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Tuesday, I11 April 1989

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair at 2.15 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION - RAILWAY STATION
Passenger Service, Continuance Request

DR WATSON (Kenwick) [2.17 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that the railway station named Stokely on the Armadale
line will remain open for passenger service.
It is our earnest request that you will give this matter your consideration and we as in
duty bound will ever pray.

The petition bears 616 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 5.]

PETITION - MINERAL SANDS
Nannup Region - Road Transporration, Opposition

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [2.18 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, are totally opposed to the transportation by road of mineral
sands from the Nannup region using the road systems through the Busselton Shire to
Bunbury.
We believe that all minerals should be transported by rail in the interests of safety and
the future of the tourism industry in this area and that the existing railway land
between Capel/Busselton and Busselton/Nannup should be retained for this purpose.
No employment or business will be advantaged in our Shires. Instead the extra
trucking of mineral sands will affect the tourist trade by overcrowding our roads.
Failure to recognise the importance of rail transport will increase road traffic on
already busy roads and lead to an increase in the number of road accidents and road
traffic fatalities.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter your earnest
consideration and your Petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

The petition bears 600 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 6.]

PETITION - UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Murdoch University - Amalgamiation Opposition

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2.19 pm]: I have two petitions to
present, the first of which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of thle
Parliament of Western. Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, state our opposition to the proposed amalgamation between
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Murdoch University and the University of Western Australia. We believe that the
proposed amalgamation will limit the choice of educational approach that currently
exists for the community in this State.

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The second petition reads as follows -

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

We, the undersigned, stare our opposition to the proposed amalgamation between
Murdoch University and the University of Western Australia. We believe that the
proposed amalgamation will limit the choice of educational approach that currently
exists for the community in this State.

We therefore call upon State Parliament to reject any legislation for the amalgamation
of the two campuses and to guarantee financial resources for the continuation of
research and reaching activities at bath institutions.

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petitions bear 405 and 155 signatures respectively and I certify that they conform to the
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

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

[See petitions Nos 7 and 8.]

ACTS AMENDMENT (DENTAL PROSTHETICS STUDENTS) BILL

Standing Orders Suspension
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) (2.23 Pm]): I move -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Acts
Amendment (Dental Prosthetics Students) Bill 1989 to be introduced without notice
and pass through its remaining stages on one sitting day, and to enable this business to
be entered upon and completed prior to the adoption of the Address-in-Reply.

I have had discussions with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the deputy Leader of
the National Party which has resulted in this Bill being added to the Bills required to be dealt
with during this session. This is a particularly minor, but urgent matter for a range of dental
students who need this legislation to be in force in order for them to complete the practical
component of their course. On that basis I ask the House to deal expeditiously with this
matter.

I apologise for introducing an additional Bill at this rime as I gave an undertaking regarding
the legislative program last week. However, at that stage I was unaware of this problem,
which has come to light only recently. I appreciate the cooperation of Opposition panics
through the Deputy Leaders of the National Party and the Liberal Party agreeing to a process
which will expedite this mailer.
Despite some jumping up and down about the brief session, as Leader of the House I am
grateful for the cooperation extended by Opposition parties in dealing with legislation in the
way they have. I do not know whether it is generally agreed by members, but I thought the
discussion on the Bill last Thursday was a constructive one and one of the best managed we
have seen in this House.

Mr Court: What do you want today? We will say it: Your new suit is nice.

Mr Hassell: We are prepared to put in for a new tie, as well.

Mr PEARCE: I was hoping that members would notice this because I understand the best
dressed man competition will be on in a relatively short time. Members will remember the
disgraceful way in which I was passed over several years ago immediately after buying two
new suits. However, today I cannot afford the price of two new suits, but hope a little more
notice is taken. I draw to the attention of members the fadt that the Deputy Premier has also
bought a new suit. However, I am not afraid of competition from him. Those who have
listened to the program on power dressing would know that the experts say that brawn suits
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are quite definitely out and are mostly worn by boffins who are deep in the bowels of the
CSIRO, so when it comes to best dressed men they should pass over the Deputy Premier for
that reason, if for no other.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! Perhaps we can get back to the motion.

Mr PEARCE: The proposals with regard to what we will be doing for the rest of the week
with the agreement of all sides are as follows: That we deal today with the Acts Amendment
(Accountability) Bill, item one on the Notice Paper. It is necessary for this legislation to be
completed, but as there is no desire on the part of the Government to inhibit debate in any
way, we will sit as long as is necessary to complete this Bill.

For the rest of the week up until 6.00 pm on Thursday we will deal with the Address-in-
Reply debate. I have counted the number of speakers still wishing to speak and believe that
we can accommodate all those members with the assistance of the House, so members can
rely on not having to sit past the dinner break on Thursday evening. If it is necessary to deal
with messages from the Legislative Council, the House will be called back at a rime to be
announced in a couple of weeks. I appreciate the Opposition's cooperation during this
session and hope that cooperation will continue with regard to this motion.

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ACCOUNTABILITY) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 March.

MR COURT (Nedlands; - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) f2.27 pm]: The Opposition
supports this legislation but will be introducing a number of amendments which it believes
will improve the legislation both in relation to accountability and in relation to the
mechanisms for winding up the Western Australian Development Corporation and Exini
Corporation Ltd. We anticipate that those amendments will come through shortly and I have
notified the Clerk that as soon as they arrive they should be distributed so that Govern-ment
members can look 'at them. We are in a situat ion similar to the -one in relation to the'
petrochemical legislation in that extensive amendments have had to be drawn and the drafting
is still proceeding.

There are many questions we want answered regarding the operations of WADC and Exirn.
We would like to think that during this debate, either at the end of the second reading speech
or during the Comm-ittee stage, we will be given answers to chose questions. The
Government is implementing Liberal Party policy in abolishing WADC and Exim. We have
said all along that those bodies should not have been established. We believe that the whole
saga of socialist Labor corporatism has been a failure for which all Western Australians will
pay dearly and for which they will be paying for a long time. Unfortunately, we will be
paying not only in money but also in lost national and international credibility because of the
dealings that have taken place.

Many of the WA Inc deals, particularly in relation to the two bodies we am now mentioning,
were conceived out of a lust for power on the part of this Government, and very much out of
envy. The Government was quite openly promoting the old socialist philosophy of wanting a
window into industry, The Labor Party believed that it could do a better job than the private
sector in running businesses. That is why it became so involved in these WA Inc projects.

The performance of these bodies and the many other areas of the Government's financial
mismanagement which have shown up in the WA Inc dealings have been revealed, and what
we have seen in many of these ventures is commercial srupidity, some of which we will talk
about during the debate today, and a great deal of which has been discussed by us over the
past six years. We will see decisions which have been strongly politically intuenced, and we
will see a network of political cronies of the Government, and their business associates. who
have been involved in this cobweb of dealings which has become known generally as WA
Inc.

The clearest epitaph of the Government's dealings is the lack of support - the deafening
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silence - for the Chairman of the Western Australian Development Corporation and for the
retention of WADC and Exim.L Since the Government made its announcement I have not
heard anyone speak in favour of retaining those bodies; they will die, and no-one will be too
fussed about it. I have heard that there were some Labor Parry members loyal to Brian Burke
who were concerned about the way in which chose bodies and the former Premnier were being
treated by the current Premier, and who were keen for those bodies to continue, but we
certainly did not hear anything public about it.

Western Australia has just seen six years of shameful financial mismanagement, and we have
seen a lot of money being thrown around with wild abandon. That is why we are now in this
Parliament debating accountability legislation. During the past six years those members of
the Opposition who have dared to question the activities of the Government through these
bodies have been ridiculed and have been on the receiving end of a lot of stop mechanisms
from a well organised propaganda machine within the Government. Every time we raised
one of the scandals involved in one of those bodies, we had heaped on us nothing but scorn
and contempt, when in fact the Government should have been listening to us because we
were giving a warning that the Government was getting out of control with its dealings. On 2
February, just prior to the election, one media outlet, in summiing up those six years, said that
Western Australia should throw the rascals out. That is what nearly happened; the
Government just scraped in, winning Government with only 48 per cent of the votes.

Mr Peter Dowding: A majority of five seats.

Mr COURT: The Premier has admitted that the public gave his Government a message that
its business activities were not acceptable; it was not accountable, and it needed to make
these major changes.

I quote from The Australian of 2 February -

The Dowding administration does nut deserve to govern. It has put a blight on the
parliamentary system. It has systematically sought to deceive the citizens it was
elected to represent. It has compromised the State's bureaucracy. It still has not
come clean about WA Inc. The voters should wave it goodbye.

That is pretty strong language from a newspaper. It says earlier in the article -

But it is the West Australian Government's murky, costly, foolish and arrogant
posturing as a kind of no-Limit merchant bank that sets it apart from virtually every
other Western democratic government, It is truly unique. Even the late Rex Connor's
attempt to borrow money from Mr Tirath Khemlani - who turned out not to have any
and nor even to know anybody who did - wasn't a patch on the adventures of WA Inc.

That is a pretty scathing comment from a leading newspaper in this country, but it highlights
the very serious situation in Western Australia because of both the Dowding and Burke
Governments' financial mismanagement of this State. Just prior to the election, because the
Government was under a lot of pressure on this question of accountability, it announced that
it would introduce an accountability package. One part of that package was to establish a
Commission on Accountability, but there were other things listed also; for example, that the
Government would provide a major boost to the investigative resources of the Corporate
Affairs Department. That department has 20 investigating officers, and that number was to
be increased by six. I will be interested to know whether the Government has implemented
chat proposal. The Registrar of Financial and Cooperative Institutions was to come under the
direct jurisdiction of the Corporate Affairs Department to strengthen his investigative and
surveillance powers. The registrar currently reports to the Treasury. It was considered that
this position would sit more appropriately with the regulatory and monitoring functions of the
Corporate Mffairs Department. There were six pages of recommendations which the
Government said it would introduce as pant of its accountability package, and the Premier
might be able to tell us how many of these proposals will be carried out.

