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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers. 

PETITION • UNIVERSITY FUNDING CUTS; HIGHER EDUCATION 
\ I CONTRIBUTION SCHEME CHARGES 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.03 am]: I present the following 
petition -

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned petitioners calion the State Parliament and State Government to vigorously 
oppose the Howard Government's forecast cuts to University funding and the proposed increases 
in Higher Education Contribution Scheme charges on the grounds that they would severely 
undennine the nation's education capacity, threaten equal opportunities and damage exports now 
worth $1.7 billion a year. 

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

The petition bears 154 signatures and I certify that it confonns to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. 

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House. 

[See petition No 84.] 

PETITION • SEX OFFENCES, AGE LOWERED TO SIXTEEN YEARS 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [11.04 am]: I present the following petition -

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia request that the age at which one is deemed an 
adult, for the purpose of criminal charges related to sex offences, be lowered to sixteen years. 

This would bring the criminal processes for dealing with sex offences into line with the remainder 
of our legal system which recognises the age of consent for sexual relations as being sixteen years 
of age. 

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

The petition bears 2 477 signatures and I certify that it confonns to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. 

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House. 

[See petition No 85.] 

PETITION· LOT 843 (KIARA TAFE SITE), REZONING TO URBAN 

MR BROWN (Morley) [11.05 am]: I present the following petition -

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned, oppose the rezoning of Lot 843, comer of Morley Drive and Bottlebrush 
Drive (the Kiara TAFE site) to Urban and that the land should be used for educational and/or 
conservation and possible recreational purposes. 

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

The petition bears 145 signatures and I certify that it confonns to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. I also advise that a petition in precisely the same tenns containing 655 signatures will this day 
be tabled in the other place. 

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House. 

[See petition No 86.] 

PETITION· VITAMIN A PROGRAM FUNDING 

MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [1l.06 am]: I present the following petition - • 
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To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia wish to register our strongest possible protest 
against the lack of funding provided by the Government for the Vitamin A Programme which is 
instrumental in giving a quality of life to sufferers of Asbestos related diseases. 

We hereby request that the Minister for Health reviews the results of the past 5 years for the 
Vitamin A programme and commit to the provision of funding for this programme. 

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

The petition bears 124 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. 

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House. 

[See petition No 87.] 

PETITION - ACCOMMODA nON FOR PEOPLE WITH DEVELOPMENTAL 
DISABILITIES 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [11.08 am]: I present the following petition -

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, support the principle that-

All members of our community have a right to safe, secure, affordable accommodation. 

1. We support the accommodation rights of those members of our community who have a 
developmental disability. 

2. We are concerned that the Western Australian Government has failed to recognise its 
responsibility, on our behalf, to meet the accommodation and care needs of members of 
our community who have a developmental disability, and the support needs of their 
carers. 

3. We urge the Western Australian Government to fund and provide appropriate 
accommodation, care and support services to people with developmental disabilities in 
Western Australia according to their individual needs. 

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

The petition bears nine signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. 

The SPEAKER: I direct that the pe!ition be brought to the Table of the House. 

[See petition No 88.J 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - MINISTER FOR FAIR TRADING 

Charitable Collections Advisory Committee, Fundraising Industry Discussion Paper 

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Minister for Fair Trading) [11.09 am]: As I informed the House earlier 
this year, the Charitable Collections Advisory Committee produced a discussion paper on the future of the 
fundraising industry in Western Australia. The discussion paper dealt with 23 issues related to licences, 
reporting, accountability, disclosure, minimum returns, regulation and a voluntary code of practice. The 
period for public submissions to that discussion paper has now closed and I felt it appropriate to inform 
members of the current situation. More than 70 submissions were received by the closing date. These are 
now being collated and a report by the committee is expected early in July. This report will form the basis 
of recommendations which will be presented to Cabinet and, subsequently, the instructions for new 
legislation to be drafted. These stages will be proceeded with as quickly as possible in the interests of 
ensuring that the charitable collections industry is placed on a sound footing for the future. 

Members will recall that, because of previous delays, I instituted several actions earlier this year to ensure 
that the issue was resolved. The charitable collections industry interim reference group was formed by the 
Ministry of Fair Trading in February, so that a voluntary code of conduct could be prepared and put in 
place in advance of other processes being completed. Since the voluntary code of practice was delivered at 
the end of April, more than 1000 copies have been distributed. Of course, this code is only an interim 
measure and can be revised, if necessary, as we proceed. 

As another step in the accountability process, a charitable collections hotline, was established on 1 May. 
Since then, it has received about 300 calls covering a range of issues, but, most significantly, showing 
strong interest in the code of practice. These developments have some parallels at the national level, where 
the Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs proposes a code on direct marketing practices, including 
telemarketing and the activities of fundraisers in this field. Following the receipt of the various 
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submissions regarding the future of the fundraising industry in this State, the Charitable Collections 
Advisory Committee is keen to complete its report as soon as possible. I look forward to its continuing 
input and to keeping the House informed. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT • MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELA nONS 

Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission, Rehabilitation Review 

MR KIERATH (Rivertonr Minister for Labour Relations) [11.11 am]: Amendments to the Workers' 
Compensation and RehabrIitation Act since 1991 have focused on prevention, rehabilitation, improved 
benefits and a non-adversarial dispute resolution system. This has brought a significant reduction of 25.5 
per cent in global recommended premium rates over the past three years, which runs contrary to national 
trends. 

Members may also be aware of the pending report of the Heads of Workers' Compensation Authorities on 
National Consistency. which I am pleased to announce reflects a number of Western Australian initiatives 
and functions recognised as best practice. I fully support an early release of this report for discussion to 
provide a catalyst for further improvements to the workers' compensation system. including the critical 
issues of rehabilitation and return to work. 

Although Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission figures show more injured workers are 
returning to sustained employment. there has not been a significant fall in the cost and duration of lost time 
claims that extend beyond 60 days. While claims exceeding 60 days comprise only 11 per cent of all 
claims made, they accounted for more than 75 per cent of claims costs in 1994-95. I have asked the 
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to make recommendations on the structure, 
effectiveness and efficiency of rehabilitation and undertake a comprehensive study into whether the current 
procedure provides a cost effective, equitable system enabling injured workers to return to employment 
The review is part of the Government's commitment to provide an efficient and effective rehabilitation 
framework to cut social and economic costs to injured workers, employers and the community. To 
facilitate the review. a subcommittee of the commission has been established. The review will encompass 
all aspects of injury management and return to work, which ideally should represent a coordinated and 
managed process, integrating medical and employment management practices with a focus on the 
workplace. 

To ensure the rehabilitation review is far reaching and comprehensive, national and overseas rehabilitation 
models will be studied. I plan to lead a delegation composed of representatives from the Western 
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the Trades and Labor Council to Canada and the 
United States in July, to study best practice models of rehabilitation. 

I am pleased to announce that submissions have been invited from all interested parties and an "issues 
paper" will soon be released to stimulate discussion and informed feedback. I envisage the review will be 
completed and a report available by March 1997. The Government will give serious consideration to all 
recommendations which the report might make in order to improve performance in this important area of 
social policy. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT • MINISTER FOR PLANNING 

Select Committee on Metropolitan Development and Groundwater Supplies. 
Recommendations Implementation 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [11.14 am] - by leave: I wish to advise members of the 
progress on the implementation of the recommendations of the Select Committee on Metropolitan 
Development and Groundwater Supplies. 

Background: On 1 December 1994, Mr Mike Board MLA presented the report of the Select Committee on 
Metropolitan Development and Groundwater Supplies to the Legislative Assembly. The report contained 
28 recommendations. On 10 May 1995 I responded on behalf of the Government to those 
recommendations. Since that time a group of senior officers from the Water Corporation, Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Ministry for Planning and the Health Department have met regularly to 
further the implementation of the Government's response. 

Progress to Date 

Land acquisition: The acquisition of private land within the priority I ground water area of the Gnangara 
mound was a key recommendation of the select committee. Already the Western Australian Planning 
Commission has placed a planning control area over Lake Pinjar and plans to reserve 880 hectares of rural 
land for parks and recreation. The reservation contains much of the System 6 recommendations for Lake 
Pinjar, but excludes land which has been substantially modified. Four hundred and twenty three hectares 
have already been acquired through the purchase of 16 properties at a cost of $4.25m. The Jandakot land 
use and water management strategy has been implemented and land acquisition associated with this has 
totalled 834 ha at a cost of $lIm. This land has been acquired to form the Jandakot Botanical Park and 
contains large areas of banksia woodlands. 

Priority area boundaries: Perth is fortunate to have a relatively pristine ground water supply which can be 
protected by careful land use planning and water resource management, drawing on the experience from 
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other places in the world. It is essential that we apply international best practice to delineate the resource 
and protect its values. The Water Corporation let a $115000 contract in September 1995 to review the 
ground water priority areas for the landakot and Gnangara mounds. This review was based on a scientific 
assessment usmg ground water modelling and capture zone analysis. The contract was awarded to a local 
consulting company which brought in an international expert to ensure the best available technology was 
employed in the review. The specialist in wellhead protection, ground water flow and transport modelling 
from the United States, had undertaken similar studies for the Ripon and Beloit water systems in 
Wisconsin. 

The designation of scientifically determined capture zones will ensure that protection boundaries are 
correctly located to prevent contamination of ground water. In Cape Cod, Massachusetts, for example, 
more than 100 wells out of 1400 public wells have been closed since 1960 because of contamination from 
synthetic organic compounds. The Cape Cod aquifer has been designated a "sole source aquifer" and the 
Cape Cod Commission has implemented wellhead protection zones for public water supply wells and has 
introduced a ground water classification system into the regional policy plan. 

Final boundaries for both the public water supply and protection of the environmental features dependant 
on ground water are now available for both the landakot and the Gnangara mounds. The boundaries have 
been expressed as envelopes that encompass the individual capture zones for existing and proposed public 
water supply wells. The definition of these boundaries will lead to greatly improved clarity and certainty in 
defining appropriate land uses. 

Statutory mechanisms to protect ground water resources: One of the key recommendations made by the 
select committee was the need to ensure consistency between the control mechanisms used by various 
agencies of government. In this regard significant progress has been made to ensure that this is achieved. 

The Western Australian Planning Commission proposes to give statutory effect to part of the 
recommendations of the Select Committee on Metropolitan Development and Groundwater Supplies. 
Protection of the ground water resources of the landakot mound is now being undertaken by the 
development of amendments to the metropolitan region scheme zonings and reservations, and the town 
planning schemes. The amendment proposes changes to the legend, zones and reservations in the 
metropolitan region scheme. A new zone is proposed, to be known as the rural ground water catchment 
protection zone. The lots affected include those presently zoned "rural" which are located over the capture 
zones of the existing well field and its proposed extension, and are currently designated as priority 2 
ground water source protection areas by the Water and Rivers Commission. 

Rural land within the envelope that encompasses the individual capture zones for existing and proposed 
public water supply wells will be rezoned to "rural ground water catchment protection". It is also intended 
to modify the scheme map to reflect reservation over crown land in the same area for the purpose of "water 
catchment". The lands to be affected include those presently reserved under the metropolitan region 
scheme as "parks and recreation" and "public purposes". 

Acceptable and unacceptable land uses for the proposed "rural ground water catchment protection" and 
"water catchment" zones will be included in the amendment. I understand that the Water and Rivers 
Commission will be requesting the gazettal of the underground water pollution control area boundary and 
priority source protection boundaries in accordance with the agreed boundary of the proposed metropolitan 
region scheme rural ground water catchment protection zone. 

In order to address the select committee's desire for a coordinated whole of government approach to land 
and water planning and the need for the integration of policies and Statutes protecting ground water, both a 
statement of planning policy and environmental protection policy are being developed for the landakot 
mound. It is intended to have these policies complement each other and there may be an opportunity to 
combine these policies, which is being investigated. The protection of environmental features and their 
respective capture areas will be addressed directly through the state planning policy and the environmental 
protection policy. 

Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy: Work has commenced on the Gnangara Land Use 
and Water Management Strategy. The study brief has been finalised and a steering committee has been 
established to take over from the senior officers' group on this project. It comprises representatives from 
the Water Corporation, Department of Environmental Protection, Ministry for Planning, Health 
Department, Department of Conservation and Land Management, and Wanneroo City Council and the 
Swan and Gingin Shire Councils. Community consultation will be undertaken through representatives 
from the existing committees; namely, the East Gnangara Community Consultative Committee, the 
Gnangara Mound Water Resources Allocation and Management Project Community Consultative 
Committee and the Pinjar landholders' group. 

Existing land use has been determined and mapped over the 1 800 square kilometre study area. In view of 
the level of protection required, land uses and land management regimes which are permissible in the study 
area are being defined and the criteria for future land use and land management are being identified. The 
release of a draft report for public comment is scheduled for October 1996. 

The revision of the Gnangara mound environmental protection policy and the state planning policy will be 
undertaken towards the completion of the Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy and will 
follow a similar format to that developed for the landakot mound, as explained today. 
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Centre for Groundwater Studies: In accordance with the need for improved coordination for research into 
ground water, the Government has strongly supported the establishment of a new centre in Perth. The 
Centre for Groundwater Studies has been established to provide research, education and training in 
hydrogeology and other aspects of ground water studies. The centre includes representatives from the 
Water and Rivers Commission, the Ministry for Planning, Geological Survey of Western Australia, the 
University of Western Australia and the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 
Division of Water Resources, and also receives support from the Department of Commerce and Trade. The 
Centre for Groundwater Studies has existed in Adelaide since the mid-1980s as a collaborative venture 
between the CSIRO, universities and state government departments in South Australia. , 
The Western Australian node of the centre strengthens research on a range of important ground water 
issues and will assist with supervising postgraduate students and scholarships in association with the 
Department of Geology and Geophysics at the University of Western Australia. The first national ground 
water school was held in Perth in September 1995, followed by the second in Brisbane in late November. 
The centre is also developing links with several research centres in South East Asia and China for joint 
research and training and is organising an international conference on ground water to be held in Fremantle 
in September 1996. 

International Groundwater Conference: The International Groundwater and Land Use Planning Inaugural 
Conference will be held in Fremantle from 16 to 18 September this year. It will focus on urban and 
metropolitan development. Three thousand invitations have been sent and the program includes 26 
national and international experts from the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, France, Indonesia, 
Thailand, Malaysia and Australia. The four themes covered by the conference are community values 
towards urban development and ground water protection; land use impacts on ground water; ground water 
protection and environmental management; and urban planning in a ground water environment. This 
conference will be a major forum to identify international best practice in ground water management and 
land use. It will make a significant contribution to the knowledge and application of land use, planning and 
ground water management. 

Water Protection Legislation: Hon Peter Foss, Minister for Water Resources at the time, requested a 
review of the by-laws applicable to water protection of the then Water Authority of Western Australia. The 
aim of the review is to ensure the rules applying to surface water catchments are the same as for ground 
water catchments and that a consistent set of by-laws applies to both country and metropolitan catchments. 
This review is currently being undertaken by officers of the Water and Rivers Commission. 

Education: In response to recommendation 16 of the report of the select committee, the Water and Rivers 
Commission is actively involved in coordination of a community education and awareness program. To 
date, three videos have been produced, with two more currently in preparation. Booklets, posters and 
information sheets have been produced and, in association with the Education Department, topic sheets for 
teachers have been developed to increase student awareness of ground water protection and management 
issues. 

Conclusion: The progress to date is a clear indication of the Government's strong commitment to the long 
term protection of the ground water resources in the Perth metropolitan region and the whole of 
government approach to ground water issues, which is evolving through improved coordination between 
agencies. The issue is complex and the Government has made significant progress to strengthen the 
identification, protection and management of one of our most precious resources - ground water. 

The Government has not adopted a wait and see approach, but has gone about its job with vigour. The 
lessons from overseas have not fallen on deaf ears, and the improvement of statutory protection and 
management of ground water will benefit all Western Australians. 

Mr Kobelke: There seems to be some confusion about the notice of motion given to the Opposition. I 
therefore seek leave for an opposition spokesperson to respond to this ministerial statement at a later stage 
of this day's sitting. 

Mr LEWIS: As a point of explanation: Very strict instructions were given that this statement be made 
available to the offices of the Leader of the Opposition, the member for Glendalough and the two 
Independents prior to nine o'clock this morning. I understand that did take place. 

Mr McGinty: I am not aware of it, if it happened. 

Mr LEWIS: I am a little bewildered that the Opposition is now claiming that it has not had appropriate 
notice. 

The SPEAKER: Order! That is not a matter for the House. It is common for a reply to a ministerial 
statement to be made at a later stage. 

Leave granted. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT 

Leave Granted to Sit when House is Sitting. Wednesday. 26 June 

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

That this House grants leave for the Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on Government 
to sit when the House is sitting on Wednesday, 26 June. 
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BILLS (9) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING 

1. Competition Policy Reform (Western Australia) Bill 

2. Competition Policy Reform (Taxing) Bill 

3. Road Traffic Amendment (Measuring Equipment) Bill 

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), and read a first time. 

4. Electricity Amendment Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr CJ. Barnett (Minister for Energy), and read a first time. 

S. Land Administration Bill 

6. Acts Amendment (Land Administration) Bill 

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr CJ. Barnett (Leader of the House), and read a first time. 

7. Home Building Contracts Amendment Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Edwardes (Minister for Fair Trading), and read a frrst time. 

8. Acts Amendment (Assemblies and Noise) Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Prince (Minister for Health), and read a first time. 

9. Local Government Amendment Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Graham, and read a first time. 

OFFICIAL CORRUPTION COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 June. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [11.34 am]: It is a matter of enormous concern to 
members on this side of the House that the Premier and this Government have shown themselves to be 
pathetically weak in the fight against corruption in this State. What we have seen in the past eight days in 
Western Australia is yet another episode in the sorry saga of missed opportunities in the fight against 
official corruption. 

In introducing my comments on this very important piece of legislation I will go back a little over the past 
tltree and a half years to look briefly at a number of illustrations of the way in which this Government has 
wasted opportunities to implement in Western Australia a model system of government which everyone in 
the community can look up to. The Government has had tremendous opportunities and, in some respects, 
unlike the new Federal Government, it has wasted those opportunities. I will start with the 1993 state 
election. 

I do not think too many people ir.. the community would have any doubt that the reason the Premier is 
sitting where he is at the moment is as a result of the legacy of what has become known as W A Inc. He 
was elected on a clear promise. He was given a mandate by the people of this State to introduce 
accountable government, to root out corruption, and to change the institutions of government in this State 
to make sure that corruption could not take place, could not continue, and certainly could not flourish. The 
model for those developments was set down in the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial 
Activities of Government and Other Matters. That blueprint for the future cost Western Australian 
taxpayers $30m. It is and will remain to the eternal shame of this Premier that he has failed to grasp the 
opportunity for reform and to implement reform in this State, so we can hold up our heads proudly and say 
to the rest of this nation that we have now a system of checks and balances in government which is the best 
in the country. We cannot say that However, we have had the benefit of a lot of taxpayers' dollars spent 
on telling us how to do this. The Premier was happy to use that issue to get himself elected and then tum 
his back on the fight against corruption in this State. 

When one goes back to the statements that were made before the election on 6 February 1993, one sees we 
had a constant rhetoric both in this Parliament and in the community of a promise to provide accountability 
and to take up the fight against corruption. 

Mr Shave: A few of your mates got put in gaol as a result of what happened. 

Mr McGINTY: The predecessor to the current Premier on Mr Shave's side of politics was sent to gaol for 
corruption. The member knows that. The line adopted by the Attorney General and the Premier that these 
matters are all okay if the public elect nice Liberals to govern the State is demonstrably untrue. The 
member for Melville should have visited Ray O'Connor in gaol, when he was serving time for corruption. 
That would have shown the member for Melville that the issue of corruption, and the fight against it, is a 
matter of erecting barriers, of implementing in a system of government appropriate checks and balances to 
minimise the opportunity for whoever happens to be in power at the time to abuse the system and the trust 
that the public has placed in them. That is what must be done. It is not something that is confined to one 
side of politics. We must have the checks and balances in place to minimise the opportunity for people of 
whatever political persuasion to abuse the system. 
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It is very unfortunate that that pre-election rhetoric was met with stony silence when it came to post
election action. Anyone who is concerned about why the public is cynical about its politicians need look 
no further than the pre-election rhetoric from the Premier and his lack of action some three and a half years 
later. The period immediately after the royal commission and the Burt Commission on Accountability was 
the greatest period of reform activity in the history of this State in implementing those recommendations. 
However, since 6 February 1993, we have seen the greatest period of inactivity and of broad public 
criticism of any Government for failing to implement recommendations made by its own body that it 
promised before it was elected that it would implement, but refused to implement after it was elected. The 
fIrst landmark in the history of this Government in the fIght against corruption was its betrayal of the 
public's confidence by failing to implement after it was elected the very issues that won it government. 
This Government tumed its back on those issues and refused to take any decent action on any of the 
recommendations made by those bodies with regard to accountability and anticorruption measures. 

The second matter to which I wish to refer is the Commission on Government. The royal commission 
report of October-November 1992 recommended that a Commission on Government be established as a 
matter of great urgency. Legislation was introduced into this Parliament, but it was frustrated by this 
Government, which wanted to be able to appoint its own Commission on Government. We all know why 
the Govemment wanted to be able to appoint its own personnel to that body. I suspect that this 
Government is gravely disappointed at the job that Jack Gregor and the other commissioners have done 
with the Commission on Government. It has not been the tame tabby that I expect the Premier hoped it 
would be. For that reason, when we introduced legislation into this Parliament to implement the direct 
recpmmendation of the royal commission that that body be set up as a matter of urgency, the Premier 
waited for two years. That indicates the Premier's sense of urgency about the Commission on 
Government; he does not really care about it and does not treat it as a matter of priority. 

The Premier's actions speak a lot louder than his pious bleatings today, because he waited for two years. 
He rejected that recommendation from the royal commission. The Premier's actions have now condemned 
him, and he knows that he is being roundly condemned in the community for being soft on corruption. The 
Premier has rejected too many of the recommendations from his own body. This Government was elected 
on that basis, but it failed to act. The Premier is very weak when it comes to the fIght against corruption. 

Mr Shave interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Melville. 

Mr McGINTY: Mr Speaker, I might say that you are showing great leniency to the member for Melville. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask you not to reflect -

Mr McGINTY: I am just pointing out a fact. 

The SPEAKER: Order! It is quite impertinent and inappropriate. 

Mr McGINTY: It was recommended that the Commission on Government be set up as a matter of great 
urgency. It did not rate as a priority with this Premier. He waited for two years to set it up. 

Mr Court: When we did set it up, you personally abused the commissioners. You are now saying they are 
great people. Get your facts right. 

Mr McGINTY: Why not implement its recommendations? 

Mr Court: Answer my question. You personally abused the commissioners, but you are now saying they 
are great people. What hypocrisy! You are unbelievable. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier is a weak excuse for a Premier. Why will he not implement its 
recommendations? 

The SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many interjections, principally from my right, but also from my 
left; and with regard to the comment about my showing leniency, I show that at 2.00 pm every day to a 
certain person. Interjections are not appropriate. The Leader of the Opposition's speech is important in 
our scheme and it should be allowed to proceed with, at most, minimal interjections. 

Mr McGINTY: The first report of the Commission on Government was met with disdain from this 
Government. The Government was not at all happy with its recommendations. It buckled under to the 
Leader of the National Party, particularly on the question of electoral reform, which is essential to integrity 
in government and was identified as such by both the Commission on Government and the royal 
commission. The Labor Party was more than happy to embrace that report of the Commission on 
Government; we put out a discussion paper. The Labor Party's response to the fIrst report of the 
Commission on Government was, if my memory serves me correctly, that we would implement 111 of the 
114 recommendations of that report when we were in government. We have seen a lot of political 
scurrying around from this Government. The Premier thought for a while that it might advantage him 
politically to implement a system of one-vote-one-value, and he sent the member for Scarborough on a kite 
flying mission, but when the Deputy Premier and Leader of the National Party said he did not want the 
Premier to implement that principled action because it would hurt the position of the National Party, where 
it won only 5 per cent of the vote but got more than 50 per cent of the say in government, he was not happy 
about that and buckled under on this important question. 
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It is to the Premier's discredit that he has failed to embrace those recommendations from the Commission 
on Government. If the people of this State want the sort of reform that was recommended by both the royal 
commission and the Commission on Government, they should not look to the Premier to deliver it. It is 
only the Labor Party in this State which will deliver that model system of government. The Premier has 
spent tens of millions of dollars to get these recommendations. Where does the Premier stand on the COG 
recommendations? Will he implement the COG recommendations? 

Mr Court: How can you personally abuse the commissioners and then say they are good people? Answer 
my question and I will answer your question. 

Mr McGINTY: Will the Premier implement the COG recommendations? 

Mr Court: We have already implemented a number of its recommendations. 

Mr McGINTY: What a load of rubbish! Name one. 

Mr Court: The Bill that we are debating now. 

Mr McGINTY: It is in defiance of the recommendations of the royal commission, and the Premier knows 
that and has been roundly condemned for it. Can the Premier name one COG recommendation that he has 
implemented? It is pathetic that the Premier cannot name a single recommendation out of the 114 
recommendations made by his own body, the Commission on Government, that he has implemented. The 
Premier is condemned out of his own mouth. 

Mr Court: We are debating one of the main areas right now. 

Mr McGINTY: Yes - where the Premier has defied COG! 

Mr Court: To the contrary. 

Mr McGINTY: The fact that the Premier cannot name one COG recommendation that he has implemented 
proves the very point that I am trying to make. The Premier is not listening to what people in the 
community are saying. They are saying that the Premier is weak on implementing reforms and weak on 
fighting corruption. That is a matter on which the Premier stands to be condemned. The fact that the 
Premier cannot name a single reform that his Government has made in this vital area should give him a 
very loud and clear message. 

Mr Court: Get your facts right. Tell the truth. 

Mr McGINTY: Name one recommendation. 

Mr Court: We are debating an anticorruption commission which incorporates the majority of the COG 
recommendations. 

Mr Thomas: What·about its recommendations about commercial confidentiality? What is your attitude to 
them? Will you implement them? 

Mr McGINTY: He cannot answer that because he has been pathetically weak on this important question. 
All the Premier needs to do is look at the appendix to the Commission on Government Act. That appendix 
should be compulsory bedtime reading for the Premier, because it specifies matters that were identified by 
the royal commission as warranting strong action in this State. One of those matters is secrecy laws; in 
particular, the operation of Cabinet secrecy. What has the Premier done about that matter? 

Mr Court: What have you done about it? 

. Mr McGINTY: That is a very churlish and little boy-type comment. The Premier has been in government 
for three years, but he has done absolutely nothing. The Commission on Government did not agree with 
the Premier's submission to maintain Cabinet confidentiality. The Premier should not come in here with 
his duplicitous remarks. The Premier has done nothing about that important matter. 

The fourth matter on that list is media secretaries. Before the election, the Government Media Office was a 
sleazy propaganda machine according to the then Opposition. What has the Premier done since then? He 
has increased the number of media secretaries and he lias dramatically increased the budget of this sleazy 
propaganda machine. No wonder people do not believe the Premier. It is a pathetic response. He has done 
the exact opposite to what he said he would do before the election and he knows it. The Premier does not 
want to know anything about the Administrative Appeals Tribunal recommended by the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the Commission on 
Government. Functions of the Auditor General have seen no change. We need only remember the roles of 
the Minister for Transport and Buckeridge at the F~emantle port regarding scrutiny and integrity in 
government-owned businesses and the power of this Parliament to do things. In any decent, accountable 
Parliament which had integrity, Eric Charlton would not remain a Minister and probably not even a 
member of Parliament. The Government has not measured up on that point. 

Moving quickly through the balance of those matters: We do not have an independent archives authority. 
What has happened with whistleblowing legislation? The Minister for Finance has thumbed his nose at the 
provisions of pecuniary interest legislation in this State saying that he had no intention of declaring his 

. directorship of companies. Nothing has been done on the financial independence of Parliament issue . 
. What has been done about the electoral system for representation in the Legislative Council and the 
Legislative Assembly? The Premier has buckled to the National Party despite the strongest of 
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recommendations from all the bodies which preceded this matter being discussed in this place. He has 
done absolutely nothing. What has been done about the recommendations on the role of parliamentary 
committees? Nothing. What about the operation of free speech under the Parliamentary Privileges Act? 
Nothing has been done. 

The Labor Government passed the Disclosure of Political Donations and Contributions Act in 1992. This 
Government said it would do something about it, but it has done nothing about it in the past three and a half 
years. It has refused to proclaim it. It allows donations to the Liberal Party to come in unchecked and the 
Premier knows that. He is condemned. 

Mr Court: Why did you not proclaim it; it was your legislation? 

Mr McGINTY: This Government has not proclaimed it despite people calling for it. Nothing has been 
done about disclosure of electoral expenditure. The same applies to the role of caretaker Governments. 
Regarding the desirability of regUlating government advertising, we should consider the millions of dollars 
the Government is using to promote itself. The Premier's glossy picture is in every home supposedly to 
promote government matters. It is crass political advertising. The very thing he is doing here has been 
condemned by Auditors General in other States of Australia. The Premier is continuing to break the spirit 
of these recommendations of the royal commission and the Commission on Government. It is a diabolical 
record. No wonder the Premier does not like the editorials written by both the national paper and The West 
Australian. They are telling the truth. They are telling him something he does not want to hear; that is, he 
has an abysmal record of implementing those recommendations. 

Mr Court: You have never given a speech without quoting an editorial from The West Australian. 

Mr McGINTY: That is a lie and the Premier knows it. He cannot tell barefaced lies and get away with it. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Order! I think the Leader of the Opposition said the word "lie" twice in accusing the 
Premier of lying. I direct him to withdra\\:, it. . 

Mr McGINTY: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier knows that is not true. He has just told the Parliament a deliberate, barefaced 
untruth. We are getting used to that from him. It is time he showed a little personal integrity and told the 
truth on these matters. He should concede that what he just said is not true. 

Mr Court You said we did not proclaim the political donations legislation when you know damned well 
you did not proclaim it. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier has been caught out again with some of his glib generalisations which have 
proved to be fundamentally untrue, deceptive and misleading. What the Premier just said is a classic 
example of why public confidence in him is declining. 

To finish this list of matters suggested by the royal commission and which this Government has failed to 
address, I refer to the last two matters: Government advertising and government travel and, finally, how 
the constitutional laws of the State may be changed. It is the list of matters on which the royal commission 
and the Commission on Government have made the strongest recommendations for reform. Those matters 
have hit a wall of stoney silence from the Government. It is like bashing our heads against a brick wall to 
talk to this Government about implementing reform which will make the system of government in this 
State transparent, introduce accountability and act as a check and balance on corrupt behaviour. That is the 
background of the Commission on Government. It has been a very sad episode in the history of this State 
with the Premier's failing to grasp the great opportunity he was given three and a half years ago to 
implement those recommendations. 

I refer to Wanneroo Inc, yet another example of the Premier's failing on the question of corruption in this 
State. Not long after the Premier was elected to power the police planted a bug in the home of one of his 
Liberal Party colleagues in the northern suburbs. His response as always was minimalist and an attempt to 
cover it up. Rather than bringing corruption into the open to expose it and make sure the chances of its 
occurring again wi'll be minimized, taxpayers' funds were spent on a secret repOrt commissioned by the 
Premier from accountant Stephen Mann. That follows on the report prepared by Levy Fowler & Co into 
the financial affairs of the now discredited and disgraced Liberal member for Wanneroo. 

Mr Court: Why did you say he was discr~~i~ed and disgraced? Let us get it straight. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier did not give 11im too much support when he knocked him off for preselection. 
He did not want him in his ranks. He told his own people to dump him as the Liberal Party candidate 
beCause he is bad news, and a disgrace to the Liberal Party. Full credit to him for doing so. However, he 
should not pretend in here to support the man. 

Mr Court That member of this Parliament has been charged with an offence; he is innocent unless found 
gUilty. 

Mr Pendal: The Liberal Party dumped him. 

Mr Court: One of the Leader of the Opposition's colleagues was also charged and none of us made any 
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comment about that person until that matter had been resolved. I think you owe the same to this member 
as a matter of natural justice. It is quite inappropriate to say in this Parliament that someone is discredited 
and disgraced knowing they face action in the court. 

Mr Pendal: If that is true; why did the Liberal Party dump him? 

Mr McGINTY: Is he not entitled to the presumption of innocence from the Liberal Party and not just the 
Labor Party? 

Mr Court: Is that why you continually say he is discredited and disgraced? 

Mr McGINTY: His telling a barefaced untruth to the media about his business connections with Wayne 
Bradshaw led to his disgrace. The man is certainly entitled to the presumption of innocence. Why has the 
Premier not given it to him? 

Mr Court: I have never gone out and accused someone of being discredited or disgraced, particularly when 
someone is facing an action in the courts. 

Mr McGINTY: Why did the Premier dump him as endorsed candidate for the Liberal Party? 

Mr Court: I don't dump anyone; we are not the Labor Party. You dump people. Those decisions are the 
responsibility of the lay organisation. You do all the chopping in your party. That's fine. You have the 
power; we do not. 

The SPEAKER: Order! We would make more progress

Mr Court: I do not sit on any -

Mr McGINTY: Is the Premier saying he did not exert influence to make sure the member was deprived of 
his preselection? If the Premier says he did not; he is not telling the truth and he knows that. He did not 
want him on his team; he was a great embarrassment. The Premier did not give him the presumption of 
innocence or afford him the safeguards of the justice system; he wanted to get rid of him as quickly as he 
could. 

Mr Court: Do you want me to come in here and talk about your members - Hon Sam Piantadosi and the 
like? Is that the way you want me to handle this debate? 

Mr McGINTY: We are talking about the Premier's standards. His hypocrisy on this matter obviously does 
not sit comfortably with him. It does not sit happily with him that he axed the member for Wanneroo 
without giving him that presumption of innocence. Now he is bleating about it. 

Mr Court: I am not bleating about it. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier wanted to get rid of him. He was not prepared to run him as a candidate; and 
he knows it. Why does the Premier not have the courage to say that he will not have people like that in the 
Liberal Party? That is what he says behind closed doors; we know that. The instance that gave rise to the 
current debacle was created when the home of the Liberal member for Wanneroo was bugged by the police 
to obtain evidence of corruption. We had the member for Wanneroo not telling the truth to journalists 
about his business associations. I suspect he has also not told the Premier the truth about his financial 
affairs and how, as a policeman earning roughly $35000 a year, he could afford to service mortgages 
worth approximately $lm. In a sense, that has become part of history. However, the Premier tried to do 
things in secret, using taxpayers' funds to try to diffuse the issues, but he was forced by public revelations, 
debates in this Parliament, and public opinion to reopen the Kyle inquiry into corruption in the Wanneroo 
City Council. That did not satisfy anyone. The incremental, minimalist approach by the Premier, hoping 
that each step would avoid the problem and deal with it in the longer term, did not work. Eventually the 
Premier was forced to call the inevitable royal commission, just as he will be forced to call the inevitable 
royal commission into the Police Service, notwithstanding his now adopting the same approach with the 
Police Service. He hoped the problem would go away. He showed no personal commitment to take up the 
fight against corruption, whether among his Liberal Party colleagues or in certain limited sections of the 
Police Service. In the same way as the Premier showed no commitment to the royal commission 
recommendations or those of the Commission on Government, again the Premier has not shown any 
commitment to root out corruption in the Police Service. 

Just over a week ago the Tomlinson committee in the Legislative Council handed down its report on the 
incidence of police corruption in Western Australia. In essential terms the committee said that corruption 
in the Police Force in Western Australia was far wider than had previously been acknowledged, 
notwithstanding that the chief executive officer of the Police Force was aware of the situation. That is the 
essential finding of the report. It presented again a great opportunity of reforming our structures, 
particularly in an area which is so fundamental to public confidence in our system of justice. Little is more 
debilitating of public confidence in democracy and our system of administration of justice than public 
disquiet about a corrupt Police Force. . 

Mr Court: You are dead right, and you did nothing about it! We have done something about it! 

Mr McGINTY: What has the Premier done? He has refused to accept the recommendations of the 
Tomlinson committee! 

Mr Court: The first thing we did was to bring in an outside commissioner, against the wishes of the 
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Opposition which criticised that move. We have given that commissioner all the resources required so that 
we can have a Police Service that is properly resourced, not one starved of resources - as was the case when 
members opposite were in government We have supported the total restructuring of the Police Service. A 
large number of senior people in the service have left -

Mr McGINTY: What has the Premier done about police corruption? Four of the five members on the 
committee are conservative colleagues of the Premier, but the Premier has rejected their recommendations. 
The Premier must not attempt to use my time to deliver rhetoric. It is unacceptable for the Premier to try to 
do that. 

Mr Court interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier has missed a great opportunity for reform. 

Mr Court: You should be hanging your head in shame for the way you treated the Police Service. 

Mr McGINTY: When we lost government, the Premier was left with the greatest growth in police numbers 
and resources in the decade between 1983 and 1993. It was the greatest growth rate ever in police numbers 
in this State, and it occurred under a former Labor Government. The Premier knows exactly how many 
officers were added to the service during that time. His weak promise, which he has not met and will not 
meet, of an extra 800 officers pales into insignificance when compared with the great growth that occurred 
during the time of the Labor Government. We also put in the necessary resources -

Mr Wiese interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: When the Minister for Police can say that he has increased the Police Force by 1500 
officers, as occurred under the previous Labor Government, I will listen to him. However, I will not listen 
when over the frrst three years in government the Minister has increased the size of the Police Force by a 
mere 150 officers. The Minister promised the earth; he promised an additional 800 officers, but in the first 
three years in government he has provided only an additional 150 officers. That is the Minister's record. 
All this yelling and screaming by the Minister for Police and the Premier will not change the fact that the 
greatest injection of police officers in this State occurred under a Labor Government This Government 
has failed miserably to deliver on that question. 

Mr Court You didn't even give the police fuel for their motor cars. 

Mr McGI~lY: Do not be pathetic, Premier. 

Mr Court I am serious. You did not provide a typewriter! 

Mr McGINTY: Is that the best the Premier can do? 

Mr Court: The police did not have fax machines at police stations. 

Mr McGINTY: That is a load of rubbish. The Premier demeans himself and his office by carrying on with 
these untruths that we have come to expect from him day in, day out. These are gross generalisations 
which normally do not contain a skerrick of truth. The Premier is deliberately misleading this House. That 
is the way he has run this State. He knows the facts about the Police Service; he is aware of the figures. 
We can be proud of our record, but the Premier cannot be proud of his. The Tomlinson committee has 
delivered its report but the Premier has failed to accept the recommendations and challenges contained in 
it. Members opposite are abject failures, particularly in police matters. If members opposite were serious 
about these matters they would accept the report delivered by their conservative colleagues. They will not 
accept criticism by their own colleagues, and they will not accept their recommendations. As usual, the 
Premier said that all the recommendations had been accepted. However, in a few moments I will outline 
why the Premier has misled us on that issue. 

Mr Wiese interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: The Minister for Police also should listen, because he will be far better informed by what I 
have to say. 

The opportunity for reform presented by the tabling of the Tomlinson report should not be underestimated. 
The tragedy of the Port Arthur massacre presented to Governments around Australia the opportunity of 
reforming our gun laws. I pay full credit to the Prime Minister for seizing that opportunity of effecting 
some seed change in public opinion in Australia, and implementing legislative reform to capitalise on that 
position. The Tomlinson committee also presented this Government with an opportunity of effecting 
fundamental reform. Unfortunately that opportunity has been wasted. It was wasted, frrst, by the cheap 
political stunt of trying to preempt the report. A couple of days before the tabling of that report, the 
Premier introduced legislation in this House, and no matter what the Premier does no-one will believe him 
when he says that he had no prior knowledge of the report. He has even used the same name - the Anti
Corruption Commission. 

Mr Wiese: It was fairly obvious! 

Mr McGINTY: What would the Minister call it? Would it be the CJC, ICAC or the Official Corruption 
Commission - about which the Premier has been so strong in his defence over a long time? The Premier 
was briefed beforehand! 
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Mr Wiese interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: Was the Minister briefed on the report before it was tabled? Did he have any knowledge 
of its content before its was tabled? 

Mr Wiese: Certainly not. 

Mr McGINTY: Does the Minister read The West Australian? 

Mr Wiese: I read it as little as I can. 

Mr McGINTY: The Minister's colleagues leaked the contents of the report to The West Australian a week 
before the report was tabled. He now says that he had no knowledge of the contents. That statement would 
be credible only if we believed the Minister cannot read. I will not pursue that to its logical conclusion! 

Mr Wiese: I read the newspaper but, like you, I did not believe it. 

Mr McGINTY: Members opposite were briefed on the contents of the report by their colleagues in the 
upper House. They then sought to ensure that the legislation went a little bit of the way - not too far -
towards meeting the contents of the report -

Mr Wiese: Was it rewritten in the last week? You are a joke! 

Mr McGINTY: The Minister was briefed on the report as the matter progressed. 

Mr Omodei interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: I do not say that it happened in a day or two before it was brought to this place. However, 
progressively it was organised. As the Premier said last Thursday, he incorporated most of the 
recommendations in this legislation. How did he do that if he was not aware of the contents of the report? 

Come on! Let us be serious. We know what went on; members opposite knew about it and then they tried 
a cheap political stunt to pre-empt it. That has backfired because it makes them look cheap and tacky. 
They tried to pull a little political stunt, but events of the past week have shown that it has backfired on 
them quite seriously, and it has further undermined the Government's credibility on the question of its 
seriousness about fighting political corruption. 

If one looks at the police report, one sees that there were two outstanding issues. The first is the question 
of doing away with the system of police investigating police when there are allegations of improper 
behaviour or corruption. The second issue is the question of the culture of silence. When everything is 
stripped away, including the details of particular cases, they were the key issues addressed in the report. It 
presented the Government with the opportunity to implement reforms to ensure that at long last we did 
away with something that should have been abolished many years ago; that is, the old internal affairs unit 
where police investigated police. In addition, the Government should have destroyed the blue curtain of 
silence syndrome in the Police Force, which led to the Stephen Wardle tragedy. Officer after officer 
refused to tell an inquiry what they did in the performance of their duties as police officers. I do not 
criticise the Premier for that; it did not occur during his time in government. 

Mr Wiese interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: The truth of that matter never came out because the officers invoked the privilege of not 
giving evidence because of the danger of self-incrimination. It is a diabolical situation. Police officers in 
this State - those in authority - had a young person die while in their care and under their supervision in the 
lockup. As with the John Pat case, police officers invoked privilege on the grounds of self-incrimination in 
respect of the performance of their duties. 

I am a civil libertarian. We as a Legislature must protect certain liberties against the authority of the State. 
However, when people are in a position of authority - completely dominating, as are prison officers and 
police officers with people in their custody - I do not accept that they can refuse to give evidence about the 
performance of their duty to a legitimate authority appointed to inquire into the death of a human being in 
their care in order to cover up and ensure that the truth never comes out. That is a fundamental principle. 
The Wardle case showed that we needed to move in that area. What held it together was this code of 
silence that operates in the Police Force. The opportunity was there to blow that wide apart and that 
opportunity has been missed. 

Since the report was tabled a week and a half ago we have seen bungling and a waste of a great 
opportunity. I will deal first with the issue of police investigating police. The opportunity was there to 
break with the past. The Premier made great play of the fact that in future the police will be removed 
completely from investigating complaints of serious improper conduct or corruption by police officers. Of 
course, what has since come out is that a former police commissioner will remain on the Anti-Corruption 
Commission for the next 12 months. 

