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i4rgislattur QIuun!tl 
Tuesday, 2 April 1996 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths) took the Chair at 3.30 pm, and read prayers. 

PARLIAMENTARY STAFF· ENTERPRISE BARGAINING AGREEMENT 

THE PRESIDENT: I should provide members with some background information relating to the 
negotiations for an enterprise bargaining agreement for parliamentary staff. The employers of 
parliamentary staff are defined in the Parliamentary and Electorate Staff (Employment) Act 1992. The 
appropriate Presiding Officer, acting on a recommendation of the departmental head, is the employer. The 
first decision Mr Speaker and I made in relation to this matter was to support the Government's position to 
move from the system of general orders to an enterprise based arrangement. The parliamentary employer, 
having supported the Government's position, was therefore a signatory to the framework agreement 
between the public sector employers and the unions having coverage of public sector employees. 

Implicit in that framework agreement was the principle that the salary and wage increases would be 
negotiated agency by agency and that the quantum of the increases would be tied to productivity benefits. 
The Government has agreed that for the current round of negotiations it will provide cash supplementation 
to a maximum of 3.5 per cent subject to productivity improvements. Effectively, this means that 
negotiations have commenced on the basis of a 7 per cent salary and wage increase. I understand that of 
the 115 agencies involved some 30 separate agreements have been finalised with varying increases. 

So far as parliamentary staff are concerned, the offer currently on the table provides for a 6.5 per cent 
increase on base salary with a further increase of 1.5 per cent from 1 January next year, tied to productivity 
improvements. The basis of the employer's proposal is to introduce uniformity across the parli.jmentary 
departments and return rewards to those who work sessional hours. That involves eliminating anomalies 
that were continued by the grandfather clause inserted in the 1989 Parliamentary Employees' Award. 
Understandably, affected employees are not very happy about the prospect of losing existing terms and 
conditions. As of last night the parties continued discussions before the Industrial Relations Commission. 
I need to state that the commissioner recommended that the staff return to work because negotiations were 
and are continuing. That recommendation, assuming it was relayed to the staff, appears to have been 
ignored by staff attending this morning's meeting. As a result, services today have necessarily been 
curtailed, although library, catering and other services to members are being maintained as much as is 
possible. 

I remain confident that the negotiations can continue and that a satisfactory agreement can be reached. It is 
not a simple task to introduce uniform standards for salaried staff in the various departments. It becomes 
even more complicated when negotiations are conducted with three separate unions and the employment 
conditions of the wages staff are included in those negotiations. 

PETITION· PORNOGRAPHY, X·RATED, LEGISLATION 

Hon Reg Davies presented a petition bearing the signatures of 1 216 persons calling on the Government to 
impose legislation for X-rated videos, films and computer games for the purpose of screening at private 
venues and the legislation of X-rated pornography and R-rated violence on graphic interface computer 
networks that children can access. 

[See paper No 204.] 

PETITION • ASBESTOS ROOFS AT SCHOOLS 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson presented a petition bearing the signature of one person couched in the following 
terms -

To the Honourable the President and members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia call on the Government to recognise the 
health risks caused by deteriorating asbestos roofs as acknowledged by the Western Australian 
Advisory Commillee on Hazardous Substances and honour the intent of the Education 
Department's letter of December 5, 1990 which assured all parents that "all schools with asbestos 
roofs will be sealed by mid 1994". Particularly, we are concerned about the persistent leak from 
the asbestos roof that has been in a poor state of rcpair for years and roof ventilators which enable 
asbestos fibres to go into classrooms and an unsealed and inadequate drainage system. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the Legislative Council will take immediate action to 
protect the safety and wellbeing of children of parents and staff at the Noranda Primary School by 
replacing the asbestos roof at the school without further delay. 

[See paper No 205.] 
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PETITION - REGIONAL PARK SOUTH OF GUILDERTON 

Hon Tom Stephens presented a petition, by delivery to the Clerk, from 108 people requesting the 
Government to establish a regional park immediately to the south of Guilderton. 

[See paper No 203.] 

MOTION - URGENCY 

Minister for Transport's Inability to Properly Inform the House and Public 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths): I draw the attention of members to the following letter I 
received which is dated 2 April 1996 -

Dear Mr President 

At today's sitting, it is my intention to move under Standing Order 72 that the House, at its rising 
adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December 1996 for the purpose of discussing the Minister for 
Transport's inability to properly inform the House and the public of Western Australia on issues 
relating to his portfolio, including, but not restricted to the following matters: 

The Minister's action in closing the Midland Workshops; 

The Minister's failure to ensure a proper tender process for the stevedoring contract for 
Stateships; 

The Minister's failure twice to award the Stateships Privatisation and Partial 
Management Contract to the lowest tenderer; 

The discrepancies between the Minister's answers to the House over the Stateships issue 
and the information contained in documents obtained under the Freedom of Information 
Act; 

The Ministers inability to give answers to the Estimates Committee without the necessity 
to subsequently revise those answers; 

The Minister's denial of his Government's impending introduction of an additional 
4 cents a litre fuel levy; 

The Minister's misinformation regarding his directive to NewsPower newsagencies to 
withhold multiriders from sale until the announced fare increases took effect; 

The Ministers recent misinformation to the West Australian newspaper concerning the 
loss of exports as a result of the closure of Stateships; and 

The Minister's continued misinformation concerning road funding. 

Yours sincerely 

John Halden MLC 
Member for South Metropolitan Region 

In order for this matter to be discussed, it will be necessary for at least four members to indicate their 
support. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [3.44 pm]: I move -

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on Monday, 25 December. 

Is it any wonder that the community has grave concerns about the competence of the Minister for Transport 
when one considers the list of issues on which he has failed to properly inform the House and the public of 
Western Australia? In fact, the list would have extended to two pages if I had noted the numerous 
occasions on which the Opposition has questioned the veracity of this Minister's answers either in the 
House or to the public through the media. The Opposition is perpetually astounded by this Minister's 
inability to provide factually based information. The latest example involves an issue which occurred only 
last week, but which had its genesis the week before. The Minister for Transport was asked a very simple 
question by me on 21 March. I asked the Minister -

What additional allocations have been made from the consolidated fund, excluding any allocations 
made from commonwealth grants and from the transport trust fund, for either road maintenance or 
road construction in the term of the current Government? 

It is a question which any simpleton could answer correctly. I did not receive an answer that day and I will 
not criticise the Minister for that. I asked the Minister the question again on Tuesday, 26 March and he 
provided the following reply -

I thank the member for some notice of this question, to which the answer is: 1993-94, $21.7m; 
1994-95, $43.4m; 1995-96, $48.875m -

When I heard those figures I knew immediately that they were wrong. I have learnt, on good advice, not to 
ask the Minister for Transport a question unless I know the answer. The figure for both 1993-94 and 
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1994-95 was nil. However, the Minister told the House that it was $21.7m and $43.4m respectively. The 
Minister had five days' notice to answer a very simple question, but he got it wrong. I would have been 
able to excuse the Minister if the issue of untied road funds had not been raised in this place before. I 
specifically said, "excluding any allocations made from commonwealth grants". Has this question been 
asked previously of the Minister? I suggest to members that we go back to the Estimates Committee 
debates of 1993 and 1994. Those debates clearly indicate that the Opposition went over this issue very 
carefully with the Minister and his advisers. The Minister and his advisers actually gave a commitment 
that they were commonwealth grants and were not to be seen as contributions from the State Government. 
I refer members to page 64 of the Council Estimates Committee of last year when Hon Kim Chance said -

I know the Minister's argument because we had this discussion in the Estimate Committee debates 
last year; I looked it up in the Hansard. I am nonetheless a little uncomfortable about the fact that 
a specific sum of money, in this case $43.4m -

That is the exact amount referred to by the Minister for Transport in his answer to my question on 
26 March. Hon Kim Chance continued -

- is shown in one part of the Budget papers as a commonwealth grant and in another part of the 
Budget papers as state funds. I am not nitpicking; I think it is wrong. 

Mr Warner, an officer from Main Roads Western Australia, said -

It is paid into the Treasury as a commonwealth grant ... 

Members should recall that I specifically asked the Minister in my question not to include commonwealth 
grants. Mr Warner said that it was paid into the Treasury as a commonwealth grant and -

We have referred to it in all our papers as untied funds so that people will understand it is a grant 
from the Commonwealth. We are not trying to hide that. 

I asked the Minister a simple question which excluded commonwealth funds and what happeneM The 
Minister for Transport, as he always does when he answers questions about road funding, exaggerated the 
situation. The reality is that in 1993-94 no additional funds from the consolidated fund were hypothecated. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: You are demonstrating your total ignorance of the facts. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister says that I was ignorant when we debated these matters and that I 
always had it wrong. Regardless of how many statutory declarations or freedom of information 
applications I have in my possession I am always wrong, according to this Minister. If he is not saying that 
I am wrong, he is saying the Maritime Union of Australia or the nasty bunch of communists at West 
Australian Newspapers Ltd are wrong. It is always somebody other than the Minister who is wrong. I 
advise the Minister that there is no excuse for his absolute abrogation of responsibility. By way of a very 
simple question - not a trick question - the Minister attempted to exaggerate the position of the contribution 
of funds by the State Government to Main Roads. 

The Minister knows that in this financial year only one allocation of funds was made from the consolidated 
fund and that was $5.875m for the Mt Keith Road. The Minister did not provide me with a correct answer 
because the situation is clearly enunciated in the Budget papers. Any moron can read these papers, which 
are very clear. In three places it refers to item 203 for an explanation of the expenditure of that amount of 
money. Of course, when that amount is taken from the total, what is left? It is the commonwealth untied 
grants. The Minister added the two together and came up with a State Government contribution to inflate 
the position with regard to this Government's contribution. How many times does the Opposition have to 
go through the exercise of pointing out to this House and to the community that the Minister perpetually 
gets this wrong? He distorts whatever facts he can to suit his argument to substantiate his position. 

It is important for members to consider this situation carefully. Page 40 of the Treasurer's annual report 
for 1993-94 indicates that the commonwealth untied grants to the State in that financial year totalled 
$21.7m. That is the amount cited by the Minister as state funds in his answer to my question. On page 39 
of the Treasurer's annual report for 1994-95 the amount shown for commonwealth untied grants to the 
State was $43.4m. Again, that is the amount cited by the Minister as coming from state government 
sources. If members look at the "1995-96 Consolidated Fund Estimates", they will see the amount of 
commonwealth untied road grants to the State is $43m; that is, $5.875m less than the figure quoted by the 
Minister. Of course, that is the money from consolidated revenue to Main Roads. 

How many times do I have to go over this issue? I am tired of moving censure motions and am sick to 
death of this Minister coming into this place and not providing a scintilla of truth in his answers to simple 
questions. I have asked simple questions in this place and have been accused of asking tricky questions. If 
the questions I ask in the future are to be more simple than the question I asked on 21 and 26 March so that 
the Minister can understand them, I will have to use small words and write them out in very large letters. It 
is not acceptable for this House and the community to tolerate the litany of sins committed by this Minister. 
Where does the Government draw the line on an absolute abuse of the processes of this place and when 
will it end? As members know, Main Roads' funding comes from three sources - motor vehicle licences, 
the transport trust fund and the Federal Government - and rarely from the consolidated fund. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: Don't you know that the untied funds given to the Government are required not to be 
used on roads? 
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Hon JOHN HALDEN: Of course I know that. The Opposition debated that issue in the Estimates 
Committee. That is not an acceptable excuse. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: It is not an excuse. It is the truth. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister is trying to make a cheap political point. The evidence can be found 
in the Estimates Committee debate where Hon Kim Chance went through this issue, line by line, with the 
Minister and his adviser to find out the source of the funding and how it was recorded. He was told that the 
source of the funding is commonwealth funds. Every Budget document, apart from the one the Minister 
read, establishes that fact. The Budget papers refer to commonwealth untied road funds. In answer to my 
question about what additional allocations have been made from the consolidated fund, excluding any 
allocations made from commonwealth grants - Mr Warner clearly established in the Estimates Committee 
that they were commonwealth grants - the Minister came up with a cock and bull story that the additional 
allocations were not from commonwealth funds. Of course they were. His chief adviser, who is probably 
paid more than is the Minister, told the Opposition that they were. The Minister's answer is not acceptable 
and the Opposition is sick to death of his lame duck excuses. When it comes to providing accurate answers 
in this place this Minister fails badly. The days of the Opposition's having to put up with this tripe must 
end. Hon Eric Charlton is a Minister only because of a coalition deal. Under any normal circumstances he 
would not-

Hon EJ. Charlton interjected. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: All the members in my party support me. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: This sort of incompetence would not be tolerated by the Liberal Party. In recent 
Cabinet reshuffles Ministers twice as competent as the Minister for Transport have suffered because of 
their so-called incompetency, but their performance has been significant compared with that of the Minister 
for Transport. The Minister for Transport is a joke. How many more times can the Opposition come up 
with classic examples of issues where the Minister has it wrong? Mr President, the tragedy is that the letter 
I sent to you and which you read to this House - I apologise for its length - could have been two pages long. 
I could have written my thesis for my doctorate on the number of times this Minister has not given 
adequate information to this House. For how long can we continue to tolerate an incompetent Minister 
who perpetually misleads this House and provides inaccurate answers to questions? 

The example I have given to the House today is a clear example of the Minister's stupidity. He attempted 
to provide this House with inaccurate figures. If ever there was an example of why this Minister should not 
remain a Minister of the Crown, it must be the answer he gave to my question. The question was a dorothy 
dixer and the answer should have been: "For 1993-94, nil; 1994-95, nil; and 1995-96, $5.87m." The 
Minister could not give me that answer because it did not suit his purpose. He wanted to grandstand about 
the amount of money the State Government has contributed to road funding from the consolidated fund - it 
was not through the three sources I alluded to earlier. It was a blatant attempt to misrepresent the facts. 
This sort of action cannot be allowed to continue. 

For how much longer can the Opposition and the community tolerate a Minister who is held in public 
ridicule? One need go no further for proof of the Minister's standing in the community than The West 
Australian of last week. It included one editorial and two cartoons ridiculing the Minister to the nth 
degree. However, the Minister continues to hold the portfolio of Transport. It really is a wonderful deal 
that the National Party has with the Liberal Party and it reflects what I have always said about the National 
Party; that is, it is basically one-fifth or one-sixth of the coalition, has 20 per cent of the Cabinet Ministers 
and 100 per cent of the power. There is no clearer example of that than this Minister for Transport 
retaining his seat in Cabinet. The members who sit behind the Minister for Transport have ability and their 
patience and tolerance must wear very thin when they are forced to accept what he says. 

The question I asked could have been asked by any member opposite because it was a simple dorothy 
dixer. The truth is that there were no additional funds in 1993-94 and 1994-95, apart from the 
hypothecated revenue; that is, from the road transport trust, federal grants and motor vehicle licences. In 
1995-96 the figure is $5.87m. 

HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [3.58 pm]: I thought Hon John Halden 
would choose an issue of more substance on which to vent his emotions. He is well-known for his 
character assassinations and he has proved in this place on many occasions that he does not need any facts 
to do that. 

The member can say for as long as he likes that the money he referred to is commonwealth funds. The fact 
is that that money can be distributed in any way the State Government sees fit. What concerns the 
Opposition is that since this Government has been in power it has increased road funding from $350m to 
over $500m per annum. The member had a go at me about denying 3¢ a litre -

Hon John Halden: It was 4¢ a litre. 

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: No, it is 3¢ a litre. Hon John Halden cannot even get it right. At the time this 
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issue was debated he accused me of increasing the fuel tax levy by 3¢ a litre. I told him that that was not 
on the drawing board. However, a recommendation had been made to me, but I had not taken it to Cabinet 
When the coalition was in opposition I simply criticised the Labor Government for not allocating sufficient 
funds to roads; I did not misrepresent it. People were dying on our roads and particular areas of this State's 
road network were a national disgrace. People were paying their taxes and nothing was being done to 
improve the standard of roads in this State. Between 1986 and 1993 the Labor Government syphoned off 
$300m of road users' money in the form of fuel tax and licences and nobody knows where that money 
went. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Members opposite do not like it because the truth hurts. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! When I call for order members must stop yelling across the Chamber. I do not 
want to hear any interjections and I want the Minister to direct his comments to me. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Nobody knows what the Labor Government did with that $300m. When the 
coalition came to government it progressively allocated into road funding $43m which came from road 
users. In addition, Main Roads, which has responsibility for the road network in this State, indicated to me 
the projects which could be done over the next 10 years with the current funding and would cost in the 
vicinity of $lb. I quite properly responded to the department and said that the fuel tax levy should be 
increased by 4¢. At that time the Federal Government had increased fuel tax by in excess of 10¢ a litre. I 
have said many times that it did not increase road funding to the States; in fact, it decreased it. 

It is obvious that Hon John Halden has a terrible problem with telling the truth. The details of road funding 
are available to any interested person. Yesterday I opened a new bridge at Corfield Street, Gos~ls for 
which the local residents had lobbied for many years. They were very thankful for the construction of this 
bridge for which the Government allocated additional funds. At the opening of the bridge, two Labor 
members were irritable and unhappy that the Government had allocated funds for the construction of this 
bridge. After the opening ceremony they came to me and said that in my speech I had not mentioned what 
the Labor Party did about the construction of this bridge when it was the Government. I said I would have 
loved to do that, but it had done absolutely nothing. Instead, it had taken money from the people and 
wasted it and people were forced to drive over a bridge which was more than 100 years old. The Labor 
members at that ceremony yesterday did not like to hear the representative from the Gosnells City Council 
praising the Government for what it had done. That is what has got up the nose of the opposition members. 
Across Western Australia this Government is being applauded for the changes it has made to road funding. 

I refer members to a story in The West Australian last week about a pig breeder who will receive 
compensation in excess of $500 000 because of the closure of Stateships. The reality is that this matter is 
still to go before the courts. When the final decision is brought down by the court I will expect it to receive 
coverage in The West Australian that is equal to last week's coverage of this story. I have the 
documentation which outlines how the agreement was put in place and I look forward to the court's 
decision. The issue of Stateships has been dealt with ad nauseam in this House and the reason Hon John 
Halden raised it again today is transparent. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Members opposite should not get excited. If the Opposition can run the story hard 
enough with the help of The West Australian -

Hon John Halden inteIjected. 

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: When I am in disagreement with someone I talk to that person and resolve the 
problem. I do not take exception to anybody having a go at me. I welcome scrutiny and accountability; at 
the end of the day, I will be judged not by people who have the same record as members opposite, but by 
decent people who are held in high esteem by the community. 

I have made many decisions on behalf of this Government. Two of those decisions have resulted in a 
$60m to $70m saving per annum to Westrail and a $24m per annum saving to MetroBus. In addition 
10 additional services around the metropolitan area have been introduced and a plan which benefits the 
disabled has been implemented. This plan is held up as the best in Australia by a country mile, but it was 
not considered to be important enough to rate as front page news in The West Australian, and it is not likely 
to. The disabled people in the community, who have suffered throughout their lives because they have not 
been able to get on a bus or train, now have access to public transport. I met with a lady the other day who 
had tears rolling down her face when she told me it was the best thing any Government had done for the 
di~abled. Hon John Halden does not like to hear stories about people in this State who are very satisfied 
With what the Government has done in the field of transport. The member is not satisfied because it is a 
total embarrassment to him. 

When the Opposition was in government it syphoned off money from the road system and there was a 
downward spiral in the number of people using public transport. In addition, it allowed the rail network to 
deteriorate. 
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Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 
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Hon EJ. CHARLTON: I have the documentation which proves what happened to the railway line to 
Kalgoorlie. The previous Government deregulated the transport of freight on the rail system and would not 
allocate money to improve the infrastructure. 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: This Government has just ordered 24 locomotives and it will, in the future, buy 
additional locomotives to provide additional services. The previous Government left the rail system in a 
terrible state. Hon Kim Chance should own up to what the previous Government did, instead of keeping in 
with his left wing mates. He has joined the left wing of the Labor Party and is totally discredited in country 
Western Australia. However, he and other members opposite continue to come into this place and make 
great play about what I have or have not done. I stand by what I have done and I will debate this issue 
outside the Chamber at any time. 

HON P.R. LIGHTFOOT (North Metropolitan) [4.08 pm]: I want to bring some balance into this debate. 
The reason behind this motion lacks substance. If the substance of what the Leader of the Opposition said 
in his letter to you, Mr President, is that it is unfair of the Minister to give misleading answers simply 
because they are answers he cannot comprehend or that he believes are prejudicial to this State and its 
transport system, I can only suggest that he go back to kindergarten and learn how to listen and 
comprehend what is said. He should start off learning about vowels, consonants and cursive writing. The 
member's letter not only lacks substance, but also is erroneous in fact and grammatically. I have found 
24 grammatical mistakes in it. Even with 24 grammatical mistakes I understand what the Leader of the 
Opposition is trying to get at. He cannot understand that the problem is that this State is not getting its fair 
share of transport funds from Canberra, regardless of whether they are tied or untied grants. That is what 
the Minister is trying to say. The Leader of the Opposition lacks the ability to comprehend. I admit that 
the Minister did not spend time at the Family Court or was not a marriage guidance counsellor like the 
Leader of the Opposition, but even that experience did not give the Leader of the Opposition any further 
powers of comprehension. It did not even give him the power to follow his own letter. 

I did not hear the Leader of the Opposition say anything about the Midland Workshops. Shakespeare 
would not have put this letter together like the Leader of the Opposition did, but I understood what he 
meant. I was apprehensive about the closure of the Midland Workshops but, in retrospect, it was 
successful. Most of the people who were employed at the Midland Workshops received a decent 
redundancy package and some of them now have a job with Gemco and have advanced their career 
somewhat. Others have a job with Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd and other railway organisations in this State. 
Some of them have started their own businesses with their redundancy package. The Leader of the 
Opposition completely failed to convince anybody that there was any substance to his argument and that 
this hour, which is meant to be set aside for important issues, was not a total waste of time. 

I am speaking in this debate only because I want to bring some balance to it. The balance is that this State 
has been treated unfairly with grants from Canberra. Hopefully that situation will change when the 
Howard Government brings down its first Budget. I have previously told this House that this State 
produces 27 per cent of this nation's export income. What did the Labor Federal Government do for this 
State? It decreased its road funding by 8.5 per cent. It was absolutely disgraceful. This State has 
approximately 25 per cent of the national road network and comprises approximately one-third of the 
continent. A phenomenal amount of traffic comes into this State from other parts of Australia. In fact, this 
State heavily subsidises Eastern States tourists who use Western Australian roads. 

Members heard the Minister for Transport say that there has been between a 50 and 60 per cent increase in 
road funding since this Government has been in office. I am yet to hear any substance to the argument -

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT: There will be plenty of time for Hon Kim Chance - who, as the Minister said, is 
from the left wing of the Labor Party - to speak. He surprises me because I have normally got on very well 
with him. Perhaps I am a closet left wing socialist! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT: Every member knows how I am incline4 to the left wing. I have been told that 
there is not much difference between 360 degrees and one degree, and that is what members opposite are 
alluding to. 