This legislation is based very much on the reconmmendations of the Burt Commission on
Accountability, which has become known as the Burt report. A group of people appointed by
-the Government were able to write in a relatively short time a very good report, with very
good recommendations, but that is not to say that some areas could not be improved or-
expanded. The committee was made up of Hon Sir Francis Burt, Chairman; Mr Ross Bowe,
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Under Treasurer; Mr Bill Brown, Executive Director of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry; Mr Alan Smith, the Auditor General; and Mr Tim McComish, a senior
partner in Dwyer Durack. I compliment those people for putting together this report in a very
short time.
Very few people in Western Australia would be able to understand what has been happening
with this Government's financial dealings. Members opposite still do not know what was
and what is happening because they have been kept in the dark and fed a lot of
misinformation by their Cabinet. Right up to the middle of last year the Government's
propaganda machine was still saying that WA Inc was great; it was earning huge profits; it
was going to be responsible for reducing the taxation burden of the people of this State;
whereas we were highlighting the fact that it was costing the taxpayers of this State literally
hundreds of millions of dollars. A typical media article of the time appeared in the Sunday
Times of 12 June, and stated, 'Putting WA in a state of making profits"; 'Profits reduce
taxes." Of course nothing could have been further from the truth.

Just before I go on to make some comments about the Burt report I want to say that in June
1985 the sixth report of the Standing Commnittee on Government Agencies was released,
which provided the framework of accountability for Government agencies. This report back
in 1985 contained many very good suggestions. Perhaps if some of those suggestions had
been implemented, the Government would not have found itself in the position it is in today.
We tend to forget very quickly the work that the committees of this Parliament do. I
commend to members this report of June 1985; they should read it and see what suggestions
were made at that time.

Returning to the deals which caused the problems and the need for this report, members
opposite have had their dash at implementing socialism. They call it different things and try
to disguise it with different names, but what we saw was pure and unadulterated socialism
with the Government wanting to take an equity position in a wide range of industries. The
Government heavily promoted the story that it was making big profits, whereas in actual fact
we know, and the public now know, that huge losses were made.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is not true.

Mr COURT: Is the Premier saying that WA Inc dealings have not lost this State hundreds of
millions of dollars?

Mr Peter Dowding: It is not correct to say WADC has lost money.

Mr COURT: I will get on to the profit figures of WADC and Exim later in the debate. I was
talking about WA Inc's dealings and the reason for the Burt Commission on Accountability.

Mr Peter Dowding: You jump from one thing to another. If you are talking about WADC,
you are frankly wrong.
Mr COURT: I am not jumping from one thing to the other. I commend to members the table
of contents of this report. It is by and large a list of all the Government corporations which
have been established by this Government. When Hurt and his committee looked into this
Government's business dealings it was looking at all of its business dealings and trying to
come up with recommendations to make the Government more accountable. We will get on
to the question of the profitability of WADC and Exim later.

Put simply, over recent years, Western Australia has been receiving record levels of revenue
from taxation and royalties. The collections in stamp duty, land tax, royalties and so on, all
have been at record levels. The Government has had the opportunity to lower our taxation
levels. But no; not these people opposite. They have wasted it on exercises such as the
rescue of Rothwells, and that money which could have been spent on schools, hospitals,
police stations and so on has been lost as a result of this Government's financial
mismanagement. -1 put it to this House that if Western Australia had reined in its spending
during the last few years when it was flush with revenue, the interest rates in Australia would
not be as high as they are today.

Mr Peter Dowding: Don't be silly!

Mr COURT: Is it not interesting that the Premier says, "Don't be silly"? Does he know why
interest rates are so high in Australia today?
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Mr& Peter Dowding: Partly because of monetary policy, and partly because we are going
through one of the biggest booms in the history of Australia. The problem is trying to wind it
back.
Mr COURT: One of the biggest problems in this country - and the Federal Government has
tried to address it - is that Governments have been spending more money than they have.
They are maintaining high taxation levels and doing nothing to rein back expenditure. They
are doing nothing to cut back taxation levels, If this Government had been more responsible,
we would have seen taxation cuts in this State, and its activities have had a direct influence
on the level of interest rates.

Mr Peter Dowding: Not even you can believe that!

Mr COURT: The Premier can whinge and moan, but we will be here for a long time
debating this legislation. I am not particularly concerned about his moaning at this early
stage of the debate.

What is interesting about this report is that right at the beginning Burt had to spell out to this
Government what the Westminster system of Parliament was, and what the accountability for
the expenditure of taxpayers' funds to the Parliament involved under the Westminster system.
It is a disgrace that this Government has had to appoint a commission on accountability just
to be told what it needs to do in order to comply with the principles of the Westminster
system.
Mr Peter Dowding: Your dwn party's actions were criticised by that commission; your own
party when in Government and when in Opposition.
Mr COURT: This report is virtual-ly all about the corporations which this Government
established, and the recommendations are basically to wind them all up or to make major
changes to them. I do not think members opposite have learnt much from this report. Gold
Banking Corporation is still alive and well. It has wide powers, and there is no move in this
legislation to wind up or change that corporation. Last week we debated at some length in
this House the Goverment's continuing involvement in the petrochemical project. It has
been transferred from WA Government Holdings Ltd to a statutory authority.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is what Burt said should be done.
Mr& COURT: There is no way Burt would have supported a statutory authority along the lines
the Government has established, an authority with wide powers which continues to pour as
much money as it likes into that project. I made the point earlier that some of the
recommendations in the Burt report needed to be expanded upon. The fact that the report
recommends transferring WA Government Holdings Ltd across to a statutory authority does
not mean that the other recommendations need not be complied with. What we hope to
achieve during this debate is the Premier's agreeing to some additional amendments to the
legislation which will enable it to fit more into line with the recommendations in the
commission's report.
The Government's involvement was probably well summed up by Mr Whitlamn the other
weekend when even a fonmer Labor Prime Minister expressed concern, using words such as
'.corrupt", about the way in which this Government had been rnning the business of the State
over recent years.
Mr Lewis: He did not say that, did he?
Mr COURT: He certainly did. I was listening to him.
For nearly six years the financial running of this State was not in the hands of the Treasurer
and the Cabinet, but was controlled largely by five people. Three, Mr Kevin Edwards, Mr
Tony Lloyd and Mr Mike Naylor, had very close contact with the Premier of the State. In
addition, there were two chief advisers, Mr Laurie Connell and Mr John Horgan. Those were
the five people providing financial guidance to this Government. They were involved in
recommending the changes in direction of the Superannuation Board and the State
Government Insurance Commission; they offered advice in respect of the rescu-e of the
Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society. We saw major changes in the
investment policies of Government bodies at their recommendation. At the end of the day it
was a massive failure, but members opposite, most of whom are still in the Cabinet today,
just sat back and allowed those five unelected people to control the finiancial direction of this
State.
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Mr Peter Dowding: What a load of nonsense!
Mr COURT: What a load of nonsense! I could not believe the way this Government handled
the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society exercises. I could not believe that
Mr Kevin Edwards had so much power that he could direct what took place with those rescue
operations. If they wanted to offer finiancial advice, they should have made sure that the
Government properly administered those Acts for which it had responsibility to ensure that
building societies and credit unions in this State toed the line. Is the Premier saying that it is
absolute nonsense and that those five people were not the main financial advisers running this
State?

Mr Peter Dowding: Absolute nonsense.

Mr COURT: It is interesting to hear the Premier say that because even he knows that they
were the people who were making those decisions, they were the people guiding it, and they
are the people who have got the Deputy Premier into one helluva mess. He is still trying to
get himself out of a very serious situation in relation to the Rothwells rescue. Who was the
person controlling the strings when it came to the $15 million going from the State Energy
Commission to Western Collieries? I put it to the Premier that in all of those WA Inc
dealings those five people had key roles in making sure that things went according to their
plans.

Mr Peter Dowding: Nonsense.

Mr COURT: The Premier can say "Nonsense' as much as he l ikes but fortunately it is now
all very well documented. One of the most shameful things to come out of this report was the
fact that WADC did not want to hand over information. Those people thought they were
beyond even this Commission on Accountability and they would not give it necessary
information on their business dealings. To this very day the Premier will not explain to the
public the remuneration packages negotiated for the senior executives involved in these
organisations. Even if the Premier agrees to pay out millions of dollars as a result of
finalising those contracts, we should know the details.

Mr Peter Dowding: You should just remember that as a direct responsibility of your own
party when in Government we are unable even to tell you what the confidentiality clause of
the North West Shelf gas project says.
Mr COURT: We have had a Commission on Accountability -

Mr Peter Dowding: And it makes that point.

Mr COURT: - and the commission has said that this sort of information must become known
to us. Because the Governiment is now winding down WADC and Exiim and has said it wants
to get out of most of those activities by September, 1 would have thought it only appropriate
for the Premier to tell us what we will be up for to facilitate that. Does he mean to say that
while we are debating legislation today he will not tell us the financial position of WADC
and Exim? Is he not going to tell us the contingent liabilities associated with those bodies?
Is that what he is saying?

Mr Peter Dowding: You will get their report in due course.

Mr COURT: What does the Premier mean, "their report"?

Mr Peter Dowding: You will get the report in due course.

Mr COURT: We will get the report 12 months down the track. We are debating legislation
now, and I think it is only proper -

Mr Peter Dowding: What does that have to do with it?

Mr COURT: The Premier asks what that has to do with it! If he is talking about legislation
to wind up WADC and Exim I would have thought the first thing he would do is tell the
Parliament what the financial condition of those two bodies is at this very moment.