Mr Bloffwitch: He is one of three. 

Mr McGINTY: Let us look at that. The matters that the Premier said quite expressly he would refer to the 
Anti-Corruption Commission for a recommendation as to whether there should be an official inquiry or 
royal commission were the Perth Mint swindle case and the Mickelberg case. The police commissioner at 
the time was that person -
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Mr Court: Get it right. I said that it would be one source of advice. It would be irresponsible not to do it. 

Mr McGINTY: This particular former police commissioner will obviously be concerned that his reputation 
is at stake because the buck stopped with him when he was in that position. 

Mr Court: There is a conflict of interest, so he cannot be involved. 

Mr Shave: You would sack him and have a character assassination. 

Mr McGINTY: In addition, his son was one of the investigating officers in the Mickelberg matter. 

Mr Court: So what? 

Mr McGINTY: It goes to the fact that he has an interest in the matter. He is not an appropriate person to 
ask for advice on the nature of an ongoing inquiry into an investigation for which he and his son were 
responsible. That occurred some years ago. His other son is a current deputy commissioner of police in 
Western Australia. The Premier should not tell me that there is not an ongoing web of relationships in the 
Police Force going back a number of years to when John Porter was the commissioner. I have no personal 
criticism of John Porter; it is simply inappropriate for the Premier to put him in that position of conflict of 
interest. 

Mr Court: The legislation we are debating provides that there cannot be a conflict of interest. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier has told the public that the police will be removed. For the first 12 months of 
the life of this body there will be no public confidence that the police have been separated from 
investigations of allegations of corruption and improper conduct by police. The Premier should have told 
those three retired gentlemen - all of whom performed distinguished service for this State some 
considerable time ago - that their efforts were appreciated, but that we were now implementing a new 
system -

Mr Court: You cannot bring yourself to say that they are providing distinguished service now; you said, 
"some considerable time ago". 

Mr McGINTY: They are not; they have all been retired for some time. Quite frankly, they are not the 
appropriate people to be running a revamped Anti-Corruption Commission or watchdog body. We want 
people to get in there and root it out; we do not want people who for years have been operating as a post 
box. That is the criticism of the OCC which the Premier will not accept but which is made by everyone in 
this State apart from him. 

What we had here was a great opportunity, but it has been lost. This morning I had a telephone call from a 
person whom the Premier no doubt wishes did not exist. I refer to former Detective Frank Scott, who was 
discharged from the Police Force on medical grounds on 21 April 1993. He told me that he had lodged a 
complaint with the Ombudsman alleging improper behaviour and corruption within the Police Force. He 
said that the allegations referred to three officers: Commissioner Bull, Deputy Commissioner Les Ayton 
and former Commissioner John Porter. He was told by the Ombudsman that he would not be investigating 
the complaints. However, the Ombudsman told him that he should hand over the documents alleging 
improper conduct by these very senior police officers to the then commissioner, Brian Bull, for 
investigation. Here we go: This is a case of from Caesar to Caesar. The suggestion was that he hand over 
those complaints about impropriety to one of the people about whom the allegations were made. If that is 
correct, and that is certainly what Mr Scott told me this morning, that highlights the problem. 

Mr Court: When was the complaint made? 

Mr McGINTY: After he left the force in 1993. The other suggestion made by the Ombudsman, according 
to Mr Frank Scott, was that if he did not want to refer these complaints to the then commissioner, Brian 
Bull, he should refer them to the Official Corruption Commission. Of course, one of the people mentioned 
in the complaint, John Porter, was a member of the commission. Therefore, the OCC was also an 
inappropriate body to take on the matter. 

Mr Court: What action did he take? 

Mr McGINTY: I am coming to that. I make no comment on the contents of the complaint; I am unaware 
of them. I am simply relaying to the House the nature of the conflicts that arise when the people sitting in 
judgment of issues are dealing with issues relating to themselves or in which they have an interest. That is 
well and truly illustrated in the Mickelberg matter. 

Mr Wiese: Are you alleging that the complaints Mr Scott made go back to pre-1983 when Brian Bull came 
in? 

Mr McGINTY: I am not sure. He told me that the complaints were made after April 1993. I suspect that 
some of them might well have related to a time well prior to that. 

Mr Wiese: As I understand it, Porter left and Brian Bull came in. 

Mr McGINTY: That is right, it was a long time before 1993. In October last year, the same documents 
were provided to the Australian Federal Police. Police Commissioner Falconer invited that service to 
conduct an inquiry into impropriety and corruption in this matter. Frank Scott tells me that the Federal 
Police have identified some 70 separate issues of impropriety, misconduct or corruption in our Police Force 
arising out of the documentation he provided. 
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Mr Court: Is this the Argyle case? 

Mr McGINTY: I did not ask him the subject matter of it. I did not have the time because I spoke to him in 
a phone call immediately prior to this debate. 

Mr Court: You are reinforcing the fact that what the commissioner is doing is working. 

Mr McGINTY: I am saying that the Federal Police have told Frank Scott that they have identified 70 
different matters of impropriety or corruption. 

Mr Court: Which proves the point -

Mr McGINTY: The Premier should stop interrupting and let me finish. Mr Scott told me further that he 
had been advised that the report of the Federal Police runs into some 700 pages when dealing with all these 
matters of the 70-odd specific lines of inquiry into improper behaviour by and corruption in the Police 
Force. He tells me that he understands that this matter has been presented to the Ombudsman, the 
parliamentary committee and the Minister for Police. 

Mr Wiese: My understanding is that the inquiry has not been finalised. 

Mr McGINTY: That is the advice I have been given. It included allegations of improper behaviour 
regarding his discharge from the CIB in 1984, which picks up a point the Minister for Police raised a few 
minutes ago. It included allegations that John Porter, who will now be asked for some advice on this 
matter, was aware that the Mickelbergs' phone was being tapped at the time. It becomes a complicated 
web when one looks at the various relationships. I understand that the current Commissioner of Police has 
called for a joint state-federal task force to investigate those issues further. I have no argument with that. 
All I say is that it illustrates perfectly the point that we must separate the police from inquiries into 
allegations against the police. A fundamental weakness of the proposed scheme is its intention to retain 
police to inquire into the Police Force. I and others in this State do not quite understand the Premier's 
infatuation with the Official Corruption Commission. 

Mr Court: If Parliament has an independent officer, we cannot snap our fingers and say that we want that 
officer to go this afternoon. That is what you said on radio this morning. What a nonsense! 

Mr t-.fcGINTY: Let me give the Premier a little example of exactly where he did that. He might remember 
that in 1993 he dismissed the entire board of the Environmental Protection Authority in exactly those 
circumstances. He should not give me tltat rubbish. He said to those people, "We will not allow you to 
serve out your terms. We will not thank you for the job you have done. We have this restructuring. You 
are gone." This is a far more fundamental restructuring, yet no knife job is being done on these people 
because they are the Premier's mates. He saw the EPA board as hostile. 

Mr Court: What do you mean, they are my mates? 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier knows that they looked after him in the inquiry. That is the reason he has this 
infatuation with them. That is why he wants to prop up the Official Corruption Commission. 

Mr Court: What a scandalous thing to say. 

Mr McGINTY: Let him tell me why he is so infatuated with them. 

Point of Order 

Mr COURT: I take strong exception to the Leader of the Opposition's saying that the corruption 
commissioners are my mates because they looked after me in an inquiry. I ask that it be withdrawn. 

Mr McGinty: Every time you take exception to something we have to withdraw it. 

Mr COURT: What a scandalous thing to say. 

Mr McGinty: Tell me why you are so infatuated with them. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Strickland): Order! As I see it, the Leader of the Opposition is implying 
that the Premier has received favours from people who hold positions in the Official Corruption 
Commission. To some extent there could be some impugning of those people in his comments. 

Mr McGinty: That is drawing a long bow. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition has created a difficulty. I do not believe that 
under standing orders he has impugned the Premier, but he is getting to the situation where he is bringing 
in other people and making inferences which may have no substantiation at all. If he persists with that and 
goes beyond the line, I will require the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw it. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGINTY: The issue is that for some reason which mystifies everyone in this State the Premier seems 
to think that the OCC is a great organisation. No-one else agrees with him. Perhaps we should ask the 
Premier why he thinks that. That is the simple point I was making. I have dealt with the question of police 
investigating police. Let me continue, having said that the opportunity has been lost to fix this problem 
because as a result of the legislation the police will still be involved in investigating matters involving 
corruption in the Police Force. 
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The second point is that of the culture of silence. This Bill provides for absolute secrecy in any hearing 
designed to root out and investigate corruption, not just in the Police Force but generally. A fundamental 
failure of this legislation is that it does not provide for the ability of an investigator to conduct open 
hearings. We have been through this before with the Premier's resisting inquiries into corruption in the 
Wanneroo City Council. He is also resisting it now. His position is not tenable because in the long run we 
must have openness in these matters. 

The New South Wales experience is quite straight forward. In New South Wales the rottenness that existed 
in the Police Force has been brought into the public arena by the Wood royal commission. It involves a 
public process and use of the media at public hearings at which people can rebut or agree with evidence 
introduced by others. The public openness of that whole inquiry has given the New South Wales Police 
Force its best bet in over 200 years of rooting out the endemic corruption mentioned in that report 
Openness, honesty and accountability are at stake. This legislation is absolutely deficient by not 
addressing those important matters. 

The upper House committee recommended the establishment of a dedicated body to deal with police 
corruption matters. We are not getting that. The position is locked in with every other public officer, 
members of Parliament, public servants and the lot. The Premier has failed to measure up to the first 
requirement of the upper House committee report that there be a dedicated body charged with dealing only 
with allegations of police corruption. The Opposition will be moving amendments to bring about an 
independent police anticorruption commission as part of this legislation. We think that is the way to go. I 
ask the Minister for Police to reconsider his view on that because the amendment has a lot of merit. That 
was the first recommendation. 

The second recommendation was that there be three judicial inquiries. The Premier has shunted that off to 
a body which has not yet been created. It is contained in this legislation for a recommendation. 

Mr Court: Tell it straight. You cannot tell it straight. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier was to ask the Official Corruption Commission for a recommendation on 
these matters. 

Mr Court: That is one source of available advice. Just get it straight. 

Mr McGINTY: Will he do that now or when the legislation is proclaimed? 

Mr Court: When the legislation is proclaimed next week. 

Mr McGINTY: Will we be sitting next week to deal with this legislation? 

Mr Bloffwitch: If you get a move on we will not. 

Mr McGINTY: It is a serious matter. We cannot expect in two days or a day and a half to ram through 
both Houses of Parliament legislation of this importance. Fundamental matters are involved. The Premier 
is treating it far too lightly. Is he saying that we will sit until this legislation is passed? 

Mr Court: That is right. 

Mr McGINTY: I look forward to that. The recommendation was for three judicial inquiries. The report 
says that if those two conditions are not met we must call a royal commission into police corruption in 
Western Australia. 

That leads to the legislation before the House. As my time to speak is running out, and as I know that the 
Premier would be bitterly disappointed if I gave a speech on corruption without referring to an editorial in 
The West Australian, I refer to this morning's editorial, which I suggest he reads. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier, like many members opposite, does not like the truth - those opposite do not 
like to hear views differing from their own. I know that the Minister for Police does not like reading The 
West Australian, and that the Premier usually claims that he has not read editorials which refer adversely to 
his Government. In case the Premier did not read it, the editorial refers to the Premier's "record of inertia 
on fighting corruption and the resulting public cynicism", which is a hallmark of this Government. It 
continues -

... the Court Government's attitude has been notable mostly for complacency, self-contradiction 
and procrastination. It has failed to set up an effective corruption fighter and has not convinced 
the community that it is serious about purging corruption from the State's institutions. 

!he editorial outlines that criticism of the OCC should have been its death sentence, yet the Premier props 
It up in the most inappropriate way. The editorial has requested that the Premier explain the big policy 
reversal: Why on the road to Damascus did the Premier think that the Official Corruption Commission was 
not an efficient crime fighting body, and why will he change it in this legislation? Why the backflip? Has 
the Premier been reading another set of polls? The Premier blows in the wind. The West Australian 
editorial contains an awful lot of truth, which the Premier does not want to hear. It states succinctly that 
the Premier has failed the people of Western Australia in the fight against official corruption, a view 
outlined in not only The West Australian but also The Australian. 

Mr Tubby: Another editorial! 
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Mr McGINTY: The member should listen to them as they outline how the Government's approach to 
official corruption has been an abject failure. The editorial reads -

The Premier of Western Australia, Mr Court, is doing his State a disservice by pursuing a 
minimalist approach to police corruption ... 

The Premier is doing the State a disservice by not taking care of its interests, and by not implementing the 
recommendations of the various reports which have gone before him. He has done nothing. The Premier 
has propped up his friend on the back bench. He has tried to cover up corruption, and failed to the extent 
that eventually he booted the member out of the Liberal Party. The Premier refused to support his 
backbencher, not giving him the benefit of the presumption of innocence. 

A number of criticisms can be made of this crucial legislation, which has not received the priority it 
deserves by this Government. I turn now to a number of the Bill's crucial deficiencies. 

First, the Government will not succeed in the fight against corruption while maintaining a secret 
organisation designed to inquire into these matters; regardless of whether it be in the Police Force or 
anywhere else in the public sector, it is doomed to failure. The secrecy advocated in this legislation is 
wrong. The Opposition will be moving 34 amendments to this legislation in order to provide the 
corruption watchdog it wants. The Opposition originally had more amendments. 

Mr Court: Do we have the amendments? 

Mr McGINTY: No. To ensure that the matter is dealt with expeditiously by the Parliament, the 
consequential and minor amendments will be put to one side. The 34 amendments involve important 
questions of principle. They address the secrecy question. When a special investigator looks at these 
matters, he must have the power, at the discretion of the inquirer, to hold public hearings. Otherwise, the 
fight against corruption will fail. 

Secondly, the Opposition believes that we must have a proper, full time series of commissioners, not 
retired part timers. These people must be on the ball today in the fight against official corruption. 
Opposition amendments will result in dedicated corruption fighters in the body from day one, not people 
lingering on. Frankly, the Premier should have said to these people, "Thank you very much for your 
services, but it is time to move on." Instead, the Premier will allow these people to linger on and taint the 
Anti-Corruption Commission in its first year or so of operation. The Premier's approach to the Anti
Corruption Commission indicates that the Government is not serious about the matter. 

Thirdly, it is wrong to try to revamp the discredited Official Corruption Commission, and we should have a 
new police corruption fighting body. We should not try to gmft on to the discredited structure to achieve a 
halfway decent organisation. 

The commission must have hearing powers. The legislation indicates that the Anti-Corruption 
Commission will have no power to conduct hearings, even in secret It will be very limited in its powers: 
It may enter a building, copy documents and require written statements. Sure, if a special investigator is 
appointed, he will have the powers of a royal commission. However, the commission will not have the 
powers to compel witnesses to tell it what happened when conducting investigations. That indicates the 
deficiency of the Bill. It has no power to take evidence or conduct hearings, only a power to properly 
investigate matters by using the existing police powers. 

That is not good enough, particularly when the commission investigates complaints against police as it will 
be the old problem of requiring police to investigate police. The Government should make fundamental 
change and break away from that approach. This relates to not only John Porter, but also the structure of 
the legislation which relies on police investigating police. 

It is interesting to note that the Premier was happy to hold a royal commission on whether Carmen 
Lawrence was guilty of improper conduct, yet he is not prepared to have the same standard apply to anyone 
else in the public sector. The Premier has applied a higher threshold in the definition of "serious improper 
conduct" than was previously the case. Also, the education functions are lacking in the Bill. The points I 
raise are recommendations of appropriate bodies, and the legislation is deficient to the extent outlined. 

[The member's time expired.] 

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [12.38 pm]: I have some concerns about this Bill, which defines the 
Government's attitude to corruption, especially in matters involving the police. I shall refer to the editorial 
in The West Australian quoted by the Leader of the Opposition as this defines the Government's and the 
Premier's attitude to these matters. It is headed "Premier lacks conviction on graft" and defines the 
Premier's reaction to the select committee report and to this issue generally. I am surprised by this as I 
have always considered the Premier to be very honest and ethical; however, my opinion is not reflected in 
his actions on this matter. 

I shall outline a number of areas in which the Government has failed to react to corruption. First, I refer to 
the reactions to the report of the Legislative Council select committee, comprising mainly coalition 
members. These recommendations, revelations and opinions were dismissed in a casual way by the 
Premier and the Minister for Police, the main response from whom was that it happened in the past - it is 
history. 

I sat in this place for four years and heard the now Premier as a member of the Opposition at that time and 
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his colleagues call for a royal commission into government affairs. For four years we heard how things 
would be different when they took the Treasury bench; how things would be more accountable and open. 
However, the very first opportunity that that was presented to them in a report written and authorised by a 
select committee of which three of the five members were coalition members, it was rejected. 

Mr Prince: It is not. 

Mr CATANIA: It has been rejected. There is not a skerrick of evidence in what the Government proposes 
in this anticorruption legislation to reflect the main thrust of this report. As the Leader of the Opposition 
stated, the opportunity was, presented to the Government by this report; however, it has not taken it. It was 
dragged kicking and screaming to call the Royal Commission into the City of Wanneroo because of the 
groundswell of opinion in the community. It called a royal commission into the Penny Easton affair at the 
drop of a hat and spent $5m on the inquiry that did not result in any conclusions. The Government has 
rejected the recommendations of the W A Inc royal commission and the Commission on Government - a 
commission comprising people the Government appointed. It has rejected the recommendations of the 
Wood royal commission into the New South Wales Police Service. That royal commission, which will be 
a watershed in investigations into police in Australia, stated categorically that an independent body to 
investigate police was required. The Government has had presented to it by this report the opportunity to 
establish a royal commission into corruption; however, it has not taken it. It has rejected it out of hand. 
For the three years in which I have had the responsibility of opposition spokesman for police the 
Opposition has called for an independent tribunal to investigate police. 

Mr Prince: Are you saying that the Anti-Corruption Commission will not be independent? 

Mr CATANIA: It will not deal effectively with complaints against police. 

Mr Prince: Why not? 

Mr CATANIA: It does not have the mechanisms to do that. 

Mr Prince: Name one. 

Mr CATANIA: I will proceed, and the Minister for Health will see. When the Opposition has called for 
an independent body to investigate complaints against police, the Minister for Police has quoted the normal 
police line - it cannot work. He states that it has worked nowhere else in the world and that it cannot work 
here. The Government is ensuring that it does not work by mixing it up with an anticorruption commission 
that is supposed to deal with police complaints. As recommended by this report, there must be a dedicated 
police anticorruption commission. All members in this Chamber should act in a bipartisan fashion to 
ensure that a police anticorruption commission is put in place, as suggested by the Tomlinson report, and 
certainly as suggested by the Wood royal commission. 

The Commissioner of Police in this State states, understandably, that complaints and allegations against 
police should be dealt with no differently from those against any other public figure. I will give some 
statistics. The Ombudsman's annual report last year cites 1 723 complaints against police. The annual 
report of the Police Department states that it received 1 056 complaints; that is 2779 complaints against 
police that we know of. Some complaints are made to police stations and are not referred. How can we 
place an anticorruption commission in a position where it must deal with 5 000 or so complaints? 

Mr Prince: Is it not a fact that the complaint goes first to the police and then to the Ombudsman? 

Mr CATANIA: It defeats the whole purpose. It goes to the police, who will handle it first and package it 
up and send it on. 

Mr Prince: I am asking you about your arithmetic. 

Mr CA TANIA: It is not my arithmetic; the figures are contained in these two reports. I have just checked 
them to ensure that my figures are correct. 

Mr Prince: You doubled the figures when in fact there are only about 1 500 or 1 600 complaints. 

Mr CATANIA: The annual report states that the Ombudsman received 1 723 complaints. 

Mr Prince: He gets them after they have gone to the police. 

Mr CATANIA: The police received 1 056, as distinct from those to the Ombudsman. Both sides of this 
Chamber should pursue the establishment of a dedicated body to examine complaints against police. Such 
a body would be able to handle all sorts of complaints. The only matter that is relevant in this legislation is 
that independent investigators should be appointed. Having an independent body would take away the 
cynicism and perception of corruption that is attached to complaints against police. Apart from that 
perception, it would take away the threat that is evident when police officers make complaints against 
police; that is, against their own people. 

An interesting article in yesterday'S The Australian is headed "No Peace After the Whistle Blows". It gives 
an example of a police officer and a university professor who made complaints against police and describes 
the sorts of pressures to which they were subjected and the trauma they had to suffer because they are 
honest. Ken Jurotte is an Aboriginal police officer. 

Mr Prince: In which State did this occur? 
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Mr CATANIA: It occurred in New South Wales. 

Mr Osborne: Oh! 

Mr CATANIA: What is wrong with that? This newspaper is read in every State. This article deals with 
whistleblowers. Members opposite should remember that before the Wood royal commission was 
established in New South Wales, the Police Commissioner and police personnel said there was no 
corruption in New South Wales. The article states -

Ken Jurotte sits tall in the witness box at the NSW police royal commission, squares his shoulders 
and tells how and why his life has been ruined. He tells of the colleagues who shunned him, the 
erstwhile friends who avoided him and how his promising career as a senior police sergeant is 
now in tatters. 

Do members know why? He happened to be honest and complained about dishonesty and corruption in the 
Police Service. The same article states -

Then there is the case of Professor Kim Sawyer, who made allegations of mismanagement within 
the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology. 

He says he was later harassed, his office burgled, he was investigated by a private detective, his 
access to secretarial staff was limited, attempts were made to move his office and he was directed 
not to speak to the media. 

Those are the types of actions police themselves will take if there is no body to counter that and to ensure 
accountability of their actions. Establishing two separate bodies, instead of one that the Government and 
the Premier are proposing, is the only way to get to the bottom of any corruption that may involve the 
Police Service. 

The first point I commend in the Bill is the proposal to have independent investigators. The second point I 
commend is the right to report to Parliament; that is an important accountability procedure. The 
amendments proposed by the Opposition are to ensure that the recommendation by the committee is 
adopted to establish a police anticorruption commission. The police have the capacity to destroy lives and 
to take away freedom. They have the ability to take lives. 

Mr Trenorden: The police have the capacity to save lives. 

Mr CATANIA: The police have the capacity to invade homes and businesses. Yes, they do have the 
capacity to save lives and they do that every day. Police officers who indulge in corruption ruin the 
reputation of the remaining 98 per cent of the Police Service who save lives. The majority are honest and 
loyal to their profession, and work hard. 

Mr Trenorden: The public appreciates the Police Force. 

Mr CATANIA: The Police Force is viewed as powerful; it is probably one of the most powerful groups in 
our community. There must be a counterbalancing mechanism to that power. The only thing that will 
counterbalance that power is an independent anticorruption commission; that is the only way to ensure 
accountability. Crime and organised crime can only survive, grow, and obtain more profit with the 
involvement of some police including some at a senior level. 

Mr Trenorden: It has been said by some that the political arm as well is involved. 

Mr CATANIA: The member may add whatever he likes. 

Mr Trenorden: I would not like to add that at all. 

Mr CATANIA: Organised crime flourishes because of police help. Police, members of Parliament, 
judges, and heads of departments are groups with positions of power in our society. An accountability 
mechanism must be in place to ensure that their positions are not used for manipulative purposes. People 
in power can distort evidence; that is seen in the report on police by the Legislative Council committee. 
The police can blackmail; that has been reported in newspaper articles and seen in the reaction of their 
colleagues. In order to counterbalance that power, to ensure there is an accountable Police Service, and to 
restore the reputation of police so they are seen to be honest and loyal, an independent body must be set up 
with investigators who are not, and have not been, employed by the Western Australia Police Service. 

A perception of the Police Service prevalent in our society is that there is one form of justice for police and 
another for the rest of the community; that must be changed. The establishment of a police anticorruption 
commission will accomplish that. The present system that is endorsed by this Government will not address 
my concerns. The commissioner suggests that as a result of the Delta program the professional standards 
unit, which is really a rehash of the old internal investigation and internal affairs units, will change that 
ethos. I do not believe that will happen unless there is the deterrent of an anticorruption commission. That 
will have the effect the Minister wants. The Delta program provides a cosmetic change and it must be 
complemented and reinforced by the establishment of the Anti-Corruption Commission. 

[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.] 

Mr CATANIA: It is not proper behaviour for a Government that states it is determined to make changes 
and to tackle any skerrick of corruption in our community. It does not send the right message to the 
community. The Government should ensure that the changes and the opportunity presented by this report 
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are embraced. On one hand is an anticorruption commission that deals with public figures through an 
independent investigator and, on the other hand, is the police anticorruption commission, as set out in the 
report by the Legislative Council committee, dealing solely with complaints against police. That is the 
only way to separate and deal with such complaints effectively. 

As the reports by police and the Ombudsman point out, the weight and size of the complaints against police 
will not be dealt with effectively by the Government's proposal. The existing procedure has proven to be 
ineffective. If complaints are still presented to police before they are examined by the Anti-Corruption 
Commission, it will defeat the purpose. It is no use giving complaints against police to the Police Service; 
that can be wrapped up lin whatever sort of paper it likes and then handed to the Anti-Corruption 
Commission. From the beginning it must be exammed - and I am not talking about frivolous complaints -
by an anticorruption commission. Officers can be attached to that commission. It defeats the purpose of an 
independent inquiry or assessment of a possibly corrupt activity if the complaint is handed to the very 
service that is being complained about. That will not be accepted by the community; there will be 
cynicism about police examining police and the claim that that is the correct way of doing things. 

Sitting suspendedfrom 12.58102.00 pm 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

Mr CATANIA: For the sake of the reputation of the Police Service we should appoint a dedicated, police 
anticorruption commission. Recommendations have been made in this regard all over Australia, by the 
New South Wales Wood commission, our Commission on Government, and the Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government· and Other Matters, and as recently as last week by the Select 
Committee on the Western Australian Police Service. All those bodies have recommended the 
establishment of an independent, police anticorruption commission. The establishment of such a body 
would counterbalance the powerful position that police hold in our community. As I said earlier, police are 
in a powerful position: They can take the lives of people and ruin lives - and obviously also protect lives. 
The police can invade homes and businesses. Generally, the police hold the most powerful position in this 
State. I emphasis that to counterbalance that situation we must appoint a dedicated, focused police 
anticorruption commission in order to hold the police accountable for their actions. 

To support my argument, evidence has been given to the New South Wales royal commission, and to the 
Tomlinson committee. We are aware of the Wardle and other cases, and we know that at times the 
evidence presented by the police has been manipUlated to the detriment of those cases. WhistIeblowers 
throughout Australia, particularly in New South Wales, have been subjected to extreme pressure by their 
colleagues. I believe strongly that the appointment of a focused and dedicated police anticorruption 
commission will alleviate some of those problems. It will also help to restore some of the confidence in the 
Police Force that has dissipated over the years, because people have become cynical about police 
investigating police. The establishment of such a commission to handle complaints about the police will 
help to restore confidence in the police investigators. We must have a distinct and separate body, 
independent of any police connections. In this way we will ensure independence is maintained. The 
community must have the perception that such a body will remain independent. 

The head of such a commission should be a contemporary Queen's Counsel, such as Mr McCusker, who 
would be able to address contemporary values and needs. He would be assisted by an investigation team 
without links with the police. Such a police anticorruption commission would be a great asset to the State. 
If this Government persists with its proposal without a clear cut distinction between its proposed Anti
Corruption Commission and a police anticorruption commission, it will not work logistically. It will not 
work because of the volume of complaints against police evident in the Police Department's annual report 
and that of the Ombudsman. Under the Government's proposal the police will retain their ability to 
examine original complaints before they are handed to the proposed commission. Therefore, the current 
situation will not change. If police are able to conduct the primary investigation of a complaint against 
police, nothing will change. 

The Government will not do any justice to the community of Western Australia. The community will still 
perceive that police investigating police is a problem. They will still believe, as I have stated before, there 
is one form of justice for police who are able to escape criminal sanction by leaving the Police Service or 
being transferred from their present position to another position in the Police Service. People are rightly 
concerned that there is one form of justice for police officers and another for other members of the 
community. We want to ensure that perception is wiped away. The only way we can do that is to have a 
dedicated police anticorruption commission. It is also the only way that the Government's proposed 
legislation will be strengthened. The Opposition will support the Government in introducing such an 
amendment. On both sides of the Chamber there must be agreement. That amendment to the legislation 
would strengthen it, among other amendments that the Opposition is obviously hoping to have accepted. 
Certainly the centrepiece of the amendments is to ensure that a dedicated police anticorruption commission 
is established through the Government's proposed changes to the Official Corruption Commission. I urge 
the Government to reconsider. I have been surprised at the Premier's reaction to the report and the general 
recommendations of the committee. 

Mr Court: One of the things that worried me the most in government from the day we came into power 
was the problem inside the Police Service. From day one we moved as quickly as we could to bring about 
change to improve the situation. It has been damned hard. I do not take too kindly to you, a newspaper or 
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anyone else saying that we have been soft We have worked our little backsides off trying to address the 

issue. That is why I have been so supportive of the Commissioner of Police, because he has been given 

one of the toughest jobs in Western Australia. 

Mr CATANIA: I have only a minute. I am sympathetic, but I am surprised at the Premier's reaction and 

that he did not grab this opportunity with both hands and go all the way. He has gone half-heartedly into 

this. I thought that a person who has always stated that he places great importance and weight on honesty 

and integrity would take the opportunity presented by this report to ensure that the changes brought about 

in the Police Force were complemented by the legislation he has before this House. He could have 

complemented those changes and strengthened them by adding to the legislation a dedicated police 

anticorruption commission. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.44 pm): This is a very important issue. I will make a few points on the 

address of the lead speaker of the Opposition. I do not doubt his sincerity. However, some fundamental 

issues must be addressed, such as where people believe these issues should be resourced. The Opposition 

often talks about stamping out corruption and we read it in the Press. I am sure that a few members on this 

side of the Chamber are gUilty also of talking about stamping out corruption. It is the same as talking about 

stamping out prostitution - it will not happen. 

Mr Catania: We can minimise and restrict it. 

Mr TRENORDEN: I am not picking on the member but making the point. We are not talking about trying 

to create the impossible and take human nature out of the Police Force. I give the member for Balcatta 

credit in that he is very earnest in what he said. We must intercede in the Police Force and try to have 

correct reactions to the corruption that exists. One of the planks often raised by the Opposition in the 

community debate is that investigating the police must be a single occupation, whereas it is important that 

investigating the police should take in two separate modes. The fIrst mode is the administration of the 

police, and corruption is a secondary issue. They are not even related issues. If a person is corrupt, 

immoral and breaking the law, he is different from a person acting inappropriately on policy, action or 

attitude. I have done a fair bit of reading on this and have spoken to a few people. The worldwide opinion 

seems to be that only the police can investigate the police for their administration and function, but it 

should never be the case that police investigate police for corruption. 

Mr Catania: That is not very much different. I am saying that frivolous complaints such as not wearing the 

uniform and breaches of by-laws should not be given to an offIcial corruption commission. 

Mr TRENORDEN: That is right. I am making that point. If we are to have an independent anticorruption 

commission, it must be as powerful as possible, and so we must not give it menial jobs. Perhaps we agree 

on that area. That is not what I picked up from the member's speech. Police corruption should be 

investigated by an independent body and a group of people who are not associated with the Police Force. 

Everyone seems to agree on that point. The OffIcial Corruption Commission Amendment Bill will allow 

that to happen. The important points are to recognise that corruption will exist and to work to maximise 

effectiveness in dealing with it. How do we do that? Do we follow the suggestion of the select committee 

and have a permanent royal commission into the police or a permanent standing body with an 

anticorruption role? I am drawing the line and stepping to the side by saying that I want a permanent 

anticorruption commission for police and corruption at all levels in the State. I am supporting that and 

putting up my hand for that. It is a value judgment and neither side is right or wrong. The fact that 

corruption must be dealt with is not the point of debate. If we have a permanent standing body whose only 

role is to look at corruption in the Police Force, we will find that they will get comfortable with each other. 

There is enough evidence from the Eastern States and overseas to say that that is the case. People get into 

the system. The one thing we always have problems with in dealing with criminals and corrupt people is 

that they tend to be smart, work out the systems and go where weaknesses exist. An anticorruption 

commission does not in any way weaken the argument; in fact, I think it strengthens it. 

Another point I feel strongly about is the question of royal commissions. They are becoming devalued in 

the currency of the community. They have always been used for political as well as judicial purposes. 

Parliaments have always called for royal commissions, but by having so many royal commissions they are 

becoming part of the political mainstream. Both sides of the House must be concerned about that. Royal 

commissions are a key element in the accountability process in this State. We must not in any way devalue 

the currency of royal commissions. Having a standing royal commission into corruption in the Police 

Force presents some difficulties. The constant calls for royal commissions from us when in opposition and 

from the present Opposition in this House does not help the public perception of the capability of royal 

commissions. 

The immediate ex-Prime Minister denigrated the Royal Commission Into Use of Executive Power. Putting 

aside whether members think that was a good royal commission or not, the decision of a Prime Minister to 

get stuck into the royal commission has reduced the effectiveness of royal commissions. As a result of that 

action the standing of royal commissions has come down a few notches. We should be careful about 

allowing that process to continue. 

Whether the complaint process is handled by the Ombudsman with better resources or whether it is handled 

by the Anti-Corruption Commission is a somewhat moot point if we are not talking about corruption. The 

Police Force must look after itself in administration, function and operation, for example, but not in the 

area of corruption. If we wish to keep the currency of royal commissions, the correct approach is to set up 
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the ACC, put the appropriate people in control and let them call the shots. The process then becomes 
transparent in this place. If a recommendation comes to this place and the Government of the day -
whether it is this Government, the current Opposition, or other people in the future - decides not to hold a 
royal commission, it is for everyone to see. Again, if an inquiry with the powers of a royal commission is 
recommended by the ACC and the Government of the day does not wish to pursue it, it is an open process 
which the public of the day can judge. Putting the generation of royal commissions and inquiries into a 
body like the ACC is highly desirable. Arguments for anything other than the setting up of the ACC with 
these powers are nothing m<?re than political rhetoric. 

The question about whether that process should be open or closed is important. Even the closed process is 
an open one realistically. If a complaint is put to the ACC, an internal investigation will be done without 
informing the individuals who are being investigated or the person who has made the complaint. If the 
complaint is dismissed, no-one will be hurt in that process. However, if the ACC decides that a heavier 
investigation is required, the person who is being investigated will be informed. At that stage the public 
will know that the person is being investigated. If charges are laid, the court process is totally open. If it 
moves to a royal commission or to an inquiry with the powers of a royal commission, generally they are 
open processes. The complaint is about the front end of the mechanism being closed. Whether we like it 
or not, it was shown that members of both Houses of this Parliament and other Parliaments could not be 
trusted in these areas. It is deplorable that people could say in this place that they have written to the 
commissioner, accusing someone in this place of corruption, and are assured that the ACC is looking into 
the matter. It cannot be denied that those actions occur. They are not only extremely damaging to the 
individuals who are named, but also give power to people who do not have the propriety to handle it 
properly. When members of this place and other Parliaments get carried away, they reduce the standing of 
politicians - or members of Parliament. Hon Mick Gayfer growled at me for using the word "politicians". 
He said I should call them members of Parliament. I do not mind being called a politician. 

There must be some protection and an ability for the ACC to deliver in a sensible manner on allegations 
that are made to it. Those claims of corruption should not be made public. I am strongly in favour of a 
closed process as recommended in the Bill because it will protect the innocent against those who are 
malicious. Past dealings in this State contain enough evidence to prove that people will make the effort to 
be malicious. Sometimes it occurs in the heat of the moment, and sometimes in moments of stress; 
however, that does not change the fact that it occurs. The rest of the process is open under this legislation. 
If a person is charged, we all know the consequences that follow from the charge; or, if a situation has 
significant problems, a royal commission or an inquiry with the powers of a royal commission can be 
recommended by the ACe. I support totally the changes to the Official Corruption Commission. 

I look forward to the commission having a special investigation team that does not contain any police 
officers from this State. I do not think it matters if they come from outside this State or nation. Many 
inspectors in the Hong Kong equivalent did not have any police experience. They were trained internally 
by that organisation to be inspectors. I do not see any reason that could not occur here. However, when 
the ACC is operational it will require people experienced in the system. I look forward to the birth of this 
commission. Once it is public and the excitement of the political process and the denigration and abuse of 
the system that is occurring in this place at the moment passes, people will have confidence in an 
independent body that is capable of receiving and sorting information and rejecting the chaff and keeping 
the grain, and allowing the grain to sprout and grow to fruition - whether it is a charge against an individual 
through the criminal courts or an allegation that leads to an inquiry. I will not say any more on that matter 
because I am aware that the time of the House this week in particular is under some pressure. However, I 
want it recorded that the ACC has my total support. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.58 pm]: Many models are now 
available to us as members of Parliament on the appropriate way we should deal with the question of 
corruption and improper conduct. The Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters report of 1992 was based largely on the work that was done to set up the Criminal Justice 
Commission in Queensland and the Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South Wales. 
Since then the Commission on Government report of last December. has outlined a framework for dealing 
with corruption and improper conduct. The Labor Party's BiII, the Commissioner' for the Investigation of 
Corrupt or Improper Conduct Bill, draws heavily on the royal commission report and some of the ideas 
. contained in the Commission on Government report. There is no question that a lot of material is available 
to us to design a good model for tackling corruption. 

Along with my colleagues I will be keen to distinguish in Committee between the Government's version of 
what is required to deal with this problem and the Opposition's version. That will be possible through the 
amendments we will move to the Government's legislation. That detailed issue is one that can be dealt 
with most appropriately during Committee. 

In the second reading debate I will deal with some of the general issues which are at stake. I will begin by 
referring to a comment made by the Director of Public Prosecutions in a memorandum he sent to the 
Premier and the Attorney General in 1994 about the problems that existed within the Western Australia 
Police Force and in which he spoke generally about some of the corruption issues which had to be dealt 
with. There is an interesting sentence in the DPP's letter. He said that the heart of the problem was a lack 
of accountability for the operations of the Police Force. He also said that the traditional measures of 
accountability, the Minister for Police, the Government and the Parliament had failed. I was struck with 
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the use of the term "the traditional measures of accountability have failed". Essentially, it is a problem 

which must be faced when dealing with corruption and improper conduct. 

Let us look at those traditional measures. I will outline why they are no longer adequate when dealing with 

corruption and improper conduct Under the traditional Westminster system of government the approach 

to tackling corruption and improper conduct is based upon two institutions. First is the Parliament and the 

power given to it to try to ensure there is no corruption in society and that improper conduct is, if not 

avoided, exposed and punished - of course, that power is parliamentary privilege. The very reason that 

privilege came into existence was to provide a clear separation between the Executive and the Legislature 

so it is possible for members of Parliament to question what is going on within government in a way which 

is free of any favour and fear. With that freedom issues can be exposed. The fIrst institution is the 

Parliament and its privileges are the means by which it can carry out its role. 

The second institution for dealing with corruption is the police. As soon as issues are raised in the 

Parliament or the media, the powers which are given to the police enable them to investigate and, we hope, 

bring to court those people gUilty of corruption. A problem immediately springs to mind; that is, the 

powers of the police are fairly well confIned to dealing with the breaking of the law, which is defined quite 

explicitly in the corruption area. It does not really encompass improper conduct, and I will come back to 

that point later. 

There we have it: The privileges of Parliament and the powers of the Police Force are seen in the 

traditional Westrninster model as the way in which corruption can be investigated and exposed; and the 

guilty then punished. It is the role of the Parliament to define improper conduct through its debates and the 

decisions it makes in respect of Ministers and members of Parliament It is hoped that through that 

process, benchmarks will be set and certain standards enforced. In some ways it is a tragedy, but 

nevertheless it is a fact, that in some way that model has failed. 

If members look at contemporary politics, they will fInd two schools of thought. On the one side are the 

traditionalists who argue that the model of Parliament and police - the privileges which go with Parliament 

and the powers which go with police - are all that is needed to tackle corruption. The traditional safeguards 

are built into that model in terms of the rights of people in their dealings with the Police Force. Those 

rights and liberties are properly counterbalanced against the powers which are given to the police and the 

privileges which are given to parliamentarians. Through that process we can get the best outcome. That 

school of thought has resisted a lot of the changes which have been brought into operation in other 

jurisdictions around the world in the past decade. 

The other school of thought is that whatever one thinks about the traditional model it is now dead and there 

is a need to move to a new system. It is the Opposition's view that the traditional model has failed and it is 

time to move on. It is important to ask why the traditional model has failed. In answering that question we 

can define some objectives for the future. First, let us consider the parliamentary side of the traditional 

model. The problem is that parliamentary privilege is only as good as the ability of the members to 

exercise it. One of the themes of the most recent political commentary has been that the executive arm of 

government has tended to control the parliamentary process to such an extent that privilege is more in 

name than it is in reality. The ability of an executive arm of government to control the Parliament makes it 

much harder for the privileges to be used. Of course, Oppositions use them to try to expose issues which 

come up from time to time. In respect of the enforcement of improper conduct we need a Parliament where 

the dispersion of power is such that the majority in one House will not necessarily be the majority in the 

other. I contrast the performance of the Senate with the performance of the Legislative Council in this 

State. The Senate has made a significant contribution to the enforcement of standards of government at a 

federal level. It is a pity that the Legislative Council is not in the same category. It is not because of the 

way it is structured and elected. 

Mr Tubby: You do not refer to it as unrepresentative swill? 

Dr GALLOP: No, I do not The other problem is that in the public mind the privileges of members in this 

Parliament are seen more as a protection for politicians than as a weapon to uncover corrupt and improper 

conduct. Unfortunately, as the report into parliamentary procedures in the early 1990s and the Commission 

on Government reports indicate, the public has lost a degree of confidence in the Parliament as a singular 

weapon for uncovering corruption and improper conduct. On the one hand, Parliaments are not as strong 

as they used to be, but that can be improved, first, through electoral reform an<J proportional representation. 

On the other hand, the public does not have the same confIdence in members of Parliament. For those two 

reasons Parliament cannot play the same role that it used to. 

[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.] 

Dr GALLOP: Despite the powers of the police to uncover corruption, they have not been effective in 

doing so. I said earlier that the other problem with which the police are simply not capable of dealing is the 

issue of improper conduct. Traditional policing works very well in the areas of road traffic control and 

policing in the community. The police have developed some innovative strategies for taCkling those 

problems in the community. However, the police really do battle with issues like business fraud and 

official corruption. The complexities of the issues involved and the training of the police are such that they 

cannot deal with those issues very well. Tragically, as well, the police may be the problem. In many 

jurisdictions it has been found that the police are the investigators, but it is the police who need to be 

investigated. I do not need to go over that argument. The problem is compounded by the fact that the 
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police can abuse the powers they are given. The very people who are supposed to investigate corruption 
may themselves be corrupt and may abuse the powers that they are given to investigate corruption. For 
those reasons a degree of dissatisfaction exists in the community with the police as a major instrument for 
uncovering corruption. The main problem is that the police are not set up to deal with improper conduct 
and the enforcement of what are now generally accepted standards in our community. 