The Leader of the Opposition failed to talk about a swag of issues which he raised in his letter to you, 
Mr President. His reason for moving the motion was very impressive to members on this side of the 
House, but it is full of grammatical mistakes as well as mistakes of substance. Members can go through it 
themselves, but I have found 24 mistakes. My colleague Hon Derrick Tomlinson is out of this Chamber on 
urgent parliamentary business, but I am sure he would be able to find a few more mistakes in it. I suggest 
that English is the second language of the person who wrote the letter. 

In his letter the Leader of the Opposition said that the Minister for Transport had failed to give answers to 
the Estimates Committee without the necessity to subsequently revise those answers. What does that 
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mean? Does it mean that the Minister gave answers to the Estimates Committee which the committee was 
bound to accept but on which it or the Minister did not subsequently act to revise those answers? If the 
Minister gave the answers to the Estimates Committee, why would he want to revise them? If the 
Estimates Committee accepted those answers, why would it want to revise them? I do not know what the 
Leader of the Opposition is getting to. I think English is his second language. He has never got any dirt 
under his delicately manicured fingernails. That is the big difference and that is why the Leader of the 
Opposition does not comprehend what the Minister says. I will not say that the Leader of the Opposition 
comes from a different world or that he is not a homo sapiens - I will let other people make those 
judgments - but he does not understand what the Minister says. I do not understand the member's letter to 
you, Mr President. I doubt whether members opposite understand what it means. There was no substance 
to the argument - what did the Leader of the Opposition advance for the State? Did he advance better 
funding for the State and will the roads be any better because of it? The actions will tell us no. 

If I were the Leader of the Opposition, who was a focal point of the Royal Commission Into Use of 
Executive Power, I would not be having a shot at the Minister. I would be keeping very quiet. Not only 
that. the Leader of the Opposition was an integral part of W A Inc. He was part of the Government which 
brought this State to its knees and reduced the State's credit standing. In spite of that he has the temerity to 
come to this House with a motion which allows it to debate something which I do not understand, not 
because it is grammatically incorrect but because of the substance of the dot poi.nts. I cannot refer to each 
item individually because they are listed only as dot points. He obviously used dots because he does not 
know how to write figures. In all there are nine dot points, but not one of them has any substance, nor do 
they give the promise to the people of Western Australia of something better to come with respect to a 
different argument from members opposite. It was just a waste of time and it is just as well that the 
Hansard reporters are not here today because they would be huffing and puffing about having to write 
down these unnecessary words, including, to some degree, my words. I qualify "my words" by saying it is 
totally unnecessary to debate this motion because it lacks any substance and has not attracted an articulate 
and truthful contribution from members opposite. Members on this side of the House have bro~ht this 
State back from the very impecuniousness which the Leader of the Opposition talks about when he says 
that the Minister for Transport has brought the industry to its knees. 

The basis of the Leader of the Opposition's argument is that there is an untied grant from the 
Commonwealth for state roads which somehow has become a tied grant. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon EJ. Charlton interjected. 

Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT: The Minister is right. This Government has to pick up the bill for the massive 
repairs simply because the previous Government did not abide by the rules. It is something which 
members opposite do not understand and that is what is wrong with them. There is a little bit of 
intellectualism on the opposition back bench, and I am not referring to Hon Doug Wenn. I thought after a 
cursory glance of the Leader of the Opposition's letter to the President that we would have had a decent 
debate in this House today. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [4.18 pm]: It was my intention to deal with the lengthy list of 
matters which are relevant to the motion. Unfortunately I can no longer do that, not because of Hon Ross 
Lightfoot's contribution but because of the failure of the Minister for Transport to address the matters 
which were raised by the Leader of the Opposition. 

The Leader of the Opposition made one very simple and clear point. I am simply amazed that Hon Ross 
Lightfoot could not understand it. To make it clear, the matter is as simple as this: Last week the Leader 
of the Opposition asked the Minister to indicate the amount of additional funding which the Government 
had provided for road construction or maintenance from the consolidated fund, excluding any allocations 
made from commonwealth grants and the transport trust fund. It was a simple question and, as the Leader 
of the Opposition said, the answer should have been: In 1993-94, nil;, 1994-95, nil; and 1995-96, $5.875m. 
The Opposition was forced to asked the question when it tried to define what the $5.875m was for. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: Why didn't you ask that question if that is what you wanted to know? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Opposition wanted to define what was the consolidated fund contribution. 

Hon EJ. Charlton interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I repeat, that is why the Opposition asked the question. However, when the Minister 
answered the question the Leader of the Opposition was not told what was the consolidated fund 
contribution exclusive of commonwealth grants, but he was told what was the consolidated fund 
contribution inclusive of commonwealth grants. To be fair to the Minister, a part of the question was 
understood by him. He was asked to also exclude contributions from the transport trust fund and the 
Minister did that. One could say the decision to include the commonwealth grants in the answer was 
deliberate. 

The Minister made a couple of global points which need to be addressed before I continue. He said the 
money involved is a state funding process, and I will come to that in due course. I found two statements he 
made today questionable, if not offensive. He said the Labor Government syphoned off $300m over some 
time and he did not know where that money had gone; it was almost as though the money went out into the 
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wilderness. The Minister knows better than anyone else in this Chamber that the beneficiary of the $300m 
was MetroBus. I will argue with anybody that the provision of public transport services is as legitimate a 
transport use as is roads. 

Hon E.J. Charlton interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: If the Minister will hear me through I will tell him why I said that One need look 
only at the figures to determine which areas of the State and the nation consume road funding. It is not the 
rural areas. The major part of road funding is consumed in the metropolitan area. Certainly the greater 
amount of road use is in the metropolitan area. 

Hon E.J. Charlton interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I will take up that issue with the Minister privately. I do not have the authorised off
roads document with me which was kindly provided to me by the Minister's office. 

Several members interjected .. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask members to stop arguing the point. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: If I have misled members, I will certainly withdraw that. The Minister should not 
argue that a very large part of road funding is spent in the metropolitan area. I was not aware of that until I 
read the off-roads document. 

Hon E.J. Charlton: It is about a third. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: About two-thirds of the tax is raised in the metropolitan area and perhaps that is the 
reason I got the ratio wrong. 

Hon E.J. Charlton interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I did not forget anything at all. 

It goes without saying that both the public and the Parliament are entitled to be given accurate information 
by Ministers on any matter. That is not the case in this instance. The question was direct and unequivocal; 
the answer was simply wrong. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: The question was convoluted. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I will not read the question to the House, but it was simple and direct. It was not a 
question the Minister had to answer without notice. The Minister had had a few days' notice of the 
question. 

Counting commonwealth funds as state funds has been an issue in the Estimates Committee debates in the 
past two years. The Minister could not possibly have been unaware of the issue. No doubt there is a 
notional designation of untied road grants which are taken into the consolidated fund. That is the only way 
they can be taken into the accounts .. The question asked for consolidated fund allocations apart from those 
which have a commonwealth origin. The answer given clearly includes funds of a commonwealth origin. 
It is beyond me that this was a simple mistake. 

Hon E.J. Charlton: With respect, it demonstrated that the $5m was included in the $48m. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I have no way of knowing that. 

Hon E.J. Charlton: Why didn't you ask that question in the first place, if that is what you wanted to find 
out? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Simply because I did not know what that figure represented. That is why the Leader 
of the Opposition asked the question. 

Hon E.J. Charlton: He didn't ask that question; he asked another question. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Minister gave his answer for one purpose only: To give the impression that 
additional state funds had been allocated from the consolidated fund to road funding. However, that is not 
the case except with regard to the state fuel tax receipts. 

Hon E.J. Charlton: I have repeatedly said, and acknowledged publicly, that Western Australia is one of the 
few States which has allocated the untied funds to roads. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I know that. Something else the Minister has been saying throughout the State is 
that commonwealth road funds have decreased and in 1995-96 the allocation was $55.5m. Again, the 
Minister knows better than any member in this House that the total commonwealth contribution to road 
funding is $155.5m. 

Hon E.J. Charlton interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I am not talking about the financial assistance grants. I will explain to the House 
why the total commonwealth contribution to road funding is $155.5m: It includes national highways 
fundin~ of $55.5m, untied road funding grants of $43.4m and direct funding to local ~overnment of $52m. 
That fIgure does not include the $72m which is a component of the financial asSIstance grants. I am 
referring to the contribution to the three levels of government which is made directly by the 
Commonwealth. When the Minister talks about road funding from the Commonwealth he would like 
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people to believe that $55.5m of it comes from the Commonwealth and the rest comes from the State, and 
that is entirely consistent with the answer he gave to the Leader of the Opposition. This answer is nothing 
other than an attempt to create a false impression in people's minds about what the State Government's 
contribution is. 

I will give this House another example of how the Minister thinks. He said in this House today that the 
previous Government's road spending was approximately $350m per annum and road spending under this 
Government was now $550m. Let us consider how that statement stands up. In the 1992-93 Budget, the 
last of the former Labor Government, spending by Main Roads Western Australia totalled $405 795 576. It 
was not $350m. In the previous year it was $324m. The actual figure spent on roads in the 1994-95 
fmancial year was $352m - a decrease compared with the last year the Labor Government was in office. 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [4.28 pm]: I raised these 
matters in the hope that members opposite would treat them seriously. I thought they would have been 
able to exert some influence over the Minister for Transport and encourage him to give an answer to this 
House which reflects the true situation. One could say after listening to this debate that the Minister had 
made a mistake and had misread the dorothy dixer. It was a very simple question, but the Minister, as is 
always his wont, did not take the opportunity to apologise to this place for a blatantly wrong answer. 
Instead, he endeavoured to contort the issue and abuse me. His mate, Hon Ross Lightfoot, attempted to do 
exactly the same thing, but neither of them dealt with the substantive issue; that is, that the Minister for 
Transport attempted to misrepresent the true situation in this place - and that is what this Minister 
continually does. He has no concept of fact or fiction. 

Hon Ross Lightfoot tried to explain away the Minister's inability to provide accurate answers in this place 
by saying that I had limited knowledge of the English language. What a joke it was when we reached that 
point of the debate. On each of the nine points I mentioned in my letter to you, Mr President, the Minister 
has either came into this place and made a statement or told the people of Western Australia something that 
was totally incorrect. That can be substantiated not by what I said, but by fact. The Ministetlltlas not 
apologised for his actions and all the Opposition has heard is bluff and bluster from members opposite. 
This Minister is incompetent; members opposite know that and should get him out of the position of 
Minister for Transport. 

[Motion lapsed, pursuant to Standing Order No 72.] 

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION 

Parliamentary Staff Enterprise Bargaining Dispute 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [4.30 pm] - without notice: 
move-

That standing orders be suspended so far as will enable the Opposition to move the following 
motion -

That the House expresses its grave concern at the breakdown of enterprise bargaining 
between the Presiding Officers, their delegates, and parliamentary staff and calls upon 
the President to -

(a) bring this dispute to a fair, equitable and early conclusion; and 

(b) keep this House informed of progress in this matter. 

I will be brief in my comments to this motion because I have already discussed it with the Leader of the 
Government. We reached an agreement which is acceptable to the House and will allow this motion to be 
debated for one hour. The debate on the motion will conclude at 5.55 pm. It is a matter which deserves the 
attention of this House and I hope the debate will not be acrimonious, but will clearly put forward the 
general concerns of all members of this place. Hopefully at the end of the debate the House will accept a 
resolution which, firstly, you, Mr President, will feel comfortable with and will be able to comply with and, 
secondly, will be of some assistance in the overall resolution of what has become a protracted dispute 
between the Parliament and its staff. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [4.33 pm]: The Leader of the 
Opposition advised the House that there had been some discussion between the Government and the 
Opposition on this motion. The Government is prepared to agree to the suspension of standing orders to 
enable debate on the proposed motion. As the Leader of the Opposition said, it has been agreed that the 
debate will conclude at 5.55 pm, which should provide adequate time for the House to dispose of the 
proposed motion. One of the reasons the Government is prepared to agree to the suspension of standing 
orders without any disputation is the way in which the motion is couched. For the further benefit of 
members who have not had the opportunity to read the motion, it is my view that it is couched in 
reasonable and realistic terms and is a matter that should be brought before the Parliament for its 
consideration. If the House agrees that the debate should be completed by 5.55 pm, I am more than happy 
to agree to it. I do not believe a formal motion is required in that regard because of the agreement which 
has been made between the Opposition and the Government. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 
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MOTION - PARLIAMENTARY STAFF ENTERPRISE BARGAINING DISPUTE 

nON A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (East Metropolitan) [4.35 pm]: I move -

That this House expresses its grave concern at the breakdown of enterprise bargaining between the 
Presiding Officers, their delegates, and parliamentary staff and calls upon the President to -

(a) bring this dispute to a fair, equitable and early conclusion; and 

(b) keep this House informed of progress in this matter. 

Mr President. I thank you for the courtesy which you extended to this House at the beginning of today's 
proceedings by way of an explanation of the developments as you perceive them. It was very important 
Members must remember that this House must have control over its affairs and, at the end of the day, the 
President and his delegates must act in the interests of this place. Obviously, the members of this place 
must be the fmal arbiters of what is in their interests and the interests of the people they represent. 

A number of discussions have taken place on the role of the President, the Clerk of the Parliament and the 
other sectional heads - for example, the Chief Hansard Reporter - in these negotiations. The primary point 
the Opposition wants to make in this debate is that ultimately there must be some provision for this House 
to be consulted on matters like this issue or, at the very least, for it to continue to be informed. 
Consultation is very important At the conclusion of my comments on this dispute I will suggest a 
mechanism which could be put in place to ensure that a formalised process, which allows for input by 
members, can take place. It is certainly not satisfactory for members of Parliament to be notified when a 
full-blown dispute is already under way. 

The Opposition understands the objectives of enterprise bargaining and it totally supports the decision of 
the Presiding Officers to enter into the framework agreement and to become participants in enterprise 
bargaining. On many occasions members on this side of the House have advocated and promoted 
enterprise bargaining and have set out the reasons why it is the way forward to create positive industrial 
relations. At all times that has been contrasted with a system of individual contracts, which system the 
Opposition believes does not deliver the same positive industrial relations and productivity outcomes as 
enterprise bargaining properly entered into has the capacity to deliver. 

Having entered into that framework agreement, the Opposition understands and supports you, 
Mr President, in your desire to rationalise arrangements in Parliament House. Certainly, from my 
discussions with the union representatives and staff members, they also support the desire to rationalise. 
They strongly support the desire to remove the inconsistencies between the various categories of staff and 
to ensure that the maximum staff are available when there is maximum demand. However, the 
rationalisation must be done fairly and in such a way that the staff who have served members so well over 
the years are properly compensated for the changes. 

Members must understand that the action which has been taken by staff today has certainly not been 
entered into lightly. Staff members, many of whom have given long service and are very mindful of the 
role and dignity of this place, were concerned about abandoning their duty and the impact their action 
would have on their families. A substantial loss in pay is involved in taking such action and this applies 
particularly to those people at the lower end of the salary scale. The preparedness of the staff to take this 
action under these circumstances must cause members to examine very closely the way in which the 
enterprise bargaining has been undertaken. 

One of the major concerns of the staff members and their representatives is the protracted delays involved 
in this agreement. As the President said, the enterprise bargaining process commenced in September 1995. 
I understand negotiations started in October and a series of meetings were held. Come December the 
negotiating team was changed and the section heads who had previously attended the meetings were 
replaced by the Clerks of the Parliament, who had not attended the previous meetings. In some respects, 
the negotiations were back to square one. Around 15 December the meetings ceased and an undertaking 
was given to the representatives of the staff that a proposition would be put forward. By 8 February 
nothing had happened. In other words there was an eight week delay, and that was on top of the fact that 
already there had been some months of negotiations which had been totally superseded by a change in 
teams. It appears that a letter had to be written by one of the union representatives to get the matter up and 
running again. Industrial action followed and a proposition was put forward. Following that, there was 
further industrial action and a second proposition was put forward. 

Members do not have the time in this place to go through the concerns in detail. However, I will address a 
couple of issues. First is the issue of past productivity payments and what is capable of attracting a pay 
increase under the framework agreement. The claim of the unions, on the basis of past productivity, is a 
7 per cent claim. I mentioned in a private discussion with Mr President that that has been achieved in a 
number of agencies. I understand the dilemma you are in, Mr President. because the Government has 
provided a 3.5 per cent allowance by w~ of supplementation to offset past productivity. However, in 
many agencies past productivity of the full 7 per cent - certainly between 5 and 7 per cent - has been 
recognised. I must point out to you, Mr President, the words of the framework agreement to which you are 
a signatory. It quite clearly says that the quantum of any pay increases should not be determined by the 
agency's capacity to pay. As part of the enterprise bargaining process, members have an obligation to look 
at whether there is a legitimate claim for past productivity of up to 7 per cent. 
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Hon George Cash: Will you provide me with a list of those agencies? 

Hon AJ.G. MacTIERNAN: The State Government Insurance Commission is one and part of the 
Department for Family and Children's Services is another. The Opposition is certainly happy to provide 
the Leader of the House with a list of agencies. It is an important point to understand. I do not have the 
time to go into that issue in detail, but at the end of the day the staff were very concerned at the level of 
trade-offs which they were expected to make in return for the 7 per cent increase. Bearing in mind that 
they have not had a pay increase since 1991, other than the two $8 national wage case adjustments -

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: That is convoluted. 

Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It is not convoluted. It is simple sentence construction. I said "other than the 
two $8 national wage case adjustments", and they were granted in 1993 and 1994. The staff members had 
not had a pay increase since then and they have not been party to the productivity increases which 
generally have been found across the public and private sectors. Of course, this stands in great contrast to 
members of this place. Members have had a number of substantial pay increases over that time. Also the 
Clerks of the Parliament, who are responsible for these negotiations, have had some very handsome pay 
increases over that time. It is understandable that the staff are concerned that they are being asked to make 
substantial trade-offs in return for a pay increase to which they believe they are entitled without any trade
offs. It does not mean that the staff are not prepared to rationalise, have a considerable change in rosters or 
accept changes to the way their pay packets are structured. However, at the end of the day, and I think 
there is good argument to support it, they believe they have an entitlement to a pay increase of about 7 per 
cent. I am talking about a real pay increase; not a pay increase to their base rate with a collapse of their 
overtime and penalty rates. 

Of particular concern to the staff members - this might have become a bit of a symbolic matter - is that 
there has been a move to reduce their annual leave from five to four weeks. Members recognise that the 
staff in this place work unsociable and unpredictable hours, just like members on this side of the House. 
However, they have less control over their fate than do members of the Opposition. Like worke~ in the 
private and public sectors generally, they have a right to an extra week's annual leave to compensate them 
for what is a considerable disruption to their private lives which is caused by the nature and 
unpredictability of the hours this Parliament sits. While they are asked to take a slash in annual leave from 
five to four weeks, they see more senior members of staff who are being granted an increase from five to 
six weeks. Understandably to them that does not seem fair. 

Mr President, you mentioned the need to iron out the anomalies in the distinctions between the various 
categories of staff. I am sure you are aware that the latest agreement which was presented last week saw 
the return of those anomalies and the need for a distinction to be drawn between those staff members who 
were represented by the Federated Miscellaneous Workers' Union of Australia - which is fundamentally 
the dining room and security staff - and those who are represented by the Civil Service Association
Combined Public Service Unions and the Media Entertainment and Arts Alliance - which are the 
administrative, educational and Hansard staff. Even on these stated objectives we seem to have gone 
backwards. To give the staff and their representatives their due, they acted in unison and said that the 
Presiding Officers had made a commitment to iron out these distinctions and in order to allow two sections 
to advance their case, they would not allow the third category of staff to be left languishing outside that 
reform. 

Other members will add to my comments. It is impossible for members to argue sensibly on a line by line 
basis the various elements of the competing claims and positions. I understand from the comments you, 
Mr President, made that changes were introduced into this Parliament in 1986 that took the consideration 
of these matters out of the hands of the Joint House Committee. Brian Burke is no longer in Parliament 
and it may be that, having suffered this experience - I understand it is the first time in 35 years that there 
has been industrial action undertaken by parliamentary staff - there is a need to provide some mechanism 
which allows members to have some input into these sorts of deliberations. Perhaps this issue can be taken 
up later. 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [4.50 pm]: Mr President, I 
appreciate that at the beginning of today's sitting you were prepared to make a statement to this House. I 
also extend my appreciation to the Leader of the House for allowing debate to proceed on this motion. 

This matter should be of grave concern to all members. At the end of each sitting year members say how 
pleased they are with the efforts of the parliamentary staff members and acknowledge their exemplary 
standard of service. Under very trying conditions the staff provide an excellent service which makes life 
easier for members. Today for the first time in 35 years the parliamentary staff across the three areas of 
union coverage decided to go on strike. Not one member in this House would take some warmth out of the 
situation. 

During what I hope will be a constructive debate consideration must be given to the root causes of the 
problem and how they can be ironed out. It is easy to give gratuitous advice but because it is likely to 
impact on the service members receive in this place it is probably appropriate for members to make certain 
comments. From the precis of events which Hon Alannah MacTiernan detailed to the House it is obvious 
that the enterprise bargaining process has been an exhaustive and protracted process. 

Bearing in mind the level of service we get from, and the history of, the staff of Parliament House, when 
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they reach the point of taking industrial action a number of issues must be considered. The first is that 
there has been a breakdown in trust on both sides, not because individuals want this but because what is 
required here is a change of enormous dimensions. This is brought about by historical facts and issues over 
which many of us, either members or staff, had no control whatsoever. Staff who work here have unique 
entitlements and working arrangements, quirks of the system, that we cannot control. Mr President, you 
and those who represent you, must work through those issues. Too many changes are being proposed too 
quickly. People are also being asked to trade off conditions and accept enormous changes for very little 
financial reward, bearing in mind the significant constraints in the amount of money that can be given. 
From evidence put to me, the extent of trade-offs within some sections of government departments is 
nowhere near those required by this Parliament. 

Mr President, that is neither your fault nor that of the negotiators. In essence, the Government must look at 
that issue and show not only some compassion, but also some fairness in this process. Staff members have 
pointed out to me that this is not an unjustified proposition; however, under the proposal many low paid 
workers in this place cannot be sure of taking home the same pay as they do today. That creates 
considerable anxiety in their minds. Many of them are not well paid. Many of them have an income of 
less than $30000 a year, including overtime. Bearing in mind the commitments of an average family, to 
jeopardise the amount of that regular take home pay will bring about great anxiety. That relates to not only 
money but also whether they will be treated fairly, whether the week's leave that is to be taken away will 
be given back under the proposed arrangements, and whether they will be allowed to work the 12-hour 
extended day and qualify for the proposed sitting allowance. Many questions like those cannot be 
answered because the process is not in place. At the moment it all boils down to a lack of trust, brought 
about by the pressure for change and the extent of the proposed change. 