Mr Peter Dowding: What if it is good, bad or indifferent? What difference does it make
when we are talking about a policy decision?

Mr COURT: I suppose a few million dollars here or there does not matter! When the
Government spends $1 of taxpayers' money we should know about it. The whole reason we
are having this debate today is that the Government does everything in secret. It may be that
WADC has contingent liabilities of $100 million - I do not know.
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Mir Peter Dowding: Don't even say something that is silly like that.
Mr COURT: I do not think it is silly; it could be that we have a contingent liability
associated wit the petrochemical project of $200 million. The way the Government throws
around hundreds of millions of dollars, that is not silly. Mr Speaker, do you remember the
debate we had in this Parliament in which the Government said the $150 million going into
Rothwells was safe? If I raised that, would the Premier say it was silly? He should not be
silly. For all we know, there could be contingent liabilities within those organisations.

Mr Peter Dowding: Don't be irresponsible.

Mr COURT: From what we are told, $2 million or thereabouts will be the pay out for one
person. That is a pretty significant pay out, does not the Premier think?

Mr Peter Dowding: Two million dollars is a very significant amount of money.

Mr COURT: Does not the Premier think the Parliament should know about the extent of the
pay out?

Mr Peter Dowding: [ am not suggesting there is a pay out to that extent, and I make the point
to you that this legislation is about imposing standards of accountability on those
organisations - accountability which, in the case of WADC, you in your wisdom removed
from the legislation.
Mr COURT: We have hit the old brick wall. Here we are, debating this legislation which is
all about accountability, all about winding up a couple of bodies, and the Premier does not
think it is important to tell us what their financial condition is.
Mr Hassell: He has gone under his security blanket - commercial confidentiality.

Mr COURT: In other words, it is business as usual. Nothing has changed.

I turn now to some of the specific recommendations in the Burt report. When this report was
released the Liberal Party formed a commuittee to examine its recommendations in detail. The
first thing we did was to prepare a checklist of its suggested recommendations. The
legislation before us today covers some of those recommendations but we believe some are
covered only superficially, and some have been left our altogether. We would like to think
that during the course of this debate, and particularly during the Committee stage, the
Government will accept some of the recommurendations we will put forward. We have
developed them after pretty extensive discussions within our party.

Mr Peter Dowding: What do you say is missing from the Bunt commission's report?

Mr COURT: That is just what I will cover now; and during the Commnittee stage I hope the
Premier will consider some of our amendments because we believe they do offer constructive
change.

The legislation does not provide a satisfactory definition of subsidiary bodies and it is critical
that all of the Government's operations come under the Financial Administration and Audit
Act. In trying to do the drafting ourselves, it was difficult to draft legislation -

Mir Peter Dowding: We have already been told that the parliamentary draftsman strongly
disagrees with that view.
Mr COURT: How does he know? He has not seen our arguments.

Mr Peter Dowding: You asked a question about it and you have been given the answer.

Mr COURT: We say that the legislation as it is drafted does not capture all of the
subsidiaries of all Government departments and statutory authorities, and without going into
detail - which we will be able to do in the Committee stage - we put it to the Premier that it
makes those subsidiaries comply with only a couple of areas listed under the FAA Act.

Under one of the recommendations, the Auditor General has become the auditor of most of
the bodies. The Government has given a commitment that more comprehensive Treasurer's
Instructions will be issued for the report, financial statements and performance indicators of
subsidiary bodies and the parent department or statutory body. This is important, and we will
be looking in future at the type of information that is coming from these different bodies,
especially in relation to performance indicators, so we can get an idea of the direction in
which they are heading.
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There was a recommendation to limit the powers of a statutory body to the powers necessary
to achieve the objects with which the parent organisation has been charged. This amendment
has not been proceeded with and the Government has said that advice from Parliamentary
Counsel, and at the risk of cutting across valid activities, stops this. I ask the Premier at this
stage if he would be good enough to give us a copy of the advice he has received from
Parliamentary Counsel. Also we would Like to know what agencies would be affected if that
recommendation were implemented.

Mr Peter Dowding: So far as I know, the advice was given to the officers but I have covered
it specifically with them and the parliamentary draftsman repeats the view that the subsidiary
bodies are caught by the objects of the parent body and that that proposal of yours is a
misunderstanding of the structural arrangements.

Mr COURT: At this stage, I disagree with the Premier, but during the Committee stage, he
may -

Mr Peter Dowding: I do not think that Alton Jackson has had very much experience drafting
amendments; I will take the parliamentary draftsman's advice.

Mr COURT: Now we are being told that we cannot accept the advice of the person who
drafts our amendments. What about the other people in our crew who have been drafting our
amendments?

Mr Peter Dowding: Who are they?

Mr COURT: Members of our parliamentary team. Before the Premier starts criticising our
amendments, and the ability of the person who drafted them, he should look at what we have.

Mr Peter Dowding: You obviously do not think much of the member for Cortesloe or you
would not have slipped him so far back in the hierarchy.
Mr COURT: I have asked for the advice the Government received from the Parliamentary
Counsel, and I would appreciate it if we could receive a copy of that advice. We would like
to know whether it is an example of the agencies being affected. The Premier is being a bit
hypocritical in saying that they are all caught up, but in his second reading speech he said that
it might cut across the valid existing activities. That is, there are subsidiaries already doing
things which are outside the powers given to their parent bodies.

This legislation also provides, for bodies not already covered, for ministerial directions to be
in writing and included in their annual reports. The amendments we are introducing will
tighten up that provision as we believe that we should be informed of those directions at least
twice a year. I think the National Party has prepared amendments in which it talks about
those directions being made public on a quarterly basis. The Liberal Party would certainly go
along with that but we thought, practically speaking, twice a year made sense. The main
concern with the Government's proposal is that, by putting directions in an annual report, it
could be some 22 months after a miunisterial direction is made before we get to know about it.

This legislation contains clauses which will facilitate the liquidation of WADC and Exim.
When does the Premier anticipate these bodies will cease to exist and how long will it take
for the liquidation to occur? The Liberal Party has further amendments in relation to that
liquidation, so that the liquidation can take place as specified under the Companies Code of
this State. That is, that an independent liquidator be appointed rather than people from within
the corporation actually handling the liquidation of the corporation.

Some of the other amendments which the Premier wanted to know about, and which the
Liberal Party hopes the Government will consider objectively, relate to the area I have
already mentioned - that is, the reporting of ministerial directions, where we propose that they
be done twice a year.

The Liberal Party wants to insert a clause that puts decisions on the secrecy of contracts into
the hands of the responsible Minister and not the management of the statutory body, the
department or its subsidiaries. The proposed amendment is taken directly from the Burt
report.

We certainly have to look at the guarantee provisions. The controversies surrounding the
guarantee the National Australia Bank received from the Government, and some of the other
guarantees which have ended up in controversy in recent years, highlight the need to change
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the guarantee procedures in the Financial Administration and Audit Act. The Liberal Party
wants to establish new procedures for those guarantees to be quickly made public and for this
Parliament to have an opportunity to debate them. Currently we do eventually get to know
what guarantees have been given by the Government - the Treasurer lists those guarantees -

but we believe there is a need for some mechanism whereby the guarantees become public
quickly and we do not have to wait a year or two years for the infonmation. There must be an
opportunity for Parliament to debate these guarantees; "debate", not disallow them. The
Government can give the guarantees, but we believe there should be a mechanism whereby
those guarantees come into Parliament and we have the ability to debate them so they are
made more public.

The Liberal Party also has an amendment by which we want any Goverrnent body that owns
more than 10 per cent of a business to declare it. We are not saying that controls will be put
on them unless they come under the Financial Administration and Audit Act, but currently
we have the situation where the Government, through the corporations it has set up, is
involved in one way or another in different businesses, and we think it is only proper that the
public know what businesses the Government is involved in on their behalf. I mentioned
earlier the winding up procedures for Government bodies such as WAUC and Exim. The
Liberal Party wants those procedures to be made similar to those applied under the
Companies Code of the State. In relation to those changes, the Liberal Party wants full
financial information about the current situation of these bodies before they are wound up;
the Liberal Party cannot accept, as the Premier is trying to force us to, that we can talk about
these bodies being wound up without knowing what their current financial situation is.

In respect of WADC and Exirn, because they are the two high profile organisations covered
in the latter part of this legislation, the Liberal Party is very pleased that these ventures are to
be finished. All we can say is, "Thank goodness they are to go." The Liberal Party believes
that the Government has put up a pathetic perform-ance in respect of those two bodies. The
Government has to be congratulated for finally taking the decision to accept the policies of
the Liberal Party and to abolish those two embarrassing creations. Unfortunately the
adventures of bodies such as WA Government Holdings Ltd look like continuing under
another guise. in the form of a new statutory authority. Many members who were critical of
the original Exim's operations recall only too well that when the new Exim was set up very
little changed. In fact, when the new Exirn was set up, it was interesting that the Government
decided not to proclaim certain parts of the legislation, which made the new Exini less
accountable to this Parliament. That is just another sad and sorry example of a Government
prepared to go to great lengths to bypass the scrutiny of Parliament. The Government cannot
simply blame Mr Burke for WADC and Exim, and all the rest of its WA Inc dealings. Six
months ago the Government was taking the credit, saying how great these organisations were,
but now that their names have been besmirched and the truth is coming out about the way
they lost hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers' funds, the people opposite want to
disown them. However, I put it to the House that virtually every member opposite who is
currently in the Cabinet was either a Cabinet Minister or in the Caucus and supported, voted
for and defended the operations of those bodies, the very questionable deals in which they
became involved, and the creative accounting they utilised which became legendary. Now
these bodies are going out of existence they are being revealed for the politically deceitful
bodies they are. It is interesting that the Premier and even the Chairman of WADC and Exirn
are trying to blame the Liberal Party for the demise of those bodies. Is the Government
saying that the WADC and Exim are okay and the Government is only getting rid of them
because we have criticised them? Of course not, the Government is getting rid of those
bodies because it realises what problems it is now facing with the different ventures into
which those companies went. They were not only criticised by the Liberal Party. Many
people from the private sector - particularly people in companfies which have had to face
unfair competition from those bodies, including the Western Australia Chamber of
Commerce and Industry, and the Confederation of Western Australian Industry (Ic) and
other business leaders - have criticised the Government's involvement in business, and they
have welcomed the moves made to take the Government out of their business activities.