The traditional Westminster model of dealing with corruption and improper conduct; that is, Parliament on 
the one side and the police on the other, has failed. It has not only failed in fact, but also the perception is 
that the community no longer is confident that those two institutions are in a position to tackle the problems 
that face us. That is where the Tomlinson report comes in. It argues that the traditional approach to 
dealing with corruption in the Police Service is inadequate, and it has recommended an anticorruption 
commission. Reports like the Tomlinson report have been presented all over the western world in the last 
decade saying exactly the same thing. That leads us on to the question of how we combat corruption and 
improper conduct. The Opposition has outlined its position in the Commissioner for the Investigation of 
Corrupt or Improper Conduct Bill. However, that is not the only position the Opposition has on this issue. 
The Opposition's view is that legislation like this should be complemented with legislation to reform our 
Parliament. The Opposition believes the fact the Parliament has played a lesser role in this area and its 
reputation for being able to deal with these issues has been reduced, should not lead us to the conclusion 
that Parliament should be left out of the equation. In our view Parliament should be reinvigorated as an 
institution that can deal with these issues. 

The best sources that one can look to in discussions about Parliament and power and how best to ensure 
that standards are maintained through parliamentary action, are the founding fathers of the American 
Constitution. They understood a simple fact about human nature - that was, people are interested, indeed, 
they are self-interested, not only as individuals but also when associated within groups or parties, and they 
pursue their self-interest. To imagine a Parliament where people come in and throw out their self-interest 
and act as purely publicly spirited creatures is an impossible dream, because that is not how people are 
constituted. What did the American founding fathers do? They checked power with power. They 
understood that very clearly, and that is why the American Constitution contains all of those checks and 
balances. The best way to check power is to put another power alongside it to counterbalance it. The best 
way to control self-interest is to put another interest alongside it to check it. That is why this side of the 
House believes there should be a balance in the workplace between employers and employees. That 
balance should be provided through guaranteeing on the one side the rights of employers and on the other 
side the rights of employees. 

How do we bring about this check and balance? Western Australia should be doing what the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters recommended; that is, bringing 
about a wide dispersion of power, particularly in the House of Review. The way to do that is through a 
system of proportional representation which guarantees a role for minority interests in the Parliament. In 
my view, much of the improper conduct that occurs in our society, but more particularly within the 
executive arm of government, would be subject to real sanction if we had a Senate-type upper House 
operating today. There is no doubt in my mind that the Senate has acted as a real constraint on improper 
conduct in the Federal Parliament. It is a sad fact of life that many of the state jurisdictions within our 
federal system have had more problems with improper conduct than has the federal jurisdiction. Part of the 
reason is that the federal political system is healthier. It has a much stronger bicameral system and upper 
House. 

Mr Court: Another reason is that they cannot get into trouble sitting in an aeroplane most days of the 
week. 

Dr GALLOP: One of the great joys of flying is that one gets away from the troubles of the day, and one 
ean reflect upon life. We do not do that enough. 

Mr Graham: You speak for yourself. You don't travel enough. 

Dr GALLOP: I do not, that is true. 

The Opposition believes legislation to establish corruption commissions must be seen as only one part of 
the equation. That is where the Government is weak. The Government is proposing changes to the 
Official Corruption Commission Act. However, the Opposition will argue that they are insufficient in two 
senses. First, the changes that are proposed do not come up to scratch; secondly, they should be seen as 
only one part of a package. 

That leads me to the second area that must be tackled; that is, the creation of new institutions of 
accountability and control. In Western Australia the Auditor General is functioning effectively in dealing 
with the audit functions of government under the Financial Administration and Audit Act which was 
passed in this Parliament in the 1980s. Parliamentary committees could be functioning a lot better, and we 
~hould be encouraging them to playa role in this accountability equation as well. That leads me on to the 
Issue of commissions on corruption. The conclusion we must reach is that these commissions with wide
ranging powers are necessary in the modem world for tackling corruption issues. 

Why is it that Western Australia docs not have such a commission? Let us compare and contrast politics in 
Western Australia with what has been going on in Queensland, post-Fitzgerald, and in New South Wales 
post-1988, when the Independent Commission Against Corruption was set up. I have no doubt that the 
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Executives in those States are subject to more constraints and questioning than is the case in Western 
Australia, because of the existence of those independent commissions on corruption in those States. We do 
not have one in Western Australia because we have a coalition Government 

Mr Johnson: We are getting one. 

Dr GALLOP: We are not getting a corruption commission that can do the job that needs to be done. 

In 1992 the royal commission said that we needed a new commission with wide-ranging powers. Early in 
1993 a new Government was elected, and nothing happened. In 1994 the Director of Public Prosecutions 
said that the Official Corruption Commission was effectively useless and it was only a "mail box" - nothing 
happened! In 1995 the Commission on Government produced a report calling for a wide-ranging overhaul 
of institutions - nothing happened! In 1993, 1994 and 1995 the message that came from the Govemment to 
the public was that corruption was not an issue in relation to our system of government or political reform; 
it was an issue about who was in power at any time. That was the view that was presented by the coalition. 
The most obvious expression of that view was when the now Attorney General, Hon Peter Foss, at a 
seminar organised by Edith Cowan University said that the issue of corruption was not about the system, 
but about the people who worked the system. The attitude of the Government, the prejudice of the 
Government, for three years was that, "We do not need to do anything because people can trust us in 
government, whereas they cannot trust that lot on the other side of the Chamber." 

We have had three years of inaction and missed opportunities. Those missed opportunities can be listed. 
The Government could have come into office in 1993 armed with the recommendations of the royal 
commission and legislated in April or May of 1993. It could have come into this Parliament early this 
year, when the Commission on Government reported, and involved legislation for an independent 
anticorruption watchdog, as the Labor Party did earlier this session. The Government has been caught by 
its own prejudice, and that is its problem, because that prejudice is out of tune with the thinking in our 
community on these questions. Gradually but steadily, reality is catching up with the Government, not 
because it has had a conversion or a new found commitment to tackling corruption, but because it is 
concerned that if it is not seen to be doing something, it may lose some votes and some support within the 
community. Therefore, in March it produced some vague ideas about revamping the Official Corruption 
Commission, and only last Wednesday the Premier came into this Parliament with some proposed changes. 
Those changes represent at one level a backflip, and at another level a very halll1earted backtlip, because I 
want to make a distinction in tackling this legislation between the decision of the Government to do 
something about this issue and the reasons for that decision. The Government has not commiued itself to 
tackling corruption. 

Mr Trenorden: That is a joke. 

Dr GALLOP: The member for Avon can say that, but I wiII put some evidence to counter what he said. 
Why for three years did government members say that we did not need any systemic change to tackle 
corruption? 

Mr Trenorden: You said a few moments ago that there are a large number of models to tackle corruption. 
We had a look at those models and came up with our own model from a mixture of dozens of models. 

Dr GALLOP: That analysis of the member for Avon does not conform with the facts. His analysis is that 
a new Government was elected in 1993, and that Government searched around for a new model to deal 
with corruption and improper conduct. If that analysis were true, why did Hon Peter Foss tell us in 1994 
that the problem of corruption was not about the system and we did not have to change the system, and 
why did the Premier tell us in November 1995 that the Official Corruption Commission was effective? 

Mr Trenorden interjected. 

Dr GALLOP: He happened to be a senior Minister of the Government, expressing a view on behalf of the 
Government. 

Mr Trenorden: I do not believe that is so. He attended a seminar on the issue and put a personal view. 

Dr GALLOP: No, he did not. That was the State Government's view. The Government and the 
Opposition were invited to speak. The Leader of the Opposition spoke, but the Premier could not attend, so 
Peter Foss attended to represent the Government. 

Mr Graham: He was introduced and spoke as representing the Premier. 

Dr GALLOP: Exactly. That is how the member for Avon's analysis fails. What is most important in 
determining political outcomes is prejudice. II is obvious to me that the real commitment of people comes 
from what they think deep down rather than from what they may say from day to day about a particular 
issue. The real prejudice of the Government with regard to this issue is that it does not want an institution 
like the Official Corruption Commission. On this occasion, it is being forced to do something about that 
matter, because a bit of political heat is being generated by the citizens of the State, the media and the 
Opposition, and also, and more specifically, because of the Tomlinson report that was handed down last 
week. The Government has been forced to respond. However, its response is halll1earted, and the 
halll1earted nature of its response is a true indication of the Government's position on this issue. 

Mr Johnson interjected. 
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Dr GALLOP: The Government's response at the time was to say that the Official Corruption Commission 
was effective and adequate. The view of the Opposition about the attitude of the Government to this issue 
is the historically correct view - not the view which has been presented by the members for Whitford and 
A von this afternoon. 

The view of members on this side of the House is, fIrstly, that the Government's legislation is inadequate 
and halfhearted, and we will detail that position during the Committee stage of this debate by proposing a 
series of amendments to the Bill. Our second view is that the Government's approach to this matter 
reflects its halfhearted approach to the question of corruption and improper conduct. That is revealed in its 
attitude to parliamentary $d electoral reform and in its attitude over the past three years to the Official 
Corruption Commission, where it essentially said that it was an effective body, despite what was said by 
the royal commission, the Director of Public Prosecutions and the Commission on Government. Our third 
view is that if we want to tackle corruption and improper conduct, legislation of this sort is only one part of 
the equation; we need other legislation and other commitments to ensure that there are proper checks and 
balances in our system. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [3.27 pm]: Allegations of corrupt or illegal conduct made against figures in 
public life cause great concern, and people who have had those sorts of allegations made near them or 
around them know the great coneern that they cause. In drawing up legislation to prevent, detect and act on 
those allegations, protection must be given in the balance of things to those people who are accused or have 
allegations made against them. I will outline a case in point that deals with some accusations that were 
made about the Select Committee on Wittenoom that I chaired. Those accusations were made verbally by 
a chap by the name of Roger Oliver, and they were made to me at various stages throughout that inquiry. 

In November 1994, I made a telephone call to Roger Oliver in response to a letter that he had written to 
various political identities around the State, in which he was making allegations which I considered to be 
without foundation, and I told him that if he had any evidenee to support any allegations of impropriety, or 
illegal or improper conduct, by me or anybody associated with that select committee, there were proper 
avenues by which he should pursue that matter. 

Members can imagine my surprise in September 1995 when contractors who were quoting for work 
associated with the cleanup of Wittenoom were handed pieces of paper which stated -

Dear Wittenoom Demolition Contractor ... 

Last OctoberlNovember I wrote to every member of Cabinet and the DPP raising the possibility of 
criminal offences in relation to this inquiry, namely conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and 
perjury. Apart from an acknowledgement from the Premier I have not had a response to my 
allegations. 

I have just written to the Police Commissioner expressing my allegations and will shortly write to 
the Office of Official Corruption. 

That is a very clever way of getting around the current Official Corruption Commission Act, which 
prohibits people from publishing the fact that they have made a complaint to the OCC. What Mr Oliver did 
was publish the fact that he was going to make an allegation to the commission. 

In response to that, I then wrote to the Commissioner of Police, the Official Corruption Commission and 
the Director of Public Prosecutions. I sought advice on whether those organisations had received a written 
allegation from Mr Oliver and whether any staff member of the committee was being investigated by 
anyone in any of the organisations. I was seeking information on what action had been taken after those 
allegations had been received. I was also seeking some advice from those bodies about the stage at which 
they intended to advise me or the Parliament of the nature of the allegations made, because they are 
serious. Allegations about perverting the course of justiee and perjury are extremely serious. 

I have received some interesting responses. The Director of Public Prosecutions wrote to me on 19 
September stating -

Thank you for your letter of 15 September 1995. 

I attach, for your information, a copy of a letter received. 

The nature of the letter was such that I did not consider it called for either a reply or any action by 
me. The principal matter was contained in the copy of the letter sent to the Premier and it was a 
matter for the Premier to respond. 

I do not know whether the police are investigating any matters arising from Mr Oliver's complaint 
but I certainly have not instituted any inquiries nor do I propose to do so. 

From the chief prosecutor of Western Australia's point of view, quite clearly no allegations of substance 
had been made. 

The Official Corruption Commission responded with a very polite letter signed by David Orr, the 
Executive Officer, who pointed out to me that section 11 of the Act prohibits the Official Corruption 
Commission from advising me whether I or anyone else was being investigated. So, I have to live with 
that. 

The response from the Commissioner of Police was interesting because, of all the agencies to which I 
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wrote, the Police Service was the only agency that could not respond directly. The response came from the 
Minister for Police. Why the investigation was not an operational matter, I am darned if I know. 
Nonetheless, the Minister for Police responded as follows -

I am advised by the Commissioner that Mr Roger Oliver has provided details concerning 
allegations of conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and perjury. These matters have been 
referred for investigation by the Official Corruption Investigation Unit within the Crime 
Command. 

The allegations of criminal conduct raised by Mr Oliver do not refer to yourself or any member of 
the Parliamentary Select Committee into Wittenoom. 

I took some heart at that and promptly told all members of my committee and the staff that we were not 
being investigated. As far as I was concerned, that was the end of it at that time. I gave no great thought to 
the issue. I had some concern when I found that the Commissioner of Police's corruption unit was in fact 
conducting an extensive investigation - not simply asking the odd question, but questioning staff at 
Parliament House, senior people in mining companies. For some reason, the official corruption unit of the 
Commissioner of Police had embarked on an extensive inquiry into the performance of a select committee 
of this Parliament. 

I will now deal with the two allegations that have been made. The flrst relates to perverting the course of 
justice. According to Mr Oliver, that apparently relates to one of the members of the well-known Soter 
family at Wittenoom, who apparently met with him and encouraged him not to give evidence to the select 
committee. They apparently spoke widely in Wittenoom, encouraging residents not to give evidence to the 
select committee. I neither know nor care whether that is true. At the time we were conducting the 
inquiry, I was aware of rumours that people would not give evidence. Being aware of those rumours, we 
advertised widely. When I say "widely", I mean widely. We advertised in the north west for people to 
make written submissions. Staff of the committee were instructed to place advertisements in every 
newspaper circulated in the area. There was extensive media coverage of the inquiry. 

I am sure that members will recall that the establishment of the committee was quite controversial. As 
chairman, I instructed the clerk of the committee to write to residents of Wittenoom inviting them to come 
forward and give evidence. The letter of invitation states -

The Committee invites you to make a submission to it on those matters within its Terms of 
Reference. I have also enclosed a copy of Making a Submission to a Parliamentary Committee of 
the Legislative Assembly . .. 

If you wish to present evidence, the Committee will be meeting at the Sports Pavilion (East), Mt 
Tom Price-

The letter then goes on to give the days, dates and times, and it continues -

You are welcome to attend. 

The second name on the mailing list for that letter is Mr Roger Oliver. So, the clerk of the committee quite 
clearly carried out his instructions and Mr Oliver knew that the committee was in town. However, he 
chose not to attend the meetings while the committee was at Mt Tom Price to take formal evidence; he 
chose not to be in Wittenoom on the day that the select committee was there. In addition, it is not open to 
Mr Oliver to make the extraordinary statement that he was not aware of the activities of the select 
committee because he made three written submissions - not one or two, but three submissions - outlining 
quite clearly his point of view on Wittenoom. Therefore, although an allegation can be made, clearly there 
was no conspiracy to pervert the course of justice. It is, at best, a fanciful opinion on the part of Mr Oliver 
given that at every opportunity the committee went out of its way to make him aware of what was going on 
and to seek his input, and he took advantage of that on a number of occasions. 

The second allegation made by Mr Oliver is much more serious although it is not aimed at the 
performance of the committee. The allegation is aimed at Mr Tony Finucane, the external affairs manager 
with Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd, and is of perjury before the committee. Incidentally, this is clearly a matter 
for the Parliament, not the Commissioner of Police. Mr Oliver's complaint said -

I have read the general report contained in the transcript of evidence of the Committee. I 
understand the General Manager of Liaison for Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd gave evidence before the 
Committee wherein he denied the existence of asbestos (blue asbestos crocidolite) on their mine 
sites, Tom Price and Paraburdoo, in response to my claim to my first submission that asbestos 
levels on those sites were higher than those for Wittenoom. 

Given that Mr Finucane is: 

l. A qualified mining engineer with over twenty years' experience with Hamersley Iron; 

2. A fellow General Manager, Mr Paul Piercy, did acknowledge some years ago all but 
reluctantly to a Wittenoom resident and former Councillor Frank Soter that Hamersley 
Iron did have an asbestos problem on their mine sites; 

3. Hamersley Iron carried out their own surveys into' asbestos levels on their mine sites 
around the middle of 1992 and that this is acknowledged in Hansard (W A); 
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4. Tables-data shown (two of) of results showing asbestos levels on various mine sites in 
Western Australia appear on a letter marked "Mr Mark Nevill MLC" written early in 
1994 in response to departmental criticism on the Nevill Report 1993 in Wittenoom. 

These results were identical to the ones I saw circulated in a memo whilst I was 
employed by the Mines Department (now the Department of Minerals and Energy); 

5. The Mines Department has a protocol to contain outcrops of asbestos (Crocidolite) where 
they are encountered during mining operations and that someone like Mr AJ. Finucane 
would bep expected to be aware of the need to contact Mining Department inspectors 
whenever an asbestos outcrop is encountered; 

6. An article and photograph appear in the "North West Telegraph" outlining the measures 
taken by the Mining Department to contain the outcrop of asbestos uncovered at 
Yandicoogina (BHP) near Newman in 1991-92; 

7. An alleged outcrop of asbestos euphemistically called fibrous material encountered a 
couple of years ago at Hamersley Iron's Marandoo mine; 

8. The former Shire President (Ashburton), Mr Terry Baker, tried to fudge the question of 
asbestos on Hamersley Iron mine sites when a resident of Wittenoom raised this matter 
during a visit (July 1993). 

Then it is difficult to believe that Mr Finucane was not aware of the presence of asbestos 
(Crocidolite) in the iron ore formations typical of the Hamersley Ranges. 

Those are the allegations of perjury made against Tony Finucane of Hamersley Iron. The Commissioner of 
Police allocated substantial resources to the corruption unit to investigate the matter. The officer contacted 
me on 29 November and, on advice from the Clerk, I advised him that he had no jurisdiction to make those 
inquiries. He was told to cease or he would be in breach of parliamentary privilege. Members will be 
aware that the Speaker issued a statement on exactly that matter earlier this year. 

This matter raised some real concerns for me. First, why did the police investigate the matter anyway? Of 
what concern was it to the police? Second, why did the Commissioner of Police allocate resources to an 
investigation when even the simplest examination would indicate that a prima facie case could not be 
established? Third, why did the commissioner pursue that case when clearly he had no power to do so? 
Fourth, why did the Commissioner of Police's corruption unit pursue that matter against a CRA executive 
and a parliamentary committee when every other reputable organisation associated with prosecutions and 
allegations - including the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet, the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy 
Premier and the responsible Ministers - dismissed the case out of hand as baseless? 

It is worth considering what the committee did and how it dealt with the problems raised by Mr Oliver. He 
raised allegations in evidence to the committee about asbestos levels and fibre readings in Tom Price and 
Paraburdoo compared with Wittenoom. The matter was raised by Frank Soter, by Mr Terry Baker, the then 
President of the Shire of Ashburton, and by Oliver in his written statements to the committee. On the basis 
of those matters being raised in Tom Price with me as the chairman of the committee, in consultation with 
other committee members it was decided, as the allegations were of such a serious nature and related to 
such a potential health risk, to return to Parliament and seek an extension for the committee to examine 
exactly those matters. That was done. It is worthwhile outlining the parliamentary procedure followed by 
the committee. 

[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.] 

Mr GRAHAM: Some members of my committee thought I was mad as I insisted that the Wittenoom select 
committee always stick to formalities and to the letter of the law. Every person who came before the 
committee was read his or her rights and warnings, including the warning about deliberate misleading of 
the committee being in contempt of Parliament. I know for certain that when Mr Finucane came before the 
committee, he was formally warned, and that he understood this. We called three prominent witnesses to 
investigate the claims made by Mr Oliver. We called Geoff Wedlock, who is now the chief executive of 
BHP Iron Ore and was then its strategic development manager. He was quizzed at length about asbestos in 
iron ore mining and the protocols and procedures BHP adopted throughout its operations in dealing with 
asbestos. 

We called Tony Finucane, obviously, and his detailed examination is outlined on 28 pages of transcript. 
We also called Mr Greg Hewson from the Department of Minerals and Energy. Interestingly, the basis of 
Oliver's allegation is one page of a report in which he alleged that there was asbestos in iron ore mining at 
Tom Price and Paraburdoo which placed the health of iron ore workers at risk. It is worthwhile quoting 
some parts of the evidence. 

As chairman I stated to Tony Finucane -

When we wrote to you, we asked you to attend and comment on a document that has been 
"leaked" out of the Mines Department that shows, or purports to show, that there are air sampling 
and fibre counts of asbestos in the mines at Tom Price and Paraburdoo that are in excess of those 
taken in the town ofWittenoom. 

I explained other matters and asked him whether he wanted to make a statement or answer questions. His 
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response was: "I am quite happy to make comments about the document." When I questioned Mr 
Finucane about the report he said -

... I am happy for you or anyone else to address the issues ... I am aware of some of the media 
commentary on the matter ... I venture to suggest to the committee that those allegations were 
nothing short of mischievous. 

The specific allegations of Roger Oliver are refuted in detail and technically by Mr Finucane on pages 22 
to 25 of the transcript of evidence. Mr Finucane said it better than I could when he said -

I assume he is talking about the Wittenoom town. I have no statistical evidence available to me to 
make any comparison. If you want me to make a comment, it is that it is a totally ridiculous 
assertion. 

I continue with the matter of this "leaked" Department of Minerals and Energy document. The committee 
called before it Greg Hewson from the Department of Minerals and Energy. As an expert on behalf of the 
Government he went through 30 pages of intense questioning about the protocol and procedures, not that 
companies adopt, but that the Department of Minerals and Energy applies to companies. Members should 
bear in mind that inherent in the allegation by Mr Oliver is that this document is somehow a secret 
document that is damning of the department and in some way saves people in Wittenoom. Greg Hewson 
put together that report. I said to him: "So you are actually the author of this paper?" He replied: "I was 
the one who was responsible for summarising the data that appeared in our system - on our computer 
system." He then explained each and every occurrence contained in that so-called leaked report and made 
the point that of the 1 133 dust samples that were taken, only 3 per cent showed crocidolite to be present. I 
will not go into the debate about the standard of that or what the level is or should be, other than to say that 
on no occasion has any mining company breached the standards. The Department of Minerals and Energy 
does not know of any occasion on which a breach has occurred. If it does, I am sure it will take action. 

It is clear from even the most objective assessment of the allegations made by Oliver that the police 
investigator did not read the evidence before the committee, nor did it read the committee's report. 
Appendix 1 of the report headed "Myths" deals with Oliver's allegations about the Tom Price and 
Paraburdoo iron ore mines having a higher level of asbestos than Wittenoom. Not only did the committee 
deal with that matter, it is cross-referenced to where it got the evidence from. There is no evidence to 
support the allegations made by Oliver; in fact, there is a wealth of evidence to support the opposing point 
of view. For Oliver to make an allegation that Tony Finucane was not aware that there was asbestos in the 
Pilbara mining region is absolute nonsense. That is what we spent 30 pages of cross-examination time 
talking to the man about. 

In addition to that, there was other correspondence between Finucane and me as chairman of the committee 
on that matter. No possible objective assessment of Oliver's claims could give them substance. In this 
case Tony Finucane is an aggrieved party. He and his company have been named publicly and have been 
publicly embarrassed by baseless allegations, and due to the provisions of the Official Corruption 
Commission Act and the actions of the Commissioner of Police and his corruption unit, they are unable to 
defend themselves. Members may say that a big multinational company does not need rights to defend 
itself because it has other avenues open to it. However, that company employs a couple of thousand 
people. Those people are entitled to expect from their employer a safe working place and that they will not 
be exposed to asbestos as a consequence of their employment with Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd. That is the 
case - and it is the policy of the company. However, the allegations of Mr Oliver are given credence by the 
investigations that were carried out by the Commissioner of Police. To my knowledge - he has not 
responded to my correspondence - those investigations may still be going on. 

I have no doubt that Oliver's allegations against Tony Finucane and initially the committee were vexatious. 
I have no doubt that the investigations conducted by the official corruption unit attached to the 
Commissioner of Police were injudicious and that they gave credence and comfort to those vexatious 
claims made by Mr Oliver. That is exactly the process the Official Corruption Commission legislation in 
the first instance set out to prevent 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [3.57 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak on the second 
reading of this Bill and to make a contribution to the consideration of the Bill by this House. This is 
probably one of the most important pieces of legislation we will debate during the life of this Parliament. I 
am disturbed that the legislation has been brought forward almost in the dying days of this Government. It 
has been said in the media, in the House and in discussion in the community that this Bill is too little, too 
late. That phrase in a sense has become a little hackneyed and I am reluctant to use it simply for that 
reason; nonetheless, that is the case. It describes precisely the characteristics of the legislation the 
Government has brought forward - too little, too late. We on this side of the House will enumerate its 
being too little in Committee. The Opposition proposes a substantial number of amendments which, if they 
are accepted, will get the legislation into shape and consistent with what are accepted as appropriate 
standards for anticorruption legislation by the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities 
of Government and Other Matters and also by the recommendations of the Commission on Government. 

We will attempt to remedy deficiencies in this legislation. Sadly, there is nothing we can do about its 
coming in too late. Although we have tried on a number of occasions in the life of this Parliament to bring 
forward legislation and to establish parliamentary committees that have been recommended by select 
committees into official corruption - that is, we have attempted to do the Government's job for it by trying 
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to set up anticorruption measures over the past three years - the Government has used its majority in this 
House to frustrate our efforts and to ensure that they came to nought This legislation is too late and, sadly, 
nothing can be done about that. In 1993 the Opposition proposed the creation of a joint select committee 
into official corruption. That was done during the time that the Government had some minor amendments 
to the Official Corruption Commission Act, and those amendments were largely the result of the report of 
the select committee to which I referred earlier. The amendments envisaged the creation of a committee. 
It came out as a footnote during the debate that the Government was not convinced there should be a 
committee and it would not give a commitment to when it would be created. I pressed the matter, 
particularly with the Deputy Premier, because he was a member of the select committee that recommended 
the creation of a standing 'committee of the Parliament to oversee measures to combat official corruption. 
He was a bit chary about whether the Government would approve the creation of a committee. Finally the 
Deputy Premier said he would support it and that it would come in the following year. That would have 
been 1994; that year came and went and nothing was done. I put a motion on the Notice Paper to prompt 
the Government to do its job. In 1995 it was debated and the Government used its numbers to reject it. 

Only this year has the Government introduced a motion to Parliament to create a committee to introduce 
legislation to upgrade the Official Corruption Commission. It is too late. Why has the Government been 
so tardy in doing something about official corruption in this State? Why has the Government dragged its 
feet to undertake any steps to overhaul the machinery which is responsible for combating official 
corruption in the State? The kindest interpretation that can be made is that the Government has been slack 
because its members are fools. Alternatively, the Government members are knaves and there is corruption 
that they do not wish to be combated effectively. The Government has dragged its feet for three and a half 
years. In the second last session of a four year Parliament some legislation has been introduced. I will not 
make the judgment whether government members are fools or knaves but it must be the case that they are 
one or the other. People such as the Premier may not want an official corruption commission because they 
consciously wish to cover up the activities of some of their colleagues, but the standard of behaviour in 
which some members of the Government have indulged over the life of this Parliament would not be 
accepted by a Government which has a reputation for high standards of conduct for its parliamentarians 
and senior officers. 

I will detail two matters relating to the behaviour of members of the Government: If proper legislation 
were in place, those members would be before the Anti-Corruption Commission and presumably would be 
asked to resign. In detailing those instances I will quote a precedent from the former Labor Government. 
Members may recall that this Government was elected in 1993 in the wake of the Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. This Government came into office saying it had 
high standards, unlike the outgoing Government, and it would act quickly and properly to ensure that high 
standards of behaviour in public office were observed. When the report of the royal commission was 
brought into this Chamber on 20 October 1992, it made an adverse finding on one of the Ministers in the 
Lawrence Government, Hon Bob Pearce. The report stated that Hon Bob Pearce had misused his position 
as a Cabinet Minister because he had access to the financial records of a member of the public and had 
used that for political gain. That was a misuse of his position. As a consequence of that finding Hon Bob 
Pearce resigned his position as a Minister. He announced it was his intention not to contest the next 
election. The then Premier, Carmen Lawrence, did not require Bob Pearce to undertake that action; he did 
it voluntarily. If the Premier had required him to resign, I am sure he would have done so. Carmen 
Lawrence required a high standard of her Ministers. I wish to compare the standards that this Government 
requires of its Ministers. 

Mr Cowan: Are you going to be able to sleep tonight? 

Mr THOMAS: I hope so. The Minister for Health stole from insurance companies. I make that allegation 
quite seriously. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr COW AN: It is contrary to standing orders to impugn the integrity of a member. I have no doubt at all 
that the member for Cockburn just did that. I demand that he withdraw that statement. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I heard the words that the member for Cockburn used. I believe that the 
member has impugned the Minister for Health in using those words. I ask the member to withdraw his 
remarks. 

Mr THOMAS: I am happy to withdraw. I assure you, Mr Deputy Speaker, it was my intention to say 
precisely what I did because I believe that was the case. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 'Fhe member for Cockburn will take his seat. The member knows very 
well that when a request for a withdrawal is made there is meant to be an unconditional withdrawal. The 
member did that and then proceeded to add conditions to why he had done it. That is totally contrary to 
what is expected in this place. I will give the member one more chance to withdraw. 

MrTHOMAS: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr THOMAS: It is my belief that the actions of the Minister for Health early in his career in this 
Parliament amounted to the diversion of funds which were intended to go to insurance companies but went 
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to clients of his law firm. The facts of the situation are well known and I will not go over them in detail. 
The Minister for Labour Relations, about whom I will have some comments to make later, was introducing 
legislation into this House which was designed to deprive claimants against insurance companies of certain 
amounts of money. It was deliberately designed to reduce the amount of money that people who had 
claims against insurance companies would be able to derive from those companies. That legislation was 
strongly opposed by the Opposition because it believed it was very wrong. The legislation had an 
operating date. The legislation was introduced, and claimants who filed claims beyond a certain date 
would not have enjoyed the benefits which would have been enjoyed hitherto. The Minister for Health was 
aware of this legislation, presumably because it went before the parliamentary Liberal Party before it went 
into the public arena. That afternoon, the Minister's law firm lodged a substantial number of claims, and 
its clients were then able to enjoy the benefits of the legislation as it stood prior to the amendments which 
were introduced that day. I am not suggesting the Minister took money from the insurance companies and 
put it in his own pocket The legislation was designed to confer a benefit on insurance companies and he 
frustrated that intent by taking money from the insurance companies and putting it to the benefit of the 
clients of the law firm of which he was a partner. That benefit was available to those clients only. 

Under the legislation "serious improper conduct" involves the misuse of information or material that the 
public offtcer - that includes a member of Parliament - has acquired in connection with his or her functions 
as a public offtcer, whether the misuse is for the benefit of the public offtcer or another person. It then 
goes on to talk about information being used in a way that is contrary to a code of conduct. The legislation 
envisages there will be codes of conduct to govern the activities of members of Parliament and those codes 
of conduct will prohibit activities such as those undertaken by the Minister for Health, and it certainly 
should do that 

Mr Prince: No; it was public information in this House at the time. 

Mr THOMAS: The Minister's explanation is that he did not act until the legislation was tabled in the 
House. 

Mr Prince: It was announced. 

Mr THOMAS: It was public knowledge. He ran to the telephone and contacted his law firm. Someone 
within that firm pressed the button on the word processor. All the claims were produced -

Mr Prince: Eight. 

Mr THOMAS: - and the law firm managed to have them filed at the registry before four o'clock. A few 
people were a little sceptical about the Minister's explanation. The Minister was disciplined by the 
Premier. He accepted that chastisement by the Premier and hoped that that would be the end of the matter. 

Were that situation to arise now, there could be a notification of it to the Official Corruption Commission 
and the matter could be investigated. For the moment, all we have is the word of the Minister that he did 
not act on the information, that he just kept it in his head and waited until it was announced in this House, 
when he rushed to telephone the law firm which resulted in the applications being filed before four o'clock. 
That is a very serious situation. This information came to the Minister because he is a public officer, a 
member of Parliament. Other lawyers did not have the benefit of the information. People who were 
fortunate enough to be represented by the law fmn of which he is a partner were able to secure a substantial 
benefit to the substantial cost of the insurance companies. 

Mr Prince: What about the duty I had to the clients of the firm? 

Mr THOMAS: That is fine. The Minister must choose whether to pursue his duties as a member of 
Parliament or as a lawyer. There seems to be a conflict in this situation. Having taken action that was 
deliberately designed to frustrate the attempt of legislation that was brought into the House, as the Minister 
for Health he is now a member of the Cabinet. Let us suppose another Minister took action that was 
deliberately designed to sabotage or frustrate the intent of legislation that this Minister brought forward. I 
imagine he would be pretty angry. If information were obtained as a result of the privileged position a 
person enjoyed -

Mr Prince: First, I had a duty to the clients and, secondly, the information was public. It was politically 
silly to have done what I did, and I have apologised not only to everybody else but also to members in this 
House. I had a duty, and I discharged it. The member should read my personal explanation. 

Mr THOMAS: I did, in preparation for this debate. The Minister was subjected to criticism by the Premier 
and the media - everyone. In terms of standards of behaviour expected of members of Parliament, the 
offence committed by the Minister is more serious than that committed by Hon Bob Pearce, who resigned 
his position in the Cabinet and announced his intention not to contest the following election. Seemingly 
when members of the Liberal Party act in this way, they get a slap on the wrist and a year later they are 
promoted to the Cabinet. The Government tolerates far less stringent standards of improper behaviour than 
is the case on this side of the House. 

Mr Prince: Your categorisation of what I did as improper behaviour is questionable. 

Mr THOMAS: That is not my definition; it is contained within the Bill. 

The Minister for Health is not the only one whose standards of behaviour are such that they would have 
contravened this legislation, were it to have been in place at the time of his actions. The Minister for 



[Wednesday, 26 June 1996] 3309 

Labour Relations has also acted in an improper way. He introduced the legislation that, in part, was 
frustrated by the actions of the Minister for Health. The Minister for Labour Relations is not beyond 
improper conduct. Early in the life of this Parliament he had access to the register of names of members of 
the construction industry portable long service scheme. There was some political controversy in the 
construction industry about legislation the Minister for Labour Relations was introducing. The Minister 
got a list of all the people who were members of the construction industry long service leave scheme -
essentially that is everyone who works in the construction industry - and he sent political propaganda to 
those people. He set out his political line as Minister as well as his case for their supporting the legislation. 

That was an advantage opPonents of the legislation did not have. The Minister had to ask the registrar for 
the list, but the registrar did not want to release it to him. A provision within the legislation prevents the 
information being made available for any purpose other than that set out in the Act. When the registrar did 
not want to give the information, the Minister directed him to make the information available. The board 
did as it was so directed by the Minister, and the Minister's office then sent out the propaganda to all 
people on that list. 

That is explicitly against the law and against the provisions of the construction industry long service leave 
scheme. The Act quite clearly says that that cannot be done. 

[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.] 

Mr THOMAS: We on this side of the House would have been very pleased to see a prosecution launched 
against the Minister for Labour Relations. That is precisely what he deserved for misusing his position. 
We thought a prosecution could be launched by the Director of Public Prosecutions. We wrote to the DPP, 
but it turns out that it was not an indictable offence. The Director of Public Prosecutions wrote and said 
that he could not consider the matter because it did not fall within his jurisdiction. 

We had another look at the legislation. I ask members to guess who, under the legislation and under the 
provisions of the construction industry long service leave scheme, must authorise the prosecution. Does 
any member know? It is the Minister. He would have had to authorise a prosecution against himself. I am 
sure members will be surprised to learn that he did not do that! We had a deliberate misuse of the 
information that was available to that Minister for Labour Relations because he was a public officer, and he 
used that information for his own political advantage and to the political disadvantage of his opponents. 
He did that in a way which was contrary to the explicit provisions of this Bill. 

What were the standards of this Premier when he was faced with this situation? As I indicated earlier, the 
offence which was committed by Hon Bob Pearce was to use a list of depositors that came across his desk, 
by virtue of the fact that he was a member of Cabinet, when the Teachers Credit Society was in trouble. He 
was able to ascertain from that list that one depositor, the then president of the Liberal Party, had managed 
to get his money out of the Teachers Credit Society a day or so before it collapsed. He revealed that 
information publicly and suggested that perhaps some people had known in advance that the Teachers 
Credit Society would collapse and had got out their money and left other depositors holding the baby. The 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Govemment and Other Matters said that that was an 
improper use of that information. 

Mr Pendal: You would not dispute that, would you? 

Mr THOMAS: No. 

Mr Pendal: I agree that he did the right thing and he did it very quickly, but it was a very serious matter. 

Mr THOMAS: The member for South Perth was in the other place at the time, but Hon Bob Pearce 
brought it to the attention of the House that mornin~ and announced his resignation from Cabinet and that 
he did not intend to stand for re-election. I am trymg to contrast that situation with the standards of this 
Premier with regard to his Ministers. I put it to the member for South Perth and those members of the 
House who have bothered to grace the Chamber for this debate that the offence which was committed by 
the Minister for Labour Relations was as serious, if not more serious, than that which was committed by 
Hon Bob Pearce. All that Hon Bob Pearce did was draw attention to the fact that one person who had been 
a depositor in the Teachers Credit Society up to a day or so before it collapsed -

Mr C,J. Barnett: A fairly specific person. 

Mr THOMAS: Yes, it was the then president of the Liberal Party, who was trying to bring down the 
Teachers Credit Society in order to discredit the Labor Government, but he got out his $100 000 first and 
everyone else -

Mr C,J. Barnett: What an outrageous claim. Keith Simpson is a very honest person. 

Mr THOMAS: Perhaps he is, but in any event he was a very lucky person in that case because he got out 
his $100 000 before it collapsed. 

Mr Court: Do you realise that that little stunt in the Parliament nearly resulted in a run on the bank the next 
day? Do you realise how serious that was? 

Mr THOMAS: No, I do nol. I agree that it was a silly and stupid thing to do. 

Mr Court: The head of the R & I Bank of Western Australia, David Fisher, had to say publicly that under 
no circumstances would the financial details of individuals be made public. 
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Mr THOMAS: Yes; I thank the Premier. It was a silly and improper thing to do, and the Minister paid the 
price; he resigned. Had the Minister not been prepared to do that on his own motion, I have no doubt that 
the then Premier, Carmen Lawrence, would have required him to do it. 

Mr Court: The then Premier was Brian Burke. 

Mr THOMAS: Perhaps so. Two wrongs do not make a right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You had dozens of wrongs in your Administration. You did not learn. 

Mr THOMAS: The dozens of wrongs do not derogate one bit from my argument, because the question that 
I am asking the Premier, if he wants to participate in this debate - it appears that he does not want to 
participate, because he is sitting there with his head down, looking at papers - is what is the difference 
between what Hon Bob Pearce did on that occasion and what the Minister for Labour Relations did with 
regard to the list of members of the construction industry portable long service leave scheme, who had 
given their names, addresses and personal details to a registrar in confidence; and what is the difference 
between what Hon Bob Pearce did and what the Minister for Health, Hon Kevin Prince, did? Are the 
Premier's standards as high as those of Carmen Lawrence? 

Mr Court: How can you relate what the Minister for Labour Relations did to a Minister's releasing a 
person's banking details? 

Mr THOMAS: What Hon Bob Pearce did was not against the law. 

Mr Court: He said not only that that person had taken his money out of a financial institution, but also that 
he had used that money to buy bonds in another government financial institution, the then State Energy 
Commission. 

Mr THOMAS: That confirms my point. What Hon Bob Pearce did was not against the law, but it was 
improper and wrong, and he paid the price for it. What the Minister for Labour Relations did was against 
the law. The only reason that the Minister for Labour Relations has not been prosecuted is that the 
Minister must authorise a prosecution. Under this legislation, the Minister for Labour Relations would be 
dealt with by the proposed Anti-Corruption Commission. If he was dealt with by the Anti-Corruption 
Commission and prosecuted, as I am sure he would be, would the Premier require him to resign as a 
Minister? 

Mr Court: I cannot answer specifically because I do not know the specific details. 

Mr THOMAS: The registrar and board of the construction industry portable paid long service leave 
scheme have the personal and financial details of every person who works in the construction industry. 
The Act provides that that information can be used only for the purposes of the Act and prescribes a 
penalty for breach of that provision; however, a prosecution for breach of that Act must be authorised by 
the Minister. The Minister for Labour Relations instructed the registrar to give him those names, and he 
used that information to send out political propaganda to the people on that list. 

Mr Court: That is what you say. It could well be a purpose under the Act. 

Mr THOMAS: It is not. The point that I made earlier stands. I said that this legislation is too little, too 
late. I said that the Government has been slack, because it is almost into the second half of the fourth year 
of its four-year term. Three and a half years have passed since the election and this Government's term in 
office is coming to a close. The Government came into office by saying that the previous Government was 
improper and corrupt, but it would be different. This Government has not introduced any serious 
legislation to deal with official corruption, despite the fact that there has been pressure on it from the 
Opposition, since the election in 1993. The Opposition has introduced legislation and motions, and on 
every occasion the Government has used its numbers in the House to vote against that legislation and those 
motions. Is this because government members are slack, knaves or fools? The Minister for Labour 
Relations is either a knave or a fool; I believe he is a knave. 

I asked the Premier whether, if he was as concerned about these matters as he purports to be, he would 
apply the stringent standards to the behaviour of his Ministers that Carmen Lawrence applied to her 
Ministers - although, as I said earlier, she did not need to do that because Hon Bob Pearce acted of his own 
volition and resigned - and when that question was put to him, the Premier ran away. He was not prepared 
to say that he would require any Minister who committed the sort of offence that Hon Bob Pearce 
committed to resign. He slapped the former Minister for Health over the wrists and then promoted him 
into Cabinet. The Government has low standards with regard to the behaviour of Ministers. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kobelke. 

GRIEVANCE - NATIVE TITLE 

MR GRILL (Eyre) [4.30 pm]: I wish to direct a grievance on behalf of my constituents to the Premier. It 
is a matter of considerable concern to a number of constituents within my electorate and within the 
adjoining electorate of Kalgoorlie. It concerns native title. When the High Court brought down its famous 
Mabo decision I do not think very many fair-minded Australians disagreed with the ratio of that decision. 
Some may have doubted its wisdom, but I believe the great majority of Australians supported its fairness. 
However, at that time it was stated with great definitiveness that that decision, if translated from the 
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Murray Island to the Australian mainland, would not affect individuals' household lots, the family home or 
the family business. There was unanimity on that view. That was the position that transpired as far as I am 
aware in Western Australia until 14 May this year. 

On 14 May, the National Native Title Tribunal established by the Federal Government in the absence of 
such an initiative by the State Government here in Western Australia sent letters to residents in Kalgoorlie
Boulder and other places within the goldfields, including Coolgardie, indicating that freehold land and the 
household block were in jeopardy and that the residential home on that freehold land was at risk. One of 
the recipients of one of thoSe letters was a Mr Fred Grubb who lives in Boulder. On receiving that letter he 
and his wife Jean came to see me. When they arrived in my office they were in a state of considerable 
concern. The letter caused trauma within that family. Being simple, working class people they were not 
able to appreciate fully the ramifications of the letter they received from the Native Title Tribunal. All they 
knew was that an organisation called the Gubrun group, about which they had heard from media reports, 
was claiming their home and that it appeared to be in some jeopardy. 