It seems to me that when staff members first thought about a pay rise - they have not received one since 
1991, other than the two $8 per week rises flowing on from the national wage adjustments - they expected 
to be compensated adequately. A system that is very complicated and very difficult to comprehend is 
being proposed to ensure that staff will take home the same pay. The crucial issue for many of our workers 
is that they must be assured of that, and they are not at the moment. In making those comments, I am not 
suggesting that management necessarily wants to give staff members less take home pay. The workers are 
anxious that they will not have that security, and they are concerned about the speed of the change. 

There is a view that there should be a 7 per cent pay increase. A subsequent 1 per cent or 1.5 per cent 
increase for productivity underestimates the productivity gains that can be achieved by staff. Staff 
members have told me that they believe they can achieve more productivity gains than that, possibly 2 per 
cent or 3 per cent, and that shows a desire to cooperate. The dynamics are complex and threatening and 
staff members feel that in one hit their entitlements should not go from being where they are now to this far 
more complicated proposal. 

As an observer, it seems to me that in talking about productivity increases, the new arrangements for time 
off in lieu, overtime payments, and sitting allowances will be very difficult and expensive to administer. 
By the time supervising, scrutinising and getting people to double-check the figures are taken into account, 
I wonder whether the productivity gains being sought in this place will be achieved. I am not being 
conservative in this; I am not suggesting that staff must stay with the existing arrangements. Those 
arrangements probably have in-bu~!t problems. However, the new three-pronged proposal appears, on the 
surface, to be administratively complicated. This is about productivity improvements. I suggest that the 
administrative end will be very complicated and expensive. I have not spoken to the Leader of the House, 
but I hope that this motion can be passed unanimously. It is not an outrageous motion. Although it 
consists of very few words, it encompasses the aspirations of staff, not just those in this Chamber, but those 
throughout the Parliament. 

Staff members will gain some comfort if they see that members of all political persuasions believe there is 
a necessity for some speed in the resolution of this matter, for equity to be personified and for fairness to be 
upfront. I fear most - I have expressed this to the Clerk - that at the end of the day divisions within staff . 
ranks may be long and ongoing, and I would hate that to be the case. As I said earlier, we all acknowledge 
the superb service we get from the parliamentary staff. There is now a need to re-evaluate this process. I 
look to the Leader of the House to examine the possibility of some latitude being given by the Presiding 
Officers and their delegates in these negotiations, bearing in mind the small number of staff involved, past 
productivity, the desire for future productivity and the commitment of staff to cooperate with us on all 
occasions. If fear and anxiety can be taken out of this equation and it can be managed differently, we will 
achieve a resolution of this problem, and the unfortunate situation in which we are placed today will not 
continue. 

Another problem is that the information that gets out is only half of the story. We need not blame people 
for releasing the right half or the wrong half of the story, and there is no desire to do that. We need not go 
through recriminations about whether one person said this and another person said that. This matter must 
be resolved as quickly as possible. I have much pleasure in supporting this motion. I hope the matter will 
be resolved quickly and the Government will support the motion. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [4.59 pm]: The Government is 
prepared to support this motion. We believe it is quite proper that there should be a mechanism in place to 
bring the dispute to what is stated in the motion to be a fair, equitable and early conclusion; but more than 
that, that the House be kept informed of progress in this matter. 
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[Questions without notice taken.] 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Before question time I indicated that the Government is prepared to support the 
motion, which is couched in reasonable terms, in so much as all parties are very keen to see a resolution of 
the current dispute involving the staff at Parliament House. 

Having moved the motion, Hon Alannah Mac Tiernan made a number of points, and I will indicate where 
the Government agrees, or disagrees, with them. When I finish my comments all members will be in a 
position to see that there is genuine support for the motion from both sides of the House. First, 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan expressed the view that the House be kept informed of the progress of the 
current negotiations. As I indicated earlier, the Government agrees that it is not unreasonable that the 
House be kept informed. In his statement to the House earlier today, the President indicated that he 
remains confident that negotiations can continue and a satisfactory agreement can be reached. The 
President also pointed out that it is not a simple task to introduce a uniform standard for salaried staff in 
various departments, and it becomes even more complicated when negotiations are conducted with three 
separate unions and the employment conditions of wages staff are included in the negotiations. That is an 
important element of the President's statement. 

The second point made by Hon Alannah MacTiernan was that she supported the concept of enterprise 
bargaining and also supported the President entering into negotiations, through his delegates, in the matter. 
There is no disagreement by Government in that regard: The Government acknowledges that the President 
is quite correct in entering into the negotiations through his delegates. Obviously the Government is keen 
to see the matter resolved. Neither side of the House disputes the third point made by Hon Alannah 
MacTiernan; that is, her desire to see the negotiations remove inconsistencies. Her fourth point was to 
support proper compensation for staff members for the hours of work performed. That is an important 
issue and one with which there is no dispute between the Government and Opposition. 

In general terms the Government has no problems in agreeing with the elements raised in the motion, and 
more than that, agreeing with the general prinCiples enunciated in that regard. As has been poiftied out 
from time to time in this place, not only do we work in a peculiar environment - some people in the 
community feel that, as members, we are peculiar because we work here - but equally the staff members 
who work at Parliament House also work in a unique environment, one in which the extent of daily hours is 
not known until the end of the day when the House is sitting. We on the government side of the House 
recognise the tremendous amount of work that is done by staff in Parliament House. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan referred, in passing, to the conditions in the negotiations as she understood them. 
Prior to this debate I took the opportunity of consulting a senior member of staff who is acting as one of the 
President's delegates in these negotiations. I was provided with some information that members need to 
understand. I say that because the Leader of the Opposition mentioned that half stories - he did not say 
untruths - appeared to get out. If anything, I want to provide the other half of the story, so that at least we 
are talking about facts when we discuss the negotiations currently under way between the delegates of the 
President and representatives of the staff. In fact, media reports today have not represented the whole of 
the story, and in my view they have been somewhat inflammatory. 

I understand, from my limited discussions with the President, that he is very keen to see a resolution of this 
dispute on fair and equitable terms for everyone involved, as are the senior officers acting as delegates. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan made that point earlier; in fact, it is encompassed in the words in the motion 
now under debate. I refer to the single enterprise bargaining unit that is being considered. The package 
offered by management proposes to standardise working conditions in the Parliament and has been 
amended a number of times during discussions with the unions. That is an important first statement 
because, as has already been indicated by the Leader of the Opposition, in particular, this is Mark III or 
Mark IV of the proposal discussed with the unions. Clearly there is a need for flexibility on both sides, and 
the reordering of the package demonstrates such flexibility. The proposal for current wages staff is that the 
present working arrangements will remain the same. That means an increase of 6.5 per cent payable 
immediately, followed by a subsequent 1.5 per cent payable from 1 January 1997. . 

Hon Tom Helm: With no strings? 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I will just run through it. In paying that 8 per cent increase, various anomalies 
must be addressed. The package seeks to end anomalies under which some employees in this Parliament 
work a 6.5 hour day and are paid for 7.5 hours; some have up to 15 weeks' paid leave, in addition to their 
paid annual leave - I stress that so there is no misunderstanding -

Hon A.I.G. MacTieman: But they are not wages staff. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I do not want to distinguish between the two, because we are dealing with a 
package right across the board. However, the member is quite right; that does not relate to the wages staff. 
If I am given an opportunity later, I will run through the provisions for sessional staff and non-sessional 
staff. 

Hon A.I.G. MacTiernan: I raised that because I understood, and given your comments, in this latest draft 
o~ the agreement, all elements of the staff are not moving forward together. The wages staff will be dealt 
w~th quite differently, and there will not be a uniform structure across the board. Isn't that what you just 
saId? 



718 [COUNCIL] 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I am in a position to advise about the latest proposal being offered to the 
representatives of the staff. Later I will furnish the member with a written copy of the proposal, and she 
can go through it to ensure that she understands what I have said so there is no misinterpretation. I say 
again: Some employees have up to 15 weeks' paid leave, in addition to annual leave. I will qualify that by 
saying that they do not include wages staff. Some employees have five weeks' annual leave. The 
qualification for entitlement to the additional week varies based on the duties performed. Some employees 
have four weeks' annual leave. In short: Some employees have an entitlement to four weeks' annual 
leave; some with five weeks -

Hon A.J.G. MacTiernan: Some with six? 

Hon GEORGE CASH: That may well be. There is an inconsistency across the board. Certainly some 
employees get 15 weeks, plus normal leave. I do not know about the workers who get six weeks' leave. 
Perhaps the member can advise me later of those to whom she is referring. 

Three areas of concern have emerged from earlier negotiations: The first relates to overtime; second, the 
changed method of calculation of leave in excess of four weeks; and third, the span of hours to be worked 
by employees. The Leader of the Opposition mentioned overtime and the anxiety of staff members not 
knowing whether they would end up with less pay at the end of the week - and I recognise that anxiety. 
Clearly that matter must be addressed - as agreed between the Government and the Opposition - in a fair 
and equitable manner. 

The proposal put to the unions includes an 8 per cent increase in pay, made up by an immediate increase of 
6.5 per cent and a further 1.5 per cent from 1 January 1997, provided future productivity requirements are 
met. The total cash value is an average increase of 11.01 per cent, of which 8 per cent is an increase in the 
base salary, comprising increases in overtime and the introduction of a special sitting allowance. I make 
this point: No overtime will be lost. I am informed that in the documentation that will be provided to all 
staff members, they will be assured that no-one will lose overtime entitlements. In addition, overtime will 
be after 7.5 hours are worked, whereas presently it is payable to sessional officers after 7.30 pm. 

The package proposes that staff members will accrue time off for time worked beyond 7.5 hours until 
11.00 pm, following which double time will apply. Officers at level 6 and above will receive time off after 
7.5 hours are worked on a sitting day and will also receive a special allowance after 9.00 pm on sitting days 
at five times the hourly rate applicable to a level 6, year 1; that is, approximately $126.80 after the 8 per 
cent increase. 

Hon Tom Helm interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: No; it is a fee. That arrangement will cut in after 9.00 pm and a fee of about $126 
is payable. 

Hon Tom Helm interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: That is right. The fee is applicable once a person has worked past nine o'clock on 
a sitting day. I advise Hon Tom Helm that it could be $126.80 or thereabouts for an hour, if the House 
finished soon after nine o'clock. However, all members blOW the hours of this place and no-one can be 
sure of when we will finish at the best of times. Hansard reporters mainly are affected by this part of the 
proposal: They will be asked to work a 37.5 hour week in non-sitting times, and it is proposed that they 
work for government departments if there is insufficient work at Parliament House. Hansard reporters will 
also be entitled to time for time accrued leave benefits under the new arrangements, as is the case for other 
staff members. 

As to standard working hours, the proposed arrangements establish the normal working day at Parliament 
House at 7.5 hours for all employees. Beyond the across the board pay increases, those employees who 
work the longest hours when the Parliament is sitting will be rewarded. If either House of Parliament sits 
after 8.00 pm, staff who work 50 per cent or more of that time will be able to take a guaranteed 37.5 hours 
of their accrued time as one week's additional annual leave. That means that employees will not lose one 
week's annual leave, as has been promoted by some people, and as I think has been published in the media. 
That condition is not being traded off for a salary increase. In fact, the delegates of the Presiding Officer 
are establishing across all parliamentary departments a basis for the entitlement to that extra week's leave. 

Hon A.J.G. MacTiernan: I understand what you are saying, and it is quite right. The concern is that the 
rosters could be manipulated so that people would be deprived. It could happen - although I am not 
suggesting it will - that rosters are manipulated so that certain persons would be deprived of their capacity 
to earn that extra week's leave. You can understand that concern. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I understand what the member is saying and the effect it would have on staff 
members, if that were the case. Although I can offer no solution at the moment about that matter, the mere 
fact that we are raising these issues today and the fact that that interjection in due course might appear in 
Hansard are benefits of our discussing this motion. I do not offer a solution; however, I recognise what the 
member is saying. No doubt the Presiding Officer, through his delegates, will take that matter into account 
in due course. 

Even those few officers who might not, under the current arrangements, automatically accrue that leave 
will have the capacity to obtain it if they work at least 50 per cent of the sitting nights. Those who do not 
work 50 per cent of the sitting nights will be able to take additional leave on a proportionate basis. That 
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part of the proposal will guarantee that employees who work 50 per cent of the sitting nights will receive 
an additional week's leave, irrespective of the number of nights on which the House sits. That new 
arrangement applies to level 5 officers and below. 

I now refer to sessional staff who commence work at 9.00 am. I will split my comments into two sections: 
I will let members know, first, what is happening now and, second, what is proposed. At the moment no 
overtime is paid to staff members who work between 5.00 pm and 7.30 pm on sitting days. Under the 
proposal those employees are to be paid overtime at time and a half if they work between 5.00 pm and 7.30 
pm on sitting days. Overtime is currently paid at time and a half between 7.30 pm and 10.00 pm, and it is 
proposed that overtime for work between those hours will continue to be paid at that rate. Currently 
overtime is paid at double time for work between 10.30 pm and 11.00 pm. It is proposed that overtime will 
now be paid at time and a half for work carried out between 10.30 pm and 11.00 pm. Currently overtime 
for work from 11.00 pm onwards is paid at double time, and the proposal is that double time will continue 
to be paid for work during that time. 

Current sessional staff are entitled to five weeks' leave. It is proposed that four weeks' leave be applicable, 
plus - this is the important point - a guaranteed additional week's leave for those who work after 8.00 pm 
on at least half the sitting nights. If sessional staff members work more hours after 5.00 pm than the 37.5 
hours comprising the additional week's leave, and than the time taken in shorter sitting days - that is, 82 
hours in an average year - they will accrue additional days off. Additional time off is to be taken by the 
end of the following calendar year. When this comes into operation, all departmental heads will list the 
people within their department who are expected to work at least half the sitting nights. 

Presently non-sessional staff - that is, those generally working between 9.00 am and 4.30 pm - get four 
weeks' leave. The proposal is that they be entitled to four weeks' leave, plus additional days off if they 
work more hours after 5.00 pm than the time taken in shorter non-sitting days; that is, 82 hours in an 
average year. Additional time off is to be taken by the end of the following calendar year. Currently non
sessional staff who work from 9.00 am to 4.45 pm are entitled to four weeks' leave. It is proposed.that that 
leave continue to be four weeks, plus additional days off if the employee works more hours after 5.00 pm 
than the time taken in shorter non-sitting days; that is, 41 hours in an average year. Additional time off is 
to be taken by the end of the following calendar year. 

Although I have spoken for longer than I intended and we did have an agreement that we would finish at a 
specific time, I do not want to cut short the debate. It is important that the facts of the current proposal 
being put before the representatives of various staff be recorded in Hansard so there is a clear 
understanding of what the issue is all about. In fact, one way of ensuring that we have an accurate record 
of the matters that I have raised is for me to seek the leave of the House to table the document 
encompassing the general package about wh"ich I have just spoken. 

" Leave granted. [See paper No 207.] 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Again I make this point: The Government is happy to support this motion. We 
believe there is a need to resolve the matter. The Leader of the Opposition talked about the anxiety of 
certain staff members, and I recognise that. In any industrial dispute, especially when only half the facts 
get out, anxiety will always develop. I have tried to put the other half of the story so that the staff will be 
aware of the propositions being put. More than that, I am advised that all staff members will receive a 
circular containing this information so that they can consider the proposal now being put to them. 

An opposition member: Will there be staff reductions? 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I am not the delegate of the Presiding Officer so I cannot tell the member that. I 
have been asked to advise the House on the current proposal. The member can address that question to me 
after I have had an opportunity to ascertain the position. 

I can understand the suggestion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan for the need for a mechanism to enable 
members of the House to have some input into the issues at question. I do not know what that mechanism 
is at this stage. When she suggested the need to put in place a mechanism, I had a vision of all 91 members 
trying to resolve an industrial dispute. Clearly, that would not be a practical way of sorting out this matter. 
That is why the two Presiding Officers, through their delegates, are negotiating at this stage. 

By supporting the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition to suspend standing orders, I have 
endeavoured to provide members with an opportunity to raise various issues, and they have been raised in a 
realistic manner. I just say this: The Government is keen to see a fair and equitable solution of the 
problem as soon as possible. If other matters need to be brought before the House, members can consider 
them should they arise. 

HON A.J.G. MacTiERNAN (East Metropolitan) [5.56 pm]: I will be very short to keep within the time 
frame. I advise the House that Hon Tom Helm, who was very keen to speak to this motion because he feels 
yery strongly about the conditions endured by the staff, has nobly sacrificed his opportunity to speak in the 
mterests of progressing this motion through the House. 

I thank the Government for its support of this motion. It is pleasing that the staff effectively have the 
support of bo~h sides of this House. I note that one of the paragraphs of the motion is that this House calls 
upon the PreSIdent to bring the industrial dispute to a fair, equitable and early conclusion. I understand the 
staff are meeting at 8 o'clock tomorrow morning. I ask you, Mr President, to use your best endeavours to 
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see whether discussions between your representatives and the representatives of the staff can take place 
before then so that when the staff meet tomorrow they can be made aware that some progress has been 
made. 

I appreciate Hon George Cash setting out in detail the various aspects of the proposal. It is not possible for 
the Opposition to respond, on a line by line basis, to that because it has insufficient information. 

Hon George Cash: I was about to give you a copy of it. 

Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I would appreciate that. Suffice to say there is a very clear feeling among the 
staff that what they have been offered is not attractive. Members on both sides of the House have agreed 
that the staff of Parliament House are not the type of people who would take industrial action unless they 
felt they were being severely disadvantaged. 

Obviously this matter is of concern to both sides of the House and it must be progressed quickly. Members 
have fended quite well today without the assistance of the staff, but I recommend that it should be on a 
short term basis. If members want this Parliament to function properly to allow them to represent the 
people who elected them they must display a great deal of maturity and a capacity to be flexible to bring 
this matter to a quick conclusion. Mr President, I thank you for your indulgence. I gather from your 
demeanour today, that you will support the issues which have been raised by members on both sides of the 
House. 

I did suggest earlier that some members of the staff were receiving six weeks' annual leave and I have been 
advised by the Clerk that that is not the case; I stand corrected. I thank members for their support and hope 
that negotiations can take place before tomorrow morning so that we can get this show back on the road. 

Question put and passed. 

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from 28 March. 

HON 1.0. MacLEAN (North Metropolitan) [5.59 pm]: I support this motion and endorse the sentiments 
expressed in the Governor's speech. His speech highlighted the difference between the style of the Labor 
Government when it was in power for 10 years and the first term of what I know will be a long period for 
the Court coalition Government. 

Several members interjected. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: One of the biggest differences is that the Labor Government was a Government of 
inaction. In the last three years of the Labor Government this State's debt increased each year by $lb until 
it reached a record $8b. While this happened members opposite sat on their hands and made no effort to 
try to address the situation. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: No-one could trust them with a used penny. In stark contrast to the Labor 
Government, this Government has made changes and it has been the first to admit that some of them have 
not been popular. However, the changes have been necessary to get this State back on the road. The 
financial position of this State in the last four years has been far superior to what it was in the Labor 
Government's last four years in office. 

Hon Tom Helm interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: I am very pleased that Hon Tom Helm referred to real wages. Since this 
Government has been in office real wages have increased. The previous Government was responsible for 
an unemployment rate of 11 per cent, yet it claimed to be representing the interests of the working class. 
The people who were out of work were battlers from low income earning families. Under the previous 
Government's administration there were more of those people out of work than at any other time of 
Western Australia's history. 

As a measure of how hollow the Labor Party is I will touch on one or two policies which the Labor Party 
claims as its own. The Labor Party claims to be the greenest of the Greens when it goes to an election. A 
better description would be "environmental vandals". To illustrate the Labor Party's environmental 
hypocrisy, I remind the House that in my maiden speech I raised concerns about Koondoola open space in 
the northern suburbs. It comprises an area of approximately 135 hectares, which is slightly larger than 
Kings Park, and its ecology can be compared with some aspects of the Bassendean and Spearwood dune 
systems. 

The Bassendean dune system is the oldest dune system on the Swan coastal plain and comprises low hills 
and sandy swamps. Two seasonal wetlands can be found on the Koondoola open space which attract large 
numbers of native and migratory birds. Basically, it is an infertile plain, but it does support banksia 
bushland and diverse shrub growth. The banksia bushland is made up of she-oak and prickly bark. An 
assortment of marri and jarrah can also be found, but as the ground is mostly infertile they are not of the 
quality of the marri and jarrah in the south west. The Spearwood dune system supports a similar 
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vegetation, although the soil is more fertile. A higher concentration of undergrowth can be found in that 

dune system. In the Koondoola open space area there are concentrated areas of kangaroo paw and cats 

paw. A number of exciting discoveries of plant species have been found over recent years. These include 

some species which people thought were extinct in the metropolitan area. 

The Koondoola open space is of particular interest because it comprises a very large area of banksia 

When I became involved in trying to retain this area as a reserve I found it very difficult to capture people's 

interest because the suburbs of Marangaroo and Alexander Heights did not, to any great extent, exist 

Before the suburbs were developed Marangaroo Drive was bordered by banksia.Banksia can be found 

only in the Koondoola open space now that Marangaroo and Alexander Heights are fully developed 

residential suburbs. 

A number of plant species can be found in the Koondoola open space. In the main, the bushland is in very 

good condition and it is a highly valued flora and fauna conservation area. The National Trust recently 

entered Koondoola open space in its register of heritage places. That highlights the significance of the area 

to this State's heritage. The Koondoola open space has been zoned as open space since 1981 when the then 

Liberal Government recognised the value of having large areas of native bushland retained for future 

benefit. Originally, it was to have been a buffer between a possible airport and an industrial site. It may be 

of surprise to members that in 1981 the urban growth in Wanneroo had not reached half its anticipated 

growth. 

In 1987 things were different and the suburb of Marangaroo was rapidly developing and the land in 

Alexander Heights was selling very quickly. Wanneroo was developing at a rate of approximately 500 

dwellings a month, and that was during tough economic times. Homeswest changed its policy at that time. 

Instead of selling land at a subsidised price to low income owners it sold land at the market value and 

overnight the prices increased from $13000 for a block of land in Marangaroo to between $20000 and 

$26000. In spite of that, Homeswest was in financial difficulty. In 1987 it made tentative approaches 

about rezoning areas of Koondoola open space. Instead of coming out and saying what it wanted to do 

Homeswest went to various community groups and asked what facilities it could provide in '!Fle area. 

Homeswest offered playing fields, community halls and play equipment for children. As soon as 

Homeswest indicated the location of the community facilities, local residents totally opposed its proposals. 