We must never forget that not only does die Government have no intention of getting out of
the biggest deal in which it is involved - the petrochemical project - but it wants to pour even
more taxpayers' money into that project. Since these announcements, we have heard
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no-one support those bodies. When we consider comments made by members opposite over
the years they must now have red faces knowing that they no longer have any frienids who
support that experiment in socialism.
The future is very clear. The Government must withdraw from all its business activities and
must learn from its embarrassing mistakes. The Government must realise that when the stage
is reached where it needs to set up its own Commission on Accountability the situation has
got out of hand. I hope that we never see in this Stare a repeat of the events that have taken
place over the past six years. Unfortunately, with the Government's continuing to be
iniolved in the petrochemical project they will occur again.

The Premier mentioned the profitability of the Western Australian Development Corporation
and Exim. It is important that we mention a few things about the profitability of those
organisations because the Government had creative accounting in those two bodies. The
Premier can jump up and ask, "Are you saying chat the accounts were not prepared properly?"
and I will answer, "Yes", because the Auditor General on a number of occasions has been
very critical of the way WADC and Exim have carried out their reporting obligations.

In the case of WADC, for the first year a profit of $4.5 million was referred to. However,
$2.7 million of that came from the sale of the Northern Mining interest to the Diamond Trust.
The Government gave it to WADC for $42 million and they put it into the trust for
$45 million and put $3 million supposedly into profits; in other words, a transfer within
Government to pick up $3 million. Only a couple of weeks ago an article in The West
Ausiralion by a financial journalist said that- WA Diamtond Trust was struggling to look good
because the Government had put it in at an over valued price. The remainder in that year
earned interest of $1.8 million because of the amount received for the sale of the interest to
the Diamond Trust, but instead of paying that to the Treasury the amount was kept and
interest was earned on it. In other words, the Goverrnent had that money sifting interest free
in an account - that is how the profit was trumped up in the first year.

In the second and biggest profit year, $34 million came from three sources: Again some
interest free money from the Government - $13 million from the Perth Technical College site
sae. We know what happened in that case; the Government sold it to them for $20.5 million
and they on-sold the site on the same day for $33.5 million and then declared a big profit.

Mr Lewis: True!

Mr Peter Dow ding: You roll over old things -

Mr COURT: The Premier has asked me what the profit figures are.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have been given details -

Mr COURT: In that year, profits were made from the sale of IBJ shares to [BY Bank - a
situation where the private sector wanted to go into partnership to set up a bank - but the
Government would be an equity participant.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did it make money?

Mr COURT: Sure, but the Government kept the local people from going into the banking
business.

Mr Peter Dowding: TMJ put its head office here and that would not have been done if it had
been left to the market.

Mr COURT: We talk about trying to build up Western Australia as a financial centre but the
Government has cried to do the exact opposite.

The next year, the profit of $34 million dropped to $9 million; the Government got rid of
those big property deals. That figure was made up of profit on property projects and
investments, FundsCorp and GoldCorp - selling assets across to the new Gold Bank
Corporation. The operations of EventsCorp, where the Government was looking after the
investment of the Treasury's short tern cash surplus, was referred to as illegal in this report.
Power did not exist to invest chose cash surpluses of the Treasurty and legal opinion backed
up that fact.
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In the last year, to date, we have projects investing $2.8 million; FundsCorp $2.3 million, and
LandCorp $5.4 million. Included in the LandCorp investment is a $2 million fee paid by the
Governmnent for land advice - so the Government has gone back to charging fees within
Governmnent departments to make up profits. Profits this year have been spoken of in terms
of around $25 million but we do not have a break up of that. I put to you, Mr Speaker, that
the majority of the profits that the Government keeps talking about in WADC are simply
made up of trumped up internal transfers within the Government. There is no monetary gain
that could not have been undertaken by existing Government departments.
I turn to Exini now and go through the profit figures: In the year to 30 June 1986, the profit
amounted to $340 000 but included in that was a figure of $2.8 million interest because
$17 million was sitting interest-fre in Exim to earn that income. In fact, Exim experienced a
big loss in that year. The same thing occurred in the next year where fiddles were done with
a revaluation of livestock. The operating profit return in- 1987 - which the Auditor General
said is not true - involved fiddling with the valuation of stock figures. I read a report recently
in a business magazine which outlined the creative accounting used by this organisation. So
before the Premier speaks too much about profit performance of the two organisations he
should feel some shame because the profits have not been proven and the Auditor General
believed them to be false.
I will now move to the operations in which WADC and Exim have been involved. But
before I do so I ask the Premier whether I may be granted an extension of time. I will take
around another 20 minutes after the hour.
Mr Peter Dowding: I do not mind an extension but [ have to say that on the last occasion
when an extension was agreed to on a certain basis some people on the other side were
unable to understand how to stick to the rules. I do not want to stop debate; the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is the lead speaker and should have extra time but he should try to
persuade some people, particularly on the Opposition front bench, that these accommodations
go both ways.
Mr COURT: I appreciate what the Premier has said. When we introduced the rule in relation
to 60 minutes for the lead speaker, we discussed that there could be accommodation for an
extension if the Bill was a lengthy one and required more time. With the present legislation
this is important but I do not intend running over a great deal.
In relation to the WADC annual report, the Opposition has never placed much faith in it- I
can remember the crazy debacle over the years relating to Wesfi in which the Government
kept saying it had an interest, and it kept saying that that interest was getting bigger every
year. Looking at Hansard from November 1986, 1 pointed out that in fact it stated in the
WADC annual report that it had started with a small interest in Wesfi and over the years it
had gradually built up its interest. When I looked at the Wesfi report I found that it did not
have any report of the Government actually being a shareholder. So, we have a situation in
which for three years we were misled by the annual report of the WADC in which it claimed
it had an equity position in one of Wesfi's operations. When I finally pushed the point, we
found out that it never had an interest in Wesfi. When one is talking about deception and
deceiving the public, that is a very good example.
During this debate perhaps the Premier could tell us the current state of play with the WAUC
and tell us something about its business involvement. Could he tell us how things are going
at McLean Brothers and Rigg? What is the position relating to taxpayers there? What fees
were paid to departments such as EventsCorp and what is LandCorp paying to the insurance
exchange? The annual report kept willing us how the insurance exchange was being
assembled over the years, but now we do not have an insurance exchange. From what I-can
see, projects like that have not come to fruition yet the WADC has capitalised on the cost and
treated them as assets. Will the Premier tell us whether the insurance exchange will go ahead
and, if not, how much is being written off? I think it has involved an expenditure of
$1.6 million so far with the CALM reforestry project. What money has been spent on this
project to date and what will happen now?
In relation to the Swan Brewery, I believe a fee was agreed upon by Nr Pearce, who was the
Minister for Planniing at the time. How much was WAUC paid for that particular exercise? I
-was told that it was a fee of about $500 000. If it was, they should get their money back.
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Mr Peter Dowding: They have done a lot of work and have officers doing project work. Are
you saying that that is not work?

Mr COURT: Is the Premier talking about the Swan Brewery site?
Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.

Mr COURT: They were doing work for WADC.
Mr Peter Dowding: What does it matter whether it was for WADC or a private enterprise
operation? It is a work cost.
Mr COURT, I say to the Premier that it is a shambles. Some of the Government's business
dealings are in a mess and I would have thought with the new mood of accountability that we
would get some answers.

On the question of FundsCorp. we would like to know the whole story behind this deal. We
were told in the report that its earnings and management fees went to the Treasury along with
cash surpluses. As a result of that report the Government has taken that function away from
WADC and given it back to the Treasury. That is what the Opposition said should happen all
along with LandCorp. What will the role of LandCorp be and who will take over those
responsibilities?

In the report under the heading of "Project and Investment Division" it states the following -

It derived its profits from the sale of assets and investments and advisory management
services.

Where has this service been operating and what deals has that division struck? On -the
question of FundsCorp, the report stated that it used cash funds as loans. Is there such a fund
around and what is the current position with this fund? It was said in November 1987 that it
expanded its investment team in anticipation of the appointment of funid managers for the
SOIC and the Government Employees Superannuation Board. We now know that both of
those bodies did not accept FundsCorp as their adviser in that area. It is interesting that we
were ridiculed when we criticised FundsCorp's operations, and for my troubles I copped a
writ from them. What will happen with the writ now with the winding up procedure, Mr
Premier?

Mr Peter Dowding: People who have been unwise enough to say things that they could not
establish will have to bear that.

Mr COURT: I want to know whether there is money there to pay out if I win the case.

Mr Peter Dowding: You will have to figure out other alternatives.
Mr COURT: What alternatives?

Mr Peter Dowding: You might be the one who is paying out.

Mr COURT: That is interesting, a member of Parliament has* the nerve to criticise
FundsCorp and the WADC for the way it was investing the Treasury's short term cash
surpluses, and the report comes out and says that it was illegal.

Mr Peter Dowding: You not only had the nerve to criticise it, you were doing much more
than that.