I helped them write a letter to the Native Title Tribunal pointing out that the Grubbs had lived on that 
property for 55 years. The Grubbs had not thought there would be a problem with the title on that land. 
They were under the impression that the home in which they had lived since they were married and in 
which they had brought up their children was freehold title, albeit only recently freehold, over which no 
other person or body had a claim. That was exploded when the Grubbs received that letter. I should add 
that letters of that nature were sent to possibly in excess of 280 leasehold owners of land within the eastern 
goldfields region on that day. Approximately 30 of the recipients have been to see me and a number have 
been to see my colleague the member for Kalgoorlie about the same matter. All those who saw me were in 
a state of considerable trauma and uncertainty about their position regarding that land. 

The Native Title Tribunal decided it would hose down the subject. Fred Chaney, one of the better known 
members of the tribunal, made a statement to the Press which was covered in The West Australian of 23 
May 1996. The headline under a picture of the Grubbs read, "Couple get native title assurance". It referred 
to an assurance given to a journalist which was printed in The West Australian. That article also said that 
lawyers for the Gubrun people would be in contact with those persons who received notices in relation to 
their homes and that the Gubrun group had no claim over any leasehold land. 

Mr Cowan: To my knowledge, those letters were never sent. 

Mr GRILL: I will get to that. The lawyers for the Gubrun group said that there would be a meeting and 
no-one had to worry because the claims would be withdrawn. Since that time I met Patricia Lane, a 
representative from the Department of Land Administration, on 29 May. We discussed the whole issue. I 
believe strongly that these claims should have been excluded at the beginning of the process. She 
disagreed; she quoted the Waanyi case. I disagreed with her interpretation of that case. Nonetheless, she 
stuck with her position, that the claims should not have been excluded from the beginning. Where are we 
at the moment? No meeting has taken place between the lawyers of the Gubrun people and the persons 
affected by these letters. Although two of the freehold owners have been assured that their properties are 
not affected, no letters have been sent to the leasehold owners. 

Numerous leaseholders of land in Kalgoorlie-Boulder and several in some of the outlying communities are 
still under threat. No effort has been made by the tribunal to indicate that these titles are not under threat at 
present. The owners are confused about their ongoing position. Assurances have not been forthcoming in 
relation to these leasehold titles. Quite frankly the State must take drastic action to ensure that such 
assurances are given. 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [4.36 pm]: The member has outlined a problem that is now being 
experienced in a number of different parts of the State. I do not want to be smart and say, "I told you so." 
Nonetheless, we outlined these problems when the legislation was being drafted and when it was 
introduced. On many occasions I was accused of scare tactics. I have found the whole process for the 
preparation of this legislation to be absolutely despicable. When we raised these practical issues, as has the 
member for Eyre in this House today, we were basically ignored. We were ignored because the people 
who drafted the legislation did not have practical experience of managing a land and mining title system. It 
is incredibly complex. In Western Australia there is no better example than the goldfields. 

The member referred to the Gubrun claim in the eastern wheatbeIt in the goldfields. I am told there are 230 
special purpose leases mainly for commercial purposes; eight perpetual leases - 999 year leases under an 
1898 land Act used for residential purposes; 26 special leases on reserve land for sporting clubs and 
churches; 182 licences to occupy in relation to conditioned purchase of residential land, freehold to be 
issued on satisfaction of conditions, about which many people are concerned; free leases for working 
dwellings under the 1912 Act - residential; 25 special leases - 1898 - covering various purposes; and 22 
conditional purpose leases which are mainly farming properties. Native title claims have now been 
accepted over all these leases. 

As the member for Eyre outlined, the lawyers representing the Aboriginal claimants are already 
challenging the lessees about the security of tenure and their ability to convert their leases to freehold. The 
member spoke of people coming into his office traumatised about the notices they were receiving. We 
went through a similar experience at Kununurra when the Miriuwung-Gajerrong claim first came in. All 
the people who had an interest were notified, such as many of the farmers and small business people, 
because mention was made of access to water rights, etc. The uncertainty created by it has put fear into 
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many homes in that area. The member for Eyre referred to 14 May, but similar circumstances occurred 
well before that. 

When the member for Eyre raised this matter the tribunal publicly said, from memory, that it did not need 
to claim that person's house, as if it could pick and choose which ones it would have. That statement was 
designed to quieten down the media and public concern about this matter. As the member said, something 
quite drastic has to be done because in many areas we are talking about claims over land which at one stage 
or another has been leasehold. As the member knows, we were given assurances that leasehold lands had 
extinguished native title. In general terms my advice is that leases which confer exclusive occupation and 
possession extinguish native title, and that is the position we have adopted in the courts. 

Mr Grill: I agree with you that that may be correct. However, that position has not been conveyed to 
people. 

Mr COURT: That is right. The validation legislation passed by this Parliament ensures that there is no 
doubt about the validity of any leases in Western Australia issued before 1 January 1994. The Government 
will honour the terms and conditions of all leases and will continue to issue freehold titles where this has 
been provided for in the lease and the necessary conditions of the lease have been met. Those conversions 
will be undertaken irrespective of whether a native title claim over the land has been accepted. The 
Government stands by all the titles it has issued. Any attempt to challenge a lessee or to take legal action 
against a lessee will be vigorously opposed by the Government in the courts; we will be right behind those 
people. We have made clear our position on changing legislation to remove that uncertainty to the former 
Government through Michael Lavarch and now to the current Government by asking them to address this 
leasehold question. The Government is saying that it will leave it up to the High Court to make the 
determinations. Who knows what will come down in the Wik decision? Who knows how it will affect 
leasehold land in Western Australia? The member referred to the process, and whether the claim should 
have been accepted in the first place. I agree that some thresholds should be put in place. Along with the 
other States we are currently negotiating with the Federal Government on the amendments that it is 
preparing to the legislation. It will cover the threshold test, the right to negotiate provisions and the like. 

Mr Grill: Will that operate retrospectively? 

Mr COURT: That is a good question. We have explained to the Federal Government that if this does not 
operate retrospectively we will not resolve the problem in Western Australia, because approximately 50 per 
cent of the State has already been claimed. By the time the legislation goes through the Federal Parliament, 
if 90 per cent of the State is able to be claimed under the current rules, it probably will be claimed. If it is 
not retrospective, it does not make any difference to us. 

I appreciate the fact that the member has an understanding of the practical problems related to this issue. 
He may now have a bit more sympathy with the position we have adopted for the past couple of years. It 
was based on the advice of practitioners who have had many, many years' experience of running a land and 
mining titles system. We were told from day one that the legislation was unworkable. 

Mr Grill: You know that I have not been highly critical. I have said right from the start that I believed you 
had an obligation to set up your own tribunal in a way which would allow some proper understanding of 
title. 

Mr COURT: We have no difficulty with setting up our own tribunal under workable legislation; however, 
we had no intention of setting our own tribunal and become the patsies of unworkable legislation. If the 
Federal Government gave us unworkable legislation to work under, it would not be proper that we establish 
a tribunal knowing that it is unworkable. Therefore, we have said to the Federal Government, "You make 
the legislation workable and we will immediately establish a tribunal." 

GRIEVANCE • SCHOOL LAND OR ASSETS SALE 

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [4.45 pm]: I direct my grievance to the Minister for Education. I do so 
because of the concerns brought to my attention by a number of parents of children in schools in my 
electorate and a number of residents living in the areas surrounding the schools. Parents involved in 
schools are being forced to sell school land or assets. Their children at the schools need essential facilities 
for which parents have been told the land or assets should be sold. The essential facilities include covered 
assembly areas, computers, playground equipment, and very importantly, replacing asbestos roofs. Parents 
are saying, "We must sell these assets." They say they have been advised by the Education Department 
that that is their only option to obtain those essential services. I am concerned with this idea of selling 
assets to pay for essential school services. When the Minister responds to my grievance I ask him to state 
whether it is policy. Does he realise that it is only a short term solution? Does he agree, as many parents 
and residents have stated, that saying to the parents that this is the only option for obtaining essential 
services for their children is tantamount to blackmail? Can the Minister advise me why some schools have 
received these facilities and others have not? What are the criteria by which the Education Department 
determines the priorities? 

Mt Lawley Primary School has been refused an application to purchase extra land. It has 415 students on 
1.2 hectares. I have been told that the Minister has allocated or agreed to allocate $600 000 to the North 
Cottesloe Primary School for the purchase of Wanslea paddock and $120000 for the reallocation of a road 
to provide access to the paddock. Students at the Noranda Primary School will be without a decent 
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bushland and parkland area because the school will be forced to sell that land in order to replace its 
asbestos roof. Y okine Primary School has been told that it must sell its bushland to pay for covered 
assembly areas, computers and playground equipment. What will they think when they see what has 
happened in the Minister's electorate with the North Couesloe Primary School and in the electorate of the 
Premier, where Rosalie Primary School has been given $600 000 for exactly the same facilities? What will 
they think when they look at Doubleview Primary School, which will be told to sell a playground, and at 
Swanbourne Primary School which has been given $800 000 for a bandaid treatment? It is obvious to 
some of those parents that favouritism is involved. The Minister has stated that there is not. I would like 
to hear the reasons for the allocations to those two schools, one in the Minister's electorate and the other in 
the Premier's electorate, compared to the allocations to Mt Lawley Primary School and Yokine Primary 
School. There is cause for concern that favouritism exists. When the Minister and the member for 
Dianella join in and try to convince the parents of Yokine Primary School that selling land is their only 
option, I think that is wrong. It is tantamount to blackmail; the Minister is presenting them with a fait 
accompli. What has happened to schools such as Mt Lawley is what will happen in future to Yokine. As 
that area develops and the number of children increases, they will need the extra space. If that extra space 
is not provided, they will be in the same position as the children in Mt Lawley. Does the Minister believe 
that schools in only certain electorates should be provided with facilities to enable children to be 
comfortable at school? The Minister has often stated that he would put dollars into education. Does he 
think essential facilities are not part of that equation? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Absolutely. 

Mr CATANIA: Does he think that the schools in his and the Premier's electorates, which have-

Mr C.J. Barnett: You should look at the schools in my electorate. They are not all flash. Some of them 
are old schools. 

Mr CATANIA: Many schools in the electorate I represent and in the electorate I wish to represent have 
very few essential facilities. They are certainly not as well equipped as schools in the electorates of the 
Minister for Education and his Premier. What are the criteria to be adopted? Can the Minister give a 
priority list for covered assembly areas? Does the list include these two schools - Yokine Primary School, 
which needs a covered assembly area, and Mt Lawley Primary School, which needs extra space? The 415 
students at Mt Lawley, crammed into 2.2 hectares, can only sit at lunchtime. They do not have the space to 
run around and exert a little energy so they can enjoy their lessons when they return to their classrooms. 
Part of a good education system is to ensure that children not only receive a good education in the 
classroom, but also have decent facilities outside so that going to school is enjoyable rather than a test of 
their patience and ability to withstand a crowded situation. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Education) [4.51 pm]: What we have just heard is 
hypocrisy in the place of a rational debate on education and facilities. I wish the member opposite had had 
the integrity and intellect to make a similar speech when the Labor Party was in government and it 
neglected and abused education in this State. It ran down maintenance: There was a massive $26m 
backlog of maintenance in this State. This Government is spending over $50m a year on maintenance, not 
only to maintain existing schools, but to make up for the neglect of the Labor years. How dare the member 
for Balcatta come into this place and whinge about this matter. His party's record in education is appalling. 
This year the Government will spend $l00m on capital works and $50m on maintenance. We have 
increased total education spending by 7 per cent. Never before in Western Australia has a Government 
spent this much on education. No other Government has increased education spending to this degree. 

Mr Catania interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! The number of interjections from the member for 
Balcatta is intolerable. His speech was virtually uninterrupted. The level of his interjections is not 
acceptable. I do not want to have to formally call him to order; however, I ask him to desist from 
interjecting and allow the Minister to respond to his grievance. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This Government has a good record in education. We are providing computers, 
building schools and putting up covered assembly areas - all the things that did not occur in the decade 
Labor was in control. 

Mr Catania: You're not doing that at Yokine. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member should dry up; he has had his seven minutes. I would like to meet him 
at Yokine Primary School. The P & C association at Yokine invited me to the school with the member for 
Dianella. Let us talk about that school. Yokine has an area of 4.8 ha. The school - not me and not the 
Education Department - came forward with a proposal to sell off 5 600 square metres of land. That would 
leave it with in excess of 4 ha - still a standard area for a primary school. The $400 000 it would raise from 
that sale was to be used for a new covered assembly area, upgrades of equipment and all sorts of things. 
The P & C association, the principal, the teachers and the students did not want the land; they wanted to see 
their school upgraded ahead of the queue. They said to the Government that they did not need that land; 
that they could sell it and get the facilities upfront. The land was put to auction a weekend or so ago -
members opposite discouraged bidders. I would like to see the member for Balcatta go into Yokine 
Primary School. He discouraged people from buying that land. 

Mr Catania: You are being dishonest. 
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Mr C.J. BARNEIT: I am not being dishonest. The member had the media circus there. 

Mr Catania interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Balcatta. 

Mr CJ. BARNEIT: The member put out media statements and did everything he could to stop people 
from bidding for that land. 

Mr Catania interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I will make it twice if the member for Balcatta wants me to. 

Mr C.J. BARNEIT: The member for Balcatta cast as big a shadow over that auction as he could so that 
there were no bidders. Now he says the Government should provide the facilities. It so happens that in the 
next few days the Government will announce another 23 covered assembly areas across the State. How 
many covered assembly areas were provided by the former Government? This Government has a five year, 
$25m program for covered assembly areas. Those schools are about to be advised of that. However, 
Yokine Primary School took the initiative and wanted to do something extra to improve education for the 
kids and the parents in the area. It was ready to go. The Education Department supported the initiative 
because the site was bigger than the school needed. I supported the school. However, who tried to stop it? 
The member for Balcatta tried to stop the school because he saw a short term political opportunity. 

He likes to draw attention to other schools. He draws attention to North Cottesloe Primary School. My 
kids attend that primary school. I as the local member - not as Education Minister - put a case to my 
predecessor, Hon Norman Moore, as the school did over several years to get additional land. It cost 
$600 000; however, do members know where the land came from? It was not bought in the marketplace; it 
was government land belonging to the Department of Land Administration on the Wanslea site. It was out 
of one pocket and into another - an intragovernment transfer of land. North Cottesloe Primary School has 
1.36 ha. Like Mt Lawley, it is too small. It has a rapidly growing population. That is not the only school 
to obtain extra land. Extra land is being purchased for many other schools around the State, and many 
other schools want to sell land. 

As the Minister I am prepared to react in a constructive and pra~matic way to school communities if they 
come to me with proposals for improving schools. Anyone commg to me with a proposal to the detriment 
of a school will not get my support. However, when school communities collectively - parents, teachers, 
students, the superintendent and the department - say that a school can dispose of something to improve the 
education for those kids, I am prepared to back them, and members on this side of the House are too. We 
will not frustrate the efforts of school communities to improve education for the kids. Members on this 
side of the House stand for teachers, kids and classrooms. I will not stand outside auctions trying to 
discourage people from bidding and keeping $400 000 out of the Yokine school. The parents of students at 
Yokine will not be impressed with the Opposition for stopping improvement to that school. 

It is all very well for the member for Balcatta to bleat and grizzle because he knows he is in trouble and to 
say that the Government should provide these facilities. However, no Government has spent as much on 
education, particularly capital works and maintenance, as this Government has done in the past two years. 
We will continue to spend more ad more. With 770 schools there is a long queue for facilities. A huge 
backlog of neglect was left after Labor was in office. Yokine is in the queue for facilities with many other 
schools - probably in the electorates of everyone in this Chamber. However, because the member for 
Balcatta bleats, is it fair for me to say that Yokine will jump the queue ahead of a school in the electorate of 
the member for Vasse? There is no way that I will do that. I will not corrupt the system like that. Yokine 
Primary School knows that it is in the queue. Eventually it will get its covered assembly area. However, it 
was innovative and it thought of its kids. It thought that it could jump the queue and do something better 
for its kids. The one person who stood in the way of that community was the member for Balcatta. He 
should be ashamed of that. He should have stood up for the kids in that electorate and for education in his 
area. 

There are many situations to be addressed. I hope that with the help of the member for Dianella the 
Government will be able to help Yokine. Community groups are interested in that land, including church 
based groups that are interested in seniors' housing. Is it such a socially undesirable thing to sell waste 
school land and provide seniors' housing? It is a good thing to do; however, I bet the member for Balcatta 
will be there again, opposing it. He is the most negative force for education in that area. 

GRIEVANCE • AGED CARE 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.00 pm]: My grievance is to the Minister for Health, and it will be far more 
positive than the previous grievance. It involves aged care, and from the outset I indicate that it is not a 
criticism of the Minister for Health or the state system. A potpourri of arrangements have sprung up over a 
number of years and they are causing the general community and my community considerable pain. The 
problem is that over the years a piecemeal system has evolved for aged care. The first stage in the system 
is units purpose built by local government, church groups or community groups, and those units are leased 
or sold to individuals. Parallel to that sector is home and community care funding, which enables people to 
stay in their own homes. The second stage, as people age further, is lodges which are financially supported 
by the Commonwealth Government. The third stage is nursing home beds, which involve state government 
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and commonwealth government funding. The fourth stage is dementia care for those with serious 
problems. In this sector the buildings must contain extra mechanisms to cope with the people with this 
debilitating illness. 
As people go through each stage of the system they must deal with the private sector, local government, the 
State Government and the Commonwealth Government. They must deal with a range of policies and 
priorities laid down by these groups and it is often very confusing, particularly for aged people. For 
example, the units provided by the private sector and local government are usually leased or sold to the 
people who move into theij1. The lodges have entry fees of varying amounts, some portions of which may 
be refunded when the people move to nursing homes or upon death. The nursing homes do not impose any 
fees at all. It is very difficult to plan for their future and also for families to determine how to progress 
their parents or grandparents through this system by natural progression. It is a good and logical 
progression and I have no argument with it or the institutions involved. The Minister knows that the A von 
residence in Northam is one of the better institutions, and it received 31 out of 31 marks in the assessment 
process. The people of Avon are very proud of it. It has 40 beds but, unfortunately, has a waiting list of 
about 15 at the moment. 

Mr Prince: Are you on it? 

Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, I am on the list, but not for this year! An additional dimension to this problem 
affects the wheatbelt, and I will include it in my grievance. For some time the wheatbelt has been seeking 
to place nursing home beds in hospitals under the multisite proposal, which I played some part in 
developing. The Avon community development foundation was most interested in putting the multisite 
delivery options in country hospitals. However, the beds are not available. The people are confused about 
that, and it is not widely known that the metropolitan area has 400 beds in excess of need. 

Mr Bloffwitch: All country centres have waiting lists. 

Mr TRENORDEN: That is right, but most of the wheatbelt does not have the nursing home beds for those 
on the waiting list. The closure of Mount Henry Hospital is very important to me because I want some of 
those beds to be allocated to the wheatbelt. I do not ask that they necessarily be allocated to my electorate, 
because many country towns are desperate for those beds which also facilitate some of the other services in 
these hospitals. It is an important issue in the wheatbelt, and probably throughout the whole of rural 
Western Australia. I do not have enough contact with establishments outside my electorate. The real issue 
is that one entity should take over the service delivery of aged care, and that should be the State 
Government. I have no objection to quality assurance being covered by the Commonwealth Government, 
but at the moment it is very confusing for individuals to deal with the potpourri of organisations and the 
range of policies as they progress through the aged care system. 

Providing care for the aged within their own community is very important. Many elderly people from the 
wheatbelt have been moved to the metropolitan area away from family and community contact, and that is 
not acceptable. My two complaints to the Minister relate to the confusion and lack of an orderly system in 
the delivery of all aged care. It may be argued that each of the sectors is efficient, but together they present 
a confusing system. With the lack of resource dollars, a good argument could be made for efficiency gains 
if one service provider were involved. That provider should be the State Government. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [5.06 pm]: I am obliged to the member for the remarks he 
has made in that grievance because it gives me an opportunity to comment on the whole area of aged care, 
which is a subject at the moment for debate at a national level. The member is correct in his thumbnail 
sketch of the present situation. People may remain in their own homes and that is encouraged. A 
significant number of services assist people to remain in their own homes, of which the Silver Chain 
Nursing Association is one of the better known. However, if that is not possible, a variety of options is 
available; that is, units that may be purchased by people for a period - not freehold, frail aged hostels, 
nursing home beds and dementia specific units, for which there is a growing demand. The HACC system 
is a commonwealth-state system which works well. The units are almost exclusively in the non
government sector. The frail aged hostels are almost exclusively in the non-government sector and, 
largely, in the not for profit sector. They are completely funded by the Commonwealth, and the State has 
no involvement in their operation. Nursing homes are funded by the Commonwealth under the care 
aggregate model-standard aggregate model system, and the licensing is in the hands of the State. The State 
has a certain number of nursing homes, although most are in the non-government sector or for profit sector. 
It is a mixture and it is confusing, particularly in small communities and for small local government 
organisations in agricultural areas, and people have difficulty working out how to get through this 
confusing morass of government. 

One matter is of particular importance; that is, the lack of nursing home beds in the country generally and 
particularly in the wheatbelt. That is one of the things that has driven the redistribution of state 
~overnment nursing home places, largely from Mount Henry Hospital, which has ceased to have a useful 
hfe because of its age and general state of amenity. It is no criticism of the staff or the many people who 
have lived there for a long time. However, the hospital is past its use by date and the beds would be better 
distributed to other parts of the metropolitan area and to the rural area. That process is being handled by 
the Commonwealth and the State together. 

No doubt the member for A von will be pleased to hear that on Saturday this week an advertisement will be 
placed in the Press for expressions of interest in 57 nursing home places, which will become available on 
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the closure of Mount Henry and be redistributed to priority areas of need in the country. That is in 
conjunction with the multipurpose service program which seeks to place nursing home beds, among other 
things, in some of the small country hospitals. This will enable elderly people, who may have lived for 50 
or 60 years in those rural communities with their friends and family, to live out the balance of their lives in 
their communities rather than move to the coast or the city for these services. Those services did not exist 
in the wheatbelt until recently. The problem with the multipurpose service program is that it is a joint 
commonwealth-state exercise and, from an administrative point of view, it is more than somewhat 
congruous. Recently there has been a slowdown in approvals. I understand that recently six were 
approved and several are before the Commonwealth waiting approval, having gone through the state 
process. In excess of 30 applications from the rural areas, particularly the wheatbelt, are awaiting further 
consideration under the MPS program. These applications are in the process of being moved forward. 
However, there has been a significant slowdown since the change of Government in Canberra which is 
undoubtedly related to the question of what direction aged care will take into the future. 

I reiterate that from a government point of view I have no difficulty in accepting responsibility for aged 
care service provision in this State, as opposed to the Commonwealth having a mixed role with the State. 
The member for Avon's comments about the efficiency of service delivery if responsibility for it were 
transferred to the State are correct. 

I do not have a problem with the Commonwealth taking the necessary responsibility for the standard, 
quality and formulae which should be applied to the number of nursing home beds or frail aged hostel units 
which should be available in the community. The only caveat I would place on any acceptance by the State 
of aged care in toto is that the funding must come with it - not only the recurrent funding to run the 
establishments properly to the benefit of aged people, but also capital funding. The President of the Aged 
Care Association of Australia said recently that $3b needs to be spent on upgrading the capital asset of 
aged care in Australia. It is a significant amount of money and is obviously beyond the scope of any State 
and can come only from the federal arena because it has more than 70 per cent of the taxing powers in this 
country. The proposition which I have put publicly, and I intend to put it next week at a conference with 
the federal Minister for Health, is that the State is prepared to take over responsibility for aged care, but it 
must have the funding that goes with it or it simply cannot deliver. 

I agree with the member for A von's comments about the question of dementia specific units. Regardless of 
whether they are of the frail aged hostel-type or the nursing home beds, there is an increasing demand for 
dementia specific facilities in both the country and the city. It is an important area which must be properly 
addressed. The Government is concerned about it and is prepared to do a lot of work on it. Of course, it 
comes into the whole question of aged care management and service delivery. 

GRIEVANCE • SCHOOL BUS SERVICES 

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [5.14 pm]: In recent years there have been significant changes to education in this 
State. The new Minister for Education will be forever revered in the Margaret River area because he saw 
the need for a school bus crossing. It was a simple maller, but he was able to resolve it. 

My grievance follows the transfer of the responsibility for the transporting of schoolchildren in the State 
from the Education Department to the Department of Transport. Currently, there are numerous policies 
relating to the transporting of schoolchildren and my concern is that they are inconsistent. 

In country areas a free bus service is provided to studenls who live 4.5 kilometres from a school or 4.5 km 
from a bus route. In the country towns where a town bus service is provided, as well as in the metropolitan 
area where Transperth provides a service, a fee of 70¢ per child per trip is charged to schoolchildren. A 
multirider concession applies to these bus routes and if a parent is able to purchase 10 units, the per trip 
cost is reduced from 70¢ to 6O¢. In areas of the State where there is an intertown regional bus service 
which transports students to private schools, the service is free. There may be other services, but these are 
the three I will address today. I ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport to consider the 
three kinds of services I have outlined. 

I am concerned that no consideration has been given to the financial situation of families. For example, in 
Busselton a supporting parent might have four children attending a school and will have to pay $1.40 per 
child per day, five days a week, which amounts to $32 each week. Another parent in the same town whose 
child attends a private school would not pay bus fares. In the case of a family which lives outside the'town, 
the bus service would be free to school age children. The social circumstances involved in these 
inconsistent policies must be considered. 

The current position is grossly unfair. The school bus service is free to some, but not to others. I ask the 
Minister to consider the matters I have raised, including the way the various policies are applied. As the 
Department of Transport has taken over the responsibility for school bus services throughout Western 
Australia the Government should give consideration to reviewing the bus services for schoolchildren to 
bring about consistency in the policies to make them fair to all students. 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.19 pm]: I thank the member for Vasse for bringing 
this grievance to the House. I recall that the transfer of responsibility for school bus services from the 
Education administration to the Department of Transport occurred prior to last Christmas. 

The Department of Transport has had six months or thereabouts to take the necessary steps to rationalise 
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the whole operation and coordination of the school bus system. Unfortunately, I am not in a position today 
to provide the member for Vasse with any further information, because I have not been advised of how 
advanced is that rationalisation process. However, I recall the Cabinet meeting whereby the rationale of 
transferring the responsibility to the Department of Transport was discussed. Cabinet recognised the 
anomalies about which the member for Vasse is grieving. Some children who live close to school must 
pay 70¢ each way a day, and other children who travel long distances from one centre to another are not 
responsible for paying any fare. 

Also there is the anomaly a,ssociated with children who attend private schools who travel without paying a 
fare. The Education Department recognises that its principal function is the education of our children, and 
the provision of services facilitating that principal charge. It is not in the business of running a bus service, 
and that is quite properly considered not to be one of its core responsibilities. I suppose that the provision 
of a bus service has evolved over many years in education, and being on the ground those schools probably 
assumed this responsibility. The Government has recognised that the Department of Transport is better 
equipped to coordinate the transport of children to schools and of the vehicles that are used in the operation 
of school bus services across the State. 

The member for Vasse has brought a real grievance to the House today. On his behalf I will communicate 
his grievance prQperly to the Minister for Transport. I will ask that the Minister consider reviewing the 
operation of school buses and the transportation of children to schools. I will ask the Minister to report 
back to the member for Vasse on the intentions of the department and to address the anomalies that have 
been brought to the House and about which the Government is aware. I will faithfully communicate that 
grievance to the Minister for Transport 

Mr JOHNSON (Acting Speaker): Grievances noted. 

MOTION - SELECT COMMITTEE ON FORMER CHILD MIGRANTS, 
APPOINTMENT 

Resumed from 12 June. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [5.24 pm]: I understand that by arrangement with members 
of the Opposition this matter is to be debated between now and six o'clock when a vote will be taken on the 
motion. The substance of the motion and the question of how the matter may be handled has been the 
subject of some discussion among members of the Government. The Government's attitude is that there is 
merit in the proposal put forward by the member for Rockingham. It sees that it would be an appropriate 
use of Parliament for there to be an inquiry into the various matters that the member for Rockingham 
detailed in his speech of 12 June. Given the wealth of the information that he put before the House and the 
public, it is a matter that calls for further and better inquiry and report; particularly, action necessary to 
assist former child migrants in tracing their history and research, which is the first part of the first section 
of the motion. It seems that one of the most important and valuable outcomes of any exercise, whether by 
select committee or otherwise, is to assist those people who are now in their late fifties or older, some 
perhaps a little younger, to find relatives whom they thought had long since died or for relatives who 
thought the child had died, and to that extent be reunited. 

The Government takes the view that it would be appropriate to support a form of inquiry. However, a 
caveat to that relates to part (1)(b)(i) and (ii) of the motion which speaks of determining whether human 
rights violations had occurred under the Commonwealth and British child migration schemes and 
identifying the suffering caused, and so on. These two paragraphs in the motion open up an enormous area 
for debate, and one must question the value that could be derived from such an investigation into those 
matters. 

I do not wish to say that there were not in some way violations of human rights. However, the whole 
concept of human rights as such has been a developing one this century. The first definition of which I am 
aware was in 1924 by the League of Nations which was fairly simple and very basic in some respects. 
There have been further developments since then. One must wonder whether something of value would 
come out of looking back at actions of the past and judging them by the standards of the present and 
whether that would not take up the time of the investigatory authority - whether it be a select committee or 
otherwise - perhaps rather more than it should. I have in mind particularly the time limit contained in the 
motion. I will remark about that in a minute. It is the Government's view that to take on that sort of 
exercise - that is, inquiring into possible human rights violations, suffering and so forth - as a separate 
exercise under the motion before the House would be fraught with problems. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr PRINCE: The Government's view is that it is appropriate to amend the motion. I move -

To delete part (1)(b)(i) and (ii). 

The motion does everything else that the member for Rockingham has spoken about and most particularly 
concentrates upon inquiry of records that presumably still exist in order to put people in touch with their 
relatives, which seems would be the most valuable result of any form of inquiry. 

Paragraph (5) provides that the committee finally report on 21 November 1996. That is a very short time 
frame for work to be done by a select committee. It may be that a select committee would not be able to 
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complete its work in that time. The Government has had some preliminary discussions among a number of 
Ministers regarding what may then be the case. A state election will be held at the beginning of 1997 on a 
date yet to be fixed. If the Parliament finishes before the committee's work is finished, we may have a 
problem. Obviously the member for Rockingham will be appointed to the select committee, and he has 
announced he will be retiring from Parliament. 

The member for Vasse has indicated he would like to serve on the committee, and he is retiring from 
Parliament at the next election. I understand also that the member for Mitchell would like to be on the 
committee, and he is retiring. Therefore, we have the problem of reinstating the committee when the 
Parliament reconvenes after the election, with persons on it who are no longer members of Parliament. I 
appreciate that it can be done. I understand it has been done in the past, but it is somewhat unusual. A way 
to overcome the situation would be to have a select committee operating from now until 21 November, and 
possibly for the work of the group to continue as a ministerial task force during the prorogation of 
Parliament until after the election. Perhaps it could continue as an honorary royal commission. These 
decisions can be made in November when we arrive at the reporting date, if the committee has not finished 
its work. We hope that it will finish its work by then, but if it does not I simply flag that this could be an 
administrative and technical problem that would need to be overcome at the time. 

The next question is whether we should appoint the usual number of five people to the select committee. 
Although I appreciate that our standing orders provide for five appointments or such other number as the 
House may determine, it does not need to be five. I simply bring to the attention of the House that the 
members who have shown some interest in this matter are members who will cease to be members at the 
next election. Perhaps, therefore, the number could be considered to be fewer than five. I leave that 
entirely as a question for the House. I simply flag it as an observation, conscious of course that the 
member for Wellington also has an interest and is standing at the next state election. 

Mr Blaikie: And he will be returned! 

Mr PRINCE: I simply make the observation that most of the members who are interested and would have 
the time to put into this matter are people who are retiring from Parliament; that we are in the lead up to an 
election and I am conscious of the need for members of the committee - if it is formed - to work hard and 
for long hours to deal with the work necessary by November; and that could conflict with the reasonable 
obligations of a sitting member who wishes to be re-elected. 

MR BRADSHAW (Wellington - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.33 pm]: I second the amendment. I support 
the thrust of the motion, and I would be pleased to be a part of the select committee. I first became 
involved with this matter about six years ago when a program called liThe Lost Children" was aired on 
television and a book was published around the same time on the subject. A constituent of mine, a lady 
from Waroona, was such a child migrant. She came to my office and told me about her background. She 
spoke about the trauma of being dislocated from her family in England. It was not a pleasant experience to 
listen to her, but as a result I became more aware of the circumstances which applied at that time. Living 
and growing up in Australia in what one could call a normal family, we do not always appreciate the 
problems associated with being dislocated at a young age and being thrust into a home. It is traumatic for 
these people to find out later that one has parents and brothers and sisters who cannot be contacted; they 
have a burning desire to find out ·,.,..ho their parents were, whether they have any brothers or sisters, and 
whether they are still alive and perhaps can be located. Therefore, it is very important that we establish a 
select committee. It is difficult for people who have not been in such a situation to understand the feelings 
of these people, and their great desire to seek information. 

I came across a similar situation years ago when I served on the committee which addressed adoption 
issues. At that time I spoke to people who had been adopted and who had a similar desire to find out who 
were their natural parents, and whether they had brothers or sisters. I realised then that we must be very 
mindful of people's desires to discover where they come from, and so on. Obviously not all people in that 
situation require information. Some people get on with their lives; they put those sorts of matters out of 
their minds. 

They are the lucky people, but for the people who cannot put such thoughts out of their minds it can 
become an overwhelming situation which can disrupt their lifestyle. If we can give some people hope by 
saying we will investigate certain matters and help them in that way, it will be very beneficial. I am aware 
that these matters originated more than 50 years ago, but many of the people involved are still alive. Many 
of these people will be in their fifties; probably some are older. Some of them are probably dead and gone. 
Unfortunately the parents of many of those people are also dead and gone. However, it is important to give 
these people some hope and make it possible for them to find their parents and discover whether they have 
brothers and sisters. 

Another person from my electorate comes from Malta. He has spoken to me about the trauma and 
unhappiness he suffered as a result of being placed in a home in Western Australia. I am aware of other 
people in a similar situation, but I have not spoken to them about their upbringing and whether they coped 
with the situation. 

One of the problems raised by the member for Rockingham related to records. He said that some records 
were stored in a room, and that anyone could have access to that information. That indicates the lack of 
security for records belonging to these people. It is important to place the records in a secure repository for 
people to trace their history. 



[Wednesday, 26 June 1996] 3319 

I support the motion and the amendment I hope that it will result in some satisfaction for people who seek 
information regarding their past By establishing a select committee of inquiry we will go some way 
toward correcting many wrongdoings over the past 50 years. 

MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie) [5.37 pm]: I support the motion. I congratulate the member for 
Rockingham for moving such a motion, and I commend him for his strong and moving speech. 

Members of Parliament receive dozens if not hundreds of newsletters, brochures and literature every day at 
Parliament House. Among all of those, two stand out. One newsletter frequently filled with stories about 
people who have been adOpted is put out by Jigsaw. Every issue contains stories about people searching 
for their mother or, in many cases, mothers searching for their children. The stories in these journals are 
very moving. In many cases, they reveal a long and determined effort by individuals to try to find their 
roots, their back~round and their history. The other newsletter comes from VOICES. It details equally 
moving and tragiC cases of young people who have been abused and whose innocence has been snatched 
away by people whom they trusted. Those two newsletters stand out from all those I read when they come 
across my desk. They are similar publications because they concern people who have heart-rending stories 
to tell about their loss of identity and innocence. 

It is not surprising, after reading those newsletters, that people who do not have an identity or knowledge of 
their parents, family or roots, become almost obsessed by the quest to find their mother, father, brothers 
and sisters. It comes to dominate their life and, in many cases, it dominates their thoughts every day. 
Many of the people who detail their search also indicate that that lack of identity and knowledge of their 
family leaves them feeling worthless or of less value than other people in the community. Of course, this 
has occurred through no fault of their own. Nevertheless, in many ways it shadows their whole adult 
existence. 

Having read those newsletters and Margaret Humphrey's book, Empty Cradles, it seems almost incredible 
that any group of sane people, particularly Governments, could have put forward a proposal to shift 
thousands of young children 12000 miles across the globe to Australia, away from their families. Even 
more chilling is reading the official reasons given by the British and Australian Governments and the 
charitable organisations for those schemes. Some of those reasons included the fact that child migrants 
were cheaper and easier to transport and manage; there was a ready supply of young children in orphanages 
and charitable children's homes in Britain; that because they would be starting life afresh in Australia at a 
young age they would feel a stronger affinity for the country and they would not have the same desire to 
return home that adults might; that those children could be more easily accommodated in Australia - there 
was ample space in children's institutions; and, of course, it was argued that the children would be better 
off. 

Official letters and documents make constant reference to the Australian sunshine. These children would 
be so much better off in a country that had this plentiful supply of sunshine. In many cases they were from 
deprived and very poor backgrounds, and moving them would provide a fresh, new start where they would 
be infinitely better off. The striking thing about those documents and descriptions is the almost total lack 
of understanding that where there is poverty and lack of material possessions does not mean that there is 
lack of love and affection. It seemed that it went without saying that if children were moved from a 
situation of poverty to a place where their material needs were met, they would necessarily be better off. 

The tragedy that has been described by other speakers is that the only reason many of the mothers of those 
children could not cope and the children ended up in those institutions was that the father had been killed, 
sometimes in an accident and in other cases in the war. Ironically, those men were killed fighting for other 
people's freedom and yet their own death led to the disintegration of their family because the mother could 
no longer cope with the children - she had no money and often had to go to work. In many cases, if she 
had no-one to look after the children, she placed them in a children's home. In the majority of cases when 
that occurred the mother indicated that it was for a short period, until she could establish herself by getting 
some money together and somewhere to live. When she had achieved that, she would come back to get 
them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! It might be appropriate for the member to address the 
amendment before the House. 

Mrs HENDERSON: I am speaking to the motion at the moment, but I will speak to the amendment 
shortly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: We are debating the amendment now. I have given the member great leeway. 

Mrs HENDERSON: As I indicated, many of the mothers left their children for what they believed would 
be a very short period. Most were not consulted when the decision was made to send those children 
overseas. Indeed, it has now emerged that many of the mothers would never have given permission for 
their children to be sent overseas. When the mothers came back to collect the children, they were often 
told that the children had died or that they had been sent to Australia or Canada for a better life. In some 
cases they were given no information whatsoever as to where their children had been sent or how they 
could contact them. Despite the fact that many of those mothers made repeated attempts to get information 
about their children, the doors were closed to them; they came up against a brick wall in trying to get 
information about their own children. 

The people to whom I have spoken - and a number of people in my electorate were involved in these 
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schemes - tell me that the worst aspect of the situation was the deception. They were told from a vel): 
young age that they were orphaned, that they had no parents, that their parents were dead, that they had no 
brothers or sisters and that there was no identifying information available to them such as photographs, 
birth certificates, addresses or anywhere they could write. One man to whom I spoke said it was 68 years 
before he saw a photograph of his mother. It was the denial of that very basic human right to information 
about one's origins that has upset so many of these people more than anything else. Of course, many of 
these people have repeatedly asked whether they had brothers and sisters and what happened to their 
parents. In every case that I have had related to me, these people were told that there was no information, 
even though it did exist - there were files and letters. 

The sad thing is that far from being the land of sunshine and great hope, for many of these children 
Australia was exactly the opposite. They often had very little or no education; from a very early age their 
days were often filled with full time work rather than education; and they had very poor nutrition and 
accommodation. We hear of children as young as six and seven sleeping in beds on open verandahs, 
exposed to the winter weather. We hear of the most brutal punishment for the most trivial offences, 
including bed-wetting. Above all, these people have talked about the almost total lack of any affection. 
There was no touching or affection, and we are talking about very young children - little boys and girls 
from five to 15 years old. These people are now in their fifties or early sixties and, above all else, they 
want to know about their family; that is their overriding concern. They particularly want to meet their 
mother and if their mother is no longer alive, they want to know when she died and what she was like; they 
want to talk to people who knew their mother and they want to visit her grave. 

That task of tracing relatives was made even more difficult by what seems to have been a deliberate policy 
of changing the names of some of the children. Often it was only small changes and it may not have been 
deliberate. However, in many cases there was a systematic change in the names and birth dates of dozens 
of children. Of course, when these people had the opportunity to look for birth certificates and so on - and 
many of them travelled to London to undertake research - they found that it was infinitely more difficult 
because their birth date was wrong or their surname was spelL a different way and so on. 

For most of these people the key issue is finding any remaining relatives. There is no question that that 
quest is extremely urgent, because those who have found their mother are meeting a woman in her 
seventies. Of course, many arrived only a little too late. The second thing that most of these people want 
is the answers to questions about how and why any Government could lend its support to this kind of 
scheme and why government departments - such as the Western Australian departments - took no action in 
relation to the appalling conditions they found in some of these children's institutions. In many cases 
children slept in damp, urine-soaked beds every night, and on many occasions children made the beds in 
the morning and covered up the fact that the beds were wet because they knew they would be punished for 
bed-wetting. Unquestionably, official documents exist which show that authorities at the time knew that 
children were working and not attending school; that children had little or no warm clothing and no shoes; 
and that they received almost no medical attention when they were sick. Much of this was documented in 
reports requiring institutions to improve the situation. However, the reports were not followed up and the 
institutions continued the practices and, in many cases, virtually thumbed their noses at state inspectors or 
others who visited. 

Upon talking to these child migrants, now adults aged between 50 and 60 years, one realises the enormous 
sense of loss of childhood, of family, of identity and, in some cases, of innocence through abuse. Of 
course, we can do absolutely nothing to make up for that loss or to redress that imbalance. Nevertheless, 
we can assist wherever possible by opening channels to allow these people to obtain identifying 
information quickly. In that way they will not spend hours of precious time searching through documents 
to find long lost relatives. We can ensure that information is obtained from the archives at the children's 
institutions in Britain and from government files, which will be an enormous achievement for the 
committee. 

I strongly support the motion. I am a little disappointed in the amendment because the words to be deleted 
are an integral part of the motion .. Some people involved in these schemes feel strongly about the words to 
be deleted. It would not have taken a great deal of time to identify some of these areas, and value could be 
gained in the cognisance of future readers of the committee's report of the violation of human rights. All 
of us in public office can learn from this issue. I commend the motion and strongly congratulate its mover, 
the member for Rockingham. 

MR M. BARNETT (Rockingham) [5.53 pm]: The Minister for Health has moved to delete paragraphs 
(I)(b)(i) and (b)(ii) of the motion to establish a committee to consider the child migration scheme and the 
problems it caused to child migrants. Most members know through personal discussions with me over the 
past few weeks the strength of my desire to ensure that this select committee gets up and running. 
Although my desire is not so strong that I would accept an emasculation of the terms of reference, the 
removal of the paragraphs of the motion will not dramatically affect the main aims of the committee. 
However, that does not say that I am happy with their removal - I clearly am not. 

This motion was framed over a long time following close consultation with a large number of people and 
organisations involved with child migration. Certainly, most of the people with whom I had the 
opportunity to discuss the terms of reference were adamant that the paragraphs to be removed had to form 
part of the terms of reference. However, if I were to ignore the Government's move to remove this part of 
the motion, I might do so at my peril. Come what may, I want that select committee to go ahead. It is 
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likely that many of the matters which child migrants and associated organisations discussed with me can 
still be addressed under some of the other terms of reference. 