I had the pleasure to sit in on one of those meetings and I recall the anger demonstrated by the local 

residents towards Homeswest. The residents felt they had been betrayed by their local member and a 

Government which, at that time, the majority of them supported. The residents wanted the bushland 

retained at all costs. 

At that time the suburbs of Marangaroo and Alexander Heights had no community facilities. They were 

very lucky to have play equipment for the children. The residents in the area recognised the value of the 

bushland. In 1988 Homeswest made its first formal approach to the Wanneroo City Council to rezone a 

large section of land over which Homeswest had control. Its submission stated that Koondoola open space 

was no longer a buffer zone between a possible airport and an industrial site. It failed to highlight the 

existence of a brickworks and a water treatment plant which is located in the centre of Koondoola open 

space. It also failed to highlight that the local residents were totally opposed to its proposal. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon J.D. MacLEAN: I suppose some people would say that, but on the records it is shown as a water 

treatment plant. The ratepayers and community groups approached their local councillors and requested 

that they support them and oppose Homeswest's development. The local council, to its great credit, not 

only opposed the development but also insisted that Homeswest carry out an environmental study of the 

bushland. To this day it amazes me that Homeswest did not carry out urban or environmental studies on 

this large tract of natural bush. The Labor Party, which was then in government, seemed determined that 

Homeswest would sell this land. Homeswest did not intend to build public housing; it wanted to sell the 

land to developers who would build the houses. This land had hills and city views. Some people do not 

consider the land to be part of Koondoola. It would be a valuable housing estate. No-one was surprised 

that Homeswest attempted to sell the land. However, the environmental study commissioned by a local 

environment group found that the bushland was environmentally sensitive. It was the habitat of black 

gloved wallabies, which are a rare and endangered species in urban areas. There were also large numbers 

of flowering plants that had not been seen in urban areas for a considerable time. The Labor Government 

advised the council that if it did not rezone that area of public open space to government requirements, the 

Government would override the council's decision. That is no small threat because that would require a 

change in the legislation. At that time the Labor Government was willing to go to those extraordinary 

lengths so that Homeswest could sell prime real estate as an urban development. 

The next move came just after the 1989 election when the Government went to the people with a proposal 

to build a police station because it was worried about the crime rate in the area. It claimed that the only 

place a police station could be built was in the middle of Koondoola open space. The only trouble with 

building a police station in that open space was that people would need to go through the bushland to get to 

the station. To overcome that small problem Homeswest applied to develop houses on that land. To get 

local residents on side the local member of Parliament organised a community meeting in Koondoola. 

That meeting was held away from the Marangaroo and Alexander Heights communities. The meeting was 

made up almost entirely of Labor Party supporters. Unfortunately for the local member at the time, those 

Labor Party supporters opposed development of Koondoola open space. The mood at the public meeting 
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was such that when the then federal member for Cowan, Mrs Carolyn Jakobsen, stood to speak, she would 
not support her Labor colleague in the proposal to build a police station in the middle of Koondoola 
bushland, even though prior to the commencement of the public meeting Mrs Jacobson expressed support 
for this police station and the benefits it would bring to the area. I was happy to remind Mrs Jakobsen of 
that recently. 

The Labor Party lost interest in developing Koondoola open space at about the time the Hepburn Heights 
fiasco reached the Press. Hepburn Heights is another indicator of this so-called environmentally friendly 
Labor Party. It wanted an area of pristine bush turned into a housing development, not by Homeswest but 
by developers. The Labor Party - that group of people who are supposedly environmentally friendly -
thinks that urban bushland is something that one sells to one's mates at a reduced cost so they can build 
housing. The better the land, the better the price that its mates will get. 

At the first opportunity after the Court Government came to power I made representations about 
Koondoola open space. I am pleased to announce that Koondoola open space became the first area of 
urban bushland purchased under the urban bushland buyback scheme. Koondoola open space is now 
owned by the people of Western Australia and will remain bushland. As a resident of Girrawheen for 
almost 15 years I am particularly pleased to report that Homeswest, now under new management, has 
indicated that it will redevelop the areas of Girrawheen, Koondoola and Balga as part of the largest 
redevelopment undertaken by Homeswest in Western Australia. When linked to the Lockridge 
redevelopment it will probably be the largest redevelopment of public housing in Australia. Even the 
planning work will take between six and 12 months. 

This is a major initiative in areas that had been earmarked as safe Labor areas by the Burke, Dowding and 
Lawrence Governments. In the 10 years of Labor Administrations I can say from experience that no 
government money was spent on those areas. While successive Labor Governments failed to bite the bullet . 
and spend money that was necessary not only to upgrade those areas but also to maintain them, the Court 
Government made money available in its first term of office. The Court Government realises that all 
people in this State must benefit from the development of the State. The planned redevelopment of these 
suburbs includes streetscapes and little things like new fencing to upgrade the appearance of the area. 
Homeswest plans to reduce its rental presence in the area with the popular right-to-buy scheme, which 
entitles people on low incomes to purchase the houses they have resided in for so many years. Blocks of 
units will be targeted and internal refurbishment will bring them up to the standard that people now expect. 
External fixtures and appearances will change and the dead ground between these blocks will be upgraded. 
This will change the amenity for the community and certainly show the community that this Government 
cares. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: There will be more housing stock, because we will put the money into Homeswest. 
Members opposite have not learnt that the Government can do nothing without money. Members opposite 
spent money on their mates during the 1980s, and there was no money to spend on the people who 
supported them. That is the history of the Labor Party in government. It has never grasped that concept. 
As a money manager the Labor Party is hopelesS':" It does not understand that it cannot do anything for 
these people unless it has the money. Labor Governments spent money on Bond, Connell and others. 
They did not spend the money in Girrawheen and Koondoola, but on Bell Group shares. 

Hon Sam Piantadosi interjected. 

Hon I.t. MacLEAN: I am glad that Hon Sam Piantadosi interjected; I will get to him. 

I remember a $600 000 scout hall development in Girrawheen duririg the years of the Labor 
Administration. The money came from the City of Wanneroo; no state money was involved. That 
community facility is well used. During its 10 years in office the Labor Government put nothing into that 
area. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: Whose pocket? The member is the joke. That 'is another indicator of the Labor 
Government's money managing skills. When Hon Graham Edwards was Minister for Police most of the 
goings on that this Government is trying to clean up were occurring unrestrained. The member was 
intellectually incapable of being a Minister. 

For many years the people of Wanneroo have been calling for the Wanneroo Hospital to be upgraded. The 
Wanneroo Hospital is an 84 bed regional hospital. It is not a large hospital, especially when one considers 
that the population in the Wanneroo area is more than 220000. Even though members opposite, those 
great money managers, complained and bleated for so many years that the hospital needed upgrading, they 
did nothing. The Court Government has entered into an agreement to redevelop the Wanneroo Hospital 
into a 335 bed medical centre. This hospital redevelopment was vehemently opposed by members 
opposite, who could not understand the process. Members opposite engaged in one of the most despicable 
political acts that one could imagine. They told the staff at the Wanneroo Hospital that there would be staff 
cuts. It is hard to imagine that a small regional 84 bed hospital that will be developed into a 335 bed 
hospital - 265 of which will be public beds - will experience staff cuts. That is the claim that was made by 
members opposite, members of the great Labor Party and supporters of the people. Not only will there be 
no staff cuts, but staff numbers will increase. When that tactic did not work members opposite said that 
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public patients would not be admitted and that if a choice had to be made between admitting a public 
patient and a private patient, a private patient would be admitted before a public patient. As I said, 265 
beds will be reserved for public patients, and unless a major catastrophe fills those 265 public beds, all 
patients must be treated according to their medical condition. Hon John Halden would be treated on his 
medical condition, just as everyone else would be. 

Hon Graham Edwards interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: The redevelopment ofWanneroo Hospital from 84 beds to 335 beds is a credit to this 
Government. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: I thank the member. It is not just a 335 bed hospital; it will comprise specialist units 
and its accident emergency section - with which I have had recent contact - will be upgraded to equal if not 
surpass the units currently in operation in major W A hospitals. All we have heard from members opposite 
is constant bleatings and attacks, on not only this Government but also the service provider. I attended a 
public meeting where a member of the nurses' union said that Health Care of Australia would be paid 
millions of dollars and its executives would receive salaries in line with those paid in private hospitals in 
the United States, which sometimes amount to hundreds of thousands of dollars. Members opposite, and 
some of their supporters, live in cloud cuckoo land. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: I am amazed that a member opposite can berate and degrade people, and then make a 
statement like that. Honestly, Mr Halden! It is no wonder that Mr Chance is so happy every time 
Mr Halden gets to his feet; it is because his chances of becoming the leader of the Labor Party in this place 
are strengthened. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: I too would be terrified at the prospect of Hon Kim Chance becoming Leader of the 
Opposition in this place, although he would make a much better leader than Hon John Halden. However, I 
digress. The Labor Party wants the State Government to build Wanneroo Hospital. Why did it not do that 
while it was in power? I know that 10 years is a short time, although it was sufficient time for the Labor 
Government to run up debts of $8b. How many new hospitals would the Labor Party have built if it had 
not propped up Rothwells? How many new schools would the Labor Party have built if it had not 
supported Bond? How many benefits have the people of Western Australia missed out on because of the 
inaction and, even worse, some of the actions of members opposite? 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: They have more confidence in members of this Government. This year we 
celebrated the anniversary of the election of Dame Edith Cowan to Parliament, the first woman to be 
elected to any Parliament in Australia. The fact that she was elected as a conservative member has been 
overlooked by many people. The fact that women are dominant in the Liberal Party and conservatives 
parties generally does not seem to worry members opposite. We do not have to impose a quota for the 
number of women who must be preselected. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: Yes, Madam Lash! That brings me to the next area that the Labor Party claims to 
support. In my travels I have been impressed by the value that other countries place on their heritage. In 
England one can find the house where Shakespeare lived, and where Oscar Wilde wrote his plays. One can 
even find 221B Baker Street, London. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: They have probably knocked it down. They do have some pride. Even 221B Baker 
Street, the home of the legendary detective Sherlock Holmes can be found in the streets of London. 

Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: It is not me, and it certainly will never be Mr Stephens. I remember a trip to an 
archeological dig in a small English town. Someone was building a new house and excavations for the 
foundations exposed a tiled floor which was part of a Roman merchant's house. The archaeologist on site 
said that the merchant must have been a minor official only, because the ceramics were poor copies. I 
remember the feeling standing on those tiles and thinking about the low grade merchant who had lived 
there some thousands of years before. We could never have that history in Australia. If one wanders 
around Perth looking for a historic site such as the house in which Edith Cowan lived when she was a 
member of Parliament, one could not find it. Edith Cowan's house at 71 Malcolm Street was one of three 
nice cottages which were representative of workers' cottages in that era and which were located on land 
once owned by Lord Forrest, although not much of Perth was not previously owned by John Forrest. 

A member interjected. 

Hon LD. MacLEAN: No, it is not as a matter of fact. That may be; however, 71 Malcolm Street was the 
home of Dame Edith Cowan, the first woman member of Parliament in Australia, from 1919 to 1935, when 
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she died, and her daughters lived there for a much longer period. What happened to 71 Malcolm Street? 
Mr McGinty brought in heritage legislation that would fix up the woes that befell heritage houses. 

A member interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: Yes, I will get to that. That legislation was introduced with accompanying whistles 
and bells and publicity. However, when a local resident advised the Heritage Council that she had located 
the house where Edith Cowan had lived, and asked that a stop work order be placed on any development of 
the site, the Heritage Council said that it would not issue that order because there was no reason to and, 
besides that, it did not have any funds. It suggested that this woman raise the issue after the Budget. This 
lady diligently waited until the council had been allocated $lm in its budget and approached it once again. 
She gave the council all the information about the residents of 71 Malcolm Street. By going through the 
old electoral roles she proved that Dame Edith Cowan had lived there. The Heritage Council thanked her 
very much and sent her on her way. She was supported by the National Trust in her attempt to have the 
Heritage Council look at 71 Malcolm Street. Not long after this lady had approached the Heritage Council 
the developers who owned that house and the two adjoining properties moved in. That was the weekend 
before the National Trust intended to list the three houses. What happened can be described only as 
vandalism. Without a demolition permit they raced in and tore up all the floorboards, pulled out all the 
windows, including the stained glass windows, and the doors. Just to make sure that nothing else could 
possibly be saved they ran crowbars up and down the shingles. 

A member interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: It was done under a Labor Administration, you bozo! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: No, they were not. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: I apologise, Mr President. 

This was done so there would be absolutely nothing of value left of the three houses, particularly 
71 Malcolm Street, to show that the first woman parliamentarian in Australia had ever lived there. The 
Heritage Council held a crisis meeting on site where it was agreed that there might have been some 
significant value in 71 Malcolm Street and the developer agreed to saw it in half with a chain saw, put it on 
a truck and take it to the Edith Cowan University campus in Joondalup. I approached members of Edith 
Cowan University in Joondalup for an assessment of the condition of Edith Cowan's house. I was told that 
if they were very lucky they might be able to use one or two door and window frames, but there was 
nothing of any real value left. This is not the only problem Mr McGinty had. 

A member interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: The member is an empty vessel; why does he not shut up? This is not the only 
problem that Mr McGinty had while he was in charge of the State's heritage, and the old Swan Brewery 
was mentioned earlier. We should put a big plaque on it and make it a sacred site to the WA Inc years. 

Hon Graham Edwards interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: Not many names are missing from the list of W A Inc players who have owned the 
Swan Brewery. It was sold by Bond to Yosse Goldberg for $4m. It was purchased by then Premier Burke 
for $5m to save it from the developers. Peter Briggs approached the Government with a $4Om 
development plan, but public pressure meant that Mr Briggs could not proceed. However, in June 1992 
Mr McGinty leased the site to Multiplex. 

A member interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: Strangely it was not sold by tender. The first anyone knew about it was when a 
possible tenderer from the Eastern States complained that his tender had not even been considered. What 
did Mr McGinty get for the brewery? Did he get the State's $5m back? No, not only did Mr McGinty 
lease it to Multiplex for seven years for a peppercorn rent but also Multiplex was not required to do 
anything with it for seven years. Multiplex could have left it standing as a shell for seven years, paid a 
peppercorn rent and done nothing. It did not have to protect its heritage value. Only a cynic would suggest 
that John Robert's $200 000 donation to the Labor Party shortly after that had anything to do with these 
friendly conditions. Mr McGinty has held himself up as the new face of the Labor Party, untainted by the 
WA Inc years. I suggest that Mr McGinty's claims of being untainted by WA Inc may be slightly 
exaggerated. Mr Brian Peachey, a long time Labor man and friend of Tom Burke - a good Labor leader and 
father of Brian, who was a disappointment to him - wrote in a 1994 newsletter that Mr McGinty belonged 
to a group of university trained union activists who had hijacked the ALP. He said that during the height of 
the abuses of the Burke and Dowding Governments, Mr McGinty was a member of the state and federal 
executives of the Labor Party and was in a much better position than the critics outside the party to assess 
the irresponsible behaviour of the ALP Governments. I make much of my humble background. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: I live in Girrawheen, which is a strong working class area with parochial attitudes. 
Members opposite claim the hearts of those people. I admit that the people of Koondoola and Girrawheen 
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will not change their votes lightly. I will go over some of the things that this Government has done for this 

area. Blackmore Primary School, which is in the heart of Girrawheen, is a priority program school. It 

deals with people who, because of their economic or social circumstances, do not always have the ability to 

support their children's education. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: The member is a real dork! Blackmore Primary School was listed -

Several members interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: These people do support their children, but they cannot support them to the same 

level that other parents can either financially or educationally. 

Hon Reg Davies interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: That is right, I agree with Hon Reg Davies. However, the problem also arises 

because some of the parents in that area cannot read or write. One reason is that they are immigrants and 

English is their second language, and the federal Labor Government made drastic changes to English 

tutorials available to migrants. 

Hon Graham Edwards: It is not necessarily the case that they cannot read and write because they are 

immigrants. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: No, some of them are Australian born and cannot read and write. The PSP school 

assists those families. 

A member interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: No, it is not a problem just in Girrawheen. 

Hon Graham Edwards interjected. .. 
Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: Unfortunately, a distressingly high number of migrant families are affected. My 

point is that the main reason for these people's language difficulties was the decision by the federal Labor 

Government to change the learning facilities for English as a second language. At one stage people could 

approach the training institutions to learn English and receive a subsidy for up to five years after they came 

to Australia. 

A member interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: The member should be quiet. The Federal Labor Government changed all of that. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: The fact that the then Federal Labor Government changed the guidelines so that 

some of those people were not able to access English language classes was an indictment on that 

Government's treatment of them. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: Members of the Government are happy that the Wanneroo inquiry is now constituted 

as a royal commission. This Government tends to do things under advice. The Wanneroo inquiry was not 

reopened until the police were satisfied that their inquiries were finished. The Government reinstated 

Mr Kyle to that inquiry because of his previous experience. When the Supreme Court ruled that Mr Kyle 

could not hear the evidence because of a possible conflict. the Government immediately appointed 

someone else. Mr Davies, who has now been appointed, is working his way through the transcript of 

evidence. 

One of the first things that Mr Davies asked for was the protection of a royal commission for himself and 

the witnesses. This Government sought advice, and it was agreed that the easiest way to do that was to 

reinstate the inquiry as a royal commission even though the Local Government Act granted it the powers of 

a royal commission. The only thing that the inquiry lacked was the protection of privilege that is granted to 

a royal commission. The Government has never shirked from having an inquiry. This inquiry will catch 

more people than members opposite think - people with whom the Opposition is close. 

Hon Graham Edwards interjected. 

Hon 1.0. MacLEAN: That includes Hon Graham Edwards. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: Hon lain MacLean has suggested that a royal commission will catch people 

to whom I am close. That seems to be some sort of misrepresentation and I ask for your advice, 

Mr President. 

The PRESIDENT: It is not. 

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: Thank you, Mr President. 



726 [COUNCIL] 

Debate Resumed 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: Over the past few months the Government has been subjected to blatant misuse of 
the parliamentary process. 

A member interjected. 

Hon I.D. MacLEAN: Luckily it was not in this House. Mr President. you would not allow that to happen 
in this place. It will be interesting to hear the evidence and cross-examination in the royal commission of 
those people who have been receiving Press coverage. The Press will have a field day, and it will not be 
this side of the House that will suffer as a result of the royal commission, but the other side. I will enjoy 
this inquiry immensely. 

Debate adjourned to later stage of sitting, on motion by Hon Doug Wenn. 

[Continued next page.] 

HUMAN REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGY AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 March. 

HON B.M. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [8.23 pm]: I support the objectives of this Bill but raise some 
concerns about it. I remind members that the original Act was sound legislation with four sound 
objectives. Those objectives stated, first, that in seeking to enact the legislation the Parliament wanted to 
help and encourage those eligible couples who are unable to conceive children naturally or whose children 
may be affected by a genetic disease. The second objective was that Parliament considered that the 
primary purpose and only justification for the creation of a human egg in the process of fertilisation of an 
embryo in vitro was to assist these couples to have children, and that this legislation should respect the life 
created by this process by giving the egg in the process of fertilisation or embryo all reasonable 
opportunities for implanting. The third objective was that although Parliament recognised that research has 
enabled the development of current procedures and that certain non-harmful research and diagnostic 
procedures upon an egg in the process of fertilisation or an embryo may be licit, it did not approve the 
creation of a human egg in the process of fertilisation or an embryo for a purpose other than for 
implantation in the body of a woman. The fourth objective of the Act was that parents consider the 
freezing and storage of a human egg in the process of fertilisation or an embryo to be acceptable only as a 
step in the process of implanting and only in extraordinary circumstances once the freezing and storage of 
eggs can be carried out successfully. Unfortunately, the technology for freezing and storing eggs has not 
been successful, so we have a stockpile of embryos building and no arrangements in place to deal with 
them when the statutory three year storage limit expires. 

The intent of this Bill is to extend the life of those embryos on compassionate grounds for the couples 
involved. The Act gives little guidance in this event. Section 26 of the Act deals with the storage of 
embryos. It appears that the power of life or death is given to parents or, in the event of their disagreement, 
to the Commissioner of Health. Such a situation is ethically untenable and in direct contradiction to the 
objectives of the Act. which consider freezing to be acceptable only as a step in the process of 
implantation. I am informed that the Reproductive Technology Council and legal advisers are currently 
looking at this problem and I hope that they will choose to accept the responsibility of parents and 
guardians to protect the lives of the helpless. 

I also support the Minister's proposal to appoint a parliamentary select committee to look at this whole 
area. It is important for Parliament, having made the decision to sanction the creation of human life in 
extraordinarily vulnerable circumstances, to accept the accompanying responsibility of protecting that life. 
I am advised that the Reproductive Technology Council has not taken any substantive steps towards the 
establishment of a list of adoptive parents who are otherwise unable to conceive. Thus unless we are to 
sanction the killing of these embryos as their storage deadline expires - which I certainly will not - we must 
pass the primary part of this Bill as a matter of urgency. 

The secondary amendment to this Bill, which was described in the second reading speech as not being 
significant, is significant. This is where I express some concern and believe that further consideration is 
needed. I intend to put that proposition at some later stage. My concern with this part of the Bill is that it 
will now allow the Minister to select six of the 10 members of the Reproductive Technology Council. This 
was certainly not the intent of the original Act, or of the Parliament when the Act was discussed at 
considerable length some five years ago. Although it is true that the Act provides guidelines for the 
Minister, these are broad. 

Mr President. I support the urgent passage of this Bill on compassionate grounds for the parents involved 
with some reservation about the second part of the amendment, which must be addressed in detail because 
it places too much power with the Minister for Health. 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan) [8.28 pm]: First, it is outrageous that an important piece 
of legislation such as this is to be debated by this Parliament within a short time frame. Second, the Bill, 
and the subject matter of the Bill, cause me a number of concerns. I am aware that this is not the time, 
although it is the place, to deal with those matters. The issues raised by the amendments in the Bill and in 
the Act to be amended by the Bill, need further detailed consideration. I trust that the foreshadowed select 
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commiuee will get to work sooner rather than later. I am concerned that some of the matters touched on by 
Hon Barbara Scott have not been given due consideration by those currently in power. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Attorney General) [.29 pm]: I thank the members for their 
contributions, and I agree with Hon Nick Griffiths that these matters should be addressed as early as 
possible. Obviously they need mature reflection. This Bill is an interim measure which will ensure that 
mature reflection can take place without the pressure of time. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chainnan of Committees (Hon Barry House) in the Chair; Hon Peter Foss (Attorney General) in 
charge of the Bill. 

