and does not wish to be in a position to be a party to the determination of who can use that road. For the 
information of members, the meeting this morning allowed both land users and ratepayers to put their 
views to me and also to council representatives in respect of a dispute, or at least a difference of opinion, 
about access to Hardey Road. 

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Morley has made his point several times, and we all understand 
it He should cease interjecting. 

Mr NICHOLLS: For the benefit of those members other than the member for Morley who are interested, 
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the Water Corporation has provided a letter to the council clarifying its stance. As a Minister, I support 
that stance. The Water Corporation does not wish to determine who is allowed to use a road; that is a 
matter for the local council. The Water Corporation also is quite happy to assist in any areas in which it 
can assist with water and water service rather than with road use. 

HOSPITALS - MANDURAH 
Health Care of Australia - Health Department Negotiations 

195. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

The Minister told The Wesl Australian yesterday that he did not believe the Health Department was talking 
to Health Care of Australia regarding Mandurah Hospital and that as Minister he would expect to be told if 
his department were negotiating with HCOA or any other tenderer. Yet he provided an answer to the 
Legislative Council on Tuesday that negotiations were continuing with HCOA. 
(1) Who was the Minister misleading: The West Australian or Hon Peter Foss and the Legislative 

Council? 
(2) When will he be honest with the Parliament and the people and tell us what he is doing to health 

care in the Peel region? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(2) The answer given by Hon Peter Foss on Tuesday in the Legislative Council was-
As part of the tender appraisal process, negotiations are continuing which involve Health 
Care of Australia and Health Solutions. 

What has been going on in recent times is that negotiations have been under way on model one 
with Health Solutions. HCOA was involved in those negotiations as well, but Health Solutions 
has been most recently, and for some months, involved in the negotiation process. I have not 
interfered; I do not seek to interfere; and I should not interfere. 

Dr Gallop: Do you know what is happening? 

Mr PRINCE: Quite properly, I have not been informed. However, I have been informed today that from 
the very beginning of the process the Health Department has been in the negotiating phase both with Health 
Solutions and HCOA. No agreement has been concluded with either party. 
Dr Gallop: That was not in the press release of the former Minister when he announced that they were the 
preferred tenderers. 

Mr PRINCE: The request for proposals at Peel always allowed for two models to be considered. The 
department has been negotiating primarily with Health Solutions on the nrst model, which in summary 
form is for a private sector operator to manage and operate both the public and private sectors of the new 
hospital. It was always made clear that that was the preferred model -
Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: - provided there was a demonstrated value to the community and the Government. I am 
advised today that after detailed negotiations, the Health Department is not satisned that Health Solutions 
will be able to deliver the whole project -

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: - within the time frame originally proposed. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should let me nnish. 
Mr McGinty interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order. 

Mr McGinty interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: Therefore, as part of the tender process, it is moving to negotiate with HCOA on the second 
model - that is, a public hospital managed by the Government and a private hospital managed by a private 
operator. That is in accordance with the original stated process for evaluating the proposals. This is not 
new; it is the process in action. 
Mr McGinty interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: It does not mean that we may not reopen negotiations with Health Solutions in the future 
about its proposal for both public and private management models. It may be in the community's best 
interest to do so. . 

Mr McGinty interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: It does mean that we want a deal that produces the best possible hospital for the Peel region. 
Dr Gallop interjected. 



1790 [ASSEMBLY] 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has interjected at least four times and I have 
not called order, although I have noticed his voice getting louder and louder. I urge him not to do that. 
However, it is another thing when a person other than the person who asks the question starts hectoring. I 
will not accept that and members should take note of that. 

Mr PRINCE: At the end of the day there will be a first class public hospital in the Peel region because the 
current service is not adequate for today's population needs. That has been known for some time. We are 
moving towards the preferred situation by a process that has no political involvement; it is totally and 
completely defensible and correct. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Minister to conclude his answer. 

Mr PRINCE: It is a process similar to that at Joondalup which the Opposition tried to derail, but it has 
been successful. It is a process that will produce an agreement that will give people a very good hospital. 
That is what it is all about. 

WAGES AND SALARIES - CENTRALLY FIXED WAGES 
Trades and Labor Council Policy 

196. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

Is there any evidence to suggest that the Trades and Labor Council is moving away from a policy of 
adherence to centrally fixed wages and acceptance of the realities of an open labour market? 