On that basis, and in a spirit of cooperation, I accept without vote the removal of these paragraphs from the 
terms of reference. However, I make it clear that if I had my druthers and the numbers, they would form 
part of the motion. 

Mr Prince: You are most gracious; I will pass on your remarks to the Attorney General. 

Amendm~nt put and passed. 

Motion. as Amended 

MR M. BARNETT (Rockingham) [5.56 pm]: I express my deep appreciation, both personally and on 
behalf of all child migrants who will gain from this select committee, to all members who have contributed 
in any way towards the approval of this motion. Although the list of speakers on this motion is not long, 
the list of contributors to the decision making process is huge. I see the Minister for Health smiling on that 
point; I have lost count of the number of meetings I have had with him, and I thank him for his assistance. 

I particularly appreciate the Government's response to the establishment of this important select 
committee. It will be the first opportunity for many former child migrants to have recognised problems 
caused during the child migration process. Each member who has spoken on this motion raised a number 
of pertinent points. I intend at the earliest opportunity to take copies of those contributions to each of the 
numerous people who have taken the time and trouble to contact me over the past six or eight months, and 
I shall draw to their attention the members' contributions supporting what they wanted to achieve. 

The amended motion will now be put In the normal course of events, I would then move the names of 
those to be appointed as members of the select committee. A different action from normal will be taken; 
namely, the Minister will move committee membership to enable it to be dealt with tomorrow. I thank 
everyone for their help on this motion; this is a historic day for many thousands of former child migrants. 

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 

MOTION - SELECT COMMITTEE ON FORMER CHILD MIGRANTS, 
APPOINTMENT 

Membership. Order of the Day for Next Day of Sitting 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [5.59 pm]: I speak on this matter representing the 
Government and the Attorney General in another place. I move -

That the nomination of members to serve on the Select Committee into Child Migrants' Family 
History be made an order of the day for the next day of sitting. 

Accordingly, the matter will be on the Notice Paper tomorrow. If the member for Rockingham had moved 
the motion, it would have been listed for the next private members' day, which may not be for some 
considerable time. 

Question put and passed. 

Sitting suspendedfrom 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

MOTION - DIESEL FUEL REBATE FOR MINING INDUSTRY, ABOLITION 
PROPOSAL 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [7.32 pm]: I move-

That this House opposes federal government proposals to abolish the diesel fuel rebate for the 
mining industry which will cut jobs and investment in this State and caBs on the Premier to 
support Western Australia's mining industry and campaign publicly against these proposals. 

A new tax is about to be imposed on Western Australia's most significant industry. The rebate from the 
diesel fuel excise on diesel fuel consumed by the mining industry in its mining operations and by its 
transport off public roads is about to be removed. How do we know that the fuel consumed by the mining 
industry is about to be taxed? We know because of the evasiveness of the Federal Government on this 
issue. The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies met the Minister for Small Business and 
Consumer Affairs, Mr Prosser, in April this year. He would not commit himself to any future policy on the 
diesel fuel rebate scheme at that meeting. That is a very significant omen. The farmers appear to have 
done rather better than the miners. An article in The Australian of 29 May under the heading "Threat of 
rural backlash saves farmers' diesel rebate" states, in part -

... the Prime Minister, Mr Howard, yesterday told the National Farmers Federation council: "It 
would be an understatement of me to· say to you today that I understand very, very well the 
significance to the rural community of such things as the diesel fuel rebate scheme, and I have 
been around these traps long enough to know how very significant that particular measure is to 
you. And that, I can assure you, will not be lost on me or my colleagues as we make our 
particular decisions." 
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It would appear that the Prime Minister has given a virtual guarantee to the farming community that it will 
continue to benefit from the diesel fuel rebate scheme. However, the very next day, there was bad news for 
the mining industry. An article in The West Australian of 30 May states that the Prime Minister had 
another opportunity to offer a guarantee on the diesel fuel rebate scheme, this time to the mining industry 
because he was addressing the Minerals Council of Australia dinner at Parliament House. The article 
states -

Mr Howard did not mention the rebate during a speech to a Minerals Council of Australia dinner 
at Parliament House last tonight. 

Offered an opportunity to guarantee the future of the rebate for the farmers, he gave that guarantee. 
Offered an opportunity to give a guarantee to the mining industry, he refused. The mining industry 
understandably alarmed, has been seeking meetings with federal government Ministers and has bee~ 
sending people to Canberra to lobby. Among others, they have lobbied the Treasurer, Mr Peter Costello. 
They got no joy there either. An article in the Kalgoorlie Miner of 31 May states -

But Dick Carter, the new chief executive officer of BHP Minerals, said Mr Costello offered the 
mining industry group no assurances. 

Mr Carter said -

"They got no assurance - the Treasurer was polite and courteous but he acted like a fellow 
responsible for finding $8 billion and he wasn't giving anything away," ... 

The National Party also had an opportunity to offer the mining industry a guarantee that the diesel fuel 
rebate scheme would be continued for that industry. The New South Wales branch of the National Party 
held a conference in Taree, New South Wales. At the conference the mining industry sought assurances 
from the federal Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Anderson. The Australian of 17 June 
states -

Industry representatives were disappointed when Mr Anderson, a member of the Federal 
Government's expenditure review committee, refused to provide any insight into the 
Government's intentions during a series of tense meetings at the NSW National Party Conference 
in Taree. 

All those Ministers, Howard, Costello, Prosser and Anderson, have refused to give the mining industry any 
certainty on this question of the diesel fuel rebate scheme. It is pretty clear that while farmers might see at 
least a temporary continuation of the scheme, the mining industry will lose the scheme or a very significant 
part of it. No doubt the Federal Treasurer and the Treasury see this scheme as some sort of cost to the 
Government, because it involves the payment of a rebate! However, it is not a subsidy to the mining 
industry. 

Mr Bloffwitch: A concession has been given. 

Mr RIPPER: It is a rebate of a tax that should never have been collected in the first place because the point 
of collecting an excise on diesel fuel is to help to pay for road infrastructure. The mining industry uses the 
diesel fuel in large part for the generation of electricity and also of course for its mining operations, which 
do not occur on publicly provided roads. Therefore, there is very good reason for the mining industry not 
to be subject to this tax. There is very good reason for it to continue to receive the rebate. This proposal is 
about the imposition of a new tax on the mining industry of Australia, a tax on the diesel fuel which that 
industry consumes in the conduct of its mining operations. What that will mean for the mining industry is 
an effective increase from 11 per cent to 140 per cent in the tax on all the diesel fuel it consumes. That will 
be a very significant competitive disadvantage for our mining industry. It would be a very significant 
disadvantage for this State. 

Mr Bloffwitch: It is the same thing every other industry and business suffers every day. What other group, 
apart from mining, gets an exemption? 

Mr Graham: Agriculture. 

Mr RIPPER: Would the member for Geraldton support abolishing this rebate? 

Mr Bloffwitch: I support expanding it to all businesses. 

Mr RIPPER: As a first step, will the member for Geraldton defend the mining industry against the Federal 
Government's action, or will he stand by and let it happen? 

Mr Bloffwitch: I will not argue that it was put there for roads. It was put there because of world parity 
pricing when it was felt that we were running out of fuel. That caused the escalation in price. It has ~en 
providing windfall taxes to Governments of both political persuasions since it has been in place. There 1S a 
very big difference. 

Mr RIPPER: That is an indication that a significant current of opinion within the Liberal Party wants to 
support its federal colleagues, and believes it is fair to impose this new tax on the mining industry. Let us 
look at what that impact will be. 

The cost to the mining industry across Australia has been estimated between $700m and $800m a year. 
The cost to the mining industry in Western Australia would be about $400m a year. This proposed new tax 
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is effectively a tax on Western Australia. This State will pay as much as all the other States put together 
because of the significant proportion of Australia's mining industry located in Western Australia. This new 
federal government tax will impact significantly on Western Australia. 

Let us look at some of the effects. The mining industry believes this measure will increase its costs of 
production by about 10 per cent. It is worthwhile looking at what that will do to some mining operations; 
for example, the costs of the goldmine at Wiluna will increase by $5m per annum. The profits of that 
goldmine are about $3.2m; therefore, the costs will be $1.8m more than its annual profits. That will put at 
risk the jobs of the 250 pepple who work at the mine. 

That is only one example of the overall impact this tax will have on the profits of mining companies. The 
mining industry estimates its before-tax profits in 1994-95 were $725m in Western Australia. The extra 
cost in Western Australia, as I have already said, will be about $400m. That extra cost is more than half of 
the profits the mining industry in this State made in 1994-95. We know what will happen if the 
profitability of the mining industry is reduced by that very significant amount of about 50 per cent. There 
will be much less capacity for, and I suggest willingness by, the mining industry to engage in exploration 
and to embark on new projects if its rates of return are to be reduced to this extent. 

We will lose exports as a result of this federal government decision. That is very serious. Western 
Australia's mining industry is a very significant contributor to Australia's export effort. We need a greater 
export effort, given our current account deficit. We will lose exports as a result of this new taxation 
measure. I am told that Normandy Poseidon Limited has estimated gold production will be cut by 184 000 
ounces a year. That cut in production has a value of about $100m. That represents a very significant 

,impact on our export effort. 

I have already indicated that jobs will be lost, and I will give some examples that have been provided to 
me. At the Marvel Loch Mine operated by Sons of Gwalia Limited 250 jobs are at risk. Gold Mines of 
Australia Ltd believes 250 jobs are at risk in its operation. It is likely that 250 jobs will be lost at the gold 
mine at Mt Morgan operated by Plutonic Resources Limited. There are some very significant economic 
and employment impacts for this State. It is not only the direct job losses in the mines; the multiplier effect 
comes into play. Academics at the University of Western Australia who study this area believe there is a 
multiplier of 3:1 when it comes to jobs creation flowing from the mining industry. For every job in the 
mining industry in Western Australia, three jobs are created in other sectors. It also works in reverse: For 

job lost in the mining industry three jobs are lost in other sectors. There are immediate impacts on 
the companies and on their employees . 

. There is also another effect which is more insidious. Some of our mineral resources will be wasted as a 
result of this tax measure. Companies will be forced to mine only the higher grade material. They will 
leave in the ground material that would otherwise be mined because it will no longer be commercially 

as a result of the federal government tax on the diesel fuel those companies consume. Resources 
. could be employing Western Australians and contributing to our export effort will stay in the ground 

and may be wasted for ever because they may never be a commercial prospect again once the high grade 
material has been taken out. Not only will we have high grading of mines, but also there will be some 

closures. A front page article in the Kalgoorlie Miner on Tuesday, 25 June under the heading "Mine 
""J3Ul"''' tipped if fuel scheme axed" states -

At least two Goldfields mining operations will go out of business, with the loss of several hundred 
jobs, if the Federal Government scraps the diesel fuel rebate scheme, according to the W A 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy. 

Operations at Herald Resources' Coolgardie operations and Gold Mines of Kalgoorlie's Jubilee 
Mine, 35 km south of Kalgoorlie-Boulder, could be forced to close. 

is pretty serious. We are very proud of the way in which the mining industry has expanded in this 
in recent years; of the surge in investment that we are experiencing; and of the $14b a year in exports 

industry in Western Australia contributes to the Australian economy. Those things will be put 
by very ill-advised measure from the Federal Government. 

of my colleagues from regional areas will talk about these matters in a minute, and members 
should listen to them. The impact will be greatest in their electorates. Members should not 

me, there will also be an impact on city electorates. Even in my electorate, plenty of companies 
supply the mining industries are located in Belmont and CRA Exploration Pty Ltd has its 

there. Although there will be an impact in city electorates, there will be a greater impact in 
areas. The members for Pilbara and Ashburton will talk in a little while about the impact of this 
on their electorates. I am particularly disappointed about the regional impact of this measure, 
all of us who think about the future of this State must be concerned about the way in which the 

area is increasingly dominating the population distribution of the State, and we need to 
regional development in this State as vigorously as we can. The mining industry is a great 
of regional Western Australia, but its impact on regional Western Australia will be weakened as 

of this ill-advised measure. 

to me that the Federal Government is embarking upon this course of action because it wants to 
extra money from one of Australia's most successful industries, which is concentrated 

''''" ... '. __ 1._ in Western Australia, to overcome what it regards as an $8b deficit However, that so-called 
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deficit is particularly sensitive to growth estimates. If the growth estimates were lowered, the deficit would 
increase because fewer people would pay tax and more people would receive unemployment benefits; if the 
growth estimates were increased, the deficit would be lowered because more people would be employed 
and pay tax and fewer people would receive unemployment benefits. The so-called $8b deficit is based on 
growth assumptions which have already been shown to be shaky as a result of greater than expected growth 
since those assumptions were made. Therefore, the growth estimates may already be better than they were 
when the $8b deficit was calculated. In other words, we may be going through all of this pain for no reason 
other than an illusory deficit figure that has been calculated on the basis of assumptions about growth 
which have turned out to be wrong. A further argument that must be considered is that a measure like this 
will cut growth; so while it may save the Federal Government some money in the short term, by cutting 
growth it will cost it money in the long term. 

It has been said, I think by the Industry Commission, that if we did embark upon a measure such as this, the 
reduction in gross domestic product would be about twice the so-called savings to the Government. It is 
even worse than that, because when a Government embarks upon a measure like this, it also loses some 
revenue: To the extent that there is less employment in the mining industry, fewer people pay tax; and to 
the extent that there are lower profits in the mining industry, there is a reduction in company tax receipts. 
Therefore, a measure like this delivers to the Government on a net basis only half of what it purports to 
save on a gross basis. If we put those two points together, the loss of national production as a result of the 
imposition of this tax on the diesel fuel consumed by the mining industry would be about four times the net 
receipts to the Government. 

It seems crazy that when we have a deficit estimate which is based on lower than expected growth, so
called - the deficit is so-called; the growth assumptions mayor may not be right - we should then take a 
measure to reduce growth even further. That is not the way to go about solving the deficit problem. 

Not only is this measure very poor economics, and one which will have a more significant and severe 
impact on Western Australia than on all the other States, but also it represents a broken promise by the 
Federal Government. Prior to the last federal election, the Federal Government made general promises that 
there would be no tax increases. It also made specific promises to the mining industry. A coalition 
advertisement in the magazine Mining Monthly states -

Will the Coalition retain the diesel fuel rebate scheme? 

Yes. The diesel fuel rebate is an essential element of the international competitiveness of 
Australia's mineral. pastoral and other industries. The Coalition will retain the diesel fuel rebate. 

That advertisement was printed and authorised by Andrew Robb, 100 Exhibition Street, Melbourne, 
Victoria 3000. I think he played a bit of a role in the Liberal Party's election campaign! 

When representatives of the mining industry fronted up to John Howard, Peter Costello, Geoff Prosser and 
Mr Anderson and asked about that promise, the Government refused to say that it would honour its 
promise, yet it was prepared to tell the farming industry that it would honour its promise to farmers. The 
only conclusion that can be drawn is that the Government will abolish or cut this rebate substantially, and 
that will have a particularly significant effect on Western Australia. The mining industry is Western 
Australia's most significant industry. It must be defended. Western Australia must be defended. I have 
been watching this issue for a number of months, and I have been waiting to see some government 
comment in opposition to what the Federal Government is proposing. I have not heard one peep out of this 
Government in defence of Western Australia's mining industry. I have not heard one peep out of this 
Government in defence of this State on this issue. It was only when I gave notice of this motion yesterday 
that the Government was provoked into taking some action. The Minister for Mines talked on ABC Radio 
this morning about his opposition to the abolition of the diesel fuel rebate, and I understand that the 
Premier also spoke to the media today about this matter. However, prior to today I do not think there was 
any public comment from any member of the Government about the diesel fuel rebate. 

Mr Cowan: You are wrong. 

Mr RIPPER: I am prepared to be corrected on that and I will be pleased if there has been some public 
comment from Ministers. It seems to me that if there has been some comment, it has not been very 
prominent. 

The mining industry regards this issue as more significant than Mabo. An article in The West Australian of 
15 June, headed "Tax worse than Mabo: miners", states-

The State's giant mining industry says a proposed $400 million-a-year Federal Government tax 
impost will have a bigger impact on it than the Mabo decision. 

We all know the song and dance that the Premier has made about Mabo and native title issues. On a 
comparative basis, there has been nothing, or virtually nothing, from the Premier about this diesel fuel 
rebate issue - an issue which the mining industry considers to be more significant than Mabo or native title 
with regard to its impact on the viability of its members, on employment, and on mining production. There 
is a measure of hypocrisy in the Government's stance. Had this measure been implemented or 
contemplated by a federal Labor Government, this Premier would have gone feral. He would have run a 
sustained, very emotional and vigorous campaign against the decision. He would have paraded himself as 
a champion of the mining industry, and of States' rights. However, the decision has not been contemplated 
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by a federal Labor Government in over 13 years in office. It has obviously been contemplated and is about 
to be implemented by a fedeml Libeml Government in Canberm. That is the reason the Premier and his 
Ministers are so weak in their defence of Western Austmlia and our mining industry. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Can you remind me of your public statements during the campaign about the removal of 
the rebate on light fuel oil which affected power genemtion? I cannot remember you or the opposition 
spokesman on energy speaking out on that issue. We certainly did on this side of the House. 

Mr RIPPER: Has the Mi~ister for Energy said anything in the public arena about the diesel fuel rebate? 

Mr Cowan: Yes, he has. 

Mr RIPPER: Where? I looked through the clippings. I have not seen any reference to the Minister's 
comments on the diesel fuel rebate. 

Mr Gmham: I will tell you exactly what he said. 

Mr RIPPER: I will be interested in hearing that. There is obviously some room for joint action by the two 
sides of this House. 

Mr House: Are you appealing to our better nature after that tirade? 

Mr RIPPER: I would like to see this Government vigorously and publicly campaign on the diesel fuel 
rebate issue by taking on the Federal Government and standing up for Western Australia. It can start by 
supporting this motion before the House. 

MR GRAHAM (pilbara) [8.01 pm]: This wonderful black file I have is one of two I have maintained 
over the years. It is about idiotic moves out of Canberra that have cost jobs in the Pilbara. 

Mr House: How come it is so thin? 

Mr GRAHAM: It is one of two. One of the frrst articles is headed, "Tax department unveils perks crunch" 
and reads-

The Taxation Department has revealed for the first time how it will apply its new cmckdown on 
fringe benefits such as subsidised housing and meals. 

It is a tax that is quite wrongly laid at the door of the Labor Party. On closer examination the photograph 
shows a young chap with glasses and hair. His name is John Howard, then the Treasurer, who introduced 
the fringe benefits tax into the northern half of Australia. The response to that by Governments was 
interesting. 

Mr Bloffwitch: We know who introduced it 

Mr GRAHAM: It was John Howard on 7 July 1978. 

Mr Minson: Who extended it right across Austmlia? 

Mr GRAHAM: I will deal with that. I know what was the response of unions because I was an active 
trade unionist in those days. The trade union movement in Queensland, where John Howard introduced 
this tax on workers' benefits, immediately walked off the job. The biggest industry in Queensland was 
shut down overnight. The Premier of Queensland in those days was a "socialist" by the name of Joh 
Bjelke-Petersen - I say with my tongue frrmly in my cheek - well known for his active support of the trade 
union movement. What did he say? On 22 June 1978 he described the proposed new tax as "stupid 
Canberra policy". A news article reads -

I am surprised at the fedeml Government's introducing such a measure. Mr Bjelke-Petersen said 
he would ask the fedeml Treasurer, Mr Howard, -

Now the Prime Minister, the mate of the member for Gemldton -

- to reverse the proposed tax ruling. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr GRAHAM: Then Joh Bjelke-Petersen, having flogged the fedeml Liberal Government, went on to 
endorse the strike by the coalminers as appropriate action in response to what he described as a stupid 
Canberra policy. I skip forward now to 1984: We all know what happened in 1984, the year of the tax 
summit. We know the position Australia was in and that the top tax rate was 60 cents in the dollar. That 
was the mate of the member for Geraldton, little Johnny Howard, boy treasurer (failed). 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Geraldton. 

Mr GRAHAM: Do members remember the tax package of six levels where the top marginal rate was 
$35 000 taxed at 6O¢ in the dollar? The 1984 tax changes knocked that over. A White Paper was put 
forward by the Government which introduced a series of taxes and some conce~::;ions. What was in that tax 
package, apart from the changes to personal income tax from the highest rate ever in the country's history 
to a reasonable level? The tax mtes have gone down further since then. Group loss transfers were 
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introduced to aid the mining industry by allowing it excess exploration and development expenditure 
deductions in that year. The fringe benefits tax - John Howard's tax - remained on housing and free and 
subsidised travel. 

The diesel fuel rebate was introduced. Do members opposite remember Paul Keating, the Treasurer, who 
introduced the diesel fuel rebate scheme in 1984? Gold mining continued to enjoy its exemption from the 
gold royalty federally and there was a petroleum exploration rebate. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There was never any gold royalty federally. 

Mr GRAHAM: That is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There was never a royalty issue federally on gold although there was an issue about 
exemption of company tax. 

Mr GRAHAM: That was the package that was put together and personal taxation rates came down from 
60¢ to 50¢. The diesel fuel rebate was frozen - indexation was excluded from world parity, contrary to 
what the member for Geraldton says - and put into the 1986-87 Budget and locked in place as a permanent 
feature of the taxation policy of this nation. This is the central part of our motion. 

It is well worth examining in that package, what the political leaders of the day said. It is a great little 
exercise. I refer to the North West Telegraph of 26 June 1985. Casey Cahill, who I think is now the 
Premier's press secretary, wrote an article. I do not say that to cast an aspersion; he was playing football 
for the Rovers in Port Hcdland then, so he had gone off the rails a bit. The headline is "Perks issue hots 
up". Casey quotes me as the President of the Mining Unions Association giving the Government a serve 
by saying that the strike in Blackwater had set the precedent on fringe benefits tax cuts and we would deal 
with that and work together with MLA, Ernie Bridge, who set up a working party to examine the fringe 
benefits tax. To his eternal credit he was public in his opposition to the fringe benefits tax. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Geraldton. 

Mr GRAHAM: What did the state Labor Premier, Brian Burke, say, the bloke members opposite now 
revile? He said -

I have already expressed the personal view that I would accept a tax on so-called perks. Often 
they are simply a way of avoiding tax ... 

But the special conditions which have applied in the iron ore industry since its inception clearly 
don't come into that category ... We will tell the Federal Treasurer that the industry must be 
treated as a special case and will be putting that point as part of our submission to the tax summit. 

He did that. 

Mr Bloffwitch: It made a lot of difference! 

Mr GRAHAM: It did. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Geraldton. 

Mr GRAHAM: That submission by Brian Burke, Ernie Bridge, the Mining Unions Association and 
workers of the Pilbara in conjunction with the iron ore industry brought about a 50 per cent reduction in the 
application of the fringe benefits tax in the north west. Let us not stop there. Let us go on and keep 
looking at what the people of the day said, because it is a fascinating process involving the state Labor 
Government and the Federal Government. Ernie Bridge gave us a serve. Remember Senator Peter 
Durack? An article reported -

He said the decision would increase costs because of government taxation and charges, causing a 
reduction in Australia's international competitiveness. 

The tax reversed the long-accepted need to compensate miners and their families for their 
isolation and harsh living conditions. 

Remember Mal Bryce, the Deputy Premier? He roundly condemned the fringe benefits tax and called for 
taxation officers to see first hand what was going on. Remember Liberal Senator Noel Crichton-Browne? 
He was another prominent Liberal who could not stay out of the media. An article states -

W A Liberal Senator Noel Crichton-Browne, who toured the mining region this week, said 
mineworkers were apprehensive about the effects of the tax. 

There was considerable doubt over whether mining companies could afford to carry the whole 
burden of the fringe benefits tax. 

Remember Richard Court? He was then just the member for Nedlands and is now the Premier of Western 
Australia. When there were federal and state Labor Governments he could not stay out of the Press. He 
said -

Now they face the prospect of paying tax on the benefits offered - a further form of discrimination 
against small business people in the Pilbara and Kimberley. 
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We could not keep him out of the newspapers. The daddy of them all is the Liberal candidate who ran 
against Pam Buchanan. The article refers to tax on fringe benefits and to John Van Uden. I have not heard 
a word from him since then. I would love to see the then Liberal Party candidate against me joining me in 
a campaign against the federal Liberal Government and this idiotic change to the diesel fuel excise levy. It 
was all right when we were in government, but I bet he does not fire a shot. 

What does it mean? The scheme is worth $400m in Western Australia. I will not go over the points made 
by the member for Belmont, other than to say this: The removal of the rebate adds 90¢ a tonne to the 
production costs of iron orp, which has an average cost of $21.50 a tonne. That is a significant increase in 
cost to the iron ore industry. Who cares if the cost of iron ore goes up? In one of the most competitive 
industries in the world it means a 90¢ a tonne subsidy to our competitors in Brazil. It is a direct subsidy 
from the Australian taxpayers to Brazilian iron ore companies. That change is worth 350 jobs in the iron 
ore industry. That is what it will cost. People can look at me and say, "All right, that is the Pilbara or 
Ashburton. Who cares? It will not affect us down here." Research by the Chamber of Mines and Energy 
and Woodside shows quite clearly that more people in Perth are dependent on the iron ore industry than are 
people in the north. It is a multiple of three, so if we lose 350 jobs out of the Pilbara 1 050 will be lost in 
the metropolitan area. Those are the sums. This idiotic decision means a total loss of 1 400 jobs in this 
State. 

Mr Lewis: Has a decision been made? 

Mr GRAHAM: I will deal with that. The member for Belmont touched on one point I want to pick up on. 
The Chamber of Mines and Energy said the change to the diesel fuel excise levy would have a bigger 
impact on the mining industry than the Mabo decision. I do not want to go on at great length about what 
all that means. We could debate that forever. The facts of life are that we know about the mountains of 
press releases from the Premier about Mabo, the discussion papers he has put out, the glossy pamphlets and 
the $5m High Court case to knock off Mabo. What have we heard from the Premier on the question of the 
diesel fuel excise levy -

Mr Prince: May I ask a question? 

Mr GRAHAM: No, the Minister may not. I am being nasty. Normally I am good, but I am being naughty 
tonight. 

Mr Prince: Were you in the House when the member for Eyre raised this question this afternoon in 
grievances? 

Mr GRAHAM: Yes. So what? 

Mr Prince: Did you listen? 

Mr GRAHAM: Yes. 

Mr Prince: That makes a change. 

Mr GRAHAM: So what? He raised a problem with Mabo. The mining industry is saying that the problem 
of the change in tax is bigger than that. No-one is saying that there are no problems in the industry. 

Mr Lewis: Who is arguing against you? 

Mr GRAHAM: I will say what we have heard. 

Mr Lewis: I repeat, who is arguing against you? 

Mr GRAHAM: We have heard that one Liberal issued a press release the other day on the diesel fuel 
excise levy. It was reported as follows -

Liberal MP Wilson Tuckey called on Prime Minister John Howard yesterday to give an assurance 
to the mining industry that it would not cut the diesel fuel rebate. 

When we put this motion on the Notice Paper I searched through the publications and journals for 
references to the Minister for Resources Development. He also put out a press release, but not on this 
scheme. He accused the Federal Government of imposing an outback tax with this decision to increase the 
levy. He is concerned about his portfolio getting caught by the tax. I also searched Hansard from 1989 
until now. None of the industry friendly luminaries on the other side ever raised this question in 
Parliament. It was never mentioned from 1989 until the member for Belmont raised it in Parliament two 
weeks ago. 

Mr Cowan: Did you? 

Mr GRAHAM: That is the picture. We have an issue in Western Australia that will cause us more 
problems than Mabo. We have the possible loss of 350 jobs in the Pilbara and 1 050 in the metropolitan 
area. We have no statement by anybody in the Liberal Party except for Wilson Tuckey. 

Mr Cowan: That is not true. 

Mr GRAHAM: It is true. If it is not true, why could I not get a public statement from the Government 
Media Office? The library has none and none has appeared in the Press. 

Mr Cowan: They have, you know. 
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Mr GRAHAM: They have not. 

Mr Cowan: They have. 

Mr GRAHAM: A literary search does not show them. 

Mr Cowan: They have appeared. 

Mr GRAHAM: No-one has raised this in Parliament in the seven years I have been here. 

Mr Cowan: No-one had to. 

Mr GRAHAM: If the Deputy Premier raised it in Parliament, why did it not make it into H ansarcl? 

Mr Cowan: I said nobody had to. 

Mr GRAHAM: Members opposite ask where the change is coming from. I will tell them. Yesterday's 
The Australian Financial Review says it all. An article by John Hurst states -

In a memo sent on Monday to its 130 corporate members, the chamber-

That is, the Chamber of Mines and Energy of Western Australia -

- said the promise was made in a letter to the Minerals Council of Australia on February 20 by the 
then Shadow Minister for Resources, Mr Peter McGauran, on behalf of Mr Howard. 

Attached to the memo was the McGauran leller which said in part: "A Coalition Government will 
not increase existing taxes nor impose new taxes. There will be no additional taxes on inputs. 

"However, given the difficult budgetary conditions which a Coalition Government will inherit, we 
are not in a position to promise up front increases in rebates for the excise on diesel fuel. 

"As you will be aware from our stance on legislation affecting the diesel fuel rebate last year, we 
are concerned to ensure that rebate arrangements for the minerals industry are not further eroded." 

The memo also revealed that junior ministers in the Howard Government and backbenchers had 
conceded to the chamber that they would have little or no opportunity to influence the Federal 
Cabinet on the rebate scheme issue. 

According to the Chamber of Mines and Energy, our federal representatives are not up to the job, and from 
the lack of public utterances by the Premier, clearly the Western Australian State Government is not up to 
the job either - and it should be. 

MR GRILL (Eyre) [8.21 pm]: The removal of this rebate will be a devastating blow to Western 
Australia. If any State in the Commonwealth will be affected, it will be Western Australia because of its 
reliance on the mining industry. In those circumstances I thought that this State Government would be at 
the forefront of opposition to the imposition of this tax. Unfortunately, the public's impression is that this 
Government has wimped out; that no real opposition has come from this State, or the opposition that has 
come from the State has not been effective. If lobbying has gone on behind the scenes, Ministers will be 
given the opportunity tonight to tell the public and this House what sort of lobbying has occurred and how 
effective it has been - and, I hope, to table the documents that support that lobbying effort. We will see 
whether that comes about this evening. Frankly, I doubt whether It will because on this issue this State 
Government and federal Liberal Party and National Party representatives from this State have either lain 
down or do not have any clout in the Eastern States. 

There is little doubt that this tax will cripple the mining industry. My colleagues have already outlined 
what the ramifications will be. However, it will have ongoing effects in Western Australia. It will affect 
not only the mining industry and those directly and indirectly employed by it, but every individual and 
every industry in the State because it will affect power prices. At least half of the power generated in this 
State is still generated by coal. A great deal of energy is used in the mining of that resource. As the 
Minister for Resources Development will know, the energy used is diesel fuel, the cost of which is about 5 
per cent of the overall costs of mining coal. As the diesel rebate for the mining industry now runs at 
30.637¢ a litre, we can see almost a doubling of the cost of fuel in the mining of coal. In other words, the 
overall cost of fuel in that industry will go from 5 per cent to 10 per cent. As sure as we stand here and 
debate this matter tonight, that cost will be handed on to residents of this State through the electricity 
power generation industry, and in tum it will be handed on to every industry in the State. 

Taxes of this nature are bad taxes because they are a tax on inputs. Our Liberal Party and National Party 
colleagues in the past have trumpeted the cause against such taxes. I have applauded them for it. 
However, in this case they are not taking the matter to Canberra with any seriousness or definiteness. They 
appear to be completely ineffectual in presenting the argument in Canberra against the imposition of this 
tax. It surprises me that this is the case. Why do the Liberal and National Parties appear to have been so 
ineffectual in this case? What has changed? I believe the factor that has changed is that one infamous 
Noel Crichton-Browne is no longer on the scene. For all his perceived sins of political incorrectness, being 
a numbers thug in the Liberal Party, and making comments to female journalists, at least he was able to 
gather together the Liberal and National Party representatives from Western Australia at a federal level and 
give them some cohesiveness. It appears that there is no cohesiveness among that group of 
parliamentarians coming from Western Australia. If there is, their voice is being dismissed at a federal 
level. 
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It is interesting to consider this debate. It is not as though it is a new debate; it has been going on for at 
least a decade that I am aware of. It is not as though previous Governments have not considered this tax 
imposition; they have. In fact, it is wheeled out by the gnomes of the Treasury and the Department of 
Finance bureaucrats year after year, just as a gold royalty in this State is wheeled out by Treasury year after 
year. Of course, only the gullible among us and the new and gullible in the Eastern States - they have an 
excuse; they are a little new - would entertain a gold royalty. That was more than apparent in the Eastern 
States with the Treasurer's foray into the vexed area of the removal of States' exemptions for sales tax. 
That was another old chestnut, wheeled out by Treasury and finance officials and swallowed by the 
Treasurer at a federal level - and almost put into practice. The temptation to put in place a further tax on 
the mining industry by the reimposition of this fuel excise is just another of those old chestnuts, wheeled 
out year after year. Unfortunately on this occasion it appears as though the Government is being tempted. 
I have spoken to Hon Kim Beazley on various occasions, and on one occasion in particular when the then 
Labor Government was tempted to swallow the bait Ultimately federal parliamentarians of the stature of 
Kim Beazley have backed off and realised that this tax could not be introduced properly. Throughout the 
13 years of the Labor Federal Government no serious move was made to impose such a tax. 

Mr Cowan: Do you know what the rebate was worth when it started? 

Mr GRILL: We can all play that game. Fraser had a fairly good crack at knocking it up, as the Deputy 
Premier will know. 

Mr Cowan: Just answer the question. What do you think the diesel rebate was worth 13 years ago? 
Mr GRILL: It was 7.25¢. 

Mr Cowan: It was a litLle less than that. 

Mr GRILL: I do not want to argue about a cent here or there. 

Mr Cowan: It is now worth more than 30¢. Do you know why? Tell the House why. 
Mr GRILL: Because it is a general taxing mechanism and both parties at a federal level have accepted that. 
It should not be a general taxing mechanism, but the Deputy Premier's voice has not been heard very 
loudly speaking against that. He should not be sanctimonious. He has the clout because his party won all 
the seats outside New South Wales and Victoria at a federal level. He should be able to bring pressure on 
the Federal Government, and he is squibbing out on this occasion. If that is not the case, he can tell 
members what he has done and produce the documentation. 

Mr Cowan: I will tell the member what happened. In the time that the federal Labor Government was in 
power his party presided over more than a fourfold increase in the rate of that excise. 

Mr GRILL: Just as Fraser did. 

Mr Cowan: No, you are wrong. 

Mr GRILL: He did that in the years before. 

Mr Cowan: He added 2¢ for the commonwealth road funding mechanism and that was the only increase. 
The previous Labor Government indexed the excise on fuel and that is why the cost has increased. Do not 
talk about the Fraser Government but think about what your party did when it was in power. 

Mr GRILL: The Deputy Premier has forgotten history in that respect. 

Mr Cowan: No, I have not. 

Mr GRILL: He has forgollen the way in which the Fraser Government had a huge windfall in that levy at 
the beginning of its period in government. We will argue about history later on. We should not fall for the 
rhetorical sleight of hand foisted on us by Federal Governments. We should not be talking about a rebate; 
it is not a rebate. To refer to this tax as a rebate is a rhetorical sleight of hand. It is an excise tax to be 
applied for the first time, we understand, to the mining industry and possibly the rural industries, in clear 
contravention of a federal promise. It is not the removal of a rebate, and if we accept that rhetorical sleight 
of hand, we shall lose the debate before we start. 

Mr Cowan: You lost the day the Labor Government indexed fuel excise. 

Mr Graham: I said in my speech, to which the Deputy Premier obviously did not listen, that in the 1983-84 
tax summit White Paper the point you raised is exactly the point dealt with; that is, the diesel fuel excise 
was taken out of the endless slide -

The SPEAKER: Order! Although the point is very interesting, it is one thing for a member to interject on 
the person with the call, but when a person interjects on the interjector it is a problem! 

Mr GRILL: I did give the member for Pilbara permission. I remind the Deputy Premier that this is not a 
tax on the mining industry alone, but is a tax on the whole of Western Australia. Secondly, if the Deputy 
Premier has any concern about downstream processing - I have brought him gently to that position over the 
years and he has finally accepted it - and if he appreciates the fact that the imposition of this tax will have a 
flow-on effect on downstream processing, he should do something about it. I look forward to seeing the 
documentation that proves the Deputy Premier has put a case to Canberra with some force to prevent this 
action taking place. 
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MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for Mines) [8.34 pm]: This is an important motion with three main 

elements. The first is the diesel fuel rebate; the second is whether the Premier is supporting the mining 

industry; and the third is whether a campaign should be public and what is the most appropriate way in 

which to run a campaign. We should stop and think a little about the history of this matter. A long time 

ago levies were placed on fuel for the very good reason that it was necessary to construct and maintain 

roads throughout Australia. The people did not argue much about that levy and certainly they accepted the 

logic behind it. It has been conceded tonight that the excise on fuel has become simply a revenue raising 

exercise to the point at which - I am sure members will recall that the Minister for Transport has said this 

on many occasions - only 15 per cent of the amount collected is returned to the road system. The rest goes 

to the consolidated fund in Canberra. 

Some years ago, according to the federal Labor Government of the day, too much was leaking from the 

diesel licence scheme and the Government was losing revenue. Therefore, it decided to collect the revenue 

and people had to claim it back, hence the diesel fuel rebate scheme. I did not agree with that at the time 

because I felt the diesel licence scheme was satisfactory. However, it was chosen as the method for 

returning the tax collected in that way. I have no doubt at all that any attempt to remove the fuel levy 

rebate to the mining industry, the fishing industry or the agricultural sector would be an absolute disaster. 

However, we are now talking about the mining industry, which is thought to be under threat. No indication 

has been given that this proposal will go ahead. It is not a fait accompli but it is being widely talked about 

The finance committee went to the previous Government with this scheme and it did not rule it out. 

Mr Marlborough: That is the oldest trick in the book. Treasury has been running it for years. 

Mr MINSON: I will tell the member about the changeover in government. The big shame is that the same 

bureaucrats are in office. I am concerned that the new people in Canberra are listening too much to the old 

bureaucrats. The member need have no fear; I support this part of the motion. I can assure members that 

this proposal was wheeled into the previous Government and, had the Labor Party won the election, this 

same debate would be taking place now. 

If this proposal goes ahead, several things will happen. First, mines will close in this State. There is no 

question about that. It has been put to me that once a big operation such as a mine is put together, no-one 

would close it down but would take the good times with the bad times. That is demonstrably not true. If 

memory serves me correctly, the Big Bell mine has been opened three times and the Rothsay mine has 

opened and closed three times. The decisions are made in board rooms far removed from Perth - possibly 

out of this country - and if the finances are on the wrong side of the ledger after a certain period, the mine 

will be closed. They might sell the tenement or reopen the mine if there is a change in the gold price or a 

political decision. The second thing that will happen is that mines which could be open will not be opened. 

If the diesel fuel rebate is abolished I understand there would need to be a 9 or 10 per cent increase in the 

yield of gold bearing ore, over and above- the yield at current price, to break even. A lot of tenements in 

Western Australia fit into that category. The third thing that will happen, and it is probably more 

dangerous and catastrophic than the others, is that good goldmining tenements will be stripped of their high 

value ore. The companies can easily locate where the high yielding ore is and they will strip it out. This 

will have two effects: First, a mine which would have lasted for 15 years would last for only five years; 

and, secondly, the mine, having had the high grade ore stripped out of it, would never reopen. In other 

words, the employment which should be available for 15 years will be available for only five years. It will 

mean five years of increased profit and that will be the end of the story. 

The Government does not have any argument about the importance of this motion. 

Mr Ripper: Will you vote for it? 

Mr MINSON: I will come to that shortly. The current value of the rebate is approximately 30¢ a litre. I 

am prepared to provide members with a copy of the briefing note I took to Cabinet to make my colleagues 

aware of the importance of this issue. I requested them to raise this issue when they are dealing with their 

federal colleagues. 

Mr Ripper: Will you table the briefing note? 

Mr MINSON: I am happy for members to look at it. It is not a formal submission; it is simply something I 

passed around Cabinet as part of the informal agenda. I could quote from it, but I will table it at the end of 

my speech. 

The value of the rebate across all industries in the 1994-95 financial year was $1 256m. The value of the 

rebate applicable to the mining industry was 56 per cent of that amount, or $703m. Western Australia's 

share of that amount was $387m. The estimated figure for Western Australia's share this financial year is 

$409m and in 1996-97 it is estimated at $537m. It is obviously a significant tax for Western Australia. 

I have spoken about the direct effects of the abolition of the diesel fuel rebate, and there are also some 

flow-on effects which were outlined by the member for Pilbara. Employment would be directly affected 

because of the multiplier effect. The effects would be felt in the regions and they would definitely be felt 

in the metropolitan area. Members should make no mistake, if mining companies do not employ as many 

people there will not be as many houses built or cars sold as previously. There are other effects which I 

have drawn to the attention of the Federal Government. Obviously, there would be increased 

unemployment. Only yesterday I received a letter from a contracting company which said that the 

company's operations were to a large extent in the low grade mines and it would be forced by the abolition 
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of this rebate to cut its work force from about 700 to 300. Unemployment would increase across Western 
Australia as well as Australia. 

Mr Riebeling: Have you written to the Treasurer telling him about that? 

Mr MINSON: Yes, and I will table the generic letter I sent to all the Western Australian members of the 
Federal Parliament including my counterpart, Senator Parer, and all the Cabinet members. I wiII refer to 
other correspondence which I do not have and which I am not at liberty to table. Members opposite can 
talk to the Premier about it if they wish. 

Apart from the increase in1unemployment there would be an increase in the demand on social services. In 
addition, there would be a decrease in the royalties to this State; therefore, the Federal Government would 
need to increase the general purpose grants. The Federal Government cut this State's general purpose 
grants because of the royalties it receives. The same thing happened when the previous Government was in 
power. The State would need to get more of its tax dollar back from the Federal Government. Another 
effect of the abolition of the diesel fuel rebate would be a decrease in export income. The effects of this 
measure would be strongly felt in the boardrooms of Sydney and Melbourne. 

I will inform the House about what has happened over the past few weeks. The Premier and the Ministers 
involved in the resources sector, including the Ministers for Mines, Environment and Resources 
Development, meet with the Chamber of Mines and Energy of Western Australia either on a quarterly basis 
or every four months. This issue occupied a considerable amount of the time of the last meeting which was 
held in the middle of May. Another issue discussed at that meeting was the Native Title Act and what 
could be done to make it work. At that meeting I undertook, as did the mining companies and their peak 
body representatives, to begin a process of lobbying the Prime Minister, the federal Ministers and the 
Western Australian federal members of Parliament. That has been done, and I will provide members with 
a copy of the relevant letter when I have finished referring to it in this debate. 

I will refer to the strategy which has been adopted in this instance. I know in opposition that public attack 
is often the only way members can lobby. I have been guilty of writing to a federal or state Minister and 
putting out a press release on the same day outlining what I had done, even though I knew very well that I 
probably would not succeed. I found myself a victim of both Ros Kelly and Robert Tickner. They had 
written to me as the state Minister, but because they wanted to play the game of politics they released the 
letters to the Press at the same time as they dropped the letter in the post to me. I received calls from the 
media questioning me about those letters and my reply was that when I received the letter I would be 
delighted to respond. I do not blame the Opposition for telling this House that the only way to lobby is to 
go public. Occasionally, it is the right thing to do. 