Mr Lewis: You instigated legal prosecution against the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

Mr COURT: There was a time when they would do anything to shut us up and stop us
criticising, and it is interesting that all the criticisms that we made turned out to be true. Also,
the Government quickly transferred the money back to the Treasury once it had received the
report and realised the situation.

Mr Peter Dowding: Can I give you a word of legal advice?

Mr COURT: Is this free?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes. If you make a libellous statement and then at some later stage, even
under privilege, support it, who knows what die consequences may be.

MrCOURT: Are you saying that you want us to shut up about the Treasury.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, that is not what I am saying.
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Mr COURT: That is the very point. As a member of Parliament I was carrying out my duty,
and yet I am told that if I keep talking about this mailer I face the situation in which I may
pay out more money in damages; this is supposed to be an accountable Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: I amn suggesting that when you have a court case you should not use the
opportunity to pursue it.

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

Mr COURT: I would like to thank the House for that extension.

Continuing with the activities of WADC, could the House be told about the situation at
Underwater World at Hillarys? As I understood it, it is a joint venture with some other
parties to build similar operations internationally. Has the venture been involved in building
anything overseas and how are things performing with that venture as I hear that there were
cost overruns? In relation to films, what is the situation with its involvement with the film
Boundaries of the Heart? Also, what is the situation with its investment in General Equity? I
received some representation from all parties involved in that deal which certainly became
very messy. With the student accommodation at Curtin University we had a very sad
situation. I was visited by some people involved in that deal in which WADC provided
advice and assistance. Exim was also involved in that deal. I do not have time to detail what
took place, but the lady who put the deal together, Mrts Yapp - Cheishire Holding was the
name of her company - went completely broke over that exercise, and blamed it on the fact
that Exim withdrew its support while she stood by her side of the bargain and built the
facility which is now complete and fully occupied. She is going broke because she was badly
treated and misled by this Government.

What is the Government proposing to do with Integrated Health Care? Through WADC, the
Government has become involved in a wide range of activities. How will it jet out of them?
A responsible Government would have told us about the situation and how it intended getting
out of those investments.

We have had two Exims - Exim I and Exim 2. Exirn was set up originailly as a subsidiary of
WA Government Holdings, and was used to get into the petrochemical project. Even
Ministers know about the scandal that took place in that organisation. We all remember the
dealings that were exposed with Goldrock, a small jewellery company, which was involved
in giving interest free loans to friends and relatives. Exim was also involved in Acremaster
Marketing on a 50-50 joint venture basis. The R & I Bank learned the hard way with
Perpetual Finance, a subsidiary of the bank, what a Government guarantee was when
Perpetual Finance went broke. We have all heard about housing ventures in Thailand and
operations in which the original Exim was involved, but about which we know nothing. It
became involved in cattle stations in the north and that has become an ongoing saga.

Mr Blaikie: We don't know what it paid for those. All we know is that the taxpayers will
have to foot the bill.

Mr COURT: That is right. It made a lot of noise about the operations of the business
migration programs and the selling of educational services overseas. It was also involved in
an aquiculture project, I think Marine Industries, into which it poured more than $2 million.
Exiin looks like losing that money. Why has the Government not told us about that?

-Two of the Government's political friends were put in charge of divisions. The Education
Services Division was headed by Sue-Anne Macknay and Lesley Maher was placed in charge
of WA Investment Advisory Services Ltd. Why would Exim have become involved in
selling education services overseas? I am involved at the Curtin University which was selling
education services overseas for years before the Government became involved. It was totally
unnecessary for the Government to duplicate the work being undertaken successfully by that
institution.

An empire was established around the business migration program. One thing that I can say
about those two operations is that they have kept a few people travelling around the world at
the taxpayers' expense. We believe that all of the details of the expenses of the organisations
should be published. What did it cost for Exim to set up and run offices all over the world?
What does the Government intend doing with them now? What expenses were involved in
Exim's setting up the Mfigration Trust? What is the current state of that trust? It was all very
well for the Government to keep on setting up these bodies, but the people of Western
Australia have a right to know about them.
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It has been brought to our attention that the Western Australian Investment Advisory Services
has been misleading in promoting its services. It has given the impression that it is the only
body with any responsibility in that area. Many of the major banks and accountancy firms
operate overseas, attracting people under business migration programs. It is totally
misleading for the Government to send correspondence to them. We have been told that they
must be on some sort of special mailing list to have obtained the names of the different
people with whom it corresponds. It is wrong for the Government to give the impression that
it is the only body that can handle business migrants. Exirn could be wound up overnight and
it would make no difference to that organisation.
I asked a question recently about the Government's involvement in dhe Gourmet
Smokehouse. I understand that it has a 35 per cent shareholding in that organisation. I have
yet to receive an answer. The Government should give us in this debate a full and detailed
account of the activities of those bodies, otherwise we will make the same assumptions as we
have made regarding remuneration packages being paid to senior executives. We spoke
about accountable Government before when we debated this legislation. The Premier should
have made a statement about the different business in which the Government is involved.

The Liberal Party supports this legislation but believes the Government has not property
implemented the recommendations contained in the Bunt Commission on Accountability.
The Opposition will attempt, in amendments in the Committee stage, to have implemented all
of the recommendations in that report and to question the Government on the activities of
WADC and Exirn. The Government cannot have it both ways. It has been talking about
becoming more accountable. For die first time today it has the opportunity to tell us about all
of the details associated with the business activities of die corporations and their winding-up.

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [3.38 pm]: That we are having
this debate today is a comment on the failure of the Government's four on the floor, window
of opportunity into business policies about which we have heard so much. We have been told
about the Government's need to be an integral part of business to ensure its success. Bearing
all of those comments in mind, and taking into consideration the petrochemnical project, we
are assured that WA Inc is still alive and well. While this legislation is an improvement on
the current situation, it still boils down to the very important fundamental fact pointed out on
page 3 of the Burt Commission on Accountability report as follows -

In other words, the recommendations contained in this report are but means to an end
and the attainment of the end is dependent upon the proper operation of the
Parliamentary system and upon the proper use of Parliamentary questions in
particular.

And that area lies outside this commission's terms of reference.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you know what the 'commission's real concern is? There is evidence
from the conduct of the Opposition over an extended period that you did not understand what
is the proper way to run parliamentary questions, and parliamentary behaviour.

Mr MacKINNON: Where is that stated?
Mr Peter Dowding: It is not in the report, but it is the commission's real concern.

Mr MacKINNON: The suggestion by the Premier that the report was meant to be a comnment
on the behaviour of the Opposition of Western Australia is the most monumental affront to
one of Western Australia's most esteemed citizens, Mr Francis Burt, and other numbers of
the commission. The Burt commnission is stating that this report has been written, another
could be written next week and another the week after until the members of the commnission
were blue in the face, but at the end of the day the Minister and the Government are
responsible for presenting that information to the Parliament and-answering the question dr,
as has been die practice with this Government, falling to answer the question.

Mr Peter Dowding: Or making a decision that it is not appropriate for that information to be
brought forward.

Mr MacKINNON: On most occasions when the Opposition has an appropriate question, the
answer is given that the information is comminercially confidential or for some reason or
another it cannot be supplied. I will explain several of those aspects. On pages 4 and 5 of the
report it states -
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The Commission is of the opinion that whether, with respect to any agency, the idea
of investment accountability is satisfied can best be judged by the application to its
investment activities of a number of criteria, they being:

Criteria (a) to (h) are listed and (i) - this is the most important comment - states -

whether the responsible Minister recognises that he is under a duty which he owes to
-. - Parliament - a political but not a legally enforceable duty - to answer proper

Parliamentary questions which relate to the information which he has or which he has
the authority to-obtain.

Mr Peter Dowding: Note the use of the word "proper".

Mr MacKINNON: I noted every single word in that report, because I sought to test those

words against the performance of the Premier and his Government since the election. With
regard to performance, how has the Government measured up to the standard outlined by the
Burt report? Let us consider, firstly, the petrochemical project: Has the Government
answered the questions and come clean about the financial arrangements of the petrochermical
project? Was that information made public? Were those questions answered properly and
honourably? The answer to all those questions is a resounding no. The only way that
information became known was via the media and the Opposition. In fact, the documentation
was lodged two days after the election. That is how accountable the Government was,
despite the fact that it was challenged at the time to indicate exactly what was the position.
The Government failed the first test and the Minister for Resources Development had the
effrontery, when questioned on this matter, to say -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I realise that the Leader of the Opposition may argue that
his comments on the petrochemical Bill are associated with this Bill, but under Standing

-Order No 125 it is disorderly for a member to allude to another debate held in the same
session. A lengthy debate took place last week on the petrochemical project and, as it
appears the Leader of the Opposition was about to allude to comments made in that debate, I
advise him that to do so would be out of order, although he may allude to the project in
general terms.

Mr MacKfINNON: The Minister for Resources Development said that a Press statement
should be released announcing to the people of Western Australia that the Government had
negotiated a $ 100 million loan for the petrochemical project. That statement should have
been made during the election campaign on 26 January when the documents were signed.
Any Government with a commnitment to accountability would have taken that action, but it
did not occur in this case.
I refer to the next test which relates to the scandalous salary paid to Mr John Horgan and
approved by this Government. What does the legislation state in regard to that matter? The
Western Australian Development Corporation Act states -

(1) The Board shall, with the approval of the Minister, appoint a managing
director, to be the chief executive of the Corporation, who shall, subject to the
control of the Board, administer the day to day operations of the Corporation.

(2) The managing director shall be appointed, and may from time to time be
reappointed, for such term as is specified in his instrument of appointment or
reappointment.

(3) The remuneration and allowances payable to, and the conditions of service of,
the managing director shall be such as are recommended by the Board and
approved by the Minister.