Clause 1: Short title -
Hon TOM STEPHENS: The reason for the Opposition's brief response to this Bill is not because it 
supports the legislation, but rather it supports the passage of the legislation because no other option is 
available to anyone handling this legislation. It is imperfect legislation; however, we have no alternative 
but to ensure that it is passed on this occasion. Obviously the call of my colleague Hon Nick Griffiths, 
having found favour with the Government, should be proceeded with quickly. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 6 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading. 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Foss (Attorney General), and passed. 

ADDRESS·IN·REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

.. 

HON DOUG WENN (South West) [8.34 pm]: Some members may thank me when I say that this will be 
the last Address-in-Reply that I debate in this place. I have made clear to a number of people my intent not 
to run again at the next election. I have had a good 10 years in this place; it will be 11 years on 22 May 
1997. Bearing that in mind, members may think I have a heck of a lot to say; however, even though this is 
my last Address-in-Reply it is not necessarily my last speech. I give members fair warning that the Budget 
speeches are still to come and I intend to give my thanks at that time. 

I wish to cover a number of issues tonight starting with how the great South West Region is progressing at 
such a great rate that problems have been created that need to be addressed. After I have done that I will 
talk about athletics, education, and one topic that has been on everyone's minds over the past week or so -
charitable collections in' this State. Hon Phil Lockyer and I are the two remaining members of the 1988 
Select Committee on Charitable Collections, which brought forward many great recommendations that, 
unfortunately, neither the previous Government nor this Government has picked up on entirely. I will also 
say a few words about industry in the south west, as did Mr Deputy President (Hon Barry House) in his 
response to the Governor's address to the Parliament. The Deputy President shares the representation of 
that area with Hon Muriel Patterson, Hon Bill Stretch, Hon Murray Montgomery and me. The degree to 
which industry and tourism are progressing right throughout that electorate is exciting. For those who do 
not share our electorate, it ranges from Mandurah through Pinjarra to Albany. Hon John Cowdell and Hon 
Bob Thomas also represent that region. They form the working side of the crew and they are out doing 
their job. 

Over the next three years a substantial amount of money will be spent in the south west in the mineral 
sands industry. Also Gwalia Consolidated Ltd is expanding in Greenbushes and spending massive amounts 
of money. An oil rig is being constructed at a cost of billions of dollars. That has become a tourist 
attraction. The tourism industry and the wineries are also part of a fast expanding economy. 

All members in this place know that with expansion comes problems with the provision of services such as 
~ealth, education, water supplies, electricity, etc. Some of those services are not keeping up with demand; 
In I?~cular, health services, not only physical health services, but also mental health services. We need 
faclhties to cater for people with special needs. We need to boost the health services area in particular. So 
many things are happening in the area that we cannot keep up with them. Bunbury would have had a brand 
new regional hospital if this Government had not stopped the project. Some $4.5m of the work had already 
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been done when the Government put forward its privatisation program. As a result of this Government's decision to stop the construction of a new regional hospital in Bunbury, the grounds of the Bunbury Regional Hospital, which used to be a tourist attraction because of their beauty, have been turned into a disgraceful, unkempt and ugly site. 
Recently a marquee was erected on some cleared parkland for the signing of an agreement between St John of God Hospital Services and the State Government. An interesting aspect of that signing was that Mr Louis Toohey, a man in whom I have great faith and belief and who has been a friend of mine for a while, stood and asked the people of the south west to read the documents relating to the agreement. I wanted to get a copy. I was told that five copies had been printed and, as they were all part of the signing process on that day, no copies were available for the general public to peruse. What great stuff! I asked a question in this House about the unavailability of copies and the Minister responsible said that there was no time to provide those copies. The collocation agreement was three years in the making. Admittedly, as Louis Toohey said, there were some adjustments, but the agreement was written in such a way that one would have to be a lawyer to understand it. In fact, the Health Minister, Kevin Prince, agreed with him. That does not excuse the fact that no copies, or even summaries of the document, were available on that day for the people of the south west. I am still not sure whether I agree with this project going ahead. 
The member for Bunbury made scathing attacks on Mr David Smith, the member for Mitchell in the other place. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths: He tried to, but he did not succeed. 
Hon DOUG WENN: He would never succeed, because he cannot bring David Smith down in any way. Mr Osborne made a scathing attack on David Smith because he is concerned about those contracts. We were not able to obtain a copy of those contracts prior to the signing despite continued requests. If they had been provided maybe the Government would have avoided the arguments that so many people are putting up today. One argument in particular relates to the fact that we were led to believe right from the start that it was to be a 25 year contract. On the day of the signing we were told that it is a 50 year contract. The organisation that put this contract together - it has been questioned by David Smith - decided to totally ignore the fact that David Smith was at that signing. He stood in an obvious place for anyone to see. In fact, after the signing it was incredible the number of people who asked David Smith what he thought. David Smith said the same thing that I said, "I do not know. I cannot tell you, because we do not have copies of the contract available to us." He could not make a judgment until he had seen a copy of contract. David Smith is not condemning the efforts of this Government or the previous Government to provide proper health care for the people of the south west overall. David Smith is concerned that we are not being given the whole truth. I gave members an example: We were all under the impression that it would be a 25 year contract, but we were hit with a 50 year contract. No mention was made of the $5m incentive given to St John of God Hospital Services. I have not received an answer to my question about the total costs that have been incurred and are still being incurred to get a hospital in Bunbury, a hospital that all these you beaut people, particularly on the Government side, are telling us will be a major hospital in Western Australia because it will be one of the first to operate under this new arrangement. I am not sure to which hospital in the northern suburbs of Perth~Mr Osborne was referring; however, I suggest that the combined private and public hospital in Bunbury will be a fairly large setup. 

Another disappointing aspect relates to the reduction in bed numbers at the hospital. The theme of privatisation is that the patients go in, are healed and leave. That would be a good scenario. However. on a number of occasions in the recent past people have not been well enough to go home but they have been sent home. They are told, "You look good." They say. "I feel good," and they are told. "Okay. go home; get out." One man who had just been at death's door was told that he looked good and he responded by saying that he felt good, meaning that he felt better than when he came in, and he was sent home. He should not have been sent home. He was an elderly man and the mental trauma of being sent home was more of a strain on him than the sickness for which he was admitted to hospital. This is one of the problems that will occur more frequently. 
David Smith and I have tried to get answers to questions on the collocation. However, as it is going ahead all I can say is, the sooner the better! That is what David Smith and I will work towards, though we may not agree with the proposal because we believe it is the first step to privatising all the health services in Western Australia, and not for the good of the people. 
I had the good fortune of being able to tour the oil rig construction site with the leader of our party, Mr Jim McGinty, and a number of other members in the South West Region. It is a massive project. When one sees the construction in progress, it is hard to believe that it will float when it is launched. When it is launched, in October this year, it will be a bigger spectacle than when the silos were knocked down, even though part of those silos were left standing. I understand another rig will be built as soon as this one is floated and sent up north. That will retain the work force in Bunbury. The project has had fewer industrial problems than I expected. We know the company intended to export workers from Perth and we have seen the industrial unrest that arises when companies import workers from out of town and local people miss out. However, the majority of the work force is local. We would like to see a lot more local workers, however we are thankful for the efforts of the company in ensuring that -
A member interjected. 
Hon DOUG WENN: No, then we would have industrial troubles. I know that members in this House, 
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particularly members representing the South West Region, support that company's efforts. Eight rigs are 
required and if they are built in Bunbury we will be recognised worldwide for that fact Bunbury has the 
land. the capacity and the expertise. 

Economic growth brings with it associated problems. A problem that is hitting Bunbury at the moment -
irrespective of what the member for Bunbury says - is an increase in the crime rate. It may not be of the 
magnitude that is seen in Perth. but a problem exists. The Deputy President (Mr Barry House) works in the 
town; he is aware of what is happening. For the member for Bunbury to say that the crime rate is nowhere 
near what the Press makes it out to be, is a problem. The number of public meetings that are called 
regularly to work out ways to halt the increase in the crime rate in Bunbury is an indication of the increase 
in crime. Councillor John McCourt called a special meeting at the council one night. It was not an open 
meeting and invitations were sent out to various people throughout the town. The beauty of that meeting 
was that many youths and youth councillors were present. We were able to map out a series of steps that 
we could implement throughout the Bunbury areas. Unfortunately John McCourt has not continued with 
this project though a number of those youth workers go into the areas where our youth hang around, as they 
are wont to do in every town, and try to talk to them. However, that is not stopping the crime rate. 

One of the reasons for the rise in crime is the location of the Bunbury Regional Prison. If if it were located 
in the north we would not see such a rise in the crime rate. The Bunbury prison holds very few hard core 
criminals. It is one of those prisons where prisoners in the last six months of their sentence are sent before 
they are released. Those prisoners are staying in Bunbury. They are not moving back to their home towns. 
I am not saying that everyone who is let out of prison in Bunbury is a likely to reoffend, but some fall into 
that category. Some of the prisoners' families follow them to Bunbury. When a prisoner is released he 
cannot get a job, and as Bunbury is a pretty good place to live they stay there. Unfortunately, those people 
attract people of like character into the town and therein lies a small problem. It is not a big problem. 
Drug abuse in Bunbury has also increased, but that problem is coming from elsewhere. We cannot nail 
anyone in Bunbury for distributing drugs. We know the drugs are being brought in. That is a real.oneern. 

A member interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: That sort of problem can be found just about anywhere. It is not just in the south 
west We have seen it in the north and elsewhere because big money is involved. The dealers and the 
growers are not addicted to drugs; it is the drug users who have the drug problem. I have never smoked 
marijuana. The worst drug I have taken is probably a headache tablet other than when they put me into 
hospital and gave me something stronger. I have never thought about using other drugs. I believe that 
marijuana is the ftrst step towards harder drugs. I will probably cop some flak over that from some of my 
colleagues and members opposite. 

I regret that the member for Bunbury is trying to play down the crime rate in Bunbury. The Government 
needs to speak to him seriously about the position he has taken. I could say a helluva lot more about the 
south west. I know Hon Barry House covered it extensively in his response to the Address-in-Reply, and, 
without being rude, to such a degree that the visitors upstairs were partaking of coffee and scones before 
members in this place. I do not know whether they vacated the public gallery because of the heat or 
whether the speech of the Deputy President (Hon Barry House) had anything to do with their leaving. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths: It was a good speech. 

Hon DOUG WENN: Yes, it was a good speech. The next point relates to athletics. Some members in this 
place may know that I am heavily involved in professional foot running in this State. I introduced 
professional foot running into Western Australia in 1985 and 1986. 

Hon Graham Edwards: I am the only person in this place he would beat and that would only be uphill. 

Hon DOUG WENN: Only if I let down his tyres. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths: That is a very pedestrian interjection. 

Hon DOUG WENN: Hon Graham Edwards is probably right. I run the running; I do not run. Blokes like 
Dean Capabianco and company are real fliers. In 1989 Hon Graham Edwards set up an inquiry into 
athletics in this State. It was the proper thing to do, because it was well and truly overdue. I addressed a 
group of people, along with Hon Max Evans recently, at Curtin University of Technology. I have no 
hesitation in saying that more politics is conducted in athletics in this State than in this place. The 
inftghting is massive. 

A member interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: Certain people want to be the boss and when they are told that they cannot be the 
boss they say, "All right, I will do it on my own." The Little Athletics Association does not negotiate well 
with senior athletics. It is a real problem. The inquiry instituted by Hon Graham Edwards moved towards 
resolving those problems. I did not totally agree with the committee's findings. However, over the past 
two or three years Athletics West, led by David McCann, has begun to bring those groups together. It has 
not achieved that totally yet, because a lot of questions need answering. However, I can see that 
happening. 

The only real outside interference is the push towards elite athletes. I know we must encourage those 
people; however, when more money is expended on elite athletes less money is available to their 
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competitors, who drop back even further because they do not receive support and finance. I must give 
myself a pat on the back in this regard. Professional athletics can assist these people. They can earn 
$4 999 at each event before their earnings must go into a trust fund. That is the case in foot running, which 
is governed by the Australian Athletics Association. I would like to see the day when a meet carries a 
$5 000 first prize event. Normally the highest prize money is $3 000. That allows people like Dean 
Capabianco and Rod Mapstone, who, failing injury, will be one of the greatest runners in this country, to 
come to the fore in the years ahead to bum up the track. Those athletes need more than elite sport status. 
They need support from other athletics bodies in Western Australia. I hope that happens through Athletics 
West. I still have my doubts about the direction that Athletics West is taking. I do not think it allows 
sufficient input from other bodies. Originally, it was a committee appointed by the Minister, and I see 
difficulties in its operations because it is a rotating committee. I believe it can succeed, and it will succeed 
because those people involved in athletics are determined. 

The Minister for Sport and Recreation attempted to do something about the athletics side of the elite sport 
status. Twelve months ago the Australian Institute of Sport moved to relocate Western Australian 
gymnasts to the Eastern States. The Minister did the right thing. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected 

Hon DOUG WENN: I am speaking broadly, Minister. 

We know that these gymnasts start at a young age - the girls more so than the boys, who stay .in the sport 
longer than the girls. It is wrong for the Federation of Australian Gymnastics to try to take those boys and 
girls away from their parents and the encouragement and support of their families, which according to 
Press reports it is trying to do. Maybe the Minister knows a bit more about it than I do. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: It will take elite sportspeople from Western Australia. Some of the elite athletes 
from this State have shown they can compete with anyone in Australia. I am concerned that this will also 
occur with athletics in Western Australia. Eventually, that is what they will say to Wally Foreman at the 
Western Australian Institute of Sports. The Stawell Gift, which is held on the coming Easter weekend in 
Victoria, will see 15 Western Australian athletes running, and I can say with all truth that I firmly believe 
that at least eight of them will be in the top hierarchy of the finals of the Stawell Gift. Eventually they will 
move to the Eastern States to receive that level of funding, training and support. Previously they had to go 
to the Eastern States to get that competition, because they were not challenged in Western Australia. 
However, it exists now. Curtin University and other universities have a hierarchy of athletics groups and 
they are more competitive than those we have seen in Western Australia for a long time. A headline in 
today's The West Australian is "Young tennis players must go east to survive". 

A member interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: The news report on Channel 10 is another slOry, and if I have time I will cover that 
It is important that the Minister speak to the federal sports Minister, whoever he may be, to discuss the 
flow of top athletes from Western Australia. It must be slOpped. Young athletes like Capobianco, 
MapslOne and company still need family support and the support of their mates to encourage them. Even 
though they achieve that mateship in the east they still need their families. Dean Capobianco's parents are 
the most supportive parents of any athlete I have met. The love in that family is something to behold. If 
athletes of Dean's ilk are forced to go to the Eastern States it will destroy their families. If we lose top 
athletes like Dean we will return to the situation of 15 years ago where meets at Perry Lakes clocked slow 
times and no-one wanted 10 come to Western Australia because there was no competition here. We will 
not keep our good athletes if we do not have anyone to compete against them. I hope the Minister will do 
whatever he can in all aspects of athletics and sports in this State to stop that continuing flow of top athletes 
to the Eastern States. 

Maybe not all my colleagues will agree with me, but I make the point clearly that this is my personal view 
of education. My concern is that over a number of years we have been pushing very strongly for our young 
ones 10 stay at school until year 12 and hopefully acquire enough points 10 attend university or whatever. I 
am concerned that a number of children cannot do that. They leave school because they know they cannot 
go on to years 11 and 12, because they do not have the ability or the incentive. We must do something 
about it. The ex-Minister for Education is still a schoolteacher. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: After the next election the Minister will be looking fol' a job and he may go back 10 
the Education Department. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: It seems we do not agree on that one. Mr Deputy President, on your account I will 
ignore the interjections. You are also an ex-schoolteacher and may have different views. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The member cannot reflect on the Chair. 

Hon DOUG WENN: I do not intend to. You must remember, Mr Deputy President, you are not in the 
Chair all the time. 
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Another system must be put in place for those children who cannot go on to higher education. It is no good 
saying that as they have come out of school we will send them to TAPE or anywhere else. We must put in 
place a program through which they will still receive an education, but not to the level of years 11 and 12. 
It must enable them to put in half a day on such things as a mechanic's course or a carpenter's course. 

A member interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: I am thinking of a broad aspect This came up at a function attended by a number of 
my friends. A school teacher wandered into the meeting and we started to talk about the issue. I was 
surprised at the number of people among my intellectual friends, and I must be the dumbest one - no 
interjections, please - who seemed to agree with the line that I am taking, instead of saying to children, 
"You have finished with your education. Go and get a job somewhere." That is not always possible. 

Another aspect is that if children go on to years 11 and 12, they will get to the 16 and 17 year old age 
group, which puts them one year out of the adult wage bracket By the time they get a job they have 
become adults. That makes it much more difficult for employers who want to take on a younger person 
and train them. I do not know the answer. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: The Minister will know that the group comprises all those who would be in years 11 
and 12 who need to be looked after. They do not have the ability. Let us give them something. 

Hon N.F. Moore: They have done very well indeed. They are not TEE children or university children. 

Hon DOUG WENN: There must be something for them. 

Another issue raised on a number of occasions is that children should be out and about. There may be a 
group canoeing or in the surf. I agree with that, because maybe we need to get their bodies mobile, which 
in tum might get their minds mobile. However, what has that to do with their education? I find 
sometimes, as do a lot of my friends, that we need more often to get back to the classroom. A IMmber of 
excursions can be a problem. Although the whole class is intended to go on an excursion, not every parent 
may be able to afford to send their child on it. The day can be very expensive. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: I wonder why. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: We know why the Minister knows why. 

This is my last Address-in-Reply speech that gives me the opportunity to cover these issues. The Minister 
may make all the interjections he likes, but I may still get back at him in the budget speeches. 

The last issue I wish to cover is charities. In 1988 a committee was formed in this House. Hon Joe 
Berinson moved that a committee be formed to look into committees of charitable collections in Western 
Australia. There were problems then, but I do not believe they were as bad as those that we found as a 
result of our inquiries. Hon Phil Lockyer, Hon Beryl Jones, Hon Tom McNeil and I were on that 
committee. We were ably assisted by our clerk. Even though we read the report and amended it, it really 
came down to the clerk to do most of the writing for us. Hon Beryl Jones after each meeting wrote just 
about a pad of her own notes. She was a very competent chairperson and also very concerned about where 
we were going with charitable collections. A recommendation at present in the other place is that another 
committee be formed to inquire into charitable collections in this State. I am sorry to say to Mr George 
Strickland that the job has already been done. This report shows that it has been done in this State. To my 
regret, previous Ministers and the existing Minister have not picked up the findings of this committee, read 
them and implemented many parts of them. It is a very thorough report and a very deserving program. I 
will quote a few parts, if I may, with the leave of the House. 

The biggest issue at the moment is the Margaret and Shane Foundation, which I understand has collapsed 
today, or from which there has been a resignation. It was indicated on the news that they had had enough. 
They found themselves a professional collector. Very little of what the professional organisation collected 
went to the foundation. What the foundation received was used for the cost of operation. Of the $800 000 
that went to the foundation, only $34 ()()() went to the people for whom it was supposedly raising funds. 

In the report the committee brought down it recommended very strongly that the maximum raised funds 
going to a professional collector be 40 per cent; that is, 60 per cent must go to the people for whom the 
funds are raised. I hope that any people intending to set up a select committee will first read this report, 
because the work has been done for them. Another problem which is damning of charitable collections in 
this State has blown up. If one collects for the Red Cross or the Heart Foundation, one is asked, "How 
mUCh. of the money will go to the foundation or whoever is putting the collection together?" The next 
questIon one is asked is, "How much are you being paid?" It might be blowing a gale or wet and miserable 
an~ yet people ask, "Are you being paid to collect?" Those aspects of this report must be considered very 
senously. 

Another point that needs to be made is that anyone collecting for charity must wear a badge or a name plate 
of some sort identifying themselves and the group for which they are collecting. The Red Cross and the 
Heart Foundation do that. However, some groups do not. It was suggested that we do away with all 
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charities and create one overall body. The committee very seriously looked at this. The committee was 
divided because some charities would have had to go cap in hand to this central body to collect funds. This 
group would almost have been a professional collecting body. It would have sought sponsorship, which 
another group might have had. It could have said to Channel 7 and Channel 9 on their fundraising days 
that all their funding should be put into one central point and disbursed in that way. In Singapore such a 
group was called Community Chest As the name suggests, it was a central point for money to which 
charitable trusts went cap in hand to seek fmances for their ongoing services for the coming year. The 
American version is called United Way. Through our research we found a number of United Way bodies 
that were almost working on the system we are seeing today in Western Australia. The United Way body 
was spending more money in its administration and collection than it was able to give to the charities. My 
view was that we should not go that way, even though our report says it may be worth looking at. If we 
were to bring in very strict controls for collection, there is no reason why it should not work. It is possible. 
We must get back to the first fundamental: Private collectors must show that 60 per cent of the money 
raised will go to the charity for which they are collecting. 

A member interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: We believe it is a workable figure. 

Hon N.F. Moore: How do you work out a percentage? 

Hon DOUG WENN: If Hon Norman Moore were to appoint a company and tell its directors that they had 
to ensure that 60 per cent of the moneys collected would go to the charity, the company directors would 
find a way to make something out of the 40 per cent they received. The Government is telling us that we 
have to make the privatisation of hospitals work and be cost effective. The same would apply to such a 
company. It may raise as much money as it likes, but 60 per cent must go to the charity. I see no great 
problem with that, apart from statistical problem which may need to be worked out. It is feasible. 

Hon N.F. Moore: If the cost of raising funds is greater than 40 per cent, does that mean the people raising 
the funds should forgo their costs? 

Hon DOUG WENN: They would be doing it wrongly. 

Hon N.F. Moore: Not at all. It depends on the circumstances. Fundraising may be affected by the type of 
charity, a recession or whatever, so it is very difficult to have a hard and fast percentage. 

Hon DOUG WENN: I cannot find the exact reference in the committee's report, but we met a group of 
fundraisers in South Perth. I have not read the whole of the report of 1988. I referred to those points I 
wished to raise tonight. Many of the recommendations that we pursued came from those fundraisers. 

Hon N.F. Moore: I recognise the problem but I am not sure what the answer is. I do not think it is an 
arbitrary percentage. 

Hon DOUG WENN: Many good answers are contained in the report. The committee worked very hard 
and came up with good ideas and recommendations. Some of those recommendations have been acted 
upon. The issue of the age of children entitled to collect for charities has been acted upon, and the Minister . 
was right in doing that. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: It is 16 years of age. I have had children younger than that knocking on my door 
trying to selliollies. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: I do not know if some things have been waived. Our real concern was for children 
younger than 16 years of age going out on their own. Some parents may go out with teams on the days of 
the collections for the Heart Foundation, Red Cross, Salvation Army and kidney charities. That may be the 
answer to the Minister's question. 