If some of the Ministers in the previous Government were to cast their minds back they would know that if 
the Government in Canberra is of the same political persuasion as the State Government and they have the 
contacts, the first place to start is not to issue press releases or write letters and leak them to the Press, but 
to start at the bottom; in other words, to start where it has the most effect and then give that person time to 
consider the ramifications. 

Mr Ripper: This issue has been running for a couple of months now. How are you going? 

Mr MINSON: I know that it has, and there has been a lot of activity behind the scenes. 

Mr D.L. Smith: Have you made your federal colleagues in Western Australia aware of your view? 

Mr MINSON: Yes, I have. 

Mr D.L. Smith: Geoff Prosser has had nothing to say about Western Australian interests. 

Mr MINSON: I have written to Geoff Prosser. 

Mr D.L. Smith: What did he say? 

Mr MINSON: It is a good letter, and I will table it for members. I have spoken to several federal members 
of Parliament. I cannot remember which members, but I have bailed them up at various conferences and 
talked to them. I have communicated with all of them. Unfortunately, although our local members of 
Parliament support us, we have had a dismal response from Canberra. I am upset about that. 

Mr D.L. Smith: Did you take it up with the federal Minister? 

Mr MINSON: Yes. A promise was given by the coalition parties during the lead-up to the 1996 election. 
On 20 May, a few days after a meeting with the Chamber of Mines at which I gave an undertaking to 
commence this process in a formal way, I sent a letter which states -

During the 1996 Federal election campaign the Coalition stated that -

" ... The diesel fuel rebate is an essential element of the international competitiveness of 
Australia's mineral, pastoral and other industries. The Coalition will retain the diesel 
fuel rebate. 

Further, the legal status of some aspects of the scheme is currently uncertain. The 
Coalition will act to ensure clarity and consistency in the operation of the scheme." 

I am disappointed that the Federal Government, which has it within its power, has not stuck to its 
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commitment and said it will not remove the diesel rebate. That is a disappointment to me as a Western 
Australian. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I will quote for the member for Mitchell in words of one syllable so he can understand: 
"There will be no capital gains tax." Does the member remember that? Both sides play that game, so let us 
not bother about that. 

I have cited a number of statistics and for the benefit of members I will table the letter that I sent to various 
ministerial colleagues and to other Western Australian members of the Federal Parliament. I will also table 
for their information the bulletin that I took to Cabinet. In particular I draw members' attention to the date 
on the letter; it is a few days after our meeting with the Chamber of Mines. 

[See paper No 331.] 

Mr MINSON: Since that time I know that the Premier has been active in writing letters. I have not asked 
him for those letters that he has written to the Prime Minister. However, I know that he has had that 
communication. Also, between the Chamber of Mines meeting and now, a Council of Australian 
Governments meeting was held at which I believe there was some discussion on this matter. However, as 
members will understand, the discussion was mainly taken up with other issues. The matter has been taken 
up mainly by me, although I know that other Ministers have also done so. It is not true that other Ministers 
have not spoken publicly. I did not put out a media statement until yesterday. However, I have publicly 
stated that it is one of the great concerns facing Western Australia, and the Federal Government must not 
do it. The Minister for Transport and the Minister for Resources Development have issued statements. If I 
am not mistaken, I believe the Deputy Premier has also made a statement;.however, he will speak shortly. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I agree with the member for Mitchell that it is time to go public. However, if the member 
for Mitchell casts his mind back to when he was in government and there was a Labor Government in 
Canberra, he would not have started by putting out press releases and making the letters public. 

Mr Ripper: You might do that after a couple of months if you were not making progress. 

Mr MINSON: That is what we are doing. A lot of activity is occurring behind the scenes. Unfortunately, 
we have not been able to obtain a categoric assurance from the Federal Government that it will not remove 
the fuel excise rebate. It is saying, "Wait until the Budget." I do not blame the Federal Government for 
keeping its powder dry, or for not saying any more until it has worked the process through. 

Mr Marlborough: You do not blame them for playing political games. 

Mr MINSON: I blame the previous Federal Government that left the coalition with a great hole in the 
Budget There is no question about that, and it must be filled. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

Mr MINSON: The member for Peel can look in the mirror all day long and tell himself that, but he knows 
what I am saying is true. 

It galls me that a categoric assurance was given prior to the election on this issue that is so important to 
Western Australia. The Premier, other Ministers and I, as Minister for Mines, have all raised this subject 
and we have not been able to get that assurance repeated. 

Mr D.L. Smith: The industry cannot afford two months of uncertainty up to the Budget. 

Mr MINSON: I agree with the member for Mitchell. 

Another great concern is that if this tax becomes a reality, certain things will happen to which I have 
already alluded. There will be a decrease in income to the Federal Government in the end, and an increase 
in social security payouts and those sorts of things. Using the same logic, it is likely that the next industry 
in line will be the fishing industry - the crayfishing division of which is pretty healthy. That would be a 
disaster for that industry. My own industry, agriculture, would reel under such an impost. 

I do not have any problem with the concept of trying to get the Federal Government to face up to its 
responsibility. However, I reject the notion first of all that the Government has done nothing; and, 
secondly, that the best way to conduct these campaigns is publicly, from the beginning. However, as time 
goes by, unless one gets the assurance one needs, it is appropriate to go public. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr MINSON: I move -

To delete all words after "and" in line 2 with a view to substituting the following -

supports the Western Australian Government and the mining industry campaign against 
the removal of the diesel fuel rebate from the mining or any other industry sector in 
Western Australia. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) [9.00 pm]: I second the 
amendment. I will not restate the points made by the Minister for Mines or other members. Most members 
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have provided an accurate assessment of the impact of the abolition of the diesel fuel rebate on an industry
wide and company basis. I remind members of the fact that it was in the 1995 federal Budget that the then 
Commonwealth Labor Government under Paul Keating brought about amendments to the scheme that 
restricted the ability of the mining industry. The issue has its origins in the 1995 federal Budget. The issue 
began when the concerns of the mining industry were raised during the term of the previous Labor 
Government. It is true that the issue has continued post-election but it is not one that began over the past 
few weeks. It goes back to August 1995. 

Mr Marlborough interjectep. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: It came to pass with the increase in the excise on light fuel oil. The previous Labor 
Government put that in place. It was not speculation about whether it would or would not change. That 
has applied since the beginning of this year. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members say that it has no impact on mining! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! The member for Peel knows that it is disorderly to interject, 
especially when he is out of his seat. The member for Eyre knows the same. If members want to interject 
o~e at a time, they should return to their seats, otherwise I will take action. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: There is a vast difference between what may happen and what actually happens. This 
issue was raised in the last Budget of the Keating Government - . 

Mr Marlborough: That is nonsense! 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: That action brought in this excise. This is not hearsay or speculation. The previous 
Labor Government brought it in during its last months in office. It increased this excise -

Several members interjected. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: Members opposite do not like to hear the truth. The previous federal Labor 
Government increased the excise on light fucl oil from -

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The volume and number of interjections from the member for Peel are 
completely unacceptable. If he continues, I will formally call him to order and further action will be taken. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The issue began in the August 1995 federal Budget. The uncertainty about the fuel 
rebate for diesel fuel unfortunately has continued. The decision was made by the previous federal Labor 
Government which came into effect at the beginning of this year to increase excise on light fuel oil from 
6.75¢ a litre to 33.5¢ a litre. That was a 400 per cent increase! This is not hearsay or speculation. For 
country people in Western Australia it raised the cost of power generation by Western Power alone by 8¢ 
per kilowatt hour produced. Bearing in mind that Western Power sells power in remote towns at 12¢ a 
unit, the tax change by the Keating Government in its last couple of months in office increased the cost of 
production of the power by 8¢ a unit. That increased by $18m Western Power's existing loss of $19m on 
providing power in remote areas. Members opposite say that that does not impact on the mining industry, 
but people in mining towns in remote areas depend on Western Power. That power is not provided to assist 
companies or multinational groups; the power is a community service to people in remote Western 
Australia. The only change that has occurred has been the increased cost of power generation in remote 
areas by 8¢ a unit, which has added $18m to the current losses faced by Western Power. The rest is 
speculation. The only increase has been brought about by Keating and the Labor Party. No other change 
has occurred. Sure, speculation has gone on but there has been no other change. 

Mr Riebeling: We have not seen the federal Budget yet! 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: No, and we are still trying to get over the hang up created in the August 1995 Budget 
when the uncertainty started. The issue was pursued by the Western Australian Government and the 
mining industry prior to the federal election. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: When did members opposite campaign on the issue? Where did they stand on the 
excise on light fuel oil? They were not to be seen! The increased excise had a dramatic impact on the 
member for Roe's electorate. 

Mr Marlborough: You were the Government; where were you? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We ran articles in The Australian under my name which referred to the outback tax. 
We were the only ones speaking about it, and the member for Eyre knows it. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Western Australia and Queensland raised the issue nationally during the federal 
campaign. We heard nothing from members opposite because it was Keating who had increased the tax. 
Where were members opposite? They were nowhere to be seen. Talk about Johnny-come-Iatelys! 
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I regret that the coalition Government has not yet put the matter to rest. However, this Government has not 

been idle. The Minister for Mines has outlined what has happened over the past couple of months. I met 

in Perth with Senator Warwick Parer, the federal Minister for Resources and Energy, about two months 

ago - probably in April. During those discussions I raised the issue with him. He has a background in the 

mining industry, including the iron ore industry in Western Australia. If anyone in the Federal Government 

understands the impact of this issue on the mining industry it is he. I take great encouragement from my 

discussions with him. I do not believe this change will be made. 

This Government has been pursuing the matter. Coalition federal members also have been pursuing it. 

That is the truth. The member for Peel may grunt and groan. He is pathetic. We did not hear blip from 

him when the one real change occurred. We heard nothing from him when Keating increased the excise on 

light fuel oil and it cost remote Western Australia $18m a year. The member carries on now about 

something that has not changed. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: The member for Kalgoorlie should tell me about it. I did not hear her during the 

federal campaign. I did not hear her during her by-election campaign speaking about outback tax and the 

impact of the light fuel excise on the goldfields. The issue was raised in the Kalgoorlie newspapers at the 

time. A front page article appeared in the lead up to the member's by-election, but I did not hear a word 

from her criticising it The Kalgoorlie Miner ran a front page article about the outback tax. Now the 

member for Kalgoorlie is a champion of the mining industry, even though she was not to be seen when it 

counted or when Keating was taking action. 

Members opposite are hopeless, because when the one change was made they said nothing about it. The 

only people who said anything about the change were coalition members. We made it a national story in 

The Australian and on television throughout many parts of Australia, particularly rural areas. We pursued 

the issue. At the moment there has been no change to the diesel fuel rebate, and I do not believe there will 

be any change. We have made representations to federal Ministers and to the Prime Minister. Members 

opposite should stop boxing at shadows, stand up when changes are made and have the guts to speak out. 

They have failed on the fuel excise levy; they should not fail on this issue. This Government is pursuing 

the matter and we will succeed. The fuel rebate will not be changed. 

MR RIEBELING (Ashburton) [9.08 pm]: That was an amazing speech by the Leader of the House! If 

both Ministers succeed in ensuring this does not happen, I will congratulate them. If they do not succeed it 

will be on their heads because they have done nothing for the past two months in the public arena. We 

have not heard one ministerial statement even suggesting that anything is being done. These Ministers are 

sitting on their hands. The mining industry thinks that they are sitting on their hands. Hamersley Iron, the 

bi~gest employer in my electorate, is asking every employee in its work force to write a letter to the Prime 

Mmister, because these people do not know that the Government is doing anything about the situation. 

Hamersley Iron - one of the biggest employers in this State - thinks these Ministers are sitting on their 

hands, because if Ministers have been talking to anyone, it has been kept a great secret. 

The Minister for Mines talks about all these generic letters that he is sending out. What is the cost of that? 

We are talking about 45¢ for each letter. We are also talking about a $400m impact on the mining industry 

alone. The Minister should be telling the Federal Government what is going on and ensuring that this does 

not happen instead of coming into this place and saying, "What about the $18m tax that was imposed 12 

months ago?" We are talking about a $400m impost that will wipe out an industry and this Government 

has sat by idly and said nothing about it. 

The Minister for Mines said that the fishing industry had been exempted. I do not believe that it has been; 

in fact, I believe that the fishing industry is about to cop it in the same way as the mining industry. The 

member for Geraldton has been very smug and commented quite cheekily in the comer about this tax; he 

said quite proudly that all industry should pay the same taxes. I would like to see what would happen to 

the crayfishing industry if the diesel fuel rebate were abolished. We have quite a sizeable fishing industry 

in the Pilbara, and it would be destroyed by the abolition of the rebate. 

Mr Minson interjected. 

Mr RIEBELING: Absolutely. If the diesel fuel rebate is abolished - and I hope it is not - it will increase 

costs in the iron ore industry by about 10 per cent. In the Pilbara that would represent about 350 jobs down 

the gurgler. This Government was supported by the mining industry during the last election and when in 

opposition members opposite cried about the fringe benefits tax that reduced the feasibility of keeping 

employees in the Pilbara. This Government was going to fix that, along with the Mabo legislation. 

However, it forgot to mention that it would impose a $400m tax on the industry and destroy the goose that 

lays the golden eggs. 

All Governments are interested in is taking more and more out of the Pilbara; they do not care whether it is 

viable. I suggest to the conservatives in this Parliament that this is the sort of tax that will finish off the 

industry. This is a highly competitive industry. Companies such as Hamersley Iron, Robe River and BHP 

have been very successful in competing on world markets without this tax. If it is imposed, it would 

reduce their capacity to be world competitive and the entire State would suffer, especially electorates like 

mine, because more and more people would leave the area. 

If the rebate is not abolished I will publicly congratulate the Government. However, if it is abolished, I 
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will criticise the Government and I expect members opposite, who have been talking about what a great job 
they have been doing, to apologise to the State because they have not done half as much as they should 
have. The citizens of this State will know that in another month. 

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [9.12 pm]: I have listened with a great deal of interest to the 
comments of members opposite, particularly those who represent areas where mining is the predominant 
industry. It has always been of great interest to me to see these members suddenly galvanised into action 
every time they get a small opportunity, knowing full well that they do not represent the mining sector in 
any way, shape or form 'Yhen it comes to taxes being imposed upon mining companies. There is no 
question that they did little other than bleat on the odd occasion when the fringe benefits tax was imposed. 
I am sure that members opposite will want to defend themselves by saying that they made a submission. 
However, to what extent was that submission successful? It had no effect whatsoever; the FBT still 
applies; it is still an impost on the mining industry, particularly in those sectors that are required to provide 
for the basic needs of the people who work in the industry. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr COWAN: Why do we have fly-in, fly-out? It is a result of the application of the fringe benefits tax. If 
members opposite want to complain about people using the option to fly-in, fly-out, why do they not 
acknowledge that it was the Labor Government that took action that ensured that the practice became 
prevalent and more and more favoured by mining companies? We must work very hard to overturn it. 

Mr Ripper: Do you think that the coalition Government will abolish it? 
Mr COW AN: I like to think that we can get even greater concessions than the minimal concessions 
applied 12 months ago. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mr COW AN: We are doing preuy well. If members had listened to "PM" tonight they would have heard 
that we are making a little progress. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mr COWAN: I certainly hope so. If we do not, we will be one of the few developed countries that does 
not have a DIFF program. That would send a signal to many countries, particularly in the Asian region, 
that would not benefit Australia's standing. 

I do not want to delay the House for any length of time. However, as the Minister for Resources 
Development has said, it is important that we recognise that we are debating something that is purely 
speculation. That speculation was heightened when the Prime Minister came to Western Australia and 
fuelled what had already been started by his comments to the National Farmers Federation. I cannot 
remember who quoted his speech - it may have been the member for Pilbara. However, at that meeting he 
certainly indicated that he was prepared to support the retention of the rebate on distillate for the farming 
community. When he came to Western Australia and was asked by the media whether there was any 
capacity for that to be extended to the mining industry, he ducked the question. He said that he had already 
stated that the farming community would continue to receive the rebate, and he avoided answering for and 
on behalf of the mining industry. 

Mr Ripper: Everyone has avoided answering for the mining industry. 

Mr COW AN: That is the point I make. I get tired of federal Ministers telling me that they cannot rule 
anything in or out until the Budget is brought down. Most of them have used that line and it irritates me. 
As the member for Cockburn said, I have some areas in which I am very interested in what the Federal 
Government does. This is one such area, along with the export development grant issue, whether the 
Government is prepared to allocate the extra 20 per cent that it has claimed it will give to the 
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation for capital and infrastructure as opposed to 
research, and whether there will be a contribution to the development of the industrial precinct at Jervoise 
Bay. That would be of great interest to the member for Cockburn. Members on this side of the House are 
very interested in all those issues and we are seeking answers. I get very irritated, as I am sure did some 
members on the other side of the House when they wrote to their federal colleagues and got the same 
answer. When one is in government, one has a number of channels to use without going to the media. I 
know that many people believe that not only does the job need to be done, but also it must be seen to be 
done, and many people like using the media to achieve that - some more than others. However, since 
Howard raised the ante in respect of the speculation about whether the distillate rebate would be removed 
from the mining industry after his visit to Western Australia, we have had a Council of Australian 
Governments meeting at which I am sure the Premier raised this issue and made quite clear Western 
Australia's position in respect of the rebate. 

Mr Marlborough: Why is the Federal Government allowing the rumour to persist? 

Mr COWAN: If I knew the answer to that question, I would ensure that every member of this House and 
the media knew it - I would tell everybody! 

Mr Marlborough: Do you agree that it is persisting, and that the feds are still driving it despite all the input 
you have made? 
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Mr COWAN: Yes. Does the member think we would move an amendment to this motion outlining that 
the House should support the Government's and the mining industry's campaign to retain the rebate if the 
rumour were not persisting? Of course we believe it has some substance, and we want to scotch it. The 
Government is working hard to achieve that. However, avenues are available to make a complaint other 
than through the media. The Opposition must accept that the Government is taking more direct avenues 
and is making its views felt. 

Mr Riebeling: It would be nice to let the public know. 

Mr COW AN: The Government has let the public know. An old Chinese proverb states that if one says 
something a thousand times, one will catch two ears once. However, in the case of the member for 
Ashburton, that figure could be doubled and it still may not be caught once. I have spoken in the electronic 
media twice on this issue, but it has not been picked up by the reporting group to which the member for 
Pilbara referred. I have spoken to The Australian on this issue. Like everyone else, I suffer when someone 
like the Prime Minister makes a comment as what I say is put to one side. 

Mr Ripper: You should try being in opposition! 

Mr COWAN: Indeed. I assure members opposite that this issue has been raised in the media and directly 
at the Council of Australian Governments. 

Mr Riebeling: If you fail, will you take the blame? 

Mr COWAN: Regardless of whether we take the blame, we will cop it. Of course we will accept some 
responsibility for not getting the message home. However, people must understand that this is a 
speculative issue; the rebate removal has not yet occurred. As the Minister for Resources Development has 
said, no-one opposite raised a finger or uttered a word when the light fuel excise was applied, and that cost 
the State a substantial amount of money in the areas which speakers in this debate opposite purport to 
represent. Members opposite cannot be two faced about this: They had one opportunity, and they muffed 
it. This opportunity arose, and as speculation increased, the matter was quite rightly raised by the member 
for Belmont. The Government is prepared to support him to an extent, as we want the Opposition to 
support the Government in this amendment. 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [9.24 pm]: The amendment to the motion refers to a campaign by the State 
Government, and I am happy to support a real campaign. By that I mean a direct mailing campaign similar 
to the road program by which everyone in Western Australia received a glossy brochure in the mail in the 
past week. The only evidence to date I have seen of a campaign by the State Government on the diesel fuel 
rebate is two letters tabled by the Minister for Mines. One of these is a generic letter to Ministers 
unidentified; the other appears to be a second page of a letter, the first page of which is addressed to 
persons unknown. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Be fair: You must mention the fact that I raised the issue in person with Senator Warwick 
Parer in Perth. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: The only part of the campaign I have seen is these two letters. I quote for the Minister 
for Resources Development a paragraph in one of the letters -

The value of the rebate to Western Australia's mining industry is estimated to rise from $409m in 
1995/96 to $537m in 1998/99. 

We are talking about a cumulative effect over three years of $1 900m. I remind the House that the biggest 
industry in the south west is mining as that area produces 20 per cent of the mineral wealth of this State. 
On the basis of those calculations, 20 per cent of $537m is in excess of $100m. Therefore, south west 
industry alone will pay $lOOm a year to the Commonwealth if this rebate is removed. 

One such industry is the coal mining industry. The Minister for Resources Development well knows that 
the general manager of a well-known coalmining company in the south west was on radio today stating that 
the only alternative for the coalmining industry in Western Australia if the rebate is removed is an increase 
in the price of coal. Therefore, power costs will increase. The Minister for Resources Development is 
responsible for the production of power in this State. In his speech he referred to the impact of an $18m 
levy in remote areas, but he made no assessment for the benefit of this House or the public of Western 
Australia of the impact of this impost on power costs. 

I now outline the impact of such a rise in power costs. The Minister knows only too well that the major 
power users such as Simcoa Operations Pty Ltd will close, and the production of silicone metal in this State 
will cease. The closure of the Simcoa plant will result in the loss of over 100 jobs in the Bunbury area. 
More importantly, many small businesses in the south west service the mining industry. The federal 
member for Forrest happens to be the federal Minister for Small Business and Consumer Affairs, but I have 
not heard one word from him on any matter in the south west, let alone this issue which will directly 
impact on small business. 

If we are to have a campaign by the State Government, let us direct some of it at this federaL Minister - the 
senior federal Minister in the Liberal Party in this State - who has done absolutely nothing to avoid the 
impost of these taxes or the resulting increase in power costs and the subsequent closure of many small 
businesses. Let us campaign in a real way to hurt the federal Minister and other federal coalition members 
to ensure the state campaign is felt. We will support such a campaign. 
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MS ANWYL (Kalgoorlie) [9.29 pm]: The comments made so far by government members have been 
great! The Minister for Mines claims to be concerned about this rebate removal, referring to its big impact 
on our industry. He said, "Yes, I acknowledge that I have not made media releases on this issue, but I have 
made some public statements. I have not given the detail, but I have written a couple of letters." The 
Minister for Resources Development talked about boxing at shadows. He said, "This has not happened yet 
It may never happen, so what is all the fuss about?" The Minister for Mines did not comment about 
concerns raised by his colleagues, yet he was happy to talk about 1995 and a Budget which was not 
relevant in this context; it did not happen in 1995. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It increased the fuel excise on power generation by $18m. That actually happened. 

Ms ANWYL: The Minister talked about a cost in that context of $18m, and we are discussing a vastly 
different amount here. We are also talking about vastly different politics given that members opposite are 
in government in this State. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is why we have been working on it 

Ms ANWYL: Fine. The Minister has been working on it but he has been doing so silently. The Minister 
is prepared to support an amended motion to support a government and mining industry campaign. The 
Association of Mining and Exploration Companies is not telling me about the work being done by the 
Government Have the Minister for Resources Development and the Minister for Mines been 
communicating with AMEC about the campaign? 

Mr Minson: Absolutely. 

Ms ANWYL: I see. It has neglected to inform me about it. I was talking to members of that organisation 
about it today. The reality of the situation is that, in this evening's debate, the Minister for Mines said this 
was very important and the Minister for Resources Development told us to stop. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is important. 

Ms ANWYL: I agree it is very important. That is why the Opposition raised it. Until the Opposition 
raised this issue, there was no media statement whatsoever from this Government. That is a disgrace. That 
is the core of what this debate is about. The issue is one of world competition and unless we recognise that 
we might as well pack up and go home. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! There is a completely unacceptable level of interjections from 
both sides. Those on my left in particular should be giving the member for Kalgoorlie the opportunity to 
be heard. It is also difficult for the Hansard reporter. 

Ms ANWYL: The issue is one of world competition because the reality of the situation is that diesel costs 
21¢ a litre in Indonesia and 24¢ a litre in Chile. It is estimated that the price will rise from 28¢ cents to 59¢ 
in this country. It is all very well for members opposite to say that the industry will continue to operate in 
that context. However, the reality is that unless we have the continuing confidence of the gold industry to 
ensure growth in the sector, players of all sizes will say -

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I warned the members for Cockburn and Melville a very short time ago 
that their interjections were out of order. If necessary I will call them both formally to order. 

Ms ANWYL: The reality is that the players will do their sums and decide to go elsewhere and spend their 
money. There is evidence of that already happening. In my electorate, players of all sizes are choosing to 
explore and invest offshore. That is already filtering down. Major contractors are also moving their 
operations offshore. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Haven't you noticed the impact of the goldfields gas pipeline on your electorate and on 
the electorate of Eyre? 

Ms ANWYL: It has not arrived yet! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is very nearly there. 

Ms ANWYL: I know. However, it has not arrived yet! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It will be there in August. Even you must have noticed the investment that has taken 
place before the pipeline is completed. 

Ms ANWYL: Investment is taking place -

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is right. So they are not leaving Kalgoorlie, are they? This is the biggest 
development boom in the goldfields for about 50 years. 

Ms ANWYL: I am trying to tell the Minister for Resources Development, if he cares to listen, that the 
players are moving offshore. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They are not; they are moving into the goldfields. Open your eyes in your own electorate. 

Ms ANWYL: I am not suggesting there is no investment in this State. I am telling the Minister that at the 
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same time as investment is occurring, there are also moves by both medium and large companies to 
increase their offshore exploration and that will have an impact. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is all right. 

Ms ANWYL: We want to maximise the exploration dollar in this State. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You really are very silly. We want Australian companies to develop in Australia and 
offshore .. Australian exploration companies going offshore is good for the Australian mining industry. 
Don't be so parochial about mining. We have great expertise. We should take it offshore and develop our 
industry in that way. 

Ms ANWYL: The Minister for Resources Development says it is okay for the trend to continue to operate 
companies entirely offshore! 

Mr C.l. Barnett: You are a lawyer. You must have the intellect to concentrate a bit better. 

Ms ANWYL: The Minister accused the Opposition of shadow boxing. The Government is prepared to 
support an amended motion, but it is not prepared to face up to the reality that it is about time it got out and 
publicly opposed this potential tax. Some of those interests will not come back to invest. It is not good 
enough to say that the exploration that is occurring offshore will benefit this State. lobs will be lost if this 
rebate is lost. We have to maximise investment. It is not good enough to say that the Government is not 
going public because the Opposition is shadow boxing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Why don't you compare investment in the goldfields in the last three years with the 
previous 10 years? 

Ms ANWYL: The Minister should look at what exploration dollars are being spent there, also. 

Mr C.l. Barnett: Next time I come to Kalgoorlie, I will take the member around and show her what is 
happening in her electorate. 

Ms ANWYL: I will take the Minister around and get him to introduce me to some of the so-called major 
players who want the gold royalty! I am yet to discover them! Every time the Minister says that a number 
of major players want a gold royalty, I am bemused. None of them has come forward yet. Next time the 
Minister is in Kalgoorlie, I invite him to take me to meet these players. 

MR AINSWORTH (Roe) [9.37 pm]: I, like many members in this place, am opposed to the cessation of 
the diesel fuel rebate to either the mining industry or the agricultural industry. I am sure we all join 
together in opposing the proposal to scrap that rebate. The Minister for Resources Development referred to 
the excise on light fuel oil being introduced by the previous Labor Administration in Canberra and the fact 
that there was little complaint, if any, from members opposite. It is wrong to say that that did not impact 
on the mining industry. It might have impacted only to the tune of $18m on Western Power. However, 
there was also an effect on some of the smaller mining operations which send their products out through 
Esperance, which is one of the places that was severely impacted upon by the increase in the light fuel 
excise. The cost of power will increase to major power users in the Esperance area, such as the Esperance 
Port Authority. The cost of power for that port authority will be about 360 per cent of the cost of power to 
the Geraldton Port Authority for the same units of power used at the same time of the day. Therefore, the 
cost of freight and the handling charges that the port undertakes, for both the export of iron ore from the 
Koolyanobbing mine and the importation of products going to the mining industry in the goldfields, must 
increase because of the cost of power used in undertaking those tasks. Because some of these products go 
by rail, and Westrail's costs have increased due to the light fuel oil excise, the freight cost of shifting those 
mineral products and also the products going to the mining industry, such as the proposed importation of 
sulphur for the goldfields, will increase because of the previous Federal Government's introduction of an 
excise on light fuel oil. I agree that the impact is only small in comparison with the impact that will occur 
if the diesel fuel rebate is removed from the mining industry. However, we must look at all aspects of costs 
of an industry, not just look at the big ones and forget about the little ones. 

Given its very appropriate zeal in opposing the removal of the diesel fuel rebate for the mining industry, I 
hope the Opposition will also display as much zeal in opposing the existence of the current excise on light 
fuel oil which impacts not only in a small way on the mining industry, but also on many of the towns and 
workers in the mining industry that are not serviced by the grid system in Western Australia and whose 
power generation costs will go up to an extent similar to that in the Esperance area. I support the 
amendment to the motion. I hope the Opposition will join with me not only in opposing the possible 
removal of the diesel fuel rebate but also in actively opposing, and seeking the removal of, the excise on 
light fuel oil for power generation and for rail use in Western Australia. 

MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [9.41 pm]: I listened to the debate and I wondered why members 
opposite waste private members' time debating something that has not happened, that could happen, that 
might happeri. I cannot believe the Opposition cannot find more important issues to debate. I do not in any 
way believe the removal of this rebate will happen, for the reasons that have been put forward tonight. It 
will have an absolute -

Mr Grill: You are complacent about this situation. 

MrBLOFFWITCH: No, I am confident about it not happening. The two and a half hours that have been 
spent debating this issue here will not make an ounce of difference to whether the Federal Parliament will, 
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or will not, introduce this measure. I will tell members what will make a difference - the efforts of the 
members for Greenough and Cottesloe. Those people have ministerial appointments and put forward 
points of view in the proper manner and to the proper people. I imagine, in most cases - not all - when an 
election promise is made, it takes an awful lot for a Government to break it. There are examples of election 
promises that have been broken in the past; however, on this occasion, I do not believe the recently elected 
Federal Government will break this promise. 

We have endorsed legislation qeing brought into this Chamber to do with the national competition council 
and with getting business more competitive. Only a very inward thinking Government would put an 
impost of millions of dollars on the very thing that helps us with the balance of trade overseas and develops 
inland Australia. Until the fringe benefits tax, the excise on diesel fuel provided the infrastructure - the 
schools, roads and amenities - in places like Newman, that would never have occurred without it. 

I know only too well the Premier, the Ministers and the Government of this State will be putting pressure 
on the Federal Government to remove the fringe benefits tax. My fear is that even with its removal, the 
convenience of fly in, fly out arrangements, compared with the cost of capital infrastructure, will prevent 
much of the development that would occur naturally. I am worried that even with the removal of the fringe 
benefits tax, the investment in capital infrastructure in inland Australia will be a very slow process. 

Why is there a difference with the excise on light fuel oil that goes to a government instrumentality to 
provide power, to a mining industry or to a fishing boat? I am sure we will be lobbying for the removal of 
the excise on light fuel oil. It is an impost on the competitive ability not only of this State but also 
Australia to produce goods. We are changing trade practices laws. We are restructuring commonwealth 
and state corporations to enhance them. Members opposite are wasting their time if they believe the 
Federal Government will forget all of that and impose this measure. 

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [9.45 pm]: I support the amendment to the motion. We have had a very 
vigorous debate with members on both sides explaining in a detailed way how great an impost such an 
action would place on the Western Australian economy. I support the coalmining and other mining 
industries in my area; for example, bauxite, spodumene, tin and tantalum that are mined in the Greenbushes 
area. In the run-up to its Budget, the Federal Government must ensure it understands how great the benefit 
from the rebate on diesel fuel is to the mining industry in this State, just as it is to the farming and fishing 
industries. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [9.47 pm]: I do not think the mining industry has the same view as the Minister 
for Resources Development that this is mere speculation. I do not think it would agree with that facile 
dismissal of the concerns the Oppositiqn has brought to the Parliament. I also do not think the mining 
industry would agree that, if it was worthwhile putting out a press release about an $18m impost on 
Western Australia, it is not worthwhile mounting a campaign for something that will have an impact on 
Western Australia 20 times the magnitude of the light fuel oil excise about which the Minister has been 
complaining. 

It is not true to say that this issue began in August last year. There have often been disputes about the 
interpretation and application of the diesel fuel rebate scheme. Yes, the mining industry had concerns 
about the previous Labor Government's proposals between August last year and the election this year. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: In the 1995 Budget the Federal Government announced changes. That is what started it. 

Mr RIPPER: That is right. As I say, there were disputes about the interpretation of the legislation and its 
application. I participated in some discussions with people in the mining industry and with my federal 
colleagues on those matters. We are not talking about a change in the scheme now or a matter of 
interpretation; we are talking about a pretty clear indication that the scheme will be abolished. That is a 
new issue. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who said that? 

Mr RIPPER: When the mining industry went to the Federal Government and asked whether the scheme 
would continue, it did not get a yes answer, despite the fact that a definite promise was made by the Federal 
Government before the last election, and despite the fact that a clear commitment, a guarantee, has been 
given to farmers. It cannot be said that the issue began with the previous Government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It did. 

Mr RIPPER: It began with this Government refusing to honour a promise it gave to the mining industry 
before the last election. 

We will oppose the deletion of those words in our motion which state "and calls on the Premier to support 
Western Australia's mining industry and campaign publicly against these proposals", because we do not 
want to see the Government shy away from a public campaign. We believe a public campaign is 
necessary. However, when those words are deleted, as they assuredly will be given the Government's 
numbers in this place, we will then support the resultant motion, because we want to see a bipartisan 
decision in this place in support of the mining industry and the interests of this State. We regret that this 
Government will not commit itself to a public campaign on this issue. 

Amendment (words to be deleted) put and passed. 

Amendment (words to be substituted) put and passed. 
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Motion. as Amended 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION • SKILLSHARE, FUNDING CUTS 

MR BROWN (Morley) [9.S1 pm]: I move -

That this House calls on the Federal Government -

(a) not to abandon the unemployed and the long term unemployed by reducing the 
level of funds made available to SkillS hare; and 

(b) to maintain SkillShare funding at the same level as allocated to it prior to the 
latest cuts. 

When the Federal Government was elected in March this year, the Prime Minister said on election night 
that he would govern for all Australians. It has not taken the Prime Minister long to forget that promise; it 
has taken less than three months. Senator Amanda Vanstone, the federal Minister for Employment, 
Education, Training and Youth Affairs, has recently decided to attack the most vulnerable in our society: 
The people who rely on the employment and training options created through SkillShare. Even before the 
Budget, Senator Vanstone has decided in her wisdom to cut SkillShare funding by one-third. 

Today, I visited a SkiIIShare project. Today was an important day for that project, because the people who 
were involved had to say farewell to two very loyal and dedicated officers who have worked with and 
encouraged the long term young unemployed. When a Government, as one of its first actions, moves 
headlong to slash funding for an extremely valuable program, it speaks volumes about the callous way in 
which it is prepared to treat those people who are the most vulnerable in our society. 

I turn now to a letter from The Royal W A Institute for the Blind Inc about what SkillShare means to it. It 
states -

The Royal WA Institute for the Blind (Inc) is a proud sponsor of the Maylands SkillS hare. whose 
results speak for themselves. Since January 1989, Maylands SkillShare has provided assistance, 
advice and training to 2942 long-term unemployed and disadvantaged people and, of those, 390 
were people with disabilities. During that time SO% have gone on to employment and IS% have 
gone on to further training or other subsidised employment, making a combined positive effect of 
6S%. 

A reduction of one third of the funding for this agency in less than 4 weeks time (as we have been 
informed) will really result in the dismemberment of the services offered to the long-term 
unemployed, including people with disabilities, in the Maylands area. 

It refers to the types of courses that Maylands SkillShare has provided to its clients and trainees and 
concludes -

The Council of Management, staff and clients of The Royal W A Institute for the Blind strongly 
urge all members of parliament to oppose such a thoughtless and destructive approach to reducing 
the deficit. 

The resultant burden of increased hardship, unemployment and the further drain on social 
services, will far outweigh any short-term financial gains for the Federal government. 

I am pleased the member for Collie is in the House to represent the Government; she is the only member in 
this House to represent the Government. We have five minutes to talk about this issue. It is indicative of 
the degree of the Government's callousness for the long term unemployed that only one member of the 
Government is in the House. Government members are obviously content with the first callous act of 
Senator Vanstone who attacked the long term unemployed by ripping training away from them and by 
removing any opportunity that they may have of getting their feet on the bottom rung of the employment 
ladder. They do not even have the decency or courtesy to be in this House to listen to the debate; perhaps 
that is because they are so embarrassed by the fact that they are turning their backs on the unemployed. 

I turn now to another letter from the North East Regional Youth Council, which runs a number of programs 
to assist young people, particularly long term unemployed young people, to obtain employment. The letter 
states -

The council delivers services to an average of 300 disadvantaged young people per year. . .. 

The SkillS hare component of our project which delivers a counselling service (Mentor Broker) 
and a training programme to young people who are unable to access other training programmes, is 
also under threat. ... 

The council has been delivering a well respected service to disadvantaged young people in the 
North East Region for the past 11 years. It is felt that placing a projcct of this magnitUde under 
threat can only exacerbate the problems experienced by the young people in the North East 
Region. Concerns are not only being raised by the local community but also by the local police 
with whom we work very closely. 

The juvenile crime rate in the area is already rising at an alarming rate. 
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I will refer to correspondence from the police and others in the community who attest to the value of these 
programs and believe that they have given young people employment which has enabled them to gain self
respect and self-esteem and to make a worthwhile contribution to the community. I will refer to another 
letter, because I believe that the people in the agencies can express their concerns better than I. Swan 
Emergency Accommodation Inc is a voluntary committee which provides shelter for homeless youth and 
families. It states in its letter to the North East Regional Youth Council -

For our clientele to access generic Skillshare Training Programmes or those provided by the 
C.E.S. and/or T.;}.F.E is almost impossible given the low self-esteem experienced by such young 
people. The more formal training centres/programmes are just too threatening. 

The D.Y.P. training course has been specifically designed as the first step for Disadvantaged 
Youth to re-build their self-esteem and acquire the skills to take the next step which is to access 
other training courses or employment. 

Over the years we have constantly referred to the D.Y.P. Training courses and positive outcomes 
for our clients have always been realised. 

It is important to also note that if this course is discontinued there is no similar project in the 
region to service a large percentage of disadvantaged and at risk youth which will further stretch 
the already stretched to the limit resources of this agency. 

The Eastern Region Business and Enterprise and Arts Centre wrote saying -

We are aware that there are no other programmes which are appropriate for the youth who access 
your course due to their lack of self esteem. It is important that these courses are continued as the 
whole community will suffer if these youth are marginalised and further disadvantaged. 

The Acting Superintendent of the Midland district office of the Western Australia Police Service had this to 
say -

The Midland District currently has a significant juvenile crime problem with wide ranging effects 
throughout the community, thus with the reduction of any preventative service such as Skillshare 
the community as a whole will suffer. 

I am aware that your Skillshare service was contracted to place 80 clients and subsequently placed 
112 clients into training, returning to school or employment, all of whom had either previously 
offended or were considered at risk. 

It is apparent with figures like this that the demand in this district is very high for a service of this 
nature. 

I believe that any reduction in youth services will directly affect community efforts in the control 
of crime. 

A further letter was written by the acting superintendent which reads in part -

Juveniles are responsible for a large percentage of property crime in the district and a number of 
programs are in place in an attempt to tackle a serious social problem. The North East Regional 
Youth Council controls several of these including the "Making it Through" and "Index" programs, 
all of which operate in a preventative manner. 

The Police Service is supportive of an organisation such as the North East Regional Youth 
Council and by working together we can target the various social issues confronting our 
community. 

The letters go on. There is a letter from one of the participants which time does not permit me to read, who 
talks about the way in which the program changed her life and gave her a better start than she otherwise 
may have had. Further correspondence I have is from an employer, Integrity Carpets, which took on two 
young trainees. That company says in a letter to the North East Regional Youth Council -

We wish to express our sincere thanks for the excellent service and assistance that your 
organisation and staff provided to us in locating suitable Aboriginal employees. 

Your interest in making sure that we were able to find a person that truly suited our needs and also 
in filling the position within a short period of time has been greatly appreciated. Your follow up 
in making sure that the workers were performing well and in assisting them overcome "teething" . 
problems has also paid dividends. 

From our experience we have been able to conclude that your organisation has been more 
effective than the CES in assisting our firm with our requirements. May we take this opportunity 
to express our gratitude to you once again, and we certainly would recommend your service to any 
prospective employer. 

This is an agency to which the federal Minister, Senator Amanda Vanstone, has cut funding by one-third. 
Today this agency is laying off workers who assist the long term unemployed, and young people to get 
jobs, earn an income and obtain some self-esteem. However, the senator, in her first act as a Minister, has 
decided to slash the funding to these programs. One could say that more callous acts have been committed. 
Perhaps there have been; I certainly have not seen any. This action by the senator turns its back on the 
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young people who are at risk. Does that mean a risk for young people or something greater for young 
people and the community? What happens if those young people are not given those opportunities? They 
become further alienated from society. They move further away from the mainstream, lose self-esteem and 
seek to be noticed or seek to obtain an income by means that the community does not approve. What do 
we want to do in this community? Do we want effective programs that look after kids at risk, coach them 
and urge them into training and into employment, programs which provide them with self-esteem and give 
them the- opportunity to become self-respecting citizens, earn an income and develop; or do we want to 
further marginalise and alienate young people who are already finding it difficult to survive in our 
community? Surely we want to do the former. 

The resolution on the Notice Paper is a very mild one. It simply calls on the Federal Government not to 
abandon the long term unemployed by reducing the level of funds to SkillS hare, and to maintain the level 
of SkillShare funding at the same level as allocated prior to its latest cuts. I am disappointed that there is 
not an opportunity for that to be debated, albeit very briefly, and for this House to vote on it. Surely it is in 
the interests of all Western Australians to ensure that the level of funding for this program remains and that 
every effort is made to put pressure on the Federal Government to ensure that we do not abandon young 
people and other long term unemployed. 

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

DOG AMENDMENT BILL 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT 
AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 June. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [10.08 pm]: The Opposition supports this legislation which relates to The 
Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd's plan to construct a direct reduced hot briquetted iron project at Port 
Hedland. It is a very important project for this State. It involves investment of $1.5b, with all the 
consequent flow-ons in business for Western Australian companies and jobs for Western Australian 
workers. It is also a sensitive investment. The process which BHP will be using in this plant for the 
production of the hot briquetted iron has not been used extensively throughout the world. It has been used 
in one other place but, to a certain extent, BHP is taking a risk with the process it has decided to use in this 
plant. 

The market into which BHP will be selling is newly developed, so no doubt there are uncertainties and 
risks there as well, although the potential looks very good. An important factor for the success of the 
project is the supply of gas at a reasonable price and on a secure, long term basis. This gas contract has 
given rise to the need for this legislation. BHP is purchasing gas from the North West Shelf joint venturers 
on a 15 year contract at a rate of 136 terajoules per day. The nature of that contract makes it potentially 
anticompetitive from a number of perspectives: Firstly, the size of the gas purchase; secondly, the period 
of the contract; and thirdly, the arrangements for the purchase and supply of the incremental amount of gas 
that the DRI plant might need on a particular day. I understand from the documents the Minister has made 
available that the size of the contracts represents about 15 per cent of the domestic gas market, which is a 
very large percentage. It is possible that simply by the very size of the purchase being made people might 
find it difficult to purchase gas. Therefore from the point of view of rival users of gas it could be argued 
that there may be an anticompetitive element in the size of the DRI gas purchase and the duration of the 
contract. 