Mr KIERATH replied: 

I was greatly impressed by the rather Damascene conversion by Tony Cooke, secretary of the TLC, in 
April when he was commenting about centrally fixed wages. I will address that in a moment. Members 
opposite and the trade union movement have been saying that the most important aspect of wage 
negotiation is justice and equity; that we needed some centralised wage fixing because wage earners did 
not have any bargaining power. We have all heard that theme many times in this House. They said they 
would not have any part of the supply and demand equation. They are not prepared to embrace that. Their 
preferred position is that we have unemployment and that no way could wages remain steady or dip to 
accommodate the loss of jobs; that they should be maintained at a certain level. 

It was fascinating to hear Tony Cooke on radio this morning say that with the current skills shortage, 
skilled workers in remote Western Australia would have negotiating advantage and power. I think he said 
that they would be able to name their own price. Now we see the truth! The Government has been trying 
to address the rising labour market; but when in power members opposite let jobs go. Weare trying to 
create jobs so that the workers have a choice and genuine negotiating power. At long last Tony Cooke has 
acknowledged the reality. That kills the myth that the unions and the Australian Labor Party have run, that 
only employers have bargaining power. As we move towards the third boom workers will have negotiating 
power like they have never had before. 

WEST COAST FIELD SERVICES - HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 
Premier's Leadership Ability 

197. Mr KOBELKE to the Premier: 

(1) Why was West Coast Field Services surveying households again last Sunday asking people 
whether the Premier is a weak leader when the answer is obvious? The Premier has caved in to 
the Nationals over one-vote-one-value; he has crumbled over a royal commission into Wanneroo; 
he has voted down the very anti-corruption body recommended by the previous royal commission; 
and he has gone to water on the Prime Minister's call for tighter gun controls. 

(2) What purpose does this polling have when the answers are obvious? The Premier's leadership can 
be summed up in four words - weak, weak, weak and weak! 

The SPEAKER: Order! I have no problem with the essence of the question. The problem is the way the 
question is framed. I suggest that the member not use that style in future. 

Mr COURT replied: 

I am not aware of the polling, but I am used to personal abuse by the member for Nollamara. 

INSIGHT RESEARCH - TELEPHONE POLL FOR OFFICE OF SENIORS 
INTERESTS 

People's Safety in their Homes 

198. Mr KOBELKE to the Premier: 

(1) Is the Premier aware not only were taxpayer-paid pollsters asking about his leadership last Sunday 
but also today Insight Research phoned people on behalf of the Office of Seniors Interests asking 
them if they feel safe in their homes? 

(2) Does the Premier not know that people in this State do not feel safe in their homes? 
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Mr COURT replied: 

The member for Nollamara gets pretty excited in this place. I said that I did not know about the polling 
that he mentioned. As he is obviously full bottle on it, he might be able to give us a briefing on it later. 

WATER CORPORATION - BUNBURYWATERBOARD 
Appointment and Structure - Changes 

199. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Water Resources: 

Can the Minister outline the reasons behind his recently announced changes to the method of appointment 
and structure of the Bunbury Water Board? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr NICHOLLS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. For those people who are interested - judging from 
the gallery of calls from those on the other side, there are many - since its inception the Bunbury Water 
Board has had an appointment process whereby only elected councillors could be appointed as members of 
the board. Effectively this meant that other people who wished to serve on the Bunbury Water Board who 
were not councillors were not eligible to be appointed. As a result of a meeting I had with members of the 
Bunbury Water Board, a change was announced to the way in which appointment would be made which 
meant that all ratepayers in the Bunbury area are eligible to express an interest to serve on the board. They 
will have an opportunity to provide such an expression of interest to the Office of Water Regulation which 
will make a recommendation to me, as the Minister, about whom will be appointed. 

In all changes people like the member' for Mitchell seek to create some degree of disturbance or conflict. 
However, I was pleased with the attitude of the Bunbury Water Board members when I met with them. 
They expressed support for the direction in which the changes will take it. 

I look forward to being able to resolve an issue in this area that has existed for some time about the assets 
of the Bunbury Water Board being vested in it, as opposed to being vested solely in the Crown. I expect 
the appointments will take effect on 1 July 1996. I hope the member for Bunbury will give strong 
consideration to encouraging all people in the Bunbury area to express an interest in becoming a member 
of the Bunbury Water Board if they think they have something to offer. 