This is a good committee report. A committee in another place does not need to be appointed. It has been 
said to the person who is responsible for charitable collections in this State that we must be very strict on 
these issues of professional collectors. A problem has just occurred. We must be very strict about 
organisations which spend more on administration than the charities receive. The committee worked well 
together because all the members knew each other and were able to associate with each other's ideas. At 
the end of the day the committee came up with a good report. For the benefit of Hon Phil Lockyer, who 
has just returned to the Chamber having done some hard work, I have been referring to the committee of 
which we were both part in 1988. I hope that in the near future someone will pick up this report and act on 
many, if not all, of its recommendations. Some of them may not be. applicable to today's operations, but 
the report is well worth looking at. I thank the House for the opportunity to speak on the Address-in-Reply 
debate. As I have said, this is my last Address-in-Reply speech in this place. I will have the opportunity to 
speak later in another debate. If there is anything I do regret it is the way today's proceedings have taken 
place in this Chamber. We should have Hansard in here and we should have this place running properly. I 
know Hon Eric Charlton was bidding not to be in here today. After the start of today's sitting, I can 
under~tan~ why. It is i~perative that people get together and sort out their differences. We are not truly 
o~eraun~ m th.ls place Without Hansard and the staff who are needed to run this place. I know we have all 
thiS audiO eqUIpment and that someone will type up the proceedings, but when will we see the reports of 
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the proceedings? It will probably not be until after Easter. I know that the present state of this place is 
what we are heading towards, although the Clerks will be here. I also know that the ultimate aim with this 
new sound system is to do away with the Hansard people. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DOUG WENN: With those few words, I support the motion. 

DON B.M. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [9.24 pm]: I stand with great pleasure to address the 
Parliament in this Address-in-Reply debate. I will take a short time to pay tribute to the Governor and his 
wife for the gracious and committed way in which they carry out their duties for Western Australia. I have 
noticed this in all the incidents with which I have been associated. At the functions I have attended in their 
presence, whether they have involved very little children or young people in the Scouts, Anzac Day 
services, or the elderly during Western Australia week, the Governor and his wife seem to have a very 
good rapport with all age groups and a real interest in and dedication to the people of Western Australia. I 
take pleasure in paying tribute to them for that and for their commitment to the community of Western 
Australia. We are very fortunate in having the Governor and his wife. 

I wish to canvas two or three issues in my speech. In doing so I take the opportunity to record in this 
Parliament some of the successes and initiatives for which this Government has been responsible and of 
which I am very proud. The first, which may not be unexpected, is the early childhood programs which 
have been put in place in this State. I pay tribute to the previous Minister for Education, Hon Norman 
Moore, for having the courage of his convictions and for doing what was right for young Western 
Australians and convincing the Cabinet and his colleagues of the need for extensive budgetary 
commitments to the early education of our young children in Western Australia. It was greatly needed. I 
acknowledge his courage. As members will know, I chaired a ministerial task force for the Minister for 
Education. I do not intend to go over its main recommendations; in essence, they were to provide sound 
early childhood programs for two years prior to the beginning of formal schooling. .. 
I refer briefly to a report that was brought down in England in 1994, just after our report was presented to 
the Minister. If I recall the date correctly, the Scott report was presented to the Minister in November 
1993. The report in England was entitled "The Importance of Early Learning" by Sir Christopher Ball. 
The Start Right program in England began after this investigation. Rather than going over the 
recommendations we made, I will take time this evening to lift information from Sir Christopher Ball's 
summary to remind the House of how importantly I view a State Government's commitment and 
responsibility to the youngest of our community and their dedicated education by giving them, as those in 
England said, the right start. Most people will agree with these ideas from the document entitled "Start 
Right - The Importance of Early Learning" by Sir Christopher Ball, but I will read them into the record 
because they are important. He writes -

[Quotes unable to be checked.] 

The influence of early learning is so important that if you give children a good start there is much 
less risk of things going wrong later, but if you do and things do go wrong, it is very difficult and 
expensive to put them right. Prisons do not work. Along with health care and parental education, 
investment in good early learning for all its children is arguably the best investment a nation can 
make. 

Sir Christopher Ball asks, "Why don't we?" As I have said, I acknowledge the courage of the previous 
Minister in convincing his Cabinet that the right decision was to expend many millions of dollars on early 
education. As Sir Christopher Ball writes in his report -

Good education leads to immediate and lasting social and educational benefits for all children, 
especially those from disadvantaged backgrounds. Investment in high quality and effective early 
education provides a worthwhile social and economic return to society. 

The latest finding is that over the lifetimes of the participants the preschool program returns to the public 
an estimated $7.16 for every dollar invested. Another significant comment made in the summary of his 
report reads -

Poor preschool education is of almost as little use to children as none at all. 

The report then goes into the requirement for the high provision of early education. The early education 
programs in Western Australia have been put in place not lightly but with thorough and ongoing research, 
in appropriate buildings with appropriate staff. That again is a tribute to the dedication of the people who 
steered that program. Another major finding of the Ball report reads -

Children's early learning is a distinct and fundamental phase of education providing an essential 
preparation for successful schooling and adult learning. Just as good houses must have good 
foundations, a well educated society needs good nursery schools. 

The report later continues -

It is possible to make progress. The United Kingdom can ensure that no child born after the year 
2000 be deprived of opportunity and support for effective learning. Resources can be found, but 
what has been lacking up to now is political will. 
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So far in my time in Parliament I have found it interesting that political will does prevail but it is 
sometimes met by huge opposition. I questioned the opposition during the period of the launch of the 
Good Start programs, which were extremely sound early childhood programs. The directions from which 
that opposition came did not seem to ring quite true with people's beliefs. The English report continues -

The current situation is little short of a national scandal. We have neglected the needs of the most 
vulnerable members of society - young children - especially those from deprived or disadvantaged 
backgrounds. For nearly a generation large numbers of the nation's children have been deprived 
of the right start to their lives, and society has paid the price in terms of educational failure and 
waste, low skills, disaffection and delinquency. 

We in this Parliament can talk all we like about bandaid solutions to a number of problems with teenagers, 
but if we do not give them a good foundation we do not give them a good start. Another interesting 
comment in the Ball report reads -

The Department of Education should give consideration to raising the age at which children begin 
compulsory full time schooling from five to six and transferring the resources released to enable 
preschool education to be made available for all children from three to five inclusive. 

Finally in that report it reads -

Do what is right. None of these things will happen without an assertion of political will. 

Through its preschool program the Court Government has done what is right for the children of Western 
Australia. In so doing it has been criticised. It has expended large sums of money. Many nations would 
seek to follow what we have done. I am sure that in the long term the overall benefits will be seen, as long 
as the programs are well resourced and are good. 

In this segment of my speech I will take this opportunity to update members on the early childhood project. 
Some people believe that because the entry age was put on hold, all the programs were put on hold. The 
opposite is true. Many millions of dollars have been expended, and an allocation of $27m has just been 
announced, which had been planned, for the extension of the full time five year old programs for this year. 
The planned program to put all our five year olds on full time preschooling is on schedule. In the fullness 
of time the early education programs will provide, by 1998, 21 000 full time places for five year olds in 
local schools and, by 1999, 17 500 kindergarten places for four year olds. I make it clear that the previous 
Government made a commitment to full time preschool primary education for five year olds, but although 
it made promises for the four year olds, they were never met by a commitment in a budgetary item or a 
planning process. The difference is that the Court Government has done that. It is on line to providing by 
1999 kindergarten programs for every four year old whose parents desire it. 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon B.M. SCOTT: That is not the only reason. When one looks at the Government's commitments, one 
must look at the foundation of the policy and practice. I have spoken about this in the Parliament. The 
previous Government clearly decided that the preprimary programs would come under Education. 
However, the previous Government had downgraded the kindergarten programs and placed them under the 
then Department of Community Services. The previous Government downgraded the kindergarten 
programs so that trained early childhood teachers were not guaranteed. My report mentioned that two of 
the critical elements for sound preschool programs are that they are delivered in appropriate buildings and 
have appropriately trained staff. As the Ball report mentioned, poor preschool programs are a waste of 
money. Preschool programs are special and different from compulsory education. The present 
Government is on line with its predicted provisions for the four year olds and five year olds. 

I want to spell out two of the initiatives that came out of the Scott report. The first is that continuing 
research be conducted and put in place. Here again the Minister, Hon Norman Moore, must take the credit 
for putting in train two initiatives that may be little known. I take the opportunity this evening to talk about 
those two initiatives. The first initiative is the focus schools project. Some people with a teaching 
background may perhaps remember the demonstration schools project, under which the best practice was 
put in place by the best teachers, so that other teachers could draw on that excellence to support their own 
programs. The focus schools project will explore best practice and curriculum delivery in the early years. 
Schools were invited to join this project. We were overwhelmed by the number of schools that wanted to 
join it. Six government schools were chosen, one independent school and one preschool attached to a 
university, which was the Child Study Centre at the University of Western Australia. The focus schools 
project, as I have said, is not unlike the demonstration schools project of old. It is designed to assist in the 
achievement of the Good Start programs and their intended outcome of providing a high quality learning 
experience for all children aged four to eight years. The project has been established as a result of the 
Government's commitment to sponsor research into the early years of schooling. This program of early 
childhood education in Western Australia is quite outstanding. It will need continued support. The 
elements of it are very thorough and have been put in place. It is up to the Government to continue to 
support its various facets and that is happening. Focus schools are being established as the setting for 
innovative delivery practices that are tried and then passed on; to provide an opportunity for early 
childhood education stakeholders to observe the best practices by visiting the focus schools; to inform the 
Good Start professionals about developmental programs for early childhood programs; and to explore links 
between government services. An inherent part of my report to the Minister was that young children 



[Tuesday, 2 April 1996] 735 

cannot be looked at in isolation. A link must be established between health care and education. One 
cannot look at a small child's educational or intellectual development without ensuring that the child has 
sound health. If developmental delays occur, such as lags in hearing or speech, they need to be picked up. 
Therefore, there must be an interlinking between health, education and care in this area. 

In the early childhood area the multi-age grouping project is another that I want to touch on briefly. Some 
members who have spoken to teachers may have heard of the acronym MAG, which is short for multi-age 
grouping. This project was set up in response to recommendation No 27 of the Scott report on voluntary 
full time preprimary education. It is designed to investigate the system and the school level implications of 
using a more flexible means of grouping children rather than grouping in traditional age grade classes. 
Members representing country areas will be aware that small schools in country towns do not happen to 
have the numbers to fit neatly into 25 preprimary children, 25 kindergarten children, 25 year 1 children or 
whatever. Age groups in classes have to be mixed. This often causes concerns among parents. The rural 
integrated program, or RIP program, has existed for some time. Under this program the preprimary class is 
taken with the year 1 class. A lot of research has been conducted elsewhere into multi-age grouping. With 
multi-age grouping in Western Australia, we are purposely selecting schools and teachers who have 
indicated that they are willing to operate a multi-age group program in order to experiment. The idea is to 
have children aged four years to eight years, say, in the same classroom, not necessarily to teach them 
individually but to manage, practise and experiment with classes and systems that will accommodate all 
those age groups. The well known researcher Lillian Katz has written a book on this subject. Her idea is 
that once the age groups in a classroom are doubled, the number of teachers are also doubled. I am the 
product of a small, one teacher school in the country. At times I had two or three fellow students in my 
class. Looking back, hardly a failure went through that school. A large number of professionals came out 
of the school. When I taught first as a 19 year old, I was given in Trayning four grades from years 1 to 4. I 
was there for three years. My friends would ask, "Where are you?" I would say, "In Trayning." They 
would say, "Gosh, you have taken a long time to train as a teacher." It was a lovely place though; I am sure 
it still is. I still have some very good friends there. The multi-age grouping concept is not new, ~t it had 
to be addressed because parents are often concerned. When we looked at it, the Scott committee found that 
72 per cent of classes across the State are multi-age or mixed age grouped. 

A member interjected. 

Hon B.M. SCOTT: It is. Again I have to give credit to Hon Norman Moore. One of the strong points of 
our report was that anything one trials or practises in early education must be supported by research. 
Rather than putting things on to people, let us look at them in practice before taking them on board. Some 
parents have misunderstood multi-age grouping. There is no intention at all of having all children in multi
age group classes. The intention is to ensure that we know the best practices, so that if schools choose that 
system of operating we have well trained professionals to deal with it. Often, as we know, a school is 
forced to have mixed age groups. 

Hon John Halden interjected. 

Hon B.M. SCOTT: It has. As I said earlier, Lillian Katz, who is a great proponent of this, suggested that 
once one doubles the age group in a class one doubles the number of teachers, because so much help is 
given by older students to younger students. Teachers must be properly resourced; they must have 
confidence in this sort of thing; and they must learn practices that allow them to accommodate different age 
ranges. That is surely the essence of being a good teacher. Even if one has 25 year 6 children in one 
classroom, one will not have 25 children with the same rate of development. As a parent, I am sure I speak 
for all parents when I say that one would want every child's needs to be accommodated in a classroom, 
whatever those special needs, and no matter which end of the scale of intellectual or educational 
development they are at. This is the concept behind trialling multi-age grouping. 

A member interjected. 

Hon B.M. SCOTT: I would have to agree. As I said earlier, and I am speaking in the main about early 
childhood programs, poor early childhood programs are a waste of money. They have to be properly 
resourced and in appropriate buildings. One cannot have little children who are not used to being in groups 
of 20 confined to small spaces, otherwise the program immediately changes and becomes formalised. That 
is not the idea of an early childhood program. The idea of an early childhood program is that children learn 
at their point of interest. That is all I wish to say about early childhood programs. In summing up, I want 
to acknowledge the huge contribution that the Court Government has made towards a very brave program 
in the field of early childhood education. 

Another area I want to address briefly this evening is the Office of Road Safety and my involvement with 
the Minister for Transport in steering a task force into traffic calming. I want to update the Parliament on 
the recommendations of that report and the stage of their implementation. In chairing the traffic calming 
task force, I found overwhelming support across all facets of the community for establishing an Office of 
Road Safety. I am delighted with the recent announcement that such an office has been established very 
much along the lines of the task force's recommendations. The select committee also made 
recommendations about a dedicated office. I congratulate the Ministers involved in this Office of Road 
Safety. Very early on in my parliamentary career I became concerned about the huge road toll in Western 
Australia, its trauma, and the cost of that trauma, emotionally, financially and in every other way. My view 
was that, if anything, we should work to achieve a lower death toll. The establishment of the Office of 
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Road Safety along the very lines that were recommended in the report that I handed to the Minister for 
Transport gives me great satisfaction. However, I must give credit to the Cabinet of the Court Government 
for agreeing that the office will be overseen by a ministerial council, involving the Ministers for Transport, 
Education, Police, Main Roads, Local Government and Health. This shows that the Government and all 
those Ministers are strongly committed to and serious about reducing the death toll from road crashes. The 
Office of Road Safety includes a board of management called the Office of Road Safety Council and a 
small secretariat, which is in the Department of Transport, and that is headed by Tony Middleton. 

One very important omission from the Road Safety Council during the recommendation to implementation 
stages is that no academic representative is present on the council. This is most important, as much money 
is spent on road safety research. I would be most unwilling to vouch for all projects. The Minister must 
look for a respected statistician, as this is the area in which most abuse occurs. The principal function of 
the Office of Road Safety is, as the task force recommended, a small dedicated office to coordinate and to 
fund the programs in existence and to promote initiatives for new programs. The task force recommended 
that the office be well resourced and that all revenue from traffic infringements be allocated to the office. 
We have then the simple rationale that if someone breaks the law he pays to fix the consequences. To me 
that is a very simple psychological way in which to work. Rather like the little child who puts his hand in 
the fire, he learns very quickly not to do it because of the immediate reaction and punishment. The amount 
of money that is gathered in this State through traffic infringements is approximately $20m, which is one 
per cent of the $2b cost to the State each year for road trauma. In addition, the office should be allowed to 
accrue its funds over financial years with full commercial interest. At present the office has been 
guaranteed only one-third of the Multanova revenue, which is about $3m. That is not adequate. If we are 
to have a properly resourced office and program they must be funded. 

One of the major recommendations in the second chapter of our report was on road user education, which I 
have spoken about in this forum. I remind the Parliament that for every 20 accidents, driver error is a 
factor in 19 of them and is the sole cause in 14 of them. The possible gains for road safety through decent 
funding of road user education are thus immense. The traffic calming task force recommended that 60 per 
cent of the $2Om should go to education; that is, road user and driver education, beginning with very young 
age groups in schools. This was in response not only to the likely huge gains but also to the small amounts 
that have so far been spent in this area. Road user education was almost the most popular recommendation 
of the task force. Wherever we talked about and canvassed the idea there was support. The task force 
recommended an approach on education to a very early age group at preprimary schools, with passenger, 
pedestrian, cyclist and then driver education right through to the gaining of the licence. This was soundly 
supported. The Department of Education is developing programs in this area, but they need to be 
expedited. Extra funding from the Office of Road Safety will help. I do not believe that Governments 
should always say, "This is a great idea. Let the teachers do it." Too often 100 many things are foisted 
upon teachers in the curriculum and, therefore, I believe and recommended that this office should have a 
dedicated fund for a specialist team of people to go into the schools and take their skills with them. It 
should be an upmarket team that children will react to and be motivated by in order to improve their road 
safety skills. 

A member interjected. 

Hon B.M. SCOTT: Yes, indeed. A unit exists in the Police Force. When the office was officially 
launched at breakfast time on Friday, I sat with a group of those people. One of the things we made very 
clear in our report was that one does not come up with all new, whiz bang ideas; one looks at what is 
currently being provided and one decides whether some of those programs are appropriate. Then one 
builds on and coordinates them. That is why this office will be small and dedicated to coordinating and 
funding existing programs that are working through organisations such as APEX, which is involved in the 
Life Drive project. Many projects already exist. The police are involved in the programs, but all schools 
do not receive them. I always feel that is caused by the lack of resources. To provide projects to some 
schools but not others is really unfair, just because some schools put them as a priority. These programs 
should be separately funded so that they can be offered to schools and be attractive to both teachers and 
students. 

The task force also recommended as a long term goal throughout the State the provision of driving 
simulators based on virtual reality technology. This technology will be available at sensible prices within 
two to five years. It is very attractive to young people. In the meantime, interactive multimedia allow the 
user to interact continuously with available video based programs. I am aware of at least one private driver 
education company that is looking at this technology. The task force also recommended sweeping changes 
to the licence syllabus and testing. It recommended that the organisation of these should be put out to 
tender by the Office of Road Safety. It should require the applicant to demonstrate its competence in four 
areas. The task force felt that driver education lacked sufficient instruction and practical experience. 
Novice drivers should have not only a thorough knowledge of road regulations and road courtesy but also 
some car maintenance and driving skills, certainly defensive driving skills, and the experience of driving in 
un~ual and different environments like gravel and wet roads. The interactive multimedia certainly expose 
nOVIce drivers to some experience in that field. The method is certainly cheaper than driving simulators. 
The task force recommended that driving simulators be made available. 

A major difficulty with road user education, which has lead to its very poor funding, is the issue of 
benefit:cost ratios. It is a little like early education: With many good programs the cost benefit is not 
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immediately able to be measured or tangible. As everyone knows, education provides long term benefits to 
the community that are difficult to demonstrate through a cost benefit analysis. However, the Office of 
Road Safety will be using such ratios to prioritise its funding program. To overcome this problem the task 
force recommended that education funding be kept separate. As I have pointed out, the task force allocated 
60 per cent of the office's total funds to education. I remind the House that 14 out of 20 accidents, or 70 
per cent, are caused solely by driver error. 

In the field of engineering the task force made a number of recommendations aimed at improving 
municipal authorities' accountability for the installation of traffic calming devices. These were widely 
supported, except by some municipal authorities. However, they must be implemented as a matter of 
urgency. Members may be aware of the Victoria Avenue debacle in Claremont where $250000 of 
blackspot's funds is about to be wasted by the removal of existing, very successful devices. This would not 
occur if the task force's recommendations were put in place. Because of a small lobby group of people 
who have complained about the noise on this comer, at which there were previously many accidents and 
which was targeted as a blackspot, the humps and devices that were put in will be pulled out. Two of the 
more popular recommendations of the task force were the reduction of speed limits in local streets to 40 km 
an hour and the removal of all speed humps in public places by the year 2005. Most local streets are 
recognisable because they have no centre line markings. Both road safety and social benefits are derived 
from a 40 km speed limit in residential streets. Most child pedestrian casualties occur on local streets. It 
will be interesting for members to appreciate these statistics: When pedestrians are struck by a car moving 
at 30 km an hour,S per cent are killed, most injuries are slight and 30 per cent suffer no injury at all; at 
40 km an hour 20 per cent are killed; at 50 km an hour 45 per cent are killed and many seriously injured; 
and at 60 km an hour almost 80 per cent are killed. The task force considered that by setting the limit at 
40 km an hour there would usually be sufficient time to brake to a safer impact speed. Social benefits are 
gained from life returning to people's streets when they are no longer being used as traffic sewers. 
Burglaries and other social problems are very rare when children, cyclists, pensioners and other members 
of the daytime home community are using the streets. People may even be able to open their fro~doors 
again. 

The reasons for the removal of the speed humps are very straightforward, although many muniCipal 
engineers found them difficult to understand. The first reason we put down was that people who suffer 
with back problems suffer pain when going over them. They do not discriminate between good and bad 
drivers. They are the most environmentally unfriendly devices because of noise and air pollution. They 
cause significant difficulties for emergency vehicles, such as police vehicles and ambulances. They could 
be discriminatory under equal opportunity legislation by restricting public transport access. They 
encourage a philosophy of street by street calming as opposed to area wide calming, which really results in 
the unfair transfer of traffic. They are not effective against determined speeders who often see them as a 
challenge. In short, the task force refused to accept speed humps as the pinnacle of human achievement 
that many municipal authority engineers made them out to be. 

As regards enforcement, citizens, local government and various lobby groups widely supported the use of 
speed cameras on local streets with the 40 km per hour speed limit in preference to further traffic calming 
devices. The task force supported this, provided that the cameras were used as road safety tools as part of a 
wider deterrent based speed management program developed by the Office of Road Safety. Again, the 
psychology is of reducing the speed to a safe limit. If someone exceeds the speed and is penalised, the 
penalty has the reverse effect; that is, people see it as a road safety tool, rather than as a revenue raiser. 
The use of speed cameras on highways should be limited to the 100 sites throughout the State where there 
is a proved record of speed related crashes. The location of these sites should be selected by the Office of 
Road Safety and a list of them published and distributed free of charge, so that everybody knows where 
they are situated. This may seem to be counterproductive and irresponsible, but if people learn the list of 
the most dangerous spots and where the Multanovas arc situated, they will drive slowly through those 
dangerous areas, which is exactly what we want. 