The other side of the argument that I suppose could be postulated is the view that it is anticompetitive in 
the development of gas supplies. It will be hard for any alternative gas supplier to make a sale to BHP for 
the DRI plant for about the next 15 years or so; therefore, the size and the duration of the contract may 
raise anticompetitive considerations for both the purchasing and the supply sides of the contract. In 
addition, problems may arise from the point of view of competitive policy with the incremental gas 
purchase arrangements. I understand that BHP is required, if it needs incremental gas up to an amount of 
17 TJ, to obtain that gas from the North West Shelf gas venturers; on the other hand, the gas venturers are 
required to make that gas available to BHP should it need it on any particular day. Again, no-one else can 
get in there and sell that incremental gas to BHP. 

All that may be true, but the bottom line from the point of view of the Government and the Opposition is 
that this is a very important project. It is a massive investment in something which politicians on both 
sides of the House have long wanted in Western Australia; that is, the downstream processing of resources, 
of which the community is very much in favour. The community is looking to this State for a better 
outcome from downstream processing and the increased number of jobs that are involved in it. The project 
involves a massive investment at considerable risk. It is too much additional risk to submit the project to 
the possibility of its gas supply contracts being void because they are anticompetitive. DRI plants will 
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need long term, secure gas supplies. It is not as if any rival plant will come to any different sort of 
arrangement with regard to gas suppliers because the size of the investment and the nature of the enterprise 
require these long term contracts. We could have competition in this area but nothing in reality. It is 
perfect theory, but the plants will not be operating and the investments will not be made unless the gas 
supply can be guaranteed over a long period. It is pretty clear that the risk of the gas supply contracts being 
void is to be counteracted. There are various ways of dealing with the risk. An approach can be made to 
the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission. I understand there is a procedure whereby a 
potential anticompetitive business arrangement can be notified to the commission and the commission can 
then consider whether th~ larrangements should be allowed to stand. My understanding is that the risk of 
that arrangement of notification to the commission is that it might decide at very short notice that the 
arrangement is anticompetitive and void the contract. There would be no guarantee for the project that that 
arrangement would last longer than the time it would take for the Competition and Consumer Commission 
to consider the notification. 

There is a more elaborate process: The proponents concerned could seek an exemption from the operation 
of the commonwealth trade practices legislation by seeking an authorisation for the arrangement from the 
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission. The arrangement could then be protected by an 
interim authorisation while the Competition and Consumer Commission considered the issue. There is a 
real difficulty with that: The proponents advised this side of the House that it might take up to two years 
for the Competition and Consumer Commission to reach a decision for exempting the DRI plant gas 
contract from the provisions of the trade practices legislation. That is an extraordinary delay. I have 
spoken to officers from the Competition and Consumer Commission to seek their views on the information 
provided by this Government, the department and the proponents. Apparently the Competition and 
Consumer Commission is examining arrangements entered into by South Australian gas producers in the 
Cooper Basin. I am told that that issue is before a tribunal. The hearing is expected to conclude in late 
1996 with a judgment on the matter expected by 1997. At that stage, once the judgment has been delivered 
and certain matters clarified, the Competition and Consumer Commission will proceed to examine other 
arrangements entered into by South Australian gas producers in the Cooper Basin. Following its resolution 
on those matters it will then turn to the North West Shelf. However, when it begins to look at the North 
West Shelf, it will start with authorisations for exemptions from trade practices legislation entered into in 
the 1970s. When it has reviewed all the older matters, only then will it look at matters related to new 
projects, including the hot briquetted iron plant. That means that the work program of the Australian 
Competition and Consumer Commission will take precedence over the security requirements of a $1.5b 
project. It may be that if that delay were imposed on the project, the project would simply not go ahead. 
Market opportunities are opening up and the market may not be the same if construction of the project 
cannot commence for two years. No-one will make an investment of $1.5b in a plant like this if the gas 
supply is not secured. 

I find this disturbing. It is difficult enough for proponents to establish resource development projects with 
the variety of government approvals that must be obtained now. Complaints are often made about delays 
in obtaining environmental approvals, in obtaining sites for projects, and in completing other negotiations 
with the Government. Many complaints are received from the mining industry about the delays that will be 
imposed by processes to resolve native title issues. Already a significant potential exists for delays in 
relevant approvals being granted to projects. An additional set of approvals and accompanying delays may 
be imposed on the developers of large resources projects. The Competition and Consumer Commission 
simply cannot say to proponents that it will take it two years before it can make a ruling on how 
competition policy applies to a particular project. That is an absurd and unacceptable delay. If it were 
allowed to stand, there would be a serious threat to the development of downstream processing of this 
State's iron ore resources. This is a major development in Western Australia's economic history. The 
work program of the Competition and Consumer Commission should not be allowed to stand in its way. 

An agreement has been made between the Commonwealth Government and State Governments on this 
area - the Competition Principles Agreement. I imagine that it is under this agreement that the State 
Government is proceeding with this legislation to grant the exemption that the ACCC cannot do with any 
certainty in the short term and may be able to do in two years. Principle 5 of the Competition Principles 
Agreement governs the action the Government is now taking. The first part of that states that the guiding 
principle is that legislation should not restrict competition unless it can be demonstrated that the benefits of 
the restriction to the community as a whole outweigh the costs, and that the objections of the legislation 
can be achieved only by restricting competition. Section 5 of that principle states that each party will 
require proposals for new legislation that restricts competition to be accompanied by evidence that the 
legislation is consistent with the principle set out in subclause (1). 

The second reading speech refers to an analysis of this type which had been done by the Government. In it 
the Minister says that he would table the document. On investigation, the House was unable to produce the 
document. It has transpired that the Minister did not table the document when he gave his second reading 
speech. In the past hour or so he has made it available to the Opposition. That is not satisfactory, but it 
will not cause the Opposition to oppose this legislation. Nevertheless, I ask the Minister in his response to 
the second reading debate to talk about the assessment that has been done and assure us that it has been 
done in accordance with principle 5 of the Competition Principles Agreement between the Commonwealth 
and the States. Did the State Government consider that the review issue had a national dimension? 

Under part 7 of clause 5 of the Competition Principles Agreement, if a party considers that the review has a 
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national dimension, it must consider whether the review should be a national review. Such a national 
review could be conducted by the ACCC in accordance with various guidelines set out in part 9 of 
principle 5. Given that project developments such as this are probably not restricted in-principle to 
Western Australia, and given that the gas industry is not restricted to Western Australia, perhaps there is an 
argument that there should have been a national review. I can see why the Government did not go down 
that route. I imagine there could be considerable potential for delay in such a process. 

I do not think there is any argument that the project has considerable benefits to the Western Australian 
community. It is a large project. It will have considerable flow-on effects. I hope that it will be only the 
first of a number of such projects in the iron ore industry. Those valuable flow-on effects depend on a high 
level of local content being achieved in the development of the project. In his response to the second 
reading debate will the Minister comment on the local content issue for the HBI plant? I am advised that 
the level of local content in the construction of this project is not as high as it should be. In fact, someone 
told me that it is the lowest level of local content from a major project for 20 years. That mayor may not 
be true. I understand that only 50 per cent of the work flowing from the contract will be conducted in 
Western Australia compared with a traditional level that has been achieved in the past of 70 to 80 per cent 
for this type of project. I understand that the use of modularisation as a construction process will mean that 
quite a bit of the work that could otherwise have been done in Western Australia will be done overseas. 
The Government will provide via this legislation an exemption from trade practices legislation on the basis 
that the project will deliver significant benefits to Western Australia. I agree that it will deliver significant 
benefits; however, is it reaching its potential and delivering all the benefits it could? The information that 
has been given to me does not fill me with confidence that the State is getting all that it should be out of 
this project. That is one example of a broad issue which applies to resources development in this State. 
We shall experience and enjoy a surge in investment in resources development, and the task for the 
Government is to manage that resurgence so that all the requirements for continuing investment are met 
and facilitated to ensure it does not choke on its demands and suffer shortages of infrastructure, skilled 
labour and so on. The second task for the Government is to manage it so that the Western Australian 
community gets the maximum benefit, particularly when the Government has offered exemption from law 
that applies to other companies. If that is done only on the basis that an assessment has been made that the 
project is to the benefit of the State, we must be assured on these local content issues. 

The Competition Principles Agreement provides for a further review of this exemption in 10 years' time. I 
shall be interested to hear from the Minister how that review will be conducted - whether it will be another 
departmental review as occurred this time, and whether it will be the sort of review contemplated by 
principle 5 which seems to allow for public submissions and all sorts of other procedures for openness. I 
do not know what will be the credibility of that review because if the project is up and running with a 15 
year gas contract, it does not seem likely that at the 10 year mark the authorities will void the gas contract 
and tell the project managers that they have made the investment, they are hostage to the gas suppliers, and 
they must try to negotiate a supply of gas for the operation of their plant the following week. I cannot 
imagine that any Government would make that sort of decision. The idea of a review in 10 years is 
probably nice in theory, but it will not deliver much in practice. 

This is unusual legislation to be passed by the Parliament. It is not the first time the Government has given 
the North West Shelf gas venture <m exemption from trade practices legislation. The Parliament was 
required to do that earlier in this term to allow the venturers to conclude gas supply contracts without being 
accused of collusion. That exemption was provided in 1994 and then the Parliament had to again pass 
legislation relating to that matter, because this Government and its departments messed up the 
arrangements for the first exemption. For a short period the North West Shelf venturers were exposed to 
the prospect of trade practices action. The Government got away with that one but it should have been 
subjected to more criticism than it was for exposing such a major project to a window of opportunity for 
those people who could have made mischief or done damage through taking action under trade practices 
law. The Minister, who likes to pride himself and his Government on their competence in dealing with 
resources development, was lucky that it was not subject to much analysis or criticism by financial 
commentators. 

Mr C,J. Barnett: Which issue was that? 

Mr RIPPER: When the legislation had to be passed with the right date for the protection of the venturers 
against the trade practices legislation. The Opposition was happy to pass that legislation but, on reflection, 
I think it was a little too quiet about it and let the Minister off the hook. I serve notice that the Opposition 
will be less generous to the Minister in future. 

Mr Shave: We thought you were a nice person too. 

Mr RIPPER: I remind the member for Melville that there is an election in the offing! The Opposition 
supports this legislation but it asks the Government whether more legislation such as this will be 
introduced. Will this sort of issue be handled in this way in future or will something be done to make sure 
the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission does its job in a timely fashion and in a way which 
accommodates the needs of large resource development projects in Western Australia? That is another 
issue on which the Minister should comment in his response to the second reading debate. Is he making 
representations to the Federal Government on the ACCC? Unless he is prepared to come back to the 
House with Bill after Bill for each project that may be affected by this type of arrangement, something 
must be done about the timeliness with which the ACCC delivers decisions on these matters. It is very 
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disturbing that Western Australian projects may be subjected to yet another layer in the approvals process, 
with the potential for the delay that has become evident in these cases. This project is so important that on 
this occasion the Opposition is prepared to wholeheartedly support the legislation. 

Mr CJ. Barnett One of the interesting things that started with the federal Labor Government, and has 
continued, is the Federal Government decming projects to have major project status. When you ask 
holders of this major project status what the Commonwealth is offering, they struggle to answer the 
question. The Commonwealth is certainly trying to create a role for itself in resources development. I do 
not think it has a major roJe and when a project is struggling and trying to get recognition the proponents 
may take it to the bureaucrats in Canberra to obtain the major project status. However, it does not do much 
for them. We must be wary here; there is a role for the Commonwealth, but it must be a proper one and not 
one that is contrived. 

Mr RIPPER: I agree, and if the Commonwealth wants to help projects it should look at the approval 
process, at least through the ACCC, and consider also whether it wants to impose another level of 
environmental assessment on projects on top of state levels. It should also look at the activities of the 
Heritage Commission. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: And wider issues such as the taxation regime and the like. The Commonwealth should 
not be a wheeler and dealer putting things together. 

Mr RIPPER: It may want to look at the diesel fuel rebate scheme, for example. I do not know what impact 
the cessation of that rebate would have on this project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Probably it would help the North West Shelf gas project sell a lot more gas. 

Mr RIPPER: It would certainly have an impact on a number of other projects if the rebate ceased. The 
Minister and I could probably exchange more reflections on commonwealth approval processes, but I will 
conclude by saying that the Opposition supports the legislation. 

MR RIEBE LING (Ashburton) [10040 pm]: I ask the Minister to remark on the comments he made in his 
second reading speech about the benefits to the local community from this project. I am sure members will 
agree with me that it is an outstanding project. It is one in which the previous Labor Government was 
involved before it was thrown out of office at the last state election. I am pleased that the gas industry, 
which is based in my electorate, has played a vital part in this project. The Minister spoke about the 
benefits that will flow to South Hedland by way of improved community facilities and servicing the large 
work force which will be required for the project. 

I have a great deal of respect for The Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd, which has been a player in my 
electorate for some time. However, over the past couple of months the company has indicated, by its 
decisions, that it is not necessarily happy to locate its work force in an area close to the actual project. It is 
unfortunate that BHP has decided to relocate 110 families from Karratha to the metropolitan area and use a 
fly in, fly out system to service the industries in my electorate. I hope the Minister is able to shed some 
light on the guarantees he has managed to obtain from BHP in respect of permanently housing the work 
force in the area in which the industry is based. It is unfortunate that that sort of action has been taken by a 
number of industries in the Pilbara region. The benefits of the projects are not flowing to the community 
because of the decisions of the major players on where therr work force and their families will be 
domiciled. 

Is the Minister able to provide information on whether BHP has given a commitment to the Government 
about this project which could be used to create some confidence in the announced resources boom centred 
on Karratha? It is important that the local communities and the small businesses which rely on the major 
industries are able to flourish with a degree of certainty. 

I hope the Minister will be able to indicate in his response whether the other projects which have been 
announced over the last couple of years will actually occur. The people in my electorate read in the paper 
on a weekly basis the Government's announcements that major resource based industries will be up and 
running in my electorate. Karratha is at the lowest point it has been in the last 16 years with virtually no 
major development occurring in the area. I understand that BHP will be the next company to develop a 
major project in the Karratha area and that will be a methanol plant, but it is some 12 months away. Will 
the Minister advise whether it is possible that other major projects will go ahead in the region - for 
example, Mineralogy and Aussie Steel, which I understand are included in the recently announced $40b 
worth of new projects for the region? Does the Minister believe these projects will go ahead? I hope the 
Minister is able to indicate what guarantees BHP has given the Government to locate its work force in the 
Pilbara. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [10.45 pm]: As the member for Belmont indicated, the Opposition will 
support this legislation. I will make a few general comments about the national competition legislation and 
its potential impact on the resources industry in Western Australia. It is a significant field and one which 
will have profound effects in the years to come. Before I do that, I will pose a question to the Minister 
which he can think about while I am speaking and perhaps he will provide the answer in his response to 
this debate. In his second reading speech he said the benefit of this project to the nation would be $350 and 
to the State, $304m. The Minister tabled the comparison of costs and benefits which includes a public 
benefit analysis which indicates a benefit to Australia of $2.043b and to this State of $1.750b. The figures 
are out by a factor of five to one and I am interested to know the reason for the discrepancy. The Minister 
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indicated that the document would be tabled when he made his second reading speech, but the Opposition 
received it only this evening and, as I said, there is a substantial discrepancy in the figures. No doubt there 
is an explanation for it. 

The Hilmer report and the national competition policy which has flowed from it will, in years to come, be 
regarded as a great achievement of the Keating Government. The impact that the national competition 
policy is likely to have on the Australian economy will be very profound. The federal Minister responsible 
for these reforms, the former federal member for Canning, George Gear, can take a lot of credit for them. 
Professor Fels, in his role as chairman of the commission, is in a position where he will be able to make a 
substantial contribution to the reform of the Australian economy. For the most part, it is desirable and Mr 
Keating, the former Prime Minister, George Gear, the former Assistant Treasurer, Professor Hilmer and 
Professor Fels can take credit for the changes which will be introduced and which have the potential to 
have a profound influence on the Australian economy. The economy will become more competitive 
internationally and is more likely to prosper. 

One of the problems is that in a state like Western Australia, which depends to a large extent on major 
projects, there must be an element of certainty if people are to make substantial financial investments. 
Contracts for the purchase of the product or the purchase of inputs are required in order to justify the 
investment. People are unlikely to invest substantial amounts of money in major projects if there is likely 
to be a risk in the sale of the product or, more often, the purchase of inputs for those projects. Those 
arrangements for supply or sale can be regarded as anticompetitive under the national competition 
guidelines and hence provide a potential conflict between the national competition policy and what is 
necessary for those projects to proceed. The legislation makes provision for State Parliaments to make 
pronouncements on those matters, and that is what we are doing now; that is to the good of the State. In 
undertaking those actions the State should consider its position and the extent to which the national 
competition policy is likely to impact on the resources industry and in particular the energy industry. 

It does not matter what contracts the Government writes; if the markets move in a certain way, ultimately 
those contracts will need to be renegotiated. If the price of gas moves in a certain direction, the purchasers 
can hold the suppliers to the contracts, and as one of the suppliers is a purchaser, it has a good bargaining 
position in any contract. However, the pressure in the renegotiation of those contracts becomes substantial. 
An example in this State in the past 15 or 16 years is the North West Shelf gas contract. In order for that 
project to proceed in the first place to the domestic gas phase the proponents, the North West Shelf joint 
venture partners, required of the Government a contract to take or supply certain quantities of gas. As it 
turned out, that contract was unsustainable. It would have bankrupted the State had it been enforced and, 
therefore, would have been unenforceable because the State would not have been in a position to service its 
obligations under the contract. A study conducted in the mid-1980s indicated that if that contract had run 
its course, the State would have been in debt ultimately for some $7b. From memory, at that stage the state 
Budget was about $3b. Clearly, it was unsustainable in the long term and had to be renegotiated. 

The Commonwealth became involved because Australia's national credibility was at stake. There were 
issues of sovereign risk. Senator Gareth Evans had to get involved in renegotiating that contract and 
"sharing the pain", which was the phrase that was used at the time, and extricating the State from the 
position which the former Liberal Government had got it into. The market had moved in such a way that 
that had to happen, and the contract was renegotiated. It was that renegotiation that made the export phase 
of the North West Shelf project possible. At the stage when the joint venture partners wished to proceed 
with the export phase of the project the only asset they had was their contract with the state energy 
commission. That contract was not worth anything if it could not be sustained. To the credit of those who 
were involved it was renegotiated and that made the export phase possible. 

Subsequently the market moved further. We now have a number of gas suppliers, some of whom are able 
to supply gas at a cheaper rate, and there is a situation of supply and demand. There are now more 
suppliers with a range of potential prices. Also, as demand has improved substantially, there has been a 
renegotiation in response to those market pressures and the energy market in the State is now different 
from that which was envisaged in the 1980s when the renegotiation of the North West Shelf gas contracts 
took place. Notwithstanding we have a competition policy which would seem to be contrary to the long 
term contracts which are necessary to underpin these projects, we must make arrangements for those 
contracts to be signed. However, we can also be mindful that if market pressures move in one way or the 
other, one or other of the parties will be able to put substantial pressure on the other party to the contract to 
renegotiate it to make it realistic in the prevailing market conditions. 

Another aspect of the national competition policy which is relevant to the gas industry at the margins in 
comparison with the sums of dollars that we are talking about now is the marketing strategies of AlintaGas. 
It is in a position to influence the market, to use the terminology of the Trade Practices Act, and to act in a 
way that is anticompetitive. I previously raised in this House the gas marketing alliance program which 
AlintaGas has embarked upon. It has a range of selected retailers. 

Mr Bloffwitch: You are not going to go into that again? 

Mr C.J. Barnett It has nothing to do with the Bill before the House. 

Mr THOMAS: Yes, I am. We are talking about the gas industry and national competition policy. 

Mr Bloffwitch: You can have franchise sites under the national competition policy, and that is exactly 
what they are calling them. 
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Mr THOMAS: They are not. If they were to invoke the franchise provisions of the Trade Practices Act, 
that would be a different matter altogether. AlintaGas is denying that GasMAP is in restraint of trade. 

Mr Bloffwitch: Well, report them. 

Mr THOMAS: I would like to think that Western Australia can sort out its own problems. 

Mr Bloffwitch: We do not believe there is a problem. 

Mr THOMAS: I am pleased to hear that the member for Geraldton does not think it is in restraint of trade. 
I suppose the Minister might take some comfort from the member's view. With respect, that is not 
necessarily an authoritative opinion. 

If a monopoly supplier in the domestic gas market is in a position to substantially influence the related 
market; that is, the market for gas appliances, it can act in restraint of trade. That has happened with 
AlintaGas in the GasMAP program. It has entered into an arrangement with selected retailers, where it 
refers members of the public who come to AlintaGas to the GasMAP franchise for the purchase of gas 
appliances. That is self-evidently in restraint of trade. I am concerned that is replacing the old SECW A 
energy information centre. When people telephoned that centre they were given objective advice about the 
best way of satisfying their needs. Now we have a marketing strategy by a utility that is acting, as the 
Minister would put it, on a commercial basis seeking to maximise its commercial benefit rather than 
seeking to serve the public. That is not desirable. As I have said on other occasions, AlintaGas should 
behave as a utility and be mindful that it is there to serve the public. In doing so it should act on a 
commercial basis, and there should be recognition of the costs of the services that are provided. 
Nonetheless, it is there to serve the public and among other things it should provide objective advice. That 
does not include providing references to favoured retailers. For that reason I believe that AlintaGas is 
acting contrary to the spirit, if not the letter - but probably the letter - of the national competition policy. 

The final matter to which I refer is the one on which my colleague, the member for Belmont, finished. I 
refer here to the last time legislation was brought to this House dealing with the gas industry and the 
national competition policy. On that occasion we had to pass legislation to undo a stuff up that this 
Minister had perpetrated on a major project. The Minister for Resources Development had placed the 
North West Shelf joint venture partners at risk of being prosecuted under the national trade practices 
legislation. When discussing that matter, I recall the member for Geraldton was very conscious of the 
potential impact of penalties for being in breach of that legislation. 

Mr Bloffwitch: It is up to $lm. 

Mr THOMAS: And that is for each day, I think. It is a substantial amount. If a competitor or a vexatious 
person had decided to institute proceedings against the joint venturers under that legislation they would 
have been put at risk. That raises very serious issues of sovereign risk. 

Mr C.J. Barnett Before you get too carried away, I do not remember the details but I remember the 
principle. The agreement date was something that inadvertently had been put in place. Neither party, with 
all the QCs and lawyers, picked it up until a few months later. It was not a matter of error: Both sides 
worked on the set of documents that included a date which could have had unfortunate consequences. One 
could say that I am the Minister and I should accept responsibility. I do not dodge that, but any lawyer 
could have missed it and not picked up that date. The member should not refer to it as a stuff up. If it 
were, one could not say anyone made a mistake, or even find out who put in the different date. No-one 
anticipated that situation. 

Mr THOMAS: No-one anticipated it, but many bad things happen and unfortunate consequences flow 
from that. 

Mr C.J. Barnett You are saying that the Government or the Minister is responsible. I could say that the 
project proponents provided the wrong documentation. 

Mr THOMAS: Perhaps they did, but the Minister introduced legislation to this House which included that 
date and, as a consequence, Shell and various other partners in the joint venture were potentially liable to 
face severe penalties under trade practices law. The Minister for Resources Development is responsible, 
among other things, for trying to make Western Australia an attractive place in which to do business. The 
Minister would be aware that perhaps the most serious issue is sovereign risk, and that Australia has a good 
reputation in that regard. A table was published recently in an industry journal, which set out the various 
countries and the extent to which they are perceived favourably or un favourably by certain criteria, such as 
access to land. In some places, sovereign risk is an aspect of doing business in a country. If it is a high 
risk people are discouraged from doing business in certain countries. Vietnam has been referred to recently 
because a Western Australian company - Westralian Sands Ltd - had to up stakes and leave in dramatic 
circumstances when a provincial politician changed the rules. As a consequence the investment by the 
company was at risk and it had to surreptitiously spirit its employees out of that country in a most 
unfortunate manner. It lost a substantial amount of money as a result. 

We have here a provincial politician who brought defective legislation to this House. As a consequence, 
the biggest resource developer in Western Australia has been placed at risk of prosecution under trade 
practices legislation which would see it subject to substantial penalties. Presumably the results would have 
echoed around the world because people would regard Western Australia as a dangerous place in which to 
do business. 
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[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.] 
Mr THOMAS: As the member for Belmont indicated, the Opposition was quite kind to the Minister for 
Resources Development when that legislation went through. As a result, some of the major resource 
developers in this State, indeed in Australia, were put at risk of prosecution under commonwealth law. 
Because of the nature of these industries, under commonwealth law it will be necessary to obtain 
exemptions by application to the Australian Competition Councilor by legislation of this House. I would 
prefer the latter course, so that we can control industries in this State. However, it will be necessary to 
address the national competition policy when providing Governments with resource industries in Western 
Australia. 
When the Minister for Resources Development brought his legislation to this House in 1995, a reading of 
neither the second reading speech nor the Bill would have helped us know what it was all about We would 
not have known that the proponents of the biggest resource development project in Australia were at risk of 
prosecution under commonwealth law. One must read behind the second reading speech and inspect the 
legislation in detail to discover precisely what was involved. When I said that we would be legislating 
retrospectively several members opposite, including the member for Geraldton, got on their high horse and 
said that, in principle, they opposed retrospective legislation. That is, Liberals oppose such legislation, in 
principle, but when we said that that was precisely what the legislation was doing, they were happy to 
change their fundamental principle on retrospective legislation in that circumstance, and well they should 
because it was a most undesirable situation. 

The Minister should be humble; he should be contrite. He should recognise that his legislation contained a 
potentially major error. Had this occurred when we were in government he would have also got on his 
high horse and sounded off to the world saying that there had been some degree of incompetence displayed 
or some mistakes made. However, we were kinder to the Minister and to the proponents of the project than 
he would have been to us in similar circumstances. That does not take away from the fact that the Minister 
placed the project and the proponents in that position. It signals the fact that in drawing up contracts and 
providing Governments, in the broader sense, with a resource industry we must have regard for the national 
competition legislation. It will be with us in the foreseeable future and it wiII have a profound effect on the 
Australian economy which, for the most part, we agree is desirable. Nonetheless, in these industries, there 
is a need for long term contracts and arrangements which could be construed as contrary to the principles in 
that legislation. We must be mindful of that point. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) [11.10 pm]: I thank members 
opposite for their support of this legislation. I agree with the comments of the member for Belmont. When 
I delivered my second reading speech I said that I would table a public benefit analysis. I had it with me 
but inadvertently I did not table it I apologise for that and table the document now. 
[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I cannot do that; I will follow it up. I do not want to add much more to what has been 
said in the second reading debate. I again remind members that one of the unique circumstances of this 
contract was not only its size or the iength of the contract but the fact that commitments had been made and 
the contract for gas was negotiated during the transition period when the new national competition policy 
was put in place. In effect, the negotiations were being concluded while the law was being changed. At 
the time the North West Shelf gas proponents approached me about this project, they were also seeking a 
similar exemption for a methanol project. I declined that application on the basis that at that stage the 
parties were not committed to the construction of the project. However, in this case commitments had been 
made to start construction and I thought it proper that the exemption be given. 

Mr Ripper: What will happen with the methanol project? 

Mr C.1. BARNETT: The project will run the normal course and if it is brought into question under the new 
competition policy, it will have to run the gauntlet. 

Mr Ripper: The project might have to wait two years. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I do not believe that the methanol project will attract this degree of attention. It was 
also a moot point whether the new competition body would have looked at this contract. This arrangement 
was designed to provide certainty for the project to go ahead. As the new contracts are negotiated and 
decisions are made to proceed on the methanol project, Aussie Steel, Mineralogy or any other project, they 
will not be caught in a transition as one legislative regime is replaced by another. That was the unique 
circumstance under which I thought it was appropriate to proceed with the exemption. I am not saying that 
we would not seek to use the exemption in the future, but I would prefer not to do that. This was a unique 
situation. 

As has been made clear in this benefit analysis and in comments made in this House, this project will bring 
immense benefit both to the State and to Australia. It will also bring substantial benefits to the Port 
Hedland area, both social benefits with the South Hedland enhancement scheme and also economic 
benefits with the development of the Boodarie industrial estate. 

The member for Ashburton also raised issues relating to Karratha. I am conscious that Karratha has yet to 
see the benefits of a major new project, but I do not think it will have long to wait. Certainly, before the 
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end of this decade - probably within the next two years - expansion will start on the North West Shelf 
project. I am also optimistic that the methanol project will go ahead, along with either Aussie or 
Mineralogy. Perhaps some other projects in the petrochemical area will be under construction in 1998 or 
1999. 

Mr Ripper: Are we likely to see agreement Bills for any of those projects this year? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: Yes, we will. Not all of these projects will require agreement Bills. The iron ore and 
petrochemical projects would -

Mr Ripper: Will we be dealing with them this year? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: That depends. Negotiations have been going on for some time in relation to the 
Mineralogy project and the Aussie project, and they are about to start in relation to a couple of others. 
However, I would expect to see more agreement Bills this year - I certainly hope so. A lot is happening in 
the north of the State and this project is important. 

The member for Belmont made a comment about reviews. While this gas contract is large and represents a 
large share of the domestic gas market, it is expected that that market will double in size over the next 10 
years, and in 10 years this contract will not look so large. When one looks at the national competition 
policy one sees that such a policy assumes divisibility. However, projects in Western Australia tend to be 
large, ad hoc and lumpy. Indeed, one of our greatest concerns with the competition policy is that it may 
threaten the status of agreement Acts. One way in which the State has been able to get projects under way 
and give confidence and protection in terms of sovereign risk and the like has been the agreement Act 
process. We have gone to great lengths to ensure that competition policy does not limit the ability of the 
State to give security to projects through agreement Acts. It would be crazy if that were the outcome. 
However, there are some complications. The Department of Resources Development and Crown Law have 
handled this very well. 

Mr Ripper: What about the local content issues that I raised? Is this project on track as far as local content 
is concerned? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: The contract does have local content clauses. Representatives of BHP are coming to 
see me about that issue within the next two weeks. The member may know more about that than I do. I 
have a concern about local content. We are about to announce a new local content policy and will put in 
place some funding arrangements to ensure that we do get high levels of local content. I accept what the 
member has said: There is a tendency on the part of some companies to say that they will build the project 
in sections offshore and bring it in and erect it in Western Australia. I do not believe that is acceptable, nor 
do I believe that other members accept it. 

We must also recognise the reality that workshop capacity in Western Australia will be very severely 
stretched. We will have to try to manage through those peak periods. I know that the Deputy Premier feels 
very strongly about this issue also. We must manage it well. On the goldfields gas pipeline we have very 
high levels of Australian content. 

I believe the member for Cockburn called me a provincial politician. I suppose that we all are provincial. 
With local content, I regard Australia as number one. I want to see things done in Australia, and preferably 
in Western Australia. I take a fairly broad view and we should concentrate on the most important thing; 
that is, that these projects are built in Australia. I would much rather see the assembly work done in 
Adelaide, Melbourne or anywhere else in Australia than in Singapore or Taiwan. The emphasis is to have 
the project built in Western Australia and certainly in Australia. 

Mr Riebeling: What about employment and housing of employees? As the Minister knows, BHP is 
moving families out of Karratha in the next couple of days. Is BHP giving a commitment to base its work 
force at South Hedland? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: BHP is expanding and redeveloping some of its older housing in South Hedland as 
part of the enhancement scheme. Again, the days of building new towns have gone. I intend to do 
everything I can to ensure that the communities of Port Hedland and Karratha are developed. The member 
is correct: Many companies are taking what seems to be a short term view by implementing fly-in, fly-out 
arrangements. We have not proscribed that. I have said publicly to the industry that where there are 
regional centres, we expect the population to grow. If the project is not in a regional centre, we expect at 
least a third of the work force to fly in and out from a regional centre. I believe that, progressively, 
Governments of either persuasion will take a stronger line on that; it has become slack over the past few 
years. 

Mr Ripper: You have not taken a strong line to date because I asked you whether any agreements 
negotiated under your tenure had included a clause like that and the answer was no. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: That is probably true. I am not a regulator. 

I thank members for their support of this legislation. It is important and it gives security to the project. I 
think that members all agree that it will be a great project for Australia. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages, and transmitted to the Council. 
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RESERVES BILL 

Receipt and First Reading 
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for Lands), read a first time. 

House adjourned at 11.19 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

WES1ERN POWER - R2 TIME USE TARIFF 
234. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) Is the R2 time use tariff charged by Western Power the same for each power region in the 
State? 

(2) If not -
(a) What is the tariff applicable in each region; 
(b) For what reason/s are different tariffs applicable in the regions: 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1) There is only one R2 time of use tariff charged by Western Power. It applies to power 

supplies provided to commercial customers in the Pilbara power system and to those 
under a number of existing remote power systems. Western Power is phasing out use of 
the R2 tariff because it does not reflect the cost of providing an electricity supply. 

(2) In the Pilbara the charges are $1.44 per day, 19¢ per unit on peak and 6¢ per unit off 
peak, with a minimum daily charge of $64.00, regardless of usage. 

WES1ERN POWER - R2 TIME USE TARIFF 

235. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy: 
(1) Does a $64 per day R2 time use tariff minimum charge apply any where in Western 

Australia? 
(2) If so-

(a) where does the charge apply; 

(b) for what reason does the charge apply; 
(c) does Western Power have any plans to remove the charge; 

(d) does the Minister have any plans to remove the charge? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1) A $64.00 per day R2 time of use tariff minimum charge applies to power supplies 
provided to commercial customers on the Pilbara power system and to those under a 
number of existing remote supply arrangements. 

(2) (a) Western Power applies the minimum charge to all R2 tariff customers. 

(b) The $64.00 daily minimum charge applies because of the increased cost 
variance in supplying electricity to the different demand characteristics. 

(c) Western Power has no plans to remove the $64.00 minimum daily charge as this 
is an integral part of the R2 tariff. 

(d) No. Western Power is phasing out use of the R2 tariff because it does not 
reflect the cost of providing an electricity supply. 

WES1ERN POWER - R2 TIME USE TARIFF 

236. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) Did the Minister receive a letter from the Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce dated 4 
July 1995 and regarding the R2 time use tariff being charged by Western Power? 

(2) If so -
(a) what action/s did the Minister take as a result of receiving the letter; 

(b) what action/s did Western Power take as a result of receiving the letter; 

(c) on what date did the Minister respond to the Chamber of Commerce? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) 

(b) 

The Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce's letter was referred to Western 
Power for advice. 

Initially Western Power provided a copy of its earlier correspondence to the Port 
Hedland Chamber of Commerce as well as a draft response for the Minister for 
Energy to sign. The draft response was rejected by the Minister; Western Power 
subsequently provided additional background information and a revised draft 
response was prepared. 
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To date, the Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce has not received a formal 
response from the Minister for Energy. The Minister's office has, however 
been in contact with a representative from the Port Hedland Chamber of 
Commerce on several occasions to advise that the Minister had not been happy 
with the explanations provided by Western Power on the operation of the time 
of use tariff in the Pilbara. This is the subject of ongoing discussion between the 
Minister and Western Power. 

NINGALOO MARINE PARK - BULK CARRIERS TRAVELLING THROUGH 
WATERS 

359. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Will bulk carriers transporting quick lime from the proposed lime quarry at Exmouth be 
permitted to travel through the waters of Ningaloo marine park during their journey south 
to Kwinana? 

(2) Has the Western Australian Government initiated any applications to have sensitive 
Western Australian areas designated as areas to be avoided by certain sizes of ships, as 
allowed by the International Maritime Organisation's general provisions on ship routing. 

(3) If yes, which areas were involved? 

(4) Has the Western Australian Government supported any applications to have sensitive 
Western Australian areas designated to be avoided by certain sizes of ships? 

(5) If yes, which areas were involved? 

(6) How many bulk carriers per year travel through the waters of Ningaloo marine park? 

(7) How many of these are bulk oil carriers? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1)-(7) The Department of Environmental Protection, through the Australian and New Zealand 
Environment and Conservation Council, is developing a strategy to minimise the impacts 
on the marine environment from shipping operations. As part of this initiative, the 
Department of Environmental Protection has been allocated $44 000 from the Australian 
and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council Trust Fund Account for a 
consultancy to identify particularly sensitive sea areas in Australian waters, particularly 
Western Australian waters, and the means of communicating that information to the 
shipping industry. The department's consultant will liaise with federal and state 
Departments of Transport and others. The study will be considering the kind of issues 
raised in the question. 

TAXIINDUSTRY - FAREEVASION 

371. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the matter of taxi fare defaulting been referred to the Crown Solicitor's Office for 
relevant legal issues to be thoroughly considered and drafting instructions for a workable 
offence provision to be formulated, in accordance with the Minister for Transport's letter 
to me dated 29 November 1995? 

(2) If yes, on what date was it referred and what progress has been made? 

(3) If no, why not? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1)-(3) The taxi driver safety summit has been conducted and the advertising campaign for 
prepayment of taxi fares is under way as part of a consolidated strategy to overcome fare 
evasion. As raised at the summit, a maximum seven year gaol term applies for fare 
evasion under current legislation. The Minister for Police has asked that these strategies 
be assessed before introducing further legislation that may not be warranted. A data 
analysis project being undertaken by the Department of Transport includes driver 
interviews to quantify the problem and the success of the strategies. Once the data has 
been analysed I will be in a position to determine whether further action is necessary. 

NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL - PROMOTION COSTS 

507. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

What have been the costs to date involved in -

(a) hiring Forbes and Fitzhardinge to make the model of the Northbridge Tunnel and 
produce a colour brochure to show "in concept" how the tunnel might look after 
construction; 
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(b) the cost of hiring and staffing the shop in Aberdeen Street; 

(c) the salary of Mr Len Home, the official spokesman appointed to promote the tunnel 
concept; 

(d) the cost of the advertisementS in the press explaining the project; 

(e) the cost of meetings organised with invited representatives of the "public"; 

(t) the cost of the meeting with Aboriginal people in Weld Square and the bus tour organised 
to show,them the alternative meeting area being offered to them in East Perth? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

The member should be aware that the point to this whole exercise is to advise the public on this 
important project and to ensure that any concerns or questions are responded to. 

(a) Forbes and Fitzhardinge Woodland did not construct the model of the bypass or prepare 
the brochure. 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(t) 

The display and information office in Aberdeen Street is staffed by paid casual staff at 
$15 per hour. Only one person is on duty at anyone time. 

Len Home Associates is engaged on contract with Mr Len Home fulfilling the 
responsibilities of Community Relations Manager for the City Northern Bypass at $35 
per hour. 

I am advised by Main Roads that the cost is $10 654.27 as at 28 March 1996. 

I am advised by Main Roads that the cost is $1 089.00 as at 28 March 1996. 

Consultation meetings held with the Nyungah circle of elders on 30 and 31 October 1995 
involved a bus trip along the route of the City Northern Bypass and separately a 
discussion at Weld Square. No alternative meeting area was offered or discussed. 
Attendees were reimbursed $50 per day each for travelling expenses. Forty four 
members of the Nyungah community attended the meeting on 30 October and 116 
attended the meeting on 31 October, at a cost of $8 000. Two buses were hired at a cost 
of $500. 

CROSS-CULTURAL TRAINING PROGRAMS - GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENTS AND INSTRUMENTALITIES 

696. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) What cross-cultural training programs have been undertaken by respective departments, 
offices or instrumentalities within the Minister's responsibility? 

(2) Who provided the training? 

(3) When was it undertaken? 

(4) Are any other cross-cultural training programs planned? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

Main Roads Western Australia 

(1) Managers likely to have dealings with Aboriginal communities are given cross-cultural 
training by local trainers wherever possible. Main Roads has a network of 30 equal 
employment opportunity contact and grievance officers who have all received Aboriginal 
cross-cultural training. 

(2) Wherever possible, Aboriginal cross-cultural training is provided by local Aboriginal 
trainers. Equal employment opportunity contact and grievance officer training was 
provided by an Aboriginal specialist to deliver the cross-cultural segment. 

(3) In February 1995 Kimberley managers were trained in Aboriginal cross-cultural issues 
by local trainers from the Aboriginal Affairs Department. Equal employment 
opportunity contact and grievance officer training last took place in October 1994. 

(4) Aboriginal cross-cultural training for· managers is planned for 1996-97. Refresher 
training and training of seven additional equal employment opportunity contact and 
grievance officers is planned for June 1996. 

Westrail 

(1) Westrail provides cross-cultural training in behavioural science, as part of customer 
relations training, to customer service and security personnel who are employed by or 
contracted to the organisation. 
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(2) Edith Cowan University and TAPE. 

(3)-(4) Training commenced in July 1995 and is ongoing. 

NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING BACKGROUND ETHNIC GROUPS - EQUITY 
STRATEGIES INITIATED BY GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS 

717. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

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

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

Main Roads has developed and implemented a literacy program which identified the needs of the 
work force, developed a suitable training strategy, and delivered training to 73 employees 
throughout the State from July 1994 to December 1995. The literacy program specifically 
tar~eted employees from non-English speaking backgrounds. Following delivery of literacy 
traming throughout the State, Main Roads successfully applied for workplace English language 
and literacy program funding for the placement of a specialist literacy teacher at its metropolitan 
based construction and maintenance branch. This teacher now provides literacy training on site 
for two days a week for 20 weeks and one day a week for a further 25 weeks throughout 1996. 
Main Roads matches funding on a dollar for dollar basis. Westrail provides all of its employees, 
including those from non-English speaking backgrounds with the opportunity to participate in a 
literacy and numeracy program conducted by TAPE. 

ROADS - FREEWAY PLANNING, METROPOLITAN PERTH, NOISE AND AIR 
POLLUTION REDUCTION MEASURES 

843. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the department's planning for new sections of freeway in metropolitan Perth and ask-

(a) what measures does the department take to reduce the impact of noise on adjacent 
residential areas; 

(b) were any of these measures in place when the Kwinana Freeway was first planned; 

(c) what measures have already been taken, or can be considered, to reduce the impact of 
noise on the residential areas of South Perth and Como adjacent to the freeway; 

(d) is the Minister or his department aware of the effect of the prevailing winds on noise and 
pollution generated by traffic on the K winana Freeway in South Perth/Como; 

(e) has his department, the Environmental Protection Authority, or the Department of 
Environmental Protection, ever carried out measurements of noise levels or vehicle 
pollution adjacent to this part of the freeway, and if so, with what results; 

(f) in respect to any benchmarks established by any of these departments/authorities, are 
such benchmarks being exceeded, and if so, to what extent; 

(g) in respect to any benchmarks, can he say whether projected traffic columns will breach 
established standards; 

(h) if no such benchmarking has ever been carried out, does he acknowledge the need for 
some to be initiated in respect to both noise and pollution levels? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(a) Where noise is anticipated to be a problem and site conditions allow, Main Roads designs 
and constructs physical noise barriers such as walls, solid fencing or earth bunds. 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

No such treatments were considered when the K winana Freeway was first planned. At 
the time, traffic noise was only beginning to emerge as an environmental issue and noise 
control measures were not in widespread use. 