The Opposition has consistently questioned the payments made to such people over the last
few years, but no answers have been forthcoming. Last week the level of those payments
was made public. What does the Premier say on that subject? He changes his answer from
day to day. The first day he was questioned on this matter, he indicated that he had approved
the appointment but his recollection was that the matter went to Executive Council. The
following day, Wednesday, he told the House that his inquiries revealed that the
arrangements were in place before he became Premier. The following day he said that the
matter had been discussed at a superficial level with a number of Ministers - he had a
convenient lapse of memory and could not remember which Ministers were involved - and
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he then began mudslinging against the Deputy _Leader of the Opposition's brother. The
Padliament wants to know - and the Opposition believes it is entitled to know - the details of'
the contract, when that payment was approved, and which Minister was- concerned at the
time. The Premier is accountable to the Parliament and should supply that information. The
Premier has suddenly developed a keen interest in the-papers he is studying; he refuses to -
respond to my questions, and that underlines exactly the point I make in relation to the Burt
report which states that whether 'the responsible Minister recognises that he is under a duty
which he owes to Parliament - a political but not a legally enforceable duty 'it is his duty to
answer proper parliamentary questions which relate to the information which he has or which
he has the authority to obtain. Who approved the salary? It was the Treasurer of Western
Australia. Who refuses to account to the Parliament for the monstrous and outrageous
payments made? The Premier. Who refuses to answer the question of whether a contract
was entered into with Mr Horgan's service company, thus providing him with a significant
tax advantage over all other taxpayers in Westemn Australia? Is it the case that the signing-up-
payments are tax free? Can the Premier answer that question?
Mr Peter Dowding: I have no idea.
Mr MacKINNON: To whom was the money paid - Horgan or his service company?
Mr Peter Dowding: I think you misunderstand the nature of this debate.
Mr MacKIN4NON: Again the Premier avoids answering the question. He must face up to his
fundamental responsibility as the man who approved and signed the contract authorising the
monstrous and outrageous payment. Everybody in St George's Terrace to whom I have
spoken on this subject has said that nobody in their right mind would have agreed to such a
payment. The Premier refuses to account to the Parliament.
Mr Peter Dowding: I did not sign the contract.
Mr MacKINNON: Who did sign the contract?
Mr Peter Dowding: One of the things the commnission is talking about is -
Mr MacKINNON: I do nut want interjections. I have 18 minutes left and the Premier is not
prepared to answer my question. He has said that he did not sign it. Who did sign it?
Mr Peter Dowding: Your mouth is -

Mr MacKIINNON: There is no answer from the Premier. He will not tell us who signed the
contract. This is the man responsible for WADC, and for the cover up. The Premier will not
tell us whether payment went to Mr Horgan's service company, as I believe it did, giving him
a significant advantage over all other employees. .ask the Premier, at the time he and other
Ministers were cutting back 10 percent of the salaries of so called fat cats around Western
Australia, what they were doing-wit Mr Horgan? They were paying him a salary out of the
ball park. The Premnier still sits here saying, "I did not sign it," but he will not tell us who did
or tell us the amount or extent of the payment.- -

Mr Peter Dowding: You said that I signed it.
Mr MacKJNNON: Who did?
Mr Peter Dowding: Why do you not recognise for once that you are wrong?
Mr MacKENNON: Who did? The Premier will not answer. This document says that the
board must sign the agreement and the Premier must approve it. I ask the Premier whether he
approved it. Silence reigns supreme.
Mr Peter Dowding: You will not let me get a word in.
Mr MacKINON: Did the Premier approve it?
Mr Peter Dowding: I will not be harassed into this.
Mr MacKIhJNON: Did the Premier approve it?
Mr Peter Dowding: The Leader of the Opposition is letting his mouth run ahead of his mind.
I told him earlier that his allegation that I signed the contract was not correct, but he did not
draw breath or say, "My information must be wrong." Off he went in a frenzy of
interrogation - "Who did it?"
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Mr MacIhNON: The WADC Act provides that the allowances payable and conditions of
service of the managing director will be as approved by the board and the Minister. The
board probably signed it, so I ask the Premier, did he approve it?

Mr Peter Dowding: Mr Horgan's contract was in place earlier than the stage when 1 became
Premier, as I have said in this House.
Mr MacKINNON: Did the Prem-ier approve it?

Mrt Peter Dowding: As I have said in this House before, I was involved in the approval of his
appointment.

Mr MacKINNON: The approval of his appointment obviously includes the salary package.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is that right?

Mr MacKINNON: Why would the Premier reappoint him if the Premier did not discuss the
salary package at the same time? They are part and parcel of the same thing. These are
verbal gynastics which bring us back to the fundamental point of the Premier failing to own
up and account for his responsibilities. A salary of $450 000 per annum is enormous, yet the
Premier sits opposite and says, "Maybe it was signed by somebody else. I do not know
whether I approved it. We discussed it. [ cannot tell you who, or the amount. I cannot tell
you whether payment went to a service company for taxation purposes, and I am not going to
because it is probably economically confidential." We hear the same worn, tired excuse we
get for everything in this Parliament, that it is politically embarrassing.
We can debate Bun's report and this accountability legislation, but - as Bunt says - at the end
of the day it is what the Minister, in this instance the Premier, is prepared to -say. He is

-prepared to say nothing. The Premier runs away from his responsibility because he does not
-want to admit that he approved Mr Horgan's appointment and the level of salary payment.
What will the payout be? Will we be told that? Will this legislation ensure that that
information is given? I guarantee that the only way in which we will find out will, again, be
off the back of a truck.

Let us look at the third test which related to the Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill. The
Premier came to the Parliament seeking approval for the allocation of $250 million of
taxpayers' funds. He said that an allowance had been made in that amount for short term
bridging finance for the petrochemical project. We asked one simple question: "We have
been asked to approve it; how much is that allowance?' The answer was, 1I will not tell you.
We have not reached a specific figure. It is in the $250 million range. We have a figure in
there but we do not know what it is. We just put the numbers in a hat and pulled them out,
and $250 million looked like a good number. There is an allowance in that. Take it or leave
it." Again, that is a true test of this Government. The Treasurer's Advance Authorization
Bill involves a. piece of legislation properly accountable to the Parliament. Do we get an
explanation? No. My question to the Premier in relation to that project, if he will listen for a
moment, is what other support is the Governiment giving to WA Government Holdings or the
PICL project that has not yet been announced? Does this signify that there has been a great
commitment, or is there none? Again, the Premier is too busy talking to another member of
Parliament to answer my question. Is the Government providing significant and further
support to WA Government Holdings and the petrochemical project?

Mr Watt: That is accountability.

Mr MacKINNON: That is what one calls real accountability - deafening silence! No
comment. I predict we will find that this Government has provided significant and
substantial support for the petrochemical project, providing - as we have suggested all along -
a guarantee and an underwriting, in many respects, for all of the costs. What do we hear from
the Premier about that? Deafening silence once again. When the Premier runs into difficulty
his answer is a non answer. I ask him once again what extra support has the Government
given to the petrochemical project other than that publicly announced to date? The message
probably was "do not tell him". What other support has the Government given to WA
Government Holdings or the PICL project that has not been announced to date?

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not an answer!I can give off the top of my head.

Mr MacKUNNON: So the Premier has given them some, or none? Silence.
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Mr Peter Dowding inteijected.
Mr MacKINNON: That is an interesting response from the Premier, if the Government has
given them none.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is a cheap political trick.
Mr MacKINNON: That is what the Premier would have said. There is no doubt whatever
that the Government has given ft rther and significant support to the PICL project.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is not to be read from my answer.

Mr MacKINNON: That is not yet announced. All the Premier has to say is no.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are a fair dinkum cheapskate.
Mr MacKINNON: What I would like the Mr Premier to say is no. I ask again, is any further
support being given by the Governmnent to the PICL project not announced publicly to date?

Mr Peter Dowding: Since I do not make announcements on the subject, I am not necessarily
equipped to answer the question. Since the Leader of the Opposition chooses to interpret the
question in whatever way suits him, it is much better that I do not answer. He has his
mechanisms for getting answers to those questions.

Mr MacKINNON: So there is further support for the PICL project?

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not to be read from my answer.

Mr MacKINNON: Let us ask the Minister for Resources Development, who is the
responsible Minister: Is there further support to the petrochemidcal project over and above
that which has been publicly announced to date? Has that occurd? The Minister will not
answer because the fact of the matter is that a significant level of support has been given by
the Government, and this will come out in the next couple of days. I give the Deputy Premier
one last chance. Has the Government given any support whatsoever, or agreed to give any
further support to the PICL project, over and above that which has been announced?

Mr Peter Dowding: Every time you open your mouth it is $29 million!-

Several members interjected.
Mr MacK1]hJNON: Members opposite try to shout me down. They will not answer the
question. Again, there is no shadow of doubt about the very extensive Government support
for that project, and it will not be too lo ng before the facts about some of that come out.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Gallop): The Leader of the Opposition should resume his seat.
He is aware there is a tedious repetition Standing Order in relation to debates in the
Assembly, and - he ought to move on and address his comments to the Chair, not to
Government interjections. He has about eight minutes to go, and it would serve the Leader of
the Opposition's purpose better to get back to the subject of his original comments. -

Mr MacKINNON: That is what I was about to do with my concluding comments. I want to
place it on the record that the Government had the opportunity to answer that question about
its support to PICL, and it refused the opportunity. We will see the real test of accountability
as outlined in the Burt report in the next day or two when the facts emerge. We will see that
the Premier and his deputy both failed to take advantage of an opportunity to tell us what the
truth was.

Mr Parker: What are you talking about? We had a whole debate on it last Thursday.