The task force examined balancing transport options. These were the most widely supported and least 
contentious chapters of the task force's report. One of the principal goals of traffic calming is the 
improvement of the living environment. A standard means of achieving this is the protection and 
encouragement of environmentally friendly transport options. These usually also have a significant safety 
benefit. The task force recommended that the Department of Transport, in conjunction with the Perth City 
Council, facilitate the introduction of a car pooling system for the Perth central business district for a trial 
period of five years. I hope the Minister for Transport, who has just returned to the House, will examine 
the other recommendations of the task force. I have spent some time in his absence in congratulating him 
on his and the Government's initiative in establishing the Office of Road Safety. Now that he is in the 
Chamber, I take the opportunity of saying again how delighted I am that such quick action has been taken 
by the Government. It has shown leadership through the Minister for Transport, Hon Eric Charlton. His 
Cabinet colleagues have agreed to that ministerial council. Car pooling is one way of reducing the number 
of cars travelling on major routes. They would be given priority on freeways and other major roads. A 
little more persistence on my part in pushing the Minister in that direction would mean that when he has 
time he would also be able to support that initiative. 

Cyclin~ was identified as an option with very significant potential. Various commitments have already 
been gIVen by the Government to improving cyclists' facilities and safety. The task force consolidated 
these, recommending that Main Roads construct a network of cycling freeways on reserve land and 



738 [COUNCIL] 

adjoining the full length of the freeway by the year 2005. The task force also recommended that Main 
Roads and municipal authorities provide cycle lanes on all existing primary and district distributors by the 
year 2010. Unfortunately, at this stage Main Roads has not indicated that this recommendation has been 
noted, and that will need some follow up. It is time Main Roads realised that it is there to provide facilities 
for all road users, not just car and truck drivers. If Main Roads were incorporated with the Department of 
Transport it might be forced to take a more global attitude to the problem of moving people and goods. 

The task force recognised pedestrians as the most vulnerable road users. However, the importance of 
encouraging walking as a means of transport cannot be overstated. It has environmental and health 
benefits similar to those gained from cycling but it is available to far more potential participants. The task 
force recommended that the Office of Road Safety commission a general review of pedestrian facilities and 
accidents, with a view to encouraging pedestrians through improved safety and better facilities. 

Those are the two major issues which I intended to cover in my speech in the Address-in-Reply debate. 
They are both significant. As I said earlier, the Government must take some pleasure in showing initiative 
in those two areas. It must be congratulated for that. I would like to cover a number of issues in my 
electorate, but owing to other speakers wishing to take some time I will reserve those issues for another 
time. 

HON CHERYL DAVENPORT (South Metropolitan) [10.10 pm]: I will address four issues in my 
speech. The first is the celebrations that took place last month for the 75th anniversary of Edith Cowan's 
election as the first woman to the State Parliament, or indeed to any Parliament in this country. The second 
is the conferral of an honorary doctorate on my very good friend, former Senator Pat Giles, at the recent 
Murdoch graduation ceremony. I will then concentrate my remarks on the opening of a very important 
frail aged day centre in the Victoria Park-Carlisle area in my electorate of South Metropolitan. Finally, I 
will speak on the custody of young Aboriginal people which is occurring in this country. 

Like Hon Muriel Paterson I want this evening to take a little time to talk of the trailblazing contribution of 
Edith Cowan in raising the status of women and children during her three short years in the Parliament of 
Western Australia. Together with many other members, I attended functions on 12, 13 and 14 March. The 
first was the rededication of the clock tower in Kings Park Road, which is very close to Parliament House. 
The second event, which was very special, was the launch of the touring exhibition called "A Tough Nut to 
Crack", which is about the life of Edith Cowan. It was held at the Fremantle Maritime Museum. 
Hon Barbara Scott, Hon Val Ferguson and I were three of the women members of State Parliament who 
participated iri that process. It was very well done, in that the organising committee asked all of us to quote 
from excerpts of her speeches in debates when she was a member. They cleverly matched those passages 
from her speeches to various members. I am sure it was not lost on many people that the former member 
of this House, now the member for Armadale, Hon Kay Hallahan, had some passages to read on 
censorship. Hon Muriel Patterson read from a section which dealt with the family. Hon Barbara Scott read 
from a section which dealt with private enterprise and the benefits it provides to the community. My 
contribution at that function demonstrated the very fearless way in which Edith Cowan took up the fight in 
this place when she felt she was in the right. I ask members to bear in mind that when she made this 
speech in 1923 she was the only woman, receiving probably very little support from her male colleagues. 
Nevertheless, she was quite fearless. For the record I will quote the excerpt I contributed to that function. 
It was her Address-in-Reply speech of 9 August 1923, which was entitled "A Need to Espouse Views in 
Parliament". Mrs Cowan said -

I do not think anybody has the right to go on posing as the "guide, philosopher, and friend" of the 
community generally unless he is prepared to stand up to criticism, unless he is prepared to come 
out fairly into the open and stand for Parliament and let us know what he really does think, so 
giving us the opportunity, if we think it desirable, to take him as our guide, philosopher, and 
friend. I speak feelingly on this subject, because one of the reasons why I myself am in this House 
is that I perhaps have been to some extent the guide, philosopher, and friend of other women. 
When invited to stand for this Parliament, I therefore had to stand, though I never thought of so 
doing, and never expected to be here. It is a much nicer role to keep in the background and pull 
the strings and direct other people what to do, in fact to be the power behind the throne, than to 
stand up here and be the target of all sections of the community. Therefore I think we ought to 
have a constructive policy from the president of the Primary Producers' Association. Let him 
come right out and enter the next Parliament and give us his views here. Perhaps I shall not be 
here to listen to them, but I can learn from outside what they are. Then the president of the 
Primary Producers' Association will learn what are the difficulties to be encountered when he tries 
to convince other people. 

It probably took a lot of courage in those days to be the only woman in this place and to get up and take on 
the like of the President of the Primary Producers Association, who, I would say, probably had quite a lot 
of power in the rural community of this State. A range of events will occur over the next 12 months to 
celebrate Edith Cowan's contribution and trailblazing efforts for women as a mentor and role model. I feel 
proud to have been part of that process. 

Another function was hosted by the Minister for Family and Children's Services, Hon Cheryl Edwardes, in 
the Cabinet dining room. It brought together some 27 of the possible 43 women - somebody might correct 
me - elected to the State or Federal Parliaments since women had the right to stand for office. It was a 
tremendous effort and time of celebration. AlLhough the major parties have different philosophical 
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positions on how extra numbers of women members may be achieved, we were able to agree on the need 
for that to happen. I acknowledge that we have just witnessed a tremendous increase in the number of 
women elected to the Federal Parliament. I congratulate the coalition on its achievement. I only hope that 
they do not meet the same fate that a range of our Labor women met. 

A member interjected. 

Hon CHERYL DAVENPORT: If I may continue my remarks, I am acknowledging that it was a very great 
achievement by those women. I am trying to make the point that as a rule, if one looks at the Parliaments 
in this nation and other parts of the world, one will find women concentrated in seats that parties do not 
necessarily think they will win. The result of that approach meant that many Labor women lost in the last 
election. I hope the same fate does not meet the women from the coalition who were elected at the last 
election. Unfortunately, the pendulum moves not always in a kind way. My aim as a supporter of the 
quota system is to ensure that women are elected in seats where they have a decent margin, so that they can 
withstand the swings when they come. I have no difficulty with our party's position on that. Each major 
party will achieve that in its way. Quite clearly that we have far more women in the Federal Parliament at 
the moment is a great success story. They are starting to balance their unequal status of the past. I wish 
them well. I hope in the next preselection process, if things are looking grim, that women are considered 
for seats where they can survive. 

Another event I had great pleasure in attending was the play put on by the Older Women's Network at the 
Don Russell Performing Arts Centre in Thornlie. It was called "The Woman on the $50 Note". That group 
of women put together the script, which was all about the life and times of Edith Cowan. I am sorry that 
some of the coalition members were not in attendance to see it. It was performed at Thornlie for two nights 
and then went to the Hole in the Wall Theatre in Subiaco, and it will be performed at Kwinana. It was a 
really innovative way of portraying her life and explaining the way in which she coped. The approach was 
from the perspective of older women. As a woman member of Parliament, I can relate to many of the 
points on which they concentrated their portrayal in a very meaningful way. It was a great tribute ttPthcm 
and a great success. 

The second issue I wish to talk about is the Murdoch graduation ceremony that occurred on 20 March. 
Together with Hon Derrick Tomlinson, who was there on behalf of the coalition, I witnessed the 
presentation of many awards. I had received a personal invitation from my friend and former employer, 
the then Senator Pat Giles, who was presented at that ceremony with an honorary doctorate. It was ironic 
that the current Chancellor of Murdoch University, Fred Chaney, also a fornler Senator from Western 
Australia, presented the honorary doctorate to Pat Giles. I guess that on many occasions they have been 
adversaries across the Chamber in the Senate. Although they have always had a very healthy respect for 
one another, I witnessed the warmth in the way that Fred presented the doctorate to Pat Giles. Many 
women in the Labor Party have seen Pat Giles as a mentor. As her assistant from 1981 to 1989, I know 
that she played a very major part in my development and my notion of putting myself forward to contest 
the seat when I did. Over the years she has made a great contribution at local, national and international 
levels in the fields of health, education, industrial rights, community development and status of women. 
That occurred over many decades and was recognised in a very special and public way. Since leaving the 
Senate in 1993, she has continued her contribution and currently chairs the Australian Senior Advisory 
Council and also the United Nations Global Women's Health Commission. Both of those appointments are 
voluntary. No sitting fees are involved, and Pat once remarked to me that it is very interesting that most of 
the men who leave politics go on to some kind of paid employment outside of political service but for 
women it is different. Much of one's potential work is voluntary. She said that although it is a great 
privilege and honour to chair the United Nations Global Women's Health Commission, she is paid nothing 
but her travel expenses. 

A member interjected. 

Hon CHERYL DAVENPORT: She could, but it is a telling point. She is as deserving as anyone else. 
Nevertheless, she gets a lot of pleasure and enjoyment out of what she is doing. I am certain that she is a 
force in ensuring those issues are raised, particularly in developing countries, and put on to the 
international agenda. I was really impressed that in Pat's response she did not miss the opportunity of 
raising the issue of political correctness and the racism issues that became very much a part of the last 
election campaign. The issue is something we should never run away from because of the political process 
in this country and what might seem to be popular. She said in her speech -

[Quotes unable to be checked.] 

It was in the early 1970s that I became fully aware of the universality of the democratic social 
causes which were overtaking my life; that fairness, justice and social tolerance of difference had 
long been enshrined in human rights charters and conventions of the UN and its agencies and 
endorsed by all of their member states. Later with public office came the privilege and 
responsibility to use my access to knowledge and other resources to inform and encourage 
individuals and organisations concerned to develop a fairer and more equitable society and to 
become more familiar with Australia's place in a changing world. Recent events have 
demonstrated that those values are not as widely held in this multihued land of ours as many had 
assumed. That underlying prejudice is easily fuelled by the promotion of misinformation. There 
is an urgent need to eradicate such skewed perspectives and the duty falls upon those who are 
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knowledgeable to inform themselves and to disseminate reliable information. I strongly believe 
"public discourse in democracy is a duty not an indulgence" -

That comment was made in January 1996 by Gloria Jacobs, the current editor of Ms magazine. It 
continues -

- and I plead with you all empowered by the analytical skills through which you have acquired 
your academic achievements to pause and think before aligning yourselves with the fashionable 
tendency to deride political correctness. 

Such mockery is a modern example of the trivialisation and ridicule which has always been aimed 
at measures to ensure the recognition of the rights of all human beings regardless of their 
differences of national extraction, political opinion, colour, race, sexual orientation, social origin, 
age or disability, and by inference to deny the validity of those rights. 

We would all do well to reflect on those values and think about what happened during the last election 
campaign. Although it might be politically popular to deride the whole notion of political correctness, it 
does not make it right We have come a long way over the last 20-odd years since the implementation of 
the Racial Discrimination Act I pay real tribute to Pat Giles for having the courage and the foresight to 
make those points to a group of young people who had just graduated from university and to ask them to 
think very carefully before going along with such ideas. 

The third issue is the opening of the Harold Hawthorn Frail Aged Day Care Centre that I performed jointly 
with the Mayor of the Town of Victoria Park, Mick Lee. I have been a long time contributor to the board 
of management of the senior citizens centre in the Victoria Park-Carlisle area. This centre is the 
culmination of a lot of hard work and effort and a vision that a particular person on the committee had 
some six or seven years ago. The centre will now service between 80 and 100 mainly frail age people, and 
a component will be younger people with disabilities. The concept was a vision of the current coordinator 
of the community care program that is run from the centre, Iris Riches, who believed that, if at all possible, 
a day centre should be attached to the senior citizens centre, although run as a stand alone program. It 
started in 1989 as a pilot day care program run by the Health Department from the old hall. It was a 
draughty, cold place in the winter and as hot as an oven in the summer. In 1989 we convinced the Lotteries 
Commission to fund the purchase of a house in Raleigh Street behind the centre and next door to the 
complex of units that form part of the centre. 

In the 1990-91 financial year the Health Department asked whether we would consider taking on the pilot 
program, which had been extremely successful. It still will not take as many people as we would like 
because it does not have the space. At that stage the centre was being upgraded through joint funding of 
about $lm over a couple of financial years between the then City of Perth and the Lotteries Commission. 
In 1991, although we had acquired the house, one of the real drawbacks was that we could not look after 
very many people at once, nor could we take to lunch the folk who actually came in for care because the 
house was too far away from anywhere suitable. In winter, the wet weather made it impossible. In 
upgrading the centre we decided that we did not need a boardroom because the board met only on a 
monthly basis and it could meet in any room. In fact, the board usually met at night when the centre was 
not being used. The board room then became a billiard room, which was to have been on the ground floor. 
As a result of those two decisions we were able to bring our frail age clients back into the centre, albeit it 
was a fairly confined space. 

Obviously our aim was to continue with our vision and, as quickly as possible, provide a proper 
freestanding centre for those people. We convinced our board of management of the need for such a centre 
and it gave us in-principle support for that concept in 1992. We then tried to cobble together the grants for 
the capital works we would need even to attempt it In 1992-93 we made a strong approach to the State 
Health Department, from where most of the home and community care grants come, and at the end of the 
1993-94 financial year we received our first capital grant of $150 000. During 1994-95 we approached the 
Lotteries Commission, which was somewhat overwhelmed because we had already received a considerable 
amount of money from that body. However, we were then able to negotiate with, first, the Perth City 
Council - it was during the split up of Perth City Council - and then the Town of Victoria Park to have the 
sump removed from the block next door to the old hall to the other side of the railway line. The Town of 
Victoria Park agreed to a 25 year peppercorn lease on the land and to provide the site works to enable us to 
build. 

At the beginning of 1995 the Lotteries Commission believed our plan was worthwhile and agreed to the 
grant of $150 000. The centre has been built over the past 12 months. Having been involved in a few of 
those programs over the years, this is the first time I can recall that a building has been completed on time. 
The builder delivered when he said he would - by the second week in January. Over that Christmas period 
the centre staff were able to organise the move so that by mid-January it was in operation. It is a 
tremendous example of how the tiers of government can work with the community to provide an excellent 
facility which will raise the quality of life for many people, particularly the frail aged as well as younger 
people with disabilities. In the light of the extra space, we are now able to include the younger people with 
disabilities in the centre's operations, to which one day of the week is devoted. 

It has been an honour and a pleasure for me to be able to playa major part in bringing that state of the art 
facility to fruition. I am indebted to the committee, of which I have been the convenor. I pay tribute 
particularly to Pam Pope, coordinator of the day care centre. She has presided over the program since we 
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took it over as a community based management program and she took on a considerable amount of 
responsibility. She has undoubtedly delivered. She has also been an excellent role model for the staff 
working on the program and ensured that very little inconvenience was felt by the clients or her staff. A 
challenge for that new facility as a community based organisation is to consider how we may be able to 
provide innovative programs. It is an excellent centre which may be able to provide respite care programs 
for carers, particularly in the evenings, perhaps overnight and on weekends. Our challenge will be to 
ensure we can continue to improve the status of people's lives in that area. I am very proud to have 
participated in that process. 

Finally, I refer to the continuing problem with predominantly young Aboriginal people and the criminal 
justice system. Members will have heard me speak about this issue in the past and I will continue to do so 
until a marked improvement is seen. Last week was a telling week given the number of major reports 
released, the frrst of which was the one from the Aboriginal Justice Council and the update on the Royal 
Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody. In a report on 29 March The West Australian referred to 
comments by Glenis Sibosado, the Chairman of the Aboriginal Justice Council. The article reads -

There were less Aborigines in custody compared with five years ago but they were 11 times more 
likely to be arrested than non-Aborigines, 52 times more likely to be in police custody and 20 
times more likely to be in an adult prison. 

The reports showed Aboriginal juveniles were about 50 times more likely to be in an institution 
than non-Aboriginal children. And Aboriginal children aged 10 to 14 were 32 times more likely 
than non-Aboriginal children to be charged by police. 

The number of deaths in custody in WA had dropped but the rate was still double that of the 
whole of Australia. The figures included police car chases which have accounted for almost half 
the deaths in W A. 

Further on the article reads -

Aboriginal children were cautioned less than non-Aboriginals and took part in fewer family 
conferences, so their opportunities to stay out of the system were limited. 

Children who had appeared before the courts more than three times were not eligible for family 
conferences. 

Ms Sibosado is reported as saying -

These appearances might include petty theft such as stealing an ice-cream, not wearing a bicycle 
helmet, littering, abusive language, refusing to provide a name and address and so so. 

This early involvement means Aboriginal children are acquiring an offender profile and this 
excludes them from diversionary options and increases their longterm enmeshment in the system. 

I can only agree with that. Last year I put a range of questions to the then Attorney General about the 
number of young Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people being referred to diversionary programs. 
Members should not misunderstand me; I think the use of the juvenile justice teams is a good thing and in 
some instances it is obviously working very well. I asked the then Minister for Justice how many young 
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people had been referred by Children's Court magistrates to a juvenile 
justice team since the proclamation of the Young Offenders Act in March 1995. I also asked what 
education and training programs had been conducted for police prosecutors on this aspect of the Young 
Offenders Act. I was advised that the Wangara juvenile justice team dealt with 22 young Aboriginal 
people compared with 133 non-Aboriginal young people; Fremantle, 28 compared with 88; Thornlie, 55 
compared with 127; Midland, 32 compared with 81; and in the country area, 91 compared with 149. It is 
pleasing to see that higher figure in the country area. The point Glenis Sibosado made is revealing and 
confirms that something must be done about the situation. 

I was advised that I should ask the Police Minister about the education and training programs conducted for 
police prosecutors, which I did and I am awaiting his reply. I asked a subsequent question about whether 
Aboriginal cultural awareness was part of the training component of people involved in conducting family 
conferences. The answer suggests to me that they are very limited in the light of the number of training 
sessions undertaken by those people. In May 1993 a five day program was held. That would have been 
related to the pilot programs then in operation. In September 1994, still as part of the pilot program, a two 
day program was held. In September 1994 a four day program was held. That probably involved two 
different teams. In December 1994 a three day program was held. In February-March of 1995 there was a 
five day training period and in May 1995, a two day training period. In response to the part of my question 
regarding Aboriginal cultural awareness programs, the answer was, "Yes, this segment was presented by an 
Aboriginal representative." I suggest that not a great deal of training has taken place in that area. If we are 
to see any improvement in diverting young Aboriginal people from the criminal justice system and a 
turnaround in some of those statistics, more education and a change of culture within the Magistrate's 
Court environment and the Police Force will be necessary. 

On 28 June, following a conference I attended in Canberra at the Institute of Criminology, I read into the 
record comments by Commissioner Mick Dodson, the head of the Aboriginal Social Justice Task Force. I 
reiterate those comments -
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According to the latest figures, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander kids between the ages of 10 -
17 years are 24.2 times more likely to be held in detention than other kids. 

Of course, national figures hide jurisdictional variations. In W A the figure is 48.4. In Tasmania 
the figure is zero. Why? Because no figures exist. It has been said that the current rate of over
representation of indigenous people in prisons in Australia has "a very great potential to cause 
international embarrassment". But it will be nothing compared to Australia's future representation 
in relation to our indigenous children. 

Assuming there is no change in the current rate of the detention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander kids aged 10 - 17 years. Not an unreasonable assumption in the light of recent history. 

Take the demographic projections from the Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research. Put 
them together and you can project that by the year 2001, there will have been a 15% increase over 
the current numbers of indigenous kids held in detention. 

By the year 2011 there will be a 44 per cent increase. 

I leave it to the imagination of people to envision the Western Australian increase if the status quo 
remains (you will recall the Western Australian multiplier is 48.4 compared to the national 
average of 24.2). 

I suggest to members that that situation has not improved. The Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths 
in Custody update released last week suggests that the national average is 32, not 24.2. As the Western 
Australian Parliament's convenor of Amnesty International I was horrified to hear on the radio and to read 
the article in The Weekend Australian following the release of preliminary findings by a team of Amnesty 
researchers on the ill-treatment of Australian Aborigines by police and prison workers. The article reads -

Systematic discrimination against Aborigines caused a "climate of fear" as the country's criminal 
justice system remained heavily weighted against them, Amnesty International said yesterday. 

"I don't think any country could be proud of the figures that have been published in this country 
and its treatment of indigenous people", Amnesty's researcher on Australia, Mr Heinz 
Schurmann-Zeggel said. 

Further on the article reads -

Australia last year had recorded the highest number of Aboriginal deaths in custody since records 
began in 1980. 

Amnesty is aware of 21 Aboriginal people that died in custody in 1995. 

Although indigenous people make up only 1.3 per cent of the total adult population over the age 
of 14, they account for at least 24 per cent of all custody related deaths, and more than 14 per cent 
of the prison population. 

That is exactly the type of situation to which Mick Dodson referred 12 months ago. Nothing has changed. 
This country is beginning to acquire a pretty awful international reputation on the rates of imprisonment of 
Aboriginal young people, not to mention the deaths that occur in custody. There must be a message for us 
in this. Policy decisions, particularly here in Western Australia, I am sure put in place with the very best 
intentions, are working at best minimally and probably not at all. The statistics concerning young 
Aboriginal people in custody in this State are a national disgrace. In saying that I make no excuse for the 
actions of my own party when it was in government; its record was certainly no better. However, I see 
very little improvement as a result of policies implemented by the coalition over the past three years. 

As 1 said earlier, answers to the questions I have asked in this Parliament over the past 12 months about 
how young Aboriginal people are faring since the proclamation of the Young Offenders Act further 
demonstrate that very little has changed. The statistics to which I have referred and those documented in 
the various reports handed down in the past week bear out the predictions I made during the second reading 
debate in December 1994 of the Young Offenders Act. Had the Standing Committee on Legislation at that 
time been given an opportunity to complete its work, perhaps this society might be much further advanced 
in solving some of the disgraceful imbalances of this situation. I have said in here before, and I will say 
again, that in no way will harsher penalties or corporal or capital punishment solve these problems. The 
answers are in prevention, rehabilitation and early intervention. 