Because of the location the use of physical noise barriers is considered undesirable. In 
recent years, the freeway through South Perth and Como has been resurfaced with a 
special asphalt in an effort to minimise noise impact 

Winds in the Perth area generally follow a pattern of easterly in the morning and 
southwesterly in the afternoon. As a consequence, residences in South Perth and Como 
near the Kwinana Freeway would receive variations of traffic generated noise and air 
pollution consistent with changes in wind direction. However, the rate at which the 
emissions are diluted is not clear because the afternoon sea breeze is invariably stronger 
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than the morning easterly. Measurement will be necessary to establish a clear 
understanding of the effect on the area. 

Noise was measured in South Perth and Como in the 1980s as part of a traffic noise 
survey of the metropolitan area. This survey involved measurement of noise outside 
homes continuously for 24-hour periods. Several isolated measurements have also been 
undertaken in response to concerns expressed by residents. I am advised that air quality 
has not been measured on this part of the freeway. 

Further tneasurements would be necessary before commenting on the current position. 

This is not possible to predict because the relationship is dependent upon traffic speeds as 
well as volumes and may also be subject to new vehicle noise and emission standards. 

A noise measurement program within the metropolitan area is planned to commence in 
the next financial year. Corresponding air quality results will be compared with relevant 
national health and medical research criteria and World Health Organisation guidelines. 
A program of air quality monitoring is also to be established following computer 
modelling to identify priority areas. 

CITY NORTHERN BYPASS - ARCHIVING BUILDINGS TO BE DEMOLISHED 

940. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Was the task of archiving buildings to be demolished for the city northern bypass been 
put out to tender? 

(2) Has the person or company chosen to complete this task any archeological experience? 

(3) Has the Western Australia Museum been asked to assist in the process? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) It was advertised in The West Australian on 4 and 7 October 1995. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) Not in relation to archiving of buildings to be demolished. However, the Heritage 
Council has recommended that the Western Australian Museum provide advice during an 
archaeological study of the area. 

CITY NORTHERN BYPASS - WHATLEY CRESCENT, MT LAWLEY, TRAFFIC INCREASE; 
MAYLANDS SEVENTH A VENUE BRIDGE REVIEW 

941. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Will traffic increase substantially in Whatley Crescent, Mt Lawley as a result of "runoff' 
from the city northern bypass? 

(2) Will Maylands Seventh A venue Bridge come down or be replaced as part of the road 
works? 

(3) Has a study been carried out to determine the effects of heavy traffic increase in this 
residential area? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) Construction of the city northern bypass will not result in higher traffic levels in Whatley 
Crescent above normal growth for this road. 

(2) The replacement of the Seventh A venue Bridge is under review, but not as a result of any 
pressures from the city northern bypass. A design study with costing options will be 
undertaken in 1997-98. 

(3) Traffic growth patterns on the metropolitan road network are regularly monitored by 
state and local government agencies including this area. 

WESTRAIL - SUCCESS HILL RAIL SERVICE, CHANGES 

1049. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has Westrail made any plans or given consideration to-

(a) withdrawing; 

(b) reducing; 

(c) stopping, 

the rail service at Success Hill? 
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What plans does Westrail have? 
What consideration has Westrail given to this matter? 
Has the Government/Minister endorsed or tacitly approved any change in service to 
Success Hill? 

Is the Minister prepared to give the residents at Success Hill an unequivocal guarantee 
that the present level of service to Success Hill will continue? 

(6) If not, why not? 
Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
(1)(a)-(c) 

No. 
(2)-(6) Neither Westrail, the Government nor I have given any consideration to closing the 

Success Hill railway station or reducing train services to that station. 

JANDAKOT AIRPORT - SINGAPORE FLYING COLLEGE, AIRCRAFI' NOISE 
PROBLEM 

1063. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport 
I refer to the Singapore Flying College which operates from Jandakot Airport and ask -

(a) is the Minister aware that the Beech Barons aircraft used by the flying college 
are considered a noise pollutant and intrusion by nearby residents to the 
Jandakot Airport; 

(b) what strategy has been proposed/formed to alleviate the noise intrusion for local 
residents; 

(c) does this strategy involve transferring of the flying college's activities to another 
site; 

(d) if so, what are the details of the new site; 
(e) when is such a move for the college to take place; 

(t) what statistics are available on the number of flight departures and returns per 
day, by the flying college, to Jandakot Airport? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(a) Beech Barons are one of a number of twin engine aircraft operating at the airport. 

(b)-(c) The State Government's strategy aims to -

facilitate the development of metropolitan and regional general aviation infrastructure 
and services as the basis for an internationally competitive aviation training industry in 
Western Australia; 

provide commercially viable options for training operators currently operating out of 
Jandakot Airport to collocate unacceptable noise sensitive activities outside urban areas; 
and 

encourage the development of targeted regional centres which are linked to existing and 
planned facilities for aviation training as part of regional enhancement programs. 

(d)-( e) Not applicable. 

(t) Information is not available in that detail; however, Singapore Flying College engaged in 
approximately 5 per cent of all flying time at the Jandakot Airport. 

BURSWOOD BRIDGE - OPENING; IMPACT ON TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
1073. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the Government's welcome decision to proceed with the Burswood Bridge and ask-

(a) when is it expected the bridge will come into commission; 

(b) what is the best estimate of its impact in reducing traffic volume using -

(i) the Causeway; and 

(ii) the Narrows Bridge; 

(c) is it expected the new bridge will in other ways have a positive impact on traffic volumes 
or behaviour in the South Perth/Kensington area; 
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(d) if so, can he outline such impacts? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(a) The Burswood Bridge forms part of the city northern bypass and will be open to traffic in 

2000 when the whole bypass is completed between Great Eastern Highway in Rivervale 
and Mitchell Freeway in Leederville. 

(b) (i) The Burswood Bridge and city northern bypass will produce a 36 per cent 
decrease in traffic volumes on the Causeway by 2001. Causeway traffic 
volumes are predicted at 75 000 vehicles per day in that year, compared with 
current levels of 102 000 vehicles per day rising to nearly 120 000 vehicles per 
day in 2001 without the city northern bypass. 

(ii) The traffic volumes on the Narrows Bridge are unlikely to decrease 
significantly. 

(c)-(d) The reduction of traffic on the Causeway will be reflected by reductions on all the 
approach roads in Victoria Park. While this reduction will be confined to the Victoria 
Park area benefits will accrue to the residents of South Perth-Kensington who use these 
roads. The introduction of exclusive bus lanes on the Causeway will also improve public 
transport services for all these areas. 

WESTRAIL - INCOME FROM PASSENGER AND FREIGHT; EXPENDITURE 

1085. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) What income did Westrail receive from passenger and business clients in each of the last 
five financial years? 

(2) What was the cost of operating the service in each of the last five financial years? 

(3) What is the estimated income from passenger and freight in 1995-96? 

(4) What is the expected expenditure Westrail will have in 1995-96? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(2) Westrail's financial performance is published in its annual reports which are tabled in 
Parliament and available to the member as public information. 

(3) Passenger - estimated $122.643m; freight - estimated $251.888m. 

(4) Estimated $375.580m. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS - STAFF; PROGRAMS FUNDED, IN PORT 
HEDLAND, SOUTH HEDLAND, TOM PRICE, PARABURDOO, MARBLE BAR, 

NULLAGINE 

1146. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

What are -

(a) the number of departmental staff in departments under the Minister's control located in 
the following towns -

(i) Port Hedland; 

(ii) South Hedland; 

(iii) Tom Price; 

(iv) Paraburdoo; 

(v) Marble Bar; 

(vi) Nullagine; 

(b) the classifications of those staff; 

(c) the programs currently being funded in the towns listed in (a), in the departments under 
the Minister's control? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

(a) (i) 14 
(ii)·(vi) 

Nil. 

Sessional supervisors are used to supervise offenders in these areas as required. 
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(b) 

(c) 

5 x level 1 
3 x level 2 
2 x level 2/4 
1 x level 3 
2 x level 5 

[ASSEMBLY] 

1 x cleaner - Cleaners and Caretakers (Government) Award. 

Specific programs operating in the towns listed in question (a) are: 

Port Hedland: Youth Involvement Program, Anger Management Program, Sex Offender 
Treatment Program, Substance Abuse Treatment Program. 

Port Hedland and South Hedland: Victim Support Program. 

PORTHEDLAND - BOATRAMPGRANT 

1165. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Did the Minister agree to make a grant of $150 000 to the Port Hedland Town Council 
for a boat ramp in Port Hedland? 

(2) If so, 

(a) on what date was the decision made; 

(b) did the Minister make the decision personally; 

(c) from which budget were the funds made available; 

(d) on what date were the funds paid to Port Hedland Town Council; 

(e) who requested the grant; 

(f) who owns the boat ramp; 

(g) do the funds provided form the Government's contribution to the centenary of 
Port Hedland? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) The decision was confirmed to the Port Hedland Town Council by letter dated 6 
October 1994. 

(b) The decision was made by the Minister for Transport on the recommendation of 
the Department of Transport. 

(c) Transport Coordination Fund. 

(d) $63500 was paid on 26 June 1995 and a further $86 500 was paid on 8 January 
1996. 

(e)-(f) The Town of Port Hedland. 

(g) No. 

METROBUS - WORKSHOPS, KENSINGTON STREET, RELOCATION TO 
WESTRAIL ROAD SERVICE DEPOT 

1181. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has the MetroBus workshops in Kensington Street been relocated to the Westrail Road 
Service Depot? 

(2) If yes, what was the cost? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) A portion of the refitting work is still in progress. The budget for the project is $570 000. 

BUS SERVICES - MANDURAH-PERTH 

1182. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Have there been any additional costs incurred for the provision of the Mandurah bus 
services to Perth as a result of the delays in granting tenders for MetroBus services? 

(2) If yes, what are the additional costs? 
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Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

HARBOURS - MANAGEMENT OF, lRANSFER TO PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 
PLANS 

1183. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
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(1) Is it true that Government plans to transfer management of government owned harbour 
facilities to private enterprise? 

(2) If yes -

(a) when does the Government plan to call tenders; 

(b) what will be the impact on public servants currently employed in this area? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) The Department of Transport is investigating the feasibility of contracting out further 
activities associated with the management of the boat harbour facilities. Action has been 
taken previously to contract out some property management and maintenance functions 
in this work area. Tenders will not be advertised until the scope of the further work has 
been determined and the impact on present working arrangements is fully known. 

(2) Not applicable. 

ROADS - ALBANY HIGHWAY BETWEEN LEACH HIGHWAY -WELSHPOOL 
ROAD, WIDENING FUNDS 

1195. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Have funds been allocated in the 1996-97 budget for the proposed widening of Albany 
Highway between Leach Highway and Welshpool Road? 

(2) If yes -

(a) how much; and 

(b) for what purpose will the funds be spent? 

(3) If not, why not? 

(4) When does the Government expect to fund and complete the project? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) $550 000. 

(b) Land acquisition. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Construction is scheduled for 2000 and 2001. 

WESlRAIL - AWARD COVERING PUBLIC TRANSPORT UNION MEMBERS 

1203. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Is there an industrial award covering eligible members of the Public Transport Union and 
Westrail? 

(2) What is the title of this award? 

(3) Where is this award registered - state or federal? 

(4) Why did the ASU lose coverage of the security staff? 

(5) What process did Westrail employ to transfer a group of workers from a federal award to 
a state award? 

(6) Has the state registered award primacy over the federal award? 

(7) Can the Minister explain how this group of workers can attract pay and conditions 
inferior to the federal award? 
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Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) An industrial award covers members of the Australian Railways Union of Workers 
Western Australian branch, which has amalgamated with the Public Transport Union, a 
federal union. The ARU retains its own identity in the state arena. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Railways Employees Award No 18 of 1969. 

State. 

Westrail's security staff - patrol officers - were previously covered by the Australian 
Services Union; however, these positions no longer exist The new positions - customer 
service and security officers - were not deemed to be salaried positions and are covered 
by the Public Transport Union as confirmed by the State Industrial Commission. 

(5) No employees were transferred from a federal award. 

(6) No. 

(7) The ARU agreed to the terms and conditions applying to the state award. Customer 
service and security officers may also accept a workplace agreement. 

NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL - ASBESTOS ON DEMOLITION SITES 

1210. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Is the Minister aware of asbestos found on demolition sites for the Northbridge tunnel 
project? 

(2) Have proper safety regulations been followed to ensure that no asbestos dust has been 
released from the demolition sites? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) The contractor has advised Main Roads that removal of the asbestos was in accordance 
with the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Act Regulations 1988 and Health 
(Asbestos) Regulations 1992. 

DISABILITY SERVICES - COMPLAINTS FROM PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 

1224. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services: 

(1) What resources are currently provided in government to deal with complaints from 
people with disabilities? 

(2) What information/assistance is provided to assist the individual with -

(a) appropriate avenue for complaint; 

(b) processing the complaint? 

(3) How many complaints have -

(a) been registered; 

(b) been resolved. 

in each of the responsible agencies since the Disability Services Act 1993 was 
proclaimed? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

(1) In 1995-96 the following resources were provided to deal with complaints about services 
for people with disabilities -

$48000 was transferred from the Disability. Services Commission to the Commissioner 
for Equal Opportunity to set up the Disability Complaint Service to handle complaints 
lodged under part 6 of the Disability Services Act 1993. 

$4 000 being half payment for a consultant to conduct a consumer education campaign 
on lodging a complaint under part 6 of the Disability Services Act 1993. 

Approximately $45 000 comprising one part time level 6 salary and contingency 
expenditure to manage the Disability Services Commission's Consumer Complaint 
Service. 

Staff members in each region of the Disability Services Commission have, in addition to 
their existing duties, been assigned to perform the role of Complaints Liaison Officer for 
the Disability Services Commission's Consumer Complaint Service. 
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(2) The Disability Services Commission's Consumer Complaint Service has produced an 
information pamphlet called "Putting Things Right" which is a guide for consumers on 
making a consumer complaint This information is also available in audio cassette form 
and as a comic strip. The Consumer Complaint Service is designed to assist individuals 
to process a complaint and advises individuals wishing to make a complaint about which 
agency would be most appropriate to handle their particular complaint 

The Disability Services Commission has contracted a consultant to conduct a consumer 
educatioq campaign on lodging a complaint under part 6 of the Disability Services Act 
1993 and develop information about this process. Part 6 states that complaints may be 
lodged orally, including by telephone or in writing with the Commissioner for Equal 
Opportunity. 

(3) (a) The Disability Services Commission's Consumer Complaint Service has had 58 
complaints registered from when it was established late in 1994 to 31 December 
1995. 

(b) The outcomes for the 58 complaints handled by the Disability Services 
Commission were -
Resolved 38 
Partly resolved 4 
Still open 5 
Rejected 4 
Withdrawn 3 
Unresolved 4 

The Commissioner for Equal Opportunity states that nine complaints have been 
registered under part 6 of the Disability Services Act 1993 and of those eight have been 
resolved - this includes complaints that have been withdrawn, not proceeded with by the 
complainant and, in one case, with the complainant's consent, transferred. 

ROADS - FI1ZGERALD STREET, WIDENING AND BUILDING DEMOLITION; 
RIGHT-TURN ARROW, NEWCASlLE-FI1ZGERALD STREETS CONSIDERATION 

1240. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Was any consideration given to the alternative of a right-tum arrow (indicating west tum 
into Newcastle Street) at Newcastle/Fitzgerald Streets intersection instead of road 
widening and building demolition in Fitzgerald Street? 

(2) If not, why not? 

(3) If yes, why was this alternative rejected? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Provision of a right-turn arrow without a separate turning pocket would greatly increase 
delays and congestion at this intersection. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTIONS, FEES 

1272. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) What is the current inspection fee charged for passenger and other vehicles required to 
undergo an inspection? 

(2) What is the total amount raised through inspection fees? 

(3) What is the total cost of operating the inspection service? 

(4) Is the Government planning to contract out or privatise inspection work? 

(5) What will be the cost to the motorist/passenger vehicle driver (company) for an 
inspection if this work is contracted out or privatised? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Caravans and trailers - without brakes - motorcycles, 
motor carriers, earthmoving and agricultural 
equipment and engine changes -

Motor wagons, prime movers, with a manufacturers 
gross vehicle mass, or tare exceeding 4 500 kilograms -

$26 

$61 
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Any other vehicles; for example, passenger cars, 
light commercial vehicles, caravans and trailers 
with brakes -
Imported Vehicles - personally imported 
motorcycles, mopeds, motor carriers -
Trailers with a manufacturers gross vehicle mass 
less than 4 500 kilograms 

Any other vehicle 
All fees include one reinspection if required. 

(2) In the financial year 1994-95 revenue was $3 474791. 

$40 

$50 

$50 

$100 

(3) The projected salary and contingency cost for 1995-96 is $2 715 000. Full accrual costs 
for the vehicle inspection service are not maintained. 

(4)-(5) The issues affecting the privatisation of vehicle inspections are being examined to assess 
whether there are road safety and/or economical benefits in outsourcing such work. 

REAL ESTATE INDUSTRY - HILMER REFORMS; FEE STRUCTURES 

1300. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Fair Trading: 

I refer to the Government's commitment to the Hilmer reforms and in respect to real estate agency 
fee structures, ask -

(a) has the Government decided to deregulate all professional fee structures in the 
real estate sector by rescinding the existing Schedule of Agents' Remuneration; 

(b) is it correct that the Real Estate Institute was initially hesitant about the 
proposed reforms, but now accepts them as part of the overall Australian 
commitment to a more competitive marketplace in Australia; 

(c) if yes to (a) and (b) above, will the Minister say why different dates have been 
chosen to deregulate different components of the real estate market, such as 
commercial and industrial and rural; 

(d) why has the Government chosen at this late stage to bring shopping centre 
management issues into the equation without prior warning to the real estate 
industry; 

(e) is the Government itself committed to introducing the Hilmer reforms in real 
estate across the board, or is there substance to suggestions that residential fees 
will be subjected to continued regulation; 

(1) if so, what is the rationale for -
(i) deregulating most, but not all of the industry's transactions; and 

(ii) using different dates for deregulation to come into effect? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(a) Fees charged by real estate agents for commercial, rural, business broking and property 
management transactions will be deregulated from I October 1996. Fees for residential 
sales and shopping centre management fees will remain regulated for the time being. 

(b) When the Real Estate Legislation Amendment Act passed through Parliament in 
December last year the Real Estate Institute of W A supported deregulation of fees 
charged for commercial, rural, business broking and property management transactions 
from 1 January 1997. The institute did not support the deregulation of fees relating to 
residential transactions. The Real Estate Institute of W A approached me in March this 
year to seek deregulation of all fees including those relating to residential transactions 
from 1 July 1996. 

(c) I have brought forward the date to deregulate commercial, rural, business broking and 
property management fees from 1 January 1997 to 1 October 1996 in response to an 
IndUStry request to accelerate the fee deregulation timetable. 

(d) Shopping centre management fees are linked to amendments to the Commercial Tenancy 
(Retail Shops) Agreements Act which are due to be considered by Parliament in the 
spring session. The Real Estate Institute was made aware that shopping centre 
management fees would continue to be regulated for the time being if the timetable for 
fee deregulation was to be brought forward. 

(e) The Government is committed to competition policy reforms and the second reading 
speech for the Bill stated -
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However, the competition policy reform agenda requires that the regulation of 
these fees must be reviewed before the year 2000. 

There is a clear commitment by Government to examine the fee scale for residential sales 
in the total context of competition policy reform and I will be seeking comment from the 
Real Estate and Business Agents Supervisory Board in this regard. 

(1) (i) As the member would be aware the second reading speech for the Real Estate 
Legislation Amendment Act stated -

At this stage there are no immediate plans to deregulate real estate 
agents' fees relating to residential sales. 

This reflected the Real Estate Institute's view at that time. During parliamentary debate 
on the Bill the Opposition also expressed concern about extending fee deregulation to 
residential sales. During debate on the Bill, Hon Alannah MacTiernan MLC supported 
partial deregulation and said -

We think this is a good move and we are prepared to support it, particularly 
because it is confined to the commercial arena. We would be concerned if this 
were extended to the residential arena. 

I am not prepared to deregulate residential fees at this stage in view of the commitment 
given to Parliament during the second reading speech and the Opposition's concern about 
the deregulation of residential fees. 

(ii) See (c) above. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - ABUSE IN FAMILIES SERVICES, 
FUNDING 

1304. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) In the-

(a) 1995-96; 

(b) 1996-97, 

State Budgets, how much extra was allocated to providing services to help people from 
abusive or potentially abusive famil,ies? 

(2) Exactly what new services have been provided over the last two financial years? 

(3) What services are provided -

(a) directly by the Government; 

(b) indirectly by the Government funding non-government organisations to provide 
those services? 

(4) What additional funds have been allocated to non-government organisations for this 
purpose over the last two financial years? 

(5) How much has been allocated to each non-government organisation? 

(6) What are the services required to be provided by each non-government organisation for 
the amount provided? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

The question asked by the member is very broad and could apply to a wide range of services 
provided by Department for Family and Children's Services. Services provided to abusive and 
potentially abusive families include non-government funding through the Family Support program 
and the supported accommodation assistance program. Child sexual abuse treatment services and 
out of home preventive care services are other examples as well as domestic violence programs. 
Services provided through district offices are also applicable, including duty, assessment and 
counselling services. Preventive initiatives such as the parenting campaign would also fit into this 
category, as would parent help centre programs. The question is not specific enough for a detailed 
response to be provided. 

JANDAKOT AIRPORT - "NEAR MISS" ACCIDENTS 

1320. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) How many "near miss" accidents have been reported over Jandakot airport and its 
surrounds in -

(a) 1993; 

(b) 1994; 

(c) 1995; 
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(d) 1996 to date? 

(2) How many of those have been subject to official investigation? 

(3) What recommendations have been made as a result of investigation? 

(4) Have they been implemented? 

Mr LEWIS replied: . . . 
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(4) This issue is a commonwealth matter and the member should direct her inquiries to the 
Bureau of Air Safety Investigation in Canberra. 

JANDAKOT AIRPORT - AIRCRAFT MOVEMENTS 

l321. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) How many aircraft movements per year were made at Jandakot in -

(a) 1993; 

(b) 1994; 

(c) 1995; 

(d) 1996 to date? 

(2) How many more movements will the three runways be able to cope with? 

(3) Does the -

(a) Minister; 

(b) State Government; 

(c) Federal Government, 

support the building of a fourth runway at Jandakot airport? 

(4) When is a fourth runway planned to be built? 

(5) Is there a process or will one be established to buyout severely noise affected residents 
who may have already lost their amenity or who may lose that amenity in the future? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Inquiries I have had made on the member's behalf from the Commonwealth, indicate that 
the number of recorded aircraft movements at Jandakot are -

Calendar year 1993 307 166 movements 
Calendar year 1994 351 360 movements 
Calendar year 1995 393714 movements 
January to May 1996 181 624 movements 

(2) The theoretical capacity of Jandakot Airport in its present three runway configuration and 
current operational procedures is 450 000 movements. 

(3) The building of a fourth runway at Jandakot Airport was the subject of an environmental 
impact assessment in the early 1990s. However, as the answer to (4) indicates, there are 
no plans to construct a fourth runway in the foreseeable future. As the member may 
know the State Government has been active in endeavouring to locate a suitable site for a 
second general aviation aerodrome that would assist to relieve some of the pressure on 
Jandakot Airport. 

(4) The federal Minister for Transport stated on 18 June 1996 "that there are no immediate 
plans to construct a fourth runway at Jandakot, and any proposals for development at 
Jandakot airport will be done in full public consultation with the surrounding community 
to ensure that those people who live there can be fully informed and satisfied of any 
plans that may be in place for development at Jandalcot airport." 

(5) This is an issue for the Federal Government and the member should direct her inquiry to 
the commonwealth Department of Transport in Canberra. 

TRAFFIC VOLUME - MANNING ROAD ENTERING KWINANA FREEWAY 

l371. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Can the Minister advise what the daily traffic volume leaving Manning Road and 
entering the Kwinana Freeway is? 

(2) Was there ever a proposal to also cater for southbound traffic by allowing an exit at this 
point? 
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(3) If no such plan existed, will the Minister's department give the matter consideration as a 
way of more quickly dispersing traffic at this point? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) The 1995 count was 6700 vehicles per day. 

(2)-(3) Yes. The metropolitan region scheme provides for a southbound connection from 
Manning Road to the Kwinana Freeway. However, there are no current plans for its 
construction. 

INDECENT PUBLICATIONS AND ARTICLES ACT 1902 - PROSECUTIONS 

1373. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Fair Trading: 

(1) In the last four calendar years, how many prosecutions have been successfully made 
under the Indecent Publications and Articles Act 1902? 

(2) For what offences? 

(3) What penalties were applied? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1)-(3) Records of prosecution are maintained by the police. Accordingly, the member should 
direct this question to the Minister for Police for the information she is seeking. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - CENTRAL AREA TRANSIT SERVICE 

1384. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Did the Minister issue a media statement on 15 May 1996 concerning the new central 
area transit service? 

(2) Is the CAT project funded by the State and Federal Governments and the City of Perth? 

(3) What is the contribution made by -

(a) State Government; 

(b) Federal Government: 

(c) City of Perth? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(2) Yes. 

(3) Upfront Capital 
Costs 
$3.0m 
$2.8m 
$3.0m 

Ongoing Operation 
Costs 

State Government 
Federal Government 
City of Perth 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

50% 
Nil 
50% 

PROSTITUTION - LAW REFORM, CABINET DECISION 

333. Ms ANWYL to the Minister for Police: 

Last week, when the Minister supported a licensing system to replace the illegal prostitution containment 
policy, the Premier claimed the Government was not focusing on legalising or decriminalising prostitution. 
Subsequently the Minister for Labour Relations claimed Cabinet had made no decision on the matter. In 
light of the Government's confusing position I ask-

(1) What was the decision by Cabinet earlier this year on prostitution law reform? 

(2) Were there any discussions or decision by Cabinet subsequently? 

(3) Is it possible, as the Minister for Labour Relations has suggested, that the containment policy will 
simply be extended and overseen by a committee, including representatives of church groups? 

(4) Given that the containment policy is an obvious source of police corruption, why is the 
Government refusing to act until after the next election? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(4) Is it not marvellous! The previous Government had 10 years and had probably one of the best 
reports ever on this issue and it sat on its hands and did nothing. The situation has been well 
explained. There are no secrets about what this Government is doing. In fact, a press release went 
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out of my office on 26 April detailing exactly what we were doing on this issue. If that is acting 
in secret I think we need to question what we are all about. The reality is that in March of this 
year, I took a proposal to the Cabinet detailing the manner in which I believed the question of 
prostitution should be dealt with by this Government. Cabinet accepted in principle what I put to 
it. It requested that I go ahead with further work and take a proposal back to it in a form which 
could be addressed with a view to Cabinet drafting legislation. That process is under way and I 
am hopeful that it will be finalised and that at some time in the future legislation will be brought 
into the Parliament to deal with this whole question. It is something which no other Government 
in the history of this State has done. 

It has been clearly pointed out by members of the Opposition, the Police Service and the public 
that the containment policy is no longer functioning effectively. It is the process by which 
prostitution has been regulated since 1975; that is, under previous Governments and this 
Government. As the regulations are breaking down I have put to Cabinet a recommendation that 
the Government re-establish the regulation of this industry. 

PROSTITUTION - LEGISLATION 

334. Ms ANWYL to the Minister for Police: 

Can the Minister guarantee that the Government will legislate to reform the prostitution industry, including 
a licensing system as advocated by the Opposition last year, and that he will not simply extend the illegal 
containment system as suggested by the Minister for Labour Relations? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

I clearly indicated that the containment policy which has operated in the past is no longer functioning 
effectively and the Government is endeavouring to address the problems which result from that. The 
problems will be addressed by way of legislation and the Government will re-establish the regulations 
applying to that industry. 

FIREARMS - LEGIS LA TION, JUNIOR SHOOTERS OF CLA Y TARGETS 

335. Mr BLOFFWITCH to the Minister for Police: 

Will the Minister please advise the House whether, under the proposed new gun laws, junior shooters of 
clay targets will be permitted to take part in club, state and national competitions? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

Under the current Western Australian legislation a 16 year old age limit operates in this State. Clearly, the 
resolution that came out of Canberra a month or more ago resolved that the age limit would be raised from 
16 years to 18 years. In the time between the Friday when I returned from the Police Ministers' conference 
in Canberra and the Wednesday, when I introduced the Green Bill, the proposals in the Green Bill were 
amended to increase the age limit to 18 years in this State. When the legislation comes into the Parliament 
the age limit will be increased to 18 years. Under the existing and the proposed legislation junior shooters 
will be able to participate in their sport of clay target shooting, or whatever other shooting sport they 
undertake, under the supervision of an adult. 

POLICE SERVICE - WARDLE PARENTS, HARASSMENT ALLEGATIONS 

336. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police: 

Last Thursday I asked the Minister about allegations that the parents of Stephen Wardle, who died at the 
East Perth lockup in February 1988, had been subjected to continued and vindictive police harassment 
since their son's death. 

(1) Given the Minister's amazing response that he learnt about the alleged police harassment from the 
newspaper only last Thursday, what urgent action has he now taken to investigate and stop this 
disgraceful police conduct? 

(2) How did he manage to miss the extensive publicity about this alleged harassment? Did he miss 
the article in the Sunday Times of 27 August last year which was headed "Wardle family accuse 
Police", the article in The West Australian of 23 September last year headed "Wardle parents 
move on police" or the article in The Australian of 21 October last year headed "Cell death 
campaigners in fear of police"? 

The SPEAKER: Order! That is an example of how a question should not be asked. Far too many 
references were included in it. 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(2) I stand by the response I gave last Thursday and have nothing further to add. 

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - CLEANING CONTRACTS 
East Victoria Park Primary School. Problems 

337. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for Education: 

Following the question without notice asked by the member for Nollamara in the House yesterday which 
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detailed unsatisfactory cleaning standards at the East Victoria Park Primary School, will the Minister 
inform the House whether he has taken any action about the cleaning by contractors at the school? 

Mr Brown: What is the use of having a parliamentary secretary if he cannot answer a question like that? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

It is because the Parliamentary Secretary shares concerns about cleaning standards. Yesterday the member 
for Nollamara asked a question about the East Victoria Park Primary School. I indicated I would visit the 
school, and I did so this mqrning. There had been a serious cleaning issue at that school. The school was 
inspected by the Education Department on the tenth and thirteenth of this month, and the situation has been 
corrected. This morning the principal advised me that he is satisfied with the standard of cleaning since the 
inspections. 

Mr Brown: I will just bet he did. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite are implying that the principal, Jim Bray, a very good principal, is 
not capable of describing the situation honestly. I would never talk about a principal or a public servant in 
that way. He is a most credible principal. He wrote a scathing letter to me about the standard of cleaning. 
To his credit he said that the cleaning is now at an acceptably high standard. There was a problem, and it 
has been addressed and corrected. 

Contracts for cleaning have been let for 160 school sites. No further contracts for schools will be let for 
this year. After all contracts have run for at least six months, there will be a full review. 

Mr Marlborough: And there needs to be! 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I assure members I will take a direct and personal role in that review. While 
members opposite just sit back and make easy, cheap one-liners, I will just make this point. There are 
some problems, but the vast majority of the cleaning contracts for those schools are working successfully. 
The full savings over 1996-97 for those 160 schools will be $4.8m - enough money to build an entire 
primary school. We will continue to put money into kids, teachers and classrooms, and save money for the 
taxpayers. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Interjections from the member for Peel are one thing; but his shouting out in a 
grossly bellicose way is totally inappropriate. He does not always interject in that way and I suggest that 
he dispense with that method from his armoury. 

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - CLEANING CONTRACTS 
Mt Lawley Primary School, Problems 

338. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Education: 

My question also relates to school cleaning, and I ask -

(1) Is the Minister aware of the cleaning problems at Mt Lawley Primary School since the 
introduction of a cleaning contract at that school? 

(2) Does the Minister know the principal at the school completed 47 reports in 29 days with between 
two and six complaints per report, which indicated that the poor standard of school cleaning 
resulted in, firstly, mould growing in rubbish bins; secondly, walls, floors and toilet bowls not 
being cleaned; and, thirdly, the appearance of mice in the school? 

(3) Will the Minister personally intervene, as he has just given a commitment to do, to rectify the 
deplorable cleaning situation in numerous schools that has arisen as a result of the large cuts in 
cleaning hours under this Government's contracting policy? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

(1)-(3) As it happens, I am going to Mt Lawley Primary School on Monday. 

Mr McGinty: I hope you do not get sick while you are there. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yesterday we had cockroaches in schools; today we have mice. 

Mr Catania: This is all in a report by the principal. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I find it incredible that members opposite are not willing to address getting 
efficiencies, and to put an emphasis on education. 

Mr McGinty: You are happy to put up with filth to save a dollar. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yesterday the member for Nollamara was talking about upturned rubbish bins and 
cockroaches. I went to the school this morning. It was very clean, and it has been that way for the past two 
weeks. It was not just cleaned up this morning; it has been clean for the past two weeks. 

Mr McGinty: The Minister has introduced filth and squalor into our schools. We never had this before he 
took over. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The last time that the Leader of the Opposition visited a school-
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Mr McGinty interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr C.J. BARNETI: A couple of weeks ago the Leader of the Opposition visited a school, where he 
pointed to a stain on the carpet that had been there for two years, and he blamed me for it. Cleaning in 
schools will always be an issue. 

Members opposite talk about a cut in hours. There has been no cut in hours. They do not understand the 
contracts. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! A group of members is continuing to interject even after I have repeatedly called 
order. I advise the House that we will not continue in this way. Question time will cease if that sort of 
interjection continues. I do allow interjections, as members know, particularly where the person asking the 
question seeks to make a further point. If that is done appropriately and reasonably that is tolerated. 
However, I will not tolerate what just occurred. 

Mr C.J. BARNETI: The contracts for cleaning are let to a standard of cleaning. There is no specification 
as to hours. They are up to the contractor. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETI: I invite members to read the contracts. They do not refer to hours of cleaning, but to 
a standard of cleaning. When cleaners do not reach the standard, inspections are conducted. A couple of 
weeks ago Mastercare Property Services Pty Ltd lost its contracts because it did not meet the standard. 

A range of companies is now providing the service. Yes, there are teething problems in schools. However, 
by the end of this year members will find that a competitive cleaning contracting business has developed. 
The Government will save millions of dollars, and all of that money - at least $4.8m for 160 schools - will 
go back to the children, classrooms and teaching, where it should be. 

HOMESWEST - COMMONWEALTH FUNDING CUTS 

339. Dr HAMES to the Minister for Housing: 

In response to the excellent state Budget recently brought down, the Leader of the Opposition claimed that 
future federal Budgets could see reductions in funding. Will the Minister respond to those allegations with 
regard to Homeswest funding? 

Mr KIERATH replied: 
An interim agreement with the Commonwealth Government has been reached that will ensure public 
housing will continue at the same levels as last year, despite the pressure placed on spending. Despite the 
grave predictions of the Leader of the Opposition, as the member for Dianella said, the level of spending in 
housing has been maintained. This will allow Homeswest to continue its special programs catering for the 
needs of people such as Aborigines, seniors, the disabled, the unemployed, single parents, etc. These 
include the real start loan, which is a low interest loan scheme for low income earners. I thought the Labor 
Party would support that It also allows us to continue the Aboriginal home ownership scheme which has 
been extremely successful, and access home loans for people with disabilities, as well as continuing to fund 
remote and rural housing; and, most importantly, to allow us to continue to refurbish our public housing 
estate. 

Members opposite might understand that the estate improvement program currently is concentrated in 
Lockridge and Kwinana. Even the member for Peel has been trying to claim that scheme as his own and to 
take the credit. The scheme has been extended to Bunbury, South Hedland and Kalgoorlie, and next year it 
will be extended to Balga, Girrawheen and Karawara. I know that members opposite find such logic 
difficult to follow - not even Ros Kelly could follow that logic. 

I can assure the House that these communities will benefit, and I have no doubt that they will be very 
happy with the estate improvement program. Some of the residents have told me that it is the best thing 
that has ever happened to them; it is far better than anything that happened in their areas in the 10 years 
under Labor. The budget provides $36m to slash the waiting list for accommodation. We will build 488 
accommodation units, comprising houses, duplexes, units and apartments, and have $13.8m to maintain 
Homeswest's existing housing. 

OFFICIAL CORRUPTION COMMISSION - CHANGES 

340. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

Last November,othe Premier told this House that the Official Corruption Commission had been an effective 
organisation. One month later, when the Premier rejected the Commission on Government's proposal for a 
new, independent anticorruption watchdog, the Premier again expressed confidence in the OCC. In March, 
however, the Premier announced vague plans to revamp the OCC and last Wednesday released details of 
that revamp in this place. 

(1) How does the Premier account for his stunning backflip on the OCC - a matter which he has never 
explained to the public or the Parliament? 
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(2) What momentous event between December last year and March this year convinced the Premier 
that the OCC was no longer up to the job? 

(3) If the Premier still has confidence in the OCC, why is there a need for change? 

Mr COURT replied: 

(1)-(3) I have always said that I have found the Official Corruption Commission commissioners to be 
people of the utmost integrity and to be doing a very professional job. From the day that we came 
into government, we have been looking at whether the operations of the OCC can be improved. 
We brought some' legislation into the Parliament to amend the operations of the OCC, and we 
have been working for some time -

Mr D.L. Smith: For how long is "some time"? 

Mr COURT: Three months. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel. 

Mr COURT: We have been working for some time to try to develop an appropriate model that will enable 
the full investigation of allegations and, at the same time, ensure that the rights of innocent people are 
protected. We will not go down a path of promoting a star chamber, which members opposite may think is 
an appropriate way to proceed but we certainly do not. 

With regard to the term "backflip", the Leader of the Opposition has been reading The West Australian too 
much. I appreciated that the Leader of the Opposition once again read that paper to me in this Parliament; 
one day he might be willing to prepare his own speech for this place. 

I have said consistently that the commissioners are professional people and have carried out their 
responsibilities under the legislation given to them by this Parliament - legislation that was supported by 
both sides of this Parliament and introduced by the coalition parties when in opposition. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel. 

Mr COURT: The Official Corruption Commission is an independent body. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally calltb order for the first time the member for Peel. 

Mr COURT: It may be appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition to say, when it suits his convenience, 
that this person should go or that person should go, and the Leader of the Opposition has made a big play 
about the fact that one of the commissioners is a former police commissioner -

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel. 

Mr COURT: Our legislation has a grandfather clause that provides that the three existing commissioners 
may be eligible for reappointment even though they have indicated that they are close to retirement. I 
apologise to the Leader of the Opposition for not being here at the beginning of question time. I was 
delayed at a function. I received a phone call from the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, 
Justice Wickham, who informed me that Commissioner Porter will resign from his position as soon as the 
new Anti-Corruption Commission comes into operation. He does not want there to be the slightest 
implication of a conflict of interest even though the legislation makes it clear that where there is a conflict 
of interest, that person must stand aside. Commissioner Porter has served his role as a commissioner in the 
Official Corruption Commission with great dignity. I appreciate the fact that he has made this decision to 
avoid any cause for concern about any conflict of interest which may arise with one of those investigations. 

OFFICIAL CORRUPTION COMMISSION - JOHN PORTER 

341. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

By announcing that he will place himself beyond the conflict in which the Premier sought to place him, I 
think John Porter has shown a far greater sense of decency than has the Premier in putting him in that 
position in the first place. 

What event or series of events since December last year, when he was so vigorously defending the OCC as 
an appropriate anticorruption watchdog in this place, caused the Premier to decide that the OCC was no 
longer up to the job? Was it simply a cynical public relations exercise because polling indicated that the 
public was getting angry at his soft approach in this State? 

Mr COURT replied: 

This Government is extremely proud of what it has done to clean up Western Australia. It came into 
government following the most corrupt Government this State has ever seen. This Government moved 
quickly to clean up a State which had an appalling reputation as a result of the Labor Party's actions. 
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Mr McGinty: How about answering the question? 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr COURT: I have answered the question. I made it clear that this Government has examined the 
operations of not only the OCC but also the Police Service, as well as the other areas of Government to 
ensure that we do not have a repeat of the W A Inc debacles which occurred during the Labor Party's time 
in office. I understand that the present commissioners on the OCC were appointed during the Labor 
Party's term of government. This Government has fully supported those independent officers. 

POLICE SERVICE - SEXUAL ASSAULT SQUAD 

342. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Police: 

I attended the Minister's launch of the new police sexual assault squad this morning. As this new squad 
will be at the forefront of combating sexual assault in this State, will the Minister please advise the House 
of its role in assisting the women of Western Australia. 

Mr WIESE replied: 

I certainly got some pleasure out of officially launching the sexual assault squad, the establishment of 
which has been heralded for some time. I am pleased the commissioner has given it high priority and 
brought it forward by about four or five months so that it is now in place from today rather than when it 
was originally proposed in about November of this year. The squad will serve a very strong purpose for 
not just the women but also the men of this State because it will deal with all forms of sexual assault 
against all people in the community. 

Dr Watson interjected. 

Mr WIESE: No wonder I could not remember the name of the member for Kenwick when she was down 
there! 

Mrs Henderson interjected. 

Mr WIESE: The sexual assault squad will consist of 18 officers. They will be available 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week. They will be able to respond to any complaints of sexual assault that occur anywhere 
in the community. Although obviously the main focus will be in the metropolitan area, officers of the 
squad will be able to respond quickly to complaints of sexual assault in regional Western Australia. 

Sexual assault is probably one of the most serious offences that can occur in our community. It not only 
affects the victim, but also has enormous ramifications for the partner of the victim and the family, right 
down the line to the children of the victim. This type of assault traumatises all close members of a family. 
It can have a significant effect on people close to the family, such as friends, and the brothers, sisters and 
grandparents. Sexual assault is one of the worst forms of crime. I am pleased that the Police Service and 
the Commissioner of Police have put in place this initiative because it will playa substantial role in years 
to come. 

The number of sexual assaults over the past 12 months has decreased. Between July 1994 and March 
1995,2329 sexual offences were reported. During the same period between 1995 and 1996 only 1950 
assaults were reported, a reduction of about 16 per cent, 

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

Mr WIESE: The clearance rate for the same period for the same types of offences has increased from 93 
per cent to 97 per cent The Police Service is doing a very significant job in addressing this crime in the 
community. 

TOMLINSON REPORT - PREMIER'S KNOWLEDGE OF 

343. Dr GALLOP to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier's unconvincing response to questions concerning his first knowledge of the contents 
of the Tomlinson report. 

(1) Is it true that the Premier and/or the Attorney General were briefed on the contents or likely 
contents of the report well before its tabling? 

(2) Is it true that the Premier immediately perceived that a political problem would be posed by the 
report's contents? 

(3) Is it true that the Premier then developed a strategy to neutralise the impact of its content and 
timing? 

(4) Is it true that the Premier has been systematically deceiving Parliament and the public about this 
matter? 

Mr COURT replied: 

(1)-(4) The member has it wrong again! The first time I went through the report was with the Attorney 
General after the report was tabled in Parliament. 

Dr Gallop: What about your staff? 
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Mr COURT: I do not want to upset the member, but again he has it wrong! 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr COURT: I want to talk about double standards. A story about the report appeared in the newspaper, in 
which Hon John Halden in the other place said that he wanted to know who had leaked the report. 
Subsequently he rang the media and said that if he had the report he would have leaked it! What integrity 
do members opposite have? They have none! I am sorry to upset the member, but I did not see the report. 
I was not aware of it. 