Mr MacKINNON: Let us look at the next area, again involving the Premier: The failure to
account. What do we see in relation to the payment by the Government to Rothwells? I
asked the Premier a question on 4 April about giving instructions to the SGIC. I said, in
question 145 of 4 April -

Does the Premier recall in his statement to Parliament on Rothwells Ltd on 8
November 1988 sayring that, "In the meantime the Government, having committed
itself to a two year obligation to Rothwells, was again asked to assist when Rothweils
faced liquidity problems?"

He said, "Yes", and went on to say -
The approach was made by officers of Rothwells in the early part of 1988 to
Government officers.
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He continued -

On the information available to the Government at the time, the Government accepted
that Rothwells had a liquidity problem.

That is all pretty innocuous, but I refer the House back to that November statement and the
Premier's comment then and subsequently to see exactly what we have been told. We were
told at that time in November 1988 -

However, by earlier this year Rothwells appeared to be benefiting from a restructuring
of the company and the consolidated financial statements of the half year ended 31
January 1988 released in March showed the company to be in a sound position. In
the meantime the Government, having commnitted itself to a two year obligation to
Rothwells was again asked to assist when Rothwells faced liquidity problems. It was
against that background that the SQIC undertook financial transactions under bills of
exchange to the value of about $50 million in Rothwells between November and
January.

A very important point - "between November and January". I refer back to question 145 -
"Who made the approaches to the Government about that particular matter?" That is about
the $50 million injection. The answer was, "Government officers". It was not the SOIC, it
was Government officers. The last question I asked was, "What was the result of that
assessment?" - that was of the liquidity problem - carried out by, in his words, "Government
officers." He replied -

On the information available to the Government at the time, the Government accepted
that Rothwells had a liquidity problem.

So because the Government had a situation where Rothwells had a liquidity problem, the
SGIC put money into Rothwells. That is not the Government but the SQIC. I asked a
question earlier, question 22 on 30 March -

Bearing in mind the comments made by the Auditor General in his First Report dated
18 January 1989, and the comnments made by the Commission on Accountability on
the State Government Insurance Commission, will the Premier detail all directions
given to the SOIC by him as the responsible Minister during the year ended 30 June
1988 and from I July 1988 until today's date?

He said, 'There were none." That may well be a play on words, because perhaps it came
from the previous Treasurer, but again I ask the Premnier, were instructions issued by the
Government as a consequence of all that to the SGIC to invest in Rothwells? If not, how do
we get from the Government agreeing to support it to Rothwells receiving funids from the
SOIC?
Messages do not travel through thin air without someone giving them impetus. The Premier
has deliberately sought to mislead the Parliament in this instance by saying it was
Government people who made the assessment; that Government extended assistance and
support, but we all know - and it is important to remember the dates - that that support came
in November and January prior to the accounts referred to at the end of January, but weeks
after the loan guarantee had been granted at the instructions of the Government of Western
Australia,

Can the Premier confrnm that those instructions were given? I have several other examples.
We have seen today that the Burt report encapsulates some very important reforms, and we
welcome many of those, including the abolition of WADC and Exim, the improvements in
relation tothe FAA Act, the Auditor General, the notification of ministerial directions, and
many areas where we want to improve that legislation. But the bottom line that it all boils
down to is whether the responsible Minister recognises at the end of the day that he is under a
duty to the Parliament, a politically but not legally enforceable duty, to answer proper
parliamentary questions which relate to the information he has or has the authority to obtain.
I have indicated quite clearly that this Premier and this Government have an abysmal and
atrocious record in that regard; a record which has been maintained to this minute in this
Parliament. They refuse to answer the basic and fundamental questions about the
Government's activities and responsibilities. We can debate this legislation and improve it as
we will try to do, but at the end of the day the responsibility rests on the shoulders of the
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Government I do not believe that despite the Government's efforts to demonstrate it here,
this leopard has changed its spots.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.09 pm]: The National Party
recognises that the Government has gone pant of the way towards implementing some of the
recommendations of the accountability commission. However, it is clear that it has mun into
some difficulty and the Premier, in his second reading speech, explained away the difficulty
that he had. Of course, I refer to the recommendation of the commission that some of the
subsidiary companies or bodies of the various statutory authorities should have their powers
or activities curbed.
Mr Peter Dowding: Could I say in respect of that what I said by way of interjection to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition? The parliamentary draftsman has clearly and firmly
advised that that is not necessary. The parliamentary draftsman is listening to the debate and-
I will confirm that position with him when he has finished looking at the Opposition's
proposed list of amendments, but his position quite clearly is that it is not necessary.
I-r COWAN: Is the Premier saying that in fact there are already powers which prevent any
subsidiary operation?
Mr Peter Dowding: Beyond the powers of the principal body, yes.
Mr COWAN: We will be very pleased to hear it. In addition to that we would be interested~
to learn why that has not been the case up until now.
Mr Peter Dowding: The parliamentary draftsman argued that it is the case.
Mr COWAN: That is a matter for dispute.
Mr. Peter Dowding: Before we get to the Committee stage I will confirm it with him because
he will have heard your comments as well as the other ones. However, that is my
understanding of his position.
Mr COWAN: The response surprises me because I am sure that if one went to the trouble,
one would be able to provide the Premier with a whole heap of things where a subsidiary
body has been established purely for the purposes of maintaining a degree of confidentiality
or extending an operation in areas which perhaps were not specifically covered by the
principal Act. I cannot give the House a whole list of details, but I think the Premier would
find that that is the case. I may be completely wrong, but I think I would be right.
Very clearly the Government has done two things: First, it has added to the definitions in the
Financial Administration and Audit Act, which includes subsidiary bodies, and as I said we
see that as being of some benefit. However in addition to that it requires some sont of
control; it provides, in clauses 5 and 6, that a department or statutory authority shall exercise
its control over its subsidiary body so that the accountable officer of the department or
statutory authority shall be provided with all the necessary information needed to comply
with Treasurer's Instructions. The National Party sees that as being something of an
advantage in that one of the main areas where there is a requirement that there be greater
accountability to the Parliament is in the allocation of funds from the Consolidated Revenue
Fund, or for that matter from any other Government source, to those particular authorities or
agencies. That is one of the major areas of concern in relation to the petrochemnical project.
The main doubt people have about that project is that there is a prospect for far greater
financial commitment than at present has been outlaid by the Government. As a consequence
the question is then asked: Will these new accountability laws or provisions within the
various Acts provide for more accurate accounting of the taxpayers' funds which are
expended by various statutory authorities for the projects they have undertaken to establish?
The best example of that is in the petrochemical project itself, where there have been many
claims that non-recourse financing will be available, but if it is not, and the Government
decides to step into that, we, as taxpayers, will be up for a preat deal of money.
The Bill then lists all of the different agencies which the amendments will affect. One or two
points need to be clarified, particularly the requirement outlined in the Premier's second
reading speech, whereby the Minister is required to place in writing an instruction to the
various agencies. Does the wording of some of the amendments put forward guarantee that
all directions given by a Minister "shall" be in writing? It seems to me that there is some
degree of ambiguity in that the wording of the amendments provide that the Minister"a"
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give an instruction in writing, and I would like that clarified. I want an undertaking from the
Premier chat wherever a direction is given to one of the agencies listed, it shall be in writing.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is the result; it is the requirement of the Bill.

Mr COWAN: Yes I know, but as a layman reading the Bill -

Mr Peter Dowding: You are not a layman; you are a member of Parliament.

Mr COWAN: As a member of Parliament with no legal knowledge, it seems to me chat there
is some ambiguity in the Bill. I know, as the Premier does, that if there is any doubt in any
legislation, one then trms to the second reading speech; if one then cannot get clarification,
one then rums to all the other speeches. I hope that the Premier will indicate very clearly that
it is the case in these amendments to the separate -

Mr Peter Dowding: Let me indicate now so that nobody forgets - that is the case.
Mr COWAN: It is definitely the case that wherever a direction is given by a Minister it
'.shall" be in writing.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is right.

Mr COWAN: I thank the Premier.

Quite a lot has been said about the pant of the Bill which winds down WADC and Exisn.
Very clearly in this instance, the Government has made a political decision as it has a right to
do. However there are some bodies which, in my view, have been functioning particularly
well and which had their genesis in either WADC or Exim. There is no clear indicat ion of
what is to happen to some of those bodies other than a very bland statement in the second
reading speech where the Premier said in respect of Exim -

The corporation is to be phased out, with its remaining functions either sold or passed
to an appropriate Government agency.

That does not say a great deal and I will be very interested to learn precisely what is going to
happen to some of those fuinctions, such as LaridCorp. It is my view chat that body could be
turned into a fast track operation to improve the capacity of the developers to develop land,
particularly land suitable for urban housing developments. Rather than the existing situation,
where a developer goes to one Government department and must sit and wait until'that
department has finished with his application before raking it to the next department, he could
perhaps go to the one body, which could undertake to complete all the necessary
documentation to enable that development to proceed. If LandCorp were to adopt that
concept it would be a very good vehicle through which that could be achieved.

When will EventsCorp be relocated? I do not think the Premier would want to see some of
the functions of that operation disbanded; for example, the PacRim Conference which is a
responsibility of EventsCorp, is it not?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.

Mr COWAN: That should continue. I am not suggesting it has been an instant success, hut it
is gathering momentum. The best example of that is the number of journalists attending the
conference almost outnumbered the number of delegates. Clearly there is great interest by
the Press of the various countries chat were given the scamus of PacRim countries. Now that
the Government has generated that interest, it would be disappointing to everybody and a
disservice to Western Australia if functions such as that were not promoted by this
organisation. What does the Government intend to do about PacRim?
An enormous amount of money has been invested in the cattle industry in the Kimiberley. It
was necessary that it be invested1 otherwise one of the major cattle herds would have been
lost to the industry. That project is by no means concluded. Certainly, much of the hard
work has been done, but there is still a need for an indication that the project will be
completed and that the stations that comprised the old Emanuel properties will be the basis
around which the Kimberley pastoral industry continues and improves.