Until Governments and Oppositions stop political point scoring on this issue, which is what has happened 
throughout Australia over the past few years, we will not solve the law and order problem. As I said, our 
State has the worst statistics in the nation. However, Governments at both state and national levels have 
shown instances where they can work together on these issues and that they can make a difference. I refer 
specifically to New Zealand, where the two major political parties in that country have put aside their 
differences and are working towards a better life for young people. In South Australia the Act that deals 
with young people coming into contact with the criminal justice system was not thrown out as a result of 
the change from a Labor to a Liberal-National Party Government. It has maintained its direction and 
results are becoming evident. 

I feel sad that we get hung up with political point scoring over this issue. One thing is certain: These 
young people are our future and unless we put our political differences aside and do something to try to 



[Tuesday, 2 April 1996] 743 

change this problem we will not get very far in improving the situation. Increased insurance premiums on 
our properties and so on are a direct result of juvenile criminal activity, not to mention the cost to the 
nation of keeping young people in the detention system. It is a major problem which will not go away 
unless we, as the purported leaders of the community, put our differences aside and do something about it 

In conclusion, earlier this year I had the privilege of witnessing some programs in the United Kingdom. I 
was very impressed with an organisation called Crime Concern, a non-government organisation funded 
primarily by the private sector, which concentrates its operations in England and Wales. Its amazing 
funding level is derived from insurance companies, major banking corporations and big department stores 
such as Marks and Spencer. Very little government money is contributed to this organisation, which does 
tremendous work in conjunction with local communities to put together crime prevention packages. The 
funding by these private sector organisations is run over three years and amounts to hundreds of thousands 
of pounds. They have given up trying to involve the Government in the program to any great degree, 
although they work closely with local governments, which is perhaps a bit more like working with the State 
Governments in this country. National government commitment to the scheme is minimal; the scheme is 
more or less stand-alone. 

Both the major parties in Britain have similar policies on law and order, which, like ours, do not work. 
People who care about these issues decided there must be another way to tackle them and as a result 
approached the private sector rather than relying on or involving the national process to find solutions. 
One program that grew out of a crime audit by Crime Concern is called the Dalston youth project. It is in 
the Hackney borough in London, one of the most depressed areas in the country. I will seek an opportunity 
at a later stage to describe it in more detail because I cannot do it justice in the few minutes I have left. It is 
working and has just won the Home Office prize for the best local problem solving project working with 
young people in Britain. It is a credit to the organiser. I have brought back a considerable amount of 
information because it is a positive mentor program that can work for young people. I commend the 
motion to the House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon P.H. Lockyer. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - ORDINARY 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [11.00 pm]: I move -

That the House do now adjourn. 

Adjournment Debate - Parliamentary Staff Enterprise Bargaining Dispute 

.. 

HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [11.01 pm]: The House should not adjourn until I comment on 
the dispute involving this Parliament which was the subject of the motion moved earlier this afternoon by 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan. I speak more in sorrow than in anger and will attempt to bring to the attention 
of the House some of the problems staff are experiencing in this dispute. Effects of disputes are common 
among people who become involved in them. I do not know what will happen when I get home - members 
of this House will know that my wife is employed on a casual basis with Hansard as a sessional worker. 
On many a night she has been called back to the Parliament to assist her colleagues as a result of an all
night sitting. She loves her job and is keen to see that it is done properly and that neither she nor the 
department is subject to any criticism. She feels hurt about the need to be involved in this dispute. Debbie 
is a member of the union, but as a casual worker she has not taken part in any of the meetings. However, 
she can expect to be a recipient of any good that will result from negotiations. She is not necessarily in 
dispute with the Presiding Officers. However, as a casual worker she would feel uncomfortable going to 
work when others were on strike and were not being paid. The majority of people who work in this 
Parliament are prepared to lose their wages to make a point about receiving fair and equitable wages, terms 
and conditions. As a member mentioned during the debate on the motion, at Christmas time we are full of 
praise for the people who work at Parliament House. That cannot change now; we cannot suddenly say 
that they are not worthy of the rewards they are seeking. 

The words "fair and equitable" mean different things to different people. I think the House is extremely 
grateful to the Leader of the House for advising us of the progress of negotiations. We should have been 
advised earlier, but perhaps the Leader was not able to do that. As I previously pointed out to the Clerk, 
the transition from award coverage to enterprise bargaining must be done with the fullest consultation 
possible. In the past, awards were arrived at between the representatives of the workers and management. 
An enterprise bargaining agreement requires agreement between management, their agents, unions - the 
representatives - and the workers. Perhaps in this case we lack understanding about some of the issues. I 
believe the union representatives are behaving sensibly; they have provided their members with 
information as often as possible. Nonetheless, division still exists between employers and their 
representatives and union members. 

Apparently someone said this afternoon that a person does not have to be peculiar to work here, but I guess 
we all know it helps to be a little bit that way inclined. In the light of the peculiar nature of this 
environment, we must try to match the experience of people familiar with enterprise bargainin~ and those 
~ho are not. I do not think that has happened; some ClaSSIC mistakes have occurred. My wife fmds herself 
10 a dilemma because, as a casual worker, if she came to work during the strike she would feel less than 
comfortable receiving a pay increase or better conditions which resulted from the unions' work. However, 
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if she were doing the same kind of work surely she would be entitled to the same rate of pay, bC(;ause as 
unionists and Australians we believe in a fair go. 

I suggest the Presiding Officers or their agents consider Vince PacC(;ca, the Joint House Committee 
executive officer, who is without fault in carrying out his role. He has considerable experience in running 
hotels and in administering the affairs of this building. However, he does not have the same transportable, 
rC(;ognisable qualifications as some of the staff involved in the dispute, such as the Hansard staff. 
Nonetheless, his remuneration is at the rate of level 6, year 4, with other benefits which reflect his 
position - quite a substantial return. He is on call 24 hours a day. So are Hansard workers when necessary. 
He has considerable responsibilities. So do sC(;urity people, attendants in the Chamber and Hansard staff, 
whether they be reporters or typists. 

The House should also be mindful of what was said by the Leader of the National Party in The West 
Australian of Thursday, 29 March. He pointed out that a peculiarity of Parliament is the relationship 
between the Presiding Officers and the Clerks of the House. It is substantially different from that which 
exists between a Minister and a chief exC(;utive officer; an established convention deals with their 
respective roles. I am unaware of an established convention between the Presiding Officers and the Clerks. 
I agree with the Leader of the National Party, Hendy Cowan, that members of Parliament and staff in this 
place are victims of that peculiar system. Maybe it is a peculiar system because we are peculiar people! I 
hope that as a result of the dispute the relationship between the Presiding Officers and the Clerks will be 
similar to that between a Minister and a chief exC(;utive officer. 

The complaint has been raised many times in this Chamber that as parliamentarians we are subjC(;t to the 
whims of the Executive; yet we are paid and are expected to put the interests of our constituents first. That 
is impossible when we must dance to the tune of the piper, in this case the ExC(;utive. 

Adjournment Debate - Geraldton Regional Hospital 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [11.10 pm]: I prefer that the House not adjourn until I comment 
briefly on an answer from the Minister for the Environment, representing the Minister for Health, to my 
question this afternoon concerning employee tenure and services delivered by the Geraldton Regional 
HospitaL I was disappointed with the answer; but I must concede that some of the fault may have been 
mine. The drafting of the question may not have adequately described what I wanted to know. Three parts 
of the answer disappointed me: Firstly, in parts (2) and (3) I asked for the number of unfilled positions in 
the various service areas within Geraldton Regional Hospital. The answer was that there were no unfilled 
positions. In fact, I am well aware that several of those positions are "unfilled", at least according to my 
interpretation of the word. They are filled to the extent that they are occupied by casual and temporary 
employees. To me, that means unfilled positions; to the Minister, it does not. I can see how my question 
may have been misconstrued. Perhaps I should have asked how many permanent positions were filled by 
temporary or casual staff. 

Secondly, I was disappointed with the answer to part (5) of the question. I asked when an announcement 
would be made on the adoption or otherwise of the tenders which had been called for each service. 
Tenders closed in February this year. So far no clue has been given to anyone about whether the tenders 
will be adopted. Indeed, people at the Geraldton Regional Hospital, unlike many hospital employees 
throughout our country regions, are still up-in-the-air about their future. I am sure members, particularly 
those who represent country electorates, will be aware of the disruption, poor morale and industrial unrest 
that competitive tendering contracting out inflicts on hospital employees. The inefficiency and unrest that 
flow from the program at Geraldton Regional Hospital are still very much alive and unresolved and 
prolonged by the failure of decision-making both at the hospital and within the Health Department. What 
answer was I given to the question asked at the behest of those worried employees? I was told that the 
announcement would be made at the discretion of the general manager of the hospitaL No indication was 
given when management might just get off its backside and make a dC(;ision on this matter. 

To the best of my memory, people have been waiting 11 months for a dC(;ision - that is when the CTC issue 
first started to bite at Geraldton Regional Hospital. It is now April 1996 and we cannot be told. The 
Government may not know. However, no decision has been made either at government level in the Health 
Department or at management level at Geraldton Regional Hospital on whether any tenders will be 
accepted. In the meantime, should we say to the employees whose jobs are on the line that we cannot tell 
them whether they have a job, whether these services will continue to be delivered, or whether the 
contractors will take over their job? We cannot even indicate to them when that dC(;ision might be made. 
Given management like that, no wonder some industrial problems exist at Geraldton Regional HospitaL 

Thirdly, I am disappointed with the answer to the first part of my question seeking the term of contract for 
the new general manager. As I said, Geraldton Regional Hospital is beset by problems as a result of not 
only misbegotten and ill-mounted CTC lunacy, but also abysmal local management. I do not think anyone 
who has had dealings with Geraldton Regional Hospital would dispute that. The management at that 
hospital has been dreadfuL Geraldton Regional Hospital desperately needs stable and competent 
management so that it can be re-established as a highly respected hospital capable of delivering services to 
the important mid-west region. It needs a general manager who has the ability to get the hospital back on 
the rails. I have no reason to suggest that the newly appointed general manager, about whom I know 
nothing, is not capable of doing that; I am sure he is a very capable man. However, what have we done 
with him? We have asked him, while being hamstrung with a six-month contract, to do the almost 
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impossible task of bringing Geraldton hospital back onto the rails and cleaning up the mess it is in. That is 
not fair on him, the system, Geraldton Regional Hospital or the mid-west people. Above all, I do not think 
it is fair on the Government, which is accountable if Geraldton Regional Hospital does not get back on the 
rails. It leads people to ask the reasonable question: What kind of commitment does the Government have 
to reforming the Geraldton Regional Hospital if it is prepared to appoint a general manager without a 
decent tenure in which he can settle down and solve problems which will take much longer than six months 
to solve? As I said, I was disappointed with the answer, although I concede that it was my fault that some 
of the content of my question strayed from the point. 

Even more disappointed than I am will be those employees at the Geraldton Regional Hospital who 
tomorrow morning will see the answer I received today, and realise that after 11 months of concern there 
was no answer to their question at all. 

Adjournment Debate - Air Shed Report 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [11.17 pm]: Last week during 
question time I asked a question about the air shed report. which was delivered to me by my colleague the 
shadow Minister for the Environment. The Attorney General suggested that one of the members of the 
committee who had compiled that report was gravely ill and that that information had been conveyed to my 
colleague, the shadow Minister. Based on that information, at the time I must admit I felt that it was 
inappropriate for me to have asked the question. However, it was only over the weekend that my colleague 
the member for Maylands and shadow Minister for the Environment, was acquainted with the Minister's 
answer that he had advised her that this person was ill and that the question was inappropriate. She 
therefore wishes me to put on record a couple of questions for the Attorney General. It is unfortunate that 
he is not here, but perhaps he could provide an answer, either formally or informally at some stage, to me 
or to this House: When did he advise the shadow Minister for the Environment about this matter? At what 
place did that occur? Who was present, and what was the nature of discussion? 

My colleague in the other place has no recollection whatsoever of any subject ever being discJfsed with 
her; if it had been, the question without notice would not have been raised. However, as it is the Attorney 
General's wont to sometimes give lectures without notice, perhaps he should give us one regarding these 
responses. It may well be that he advised my colleague and it slipped her memory. However, her 
recollection on this matter was so clear and her disgust that he should raise it in such a way so strong, that 
she felt it was appropriate I put on record her view of this matter and ask those questions which we hope 
will be answered formally or informally. I am happy to have a discussion either here or outside. 

I asked him whether he had the air shed report. Irrespective of the answer he gave to this place, I was 
advised by various sources that he has had the report for six days. I would appreciate the Minister's 
advising me either privately or in this House whether he has the report, a draft, or whatever euphemism one 
uses to name a report. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 11.20 pm 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

ABAITOIRS - HEAL TIl ACT AMENDMENT; LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
SECURITY AGAINST BAD OR DOUBTFUL DEBTS 

139. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Shire of Tammin is facing the possibility of a non-recoverable debt 

by the Tammin abattoir in excess of $40000 resulting from the provision of meat inspection 
services? 

(2) What action has the Minister taken to introduce amendments to the Health Act to provide local 
authorities with powers to, frrstly, request bond facilities or a bank guamntee as security against 
bad or doubtful debts by an abattoir and, secondly, withdraw meat inspection services in the event 
of non-payment of fees for such services? 

Hon PETER FOSS replied: 

I assume that in drawing up these questions the member is referring to the Minister for Health, rather than 
me. Assuming that the word "health" is in front of the Minister wherever appearing, the answer is as 
follows -

(1) Yes. 

(2) Amendments are being drafted to the Health Act which will enable a local government authority 
to request a bond or a bank guarantee as security against bad or doubtful debts by an abattoir and 
to withdraw meat inspection services in the event of non-payment of fees for such services. These 
amendments have a high priority and will be introduced into Parliament in the autumn session. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - COCKBURN 
CEMENT LTD, SHELL SAND MINING, OWEN ANCHORAGE 

140. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Leader or the House representing the Premier: 

(1) Did the Premier and the then Minister for the Environment receive representations from Cockburn 
Cement Ltd prior to publication of bulletin 739 of the Environmental Protection Authority? 

(2) If so, what were they? 

(3) Did they seek a change of approach by the EPA on the question of the environmental acceptability 
of the proposals? 

(4) What response did the Premier or Minister give to this company? 

(5) What action did the Premier or the Minister then take? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1)-(2) The Premier and the Minister for the Environment met with representatives from Cockburn 
Cement Ltd in November 1993. The meeting was briefed on the proposals of Cockburn Cement 
Ltd to continue shell sand mining on Success Bank in Owen Anchorage. These proposals were 
not then a formal proposal before the Environmental Protection Authority. A further meeting took 
place in November 1993 for the same purpose after the EPA had, in the meantime, briefed the 
Premier and the Minister. 

(3) No. 

(4) None required. 

(5) No action required. 

SOUTH WEST CORPORATE COMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT -
CONTRACT TRANSFERRED FROM ANTHONY BLEE MEDIA; TENDERS 

141. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader or the House representing the Premier: 

With reference to the transfer of government contracts from Anthony Blee Media to South West Corporate 
Communications Management, the subject of question without notice 99, I ask-

(1) Is it correct procedure for government contracts to be transferred from one company to another 
without the contract going back to tender? 

(2) Were the contracts that South West Corporate Communications Management had with Main 
Roads and Peel Health Services put out to tender? 

(3) If yes, when and in what papers were the contracts advertised? 

(4) What are the total amounts paid to South West Corporate Communications Management under, 
frrstly, the Main Roads contract and, secondly, the Peel Health Services contract? 

(5) Who is the principal of South West Corporate Communications Management? 

i 
\ 
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Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of this question. I am advised by the Premier in the 
following terms: The information sought will take some time to collate. If the member will place the 
question on notice, I will respond when the information is available. 

142. 
(1) 

(2) 

WES1ERN POWER • LOOMA COMMUNITY, ELECTRICITY SUPPLY 
CONTRACT 

Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy: 

Is the Minister aware, firstly, of the application by the Looma Community for power supplies to 
serve its overlap facilities and, secondly, that the cost for the transformer of $36 000, non-
refundable, quoted by Western Power is more than double the quote from the local electricians? 

Can the Minister advise the amount of the quotes obtained from local electricians and/or 
tradesmen for the supply and installation work? 

(3) If not, why not? 

(4) Why is the Looma Community being asked to sign a contract that carries with it a commitment to 
use a maximum of 25 kilovolt-ampere at a cost of between 40¢ and 45¢ per unit when the current 
price being paid is between 12¢ and 15¢ per unit? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. I am advised by the Minister for Energy in the 
following terms -

(1) Firstly, yes; secondly, no. 

(2)-(3) The Looma Community is a private incorporated body; consequently, the Minister is IWlt aware 
whether the community has sought quotes from local electricians. 

(4) The Looma Community has been given an estimate of the capital and electricity supply costs 
adequate to service the community's oval complex to a maximum of 25 kva. This will enable the 
community to evaluate its options, which it has been encouraged to do. The normal domestic 
tariff offered to residential customers is not appropriate in these circumstances since the oval is 
not a domestic load. The approach to the scope of the domestic tariff is the same throughout 
Western Power's service area. 

KEMERTON - PORT 
Infrastructure Coordinating Committee Report 

143. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Resources 
Development: 

On 19 October 1995 in answer to question without notice 815, the Minister said that a report on the 
feasibility of constructing a port at Kemerton had been referred to the infrastructure coordinating 
committee of the Western Australian Planning Commission for consideration and recommendation to 
Government. I ask -

(1) Has the infrastructure committee reported back to the Government? 

(2) If yes, will the Minister table the recommendations? 

(3) If no, when does the Minister expect to receive this report? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Resources Development has advised 
me in the following terms -

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The Government, through the infrastructure coordinating committee, is undertaking a review of 
infrastructure, transport and port access requirements in the greater Bunbury region, including the 
Kemerton industrial park. It is appropriate that any consideration of the desktop study, which 
pointed to the potential for a port at Kemerton, be undertaken in the light of this major review. It 
is expected that the infrastructure coordinating committee will be in a position to report back to 
Government on the Kemerton port study when the results of the wider review are known. This 
review is likely to take in excess of 12 months. 

KEMERTON - PORT 
System 6 Review Committee Report 

144. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Resources 
Development: 

I refer to the Minister's answer to question without notice 572 on 15 November last year asked by the 
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member for Wellington that the issue ~f a future port at Kemerton had been referred to the System 6 review 
committee for its comment I ask -

(1) Has the System 6 review committee replied to the Minister? 

(2) If yes, will the Minister table the comments? 

(3) If no, when does the Minister expect to receive these comments? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. I am advised by the Minister for Resources 
Development in the following terms -

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The Department of Environmental Protection expects the System 6 review committee to provide 
an interim response in approximately two to three months and a final response when it completes 
its review of System 6 areas. 

PERTH AIR SHED STUDY - SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN COASTAL 
WATERS STUDY 

145. Hon J.A. COWDELL to the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) Will the Minister advise when the Perth air shed study was completed? 

(2) Will the Minister further advise when the southern metropolitan coastal waters study was 
completed? 

(3) Will the Minister advise why neither of those reports has been released? 

Hon PETER FOSS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The Perth photochemical smog study, referred to as the Perth air shed study, has been undertaken 
by Western Power and the Department of Environmental Protection in fulfilment of the condition 
for the expansion of the Pinjar turbine gas-powered power station set by the Minister for the 
Environment. The study will not be complete until the Environmental Protection Authority finds 
it to be satisfactory as required under the Minister's conditions. The Environmental Protection 
Authority will consider the final draft of the report of the study at its April 1996 meetings. 

(2) The final report of the southern metropolitan coastal waters study has been drafted and has 
undergone independent technical peer review. The comments of the review have been addressed 
and the responses included in the draft report, where appropriate. The final report will comprise 
300 pages of text and about 200 diagrams, and is being formatted in preparation for publishing. 

(3) The Perth photochemical smog study will not be released by Western Power or other parties until 
the Environmental Protection Authority finds it to be satisfactory and reports accordingly. The 
[mal report covering the southern metropolitan coastal waters study will be released once the 
report is formatted and printed, and this is anticipated to take approximately six to eight weeks. 

WE1LANDS - PROTECTION PROGRAM 

146. Hon SAM PlANT ADOSI to the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) Does the Minister have an answer to the question I asked him on 27 March 1996 about wetlands? 

(2) If yes, will the Minister please provide an answer? 

For the benefit of the Minister that question states -

(1) What is the Government's program for the protection of wetlands in Western Australia? 

(2) What mechanism has the Minister put in place to commence a program of wetlands 
protection? 

(3) Will the Minister table a document that was presented at the Ramsar conference as part . 
of Western Australia's obligations in meeting wetlands protection initiatives? 

Hon PETER FOSS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1)-(2) Yes. The Government's program for the protection of wetlands in Western Australia has a 
number of components including scientific survey and research; conservation and reserve 
management; acquisition of additional areas for conservation; support for conservation programs 
outside reserves; development of environmental protection policies; assessment of proposals that 
affect wetlands under the Environmental Protection Act; and development of the state wetland 
conservation policy, which is nearing completion. Significant examples include the purchase by 
the Ministry for Planning of approximately 150 hectares of land, including wetlands, on the 
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western boundary of the Forrestdale Ramsar site, to be added to the Leighton Forest Nature 
Reserve; implementation of the Lake Toolibin recovery plan; development of the south west 
agricultural zone wetlands environmental protection policy; updating System 6 recommendations 
for a representative system of conservation reserves including wetlands on the Swan coastal plain; 
development of environmental planning referral implementation guidelines with particular 
attention given to the conservation needs of wetlands; release of the first comprehensive strategy 
concerning Western Australia's marine environments; mapping and classification of wetlands on 
the south coast from Augusta to Walpole; completion of the seven-volume study series on 
inventory, classification, evaluation and management of wetlands on the Swan coastal plain; 
development of management plans for nationally and internationally significant wetlands, such as 
the Lake Walden system, Yalgorup National Park, the Lake Muir-Unicup wetlands and the Swan 
Estuary Marine Park; announcement of the proposed Jandakot botanic park; and vermin-proof 
fencing of the Ramsar area at Thomsons Lake Nature Reserve and the Ellenbrook Nature Reserve, 
which provides habitat for the critically endangered western swamp tortoise. 

(3) I assume the document referred to is the national report for Australia, compiled by the 
Commonwealth Government through its Australian Nature Conservation Agency, presented by 
the Australian delegation at the Ramsar conference held in Brisbane from 19 to 27 March. The 
Western Australian Government, through the Department of Conservation and Land Management, 
with input from other agencies, contributed to the Australian national report. I seek leave to table 
this document. 

Leave granted. [See paper No 206.] 
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