I have been privileged to visit those stations and to see first hand the capital investment that
has been placed in them. It was necessary, but there is still a long way to go before the
management - I am talking about the provision of capital facilities - of the pastoral industry in
the Kimnberley reaches the stage where the biotech program can be completed and the
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herds kept tuberculosis and brucellosis free. A totally different management regime to that
which existed in the past needs to be introduced. I would not like to see the $20 million to
$25 million that has been invested in the pastoral industry in the Kimnberley suddenly written
off because the project was not seen through to its proper conclusion.

It istalso unclear-what is likely to happen to the Gold Banking Corporation. Even though we
may have all sorts of animosities. towards this Government and its business arms, it must be
said in all fairness that GoldCorp has been successful in that it has taken the additional
tonnage of gold produced in WA and found various uses for it. Once again, in the winding
up of WADC and Exim, the Covernunent needs to explain precisely what it will do with some
of the few success stories because there is a need for their retention.

I am not quite convinced that we need to do anything about the business mnigration program.
Its duties are being undertaken competently by businesses, particularly the banks. I do not
think there is any need for Government promotion of education programns in Western
Australia.

Mr Peter Dowding: It has been a huge success.
Mr COWAN: If the Premier can demonstrate it is a huge success he can tell me who will
assume responsibility for it so that the benefits from those successes can be continued. The
higher education institutions are capable of promoting the sale of education.

Mr Peter Dowding: What you are suggesting is that the education institutions all promote
time, energy and money in their budgets to compete with one another. That is not the
strength of the program. Given your reasonable attitude in debating these matters, I am
surprised that that has not filtered through.

Mr COWAN: I am open to being told how beneficial the overseas education program is. If it
can be demonstrated that it is of great benefit to Western Australia, it is incumbent upon the
Government to indicate precisely how that promotion of education to overseas students will
proceed. Perhaps we need to be told what is happening because there is no indication in the
Premier's second reading speech about what would be the outcome of this legislation on
those business dealings which have not achieved the notoriety of others and, perhaps, ina their
quiet way, have been reasonably successful. The Government has not indicated what wil
happen- to those functions of WADC or Exim which have had a measure of success. It -is
incumbent upon the Premier to indicate to the Parliament what will be done with those
bodies. Will they be kept on and, if so, to which agency will they be transferred? I do not
think it is good enough to say that they may be sold off or transferred to an appropriate
agency.

Mir Peter Dowding: The real problem is that some of those decisions take some time.

Mr COWAN: Surely the Premier must have some objective in mind.
Mr Peter Dowding: I will give you as detailed an answer as I can. It is only a very short time
since the election and we really have got a lot of work to do.
Mr COWAN: That leads me to my next comment. As I said in the debate on the
petrochemnical project, these Bills and the Govemnment's intentions are very important. While
it may be satisfactory to the Government to have recalled the Parliament during the autumn
session, it is most unusual in a year in which we have had an election. I can recall its
happening only once before and that was when the former Premier introduced legislation
which proved to be not worth the paper it was printed on. I sincerely hope that these Bills do
not produce the same result. I am sure that they will not and that they'wil strengthen the
accountability requirements even though, on the Premier's own adm-ission, they do not go all
the way towards meeting all of the requirements of the recommendations of the Burt
Commission on Accountability. Even though they do nor, one of the most significant
problems is that the Opposition parties have not had an opportunty to examine in full the
implications of this legislation.

It is very difficult for the National Party with its limited resources to assess the precise value
of the legislation. It is prepared to support the legislation on the basis that it is assumed it
will provide for greater accountability. However, I want to place on record the National
Party's objection to legislation as important as this being introduced to the Parliament as
quickly as this was, without the prospect of public contact and interaction with all members
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of Parliament - not just members of the National Party. mhar process denies this Parliament
one of its most important functions: How can a Parliament which is supposed to represent
people do so when people do not have an opportunity to express their views on the potential
impact of legislation? When legislation as important as this comes before the Parliament,
Governments have a responsibility to ensure that sufficient time is allowed for members of
the public, who have expertise in and knowledge of matters such as this, to express their
opinion to either a member of Parliament or a political party on whether the legislation may
or may not have any deficiencies. I predict that in time a number of deficiencies will become
apparent in this legislation and subsequent amendments will be brought before the
Parliament. That could have been avoided had the Government approached this matter in a
more conservative way by introducing the legislation to indicate its intention, allowing the
Parliament plenty of time to examine that legislation, and debating it in the knowledge that
the public had had an opportunity to comnment on it. We now have to accept the word of the
Government, or that of its legal or parliamentary officers, on the intention and outcome of
this legislation. In the past those opinions have often proved to be incorrect. In many cases
the National Party has supported legislation, the intention of which was satisfactory, but the
reality of which was not.

As another ilustration of how difficult it is to operate in such a short time-span, despite the
utmost cooperation which exists between the Liberal Party and the National Party, the
National Party received the amendments which the Liberal Party proposes to move only half
an hour ago. That makes it very difficult for the National Party to determine whether or not
to support those amendments.

Mr Lewis: It must be known that the Liberal Party did not have more time available.
Mr COWAN: I am aware that it is not a problem for which the Liberal Party is responsible.
The problem is the very short time in which the Opposition is able to consider this legislation.
As a consequence, I predict that changes wil be made to this legislation in due course. It
may satisfy' some of the Goverrnen's election promises, but it is not satisfactory for
members of Parliament to operate in this fashion. The Opposition cannot do its job properly
in those circumstances and it is disappointing when the Government sponsors an environment
in which that occurs.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [4.34 pm,]: This legislation is one of two Bills which have been
rushed into the Parliament by the Government in purported execution of the
recommendations of the Burt Commission on Accountability. It will be recalled, of course,
that the commission was appointed by the Premier just before the election period began when
it was clear even to the Premier and the Government that the Government was in a lot of
trouble over its business dealings through its various agencies. In many respects this
legislation represents a tremendous victory for the Opposition, because after approximately
five years the Labor Party has acknowledged that WADC and Exim have failed. It
acknowledges failure because it will abolish those two bodies. Those bodies were brought
into operation and existence in quite different ways.

WADC was brought into operation by a specific Act of this Parliament; it was the creature of
a Labor Party policy which predated the 1980 election, at which rime the Labor Party secured
the announcement by Mr Robert Holmes a Court that he would head a development
commnission or corporation that the then Labor Opposition hoped to introduce as a
Government. One of the primary purposes expressed in relation to WADC was that it would
provide financial and development opportunities for Western Australia that were denied by
reason of lack of support from the ordinary commercial sector. WADC has presented a
problem of accountability from its inception. The present Premier and his predecessor have
often blamed the Opposition for that problem of accountability by saying that the Opposition
insisted on an amendment to the legislation which put the development corporation at arm's
length from the Government of the day and disenrided the responsible Minister from giving
directions or obtaining information. The concern of the Liberal Party at the time, which led
to that amendment, was that the development corporation being presented to Parliament as a
body to promote genuine development, especially of the middle-ranking kind in Western
Australia, would simply become a cat's paw of the socialist ideology of the Labor Party.
Therefore, the Opposition sought to make the Government of the day honest by having the
corporation removed from the Government of the day, to become a genuine development
corporation.
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Of course, the Opposition did not foresee that the chairman of the development corporation,
Mr Horgan, would operate the corporation as he did. The Opposition could rnot foresee the
total contempt in which Mr Horgan held Parliament and which he displayed throughout the
whole tenure and period of the development corporation. Mr Horgan enthusiastically
adopted the statements of the former Premier, Brian Burke, that every time the Opposition
questioned the activities of the development corporation or what it was involved in, the
Opposition was "playing politics". That was M~r Horgan's attitude to all the issues raised. As
a result of that attitude, the Opposition became more dogged in its probing of the
development corporation and it was less prepared to accept its bona fides. Mr Horgan and
Mr Burke worked hand in glove and after the 1986 election -

Mr Peter Dowding: That is the one you lost. Some say you lost all three: The 1983 election
through Job Bank, the 1986 one with you as leader, and the 1989 one in the week prior to the
election. That is what your fellows are saying.
Mr HASSELL: Well, the Premier had a good time with that.

Mr Pearce: We are thinking of putting you up for the Order of Australia for services to the
Labor Party.

Mr HASSELL: If that gets one an Order of Australia, that order has been somewhat
dimninished.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is what your friends are saying, not ours.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier can join in that if he wants to. He is free to do that. I ant
talking about the Bill now before the House and about how Mr Horgan after the 1986
election went on public record to say how much he approved of the Labor victory and how
pleased he was about it -

Mr Peter Dowding: You must have had your knives out for him. That must have narked
him.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mlr Ripper): Order!
Mr HASSELL: - because he had expressed concern that had we won the 1986 election, there

-would have been some danger to his corporation. Mr Horgan demonstrated at that time that
he was not really prepared to accept the political decision - which he is now chokingly
accepting with his remarks about the Government's expressed intention to close down the
Western Australian Development Corporation - but that he was an active participant in the
philosophy being pursued by the Labor Party; and that in particular extended to his denial of
the need for or the appropriateness of accountability. I have no personal quarrel with Mr
Horgan, but his approach to Parliament was from the outset contemptuous and, therefore, for
a public figure in his position, very unwise. So what is seen in this legislation is a clear
victory for the Opposition because the Government has been forced to accept the view that
WADC and Exim have failed and will not work.

MrThomas interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I point out in response to the member for Cockburn that there was no
election promise to close down WADC, and had the Government made that promise it would
have been very interesting indeed. It has been said that WADC will be closed down,-
although here again I raise a question which I hope the Premier will respond to in his reply.
My question arises in relation to both WADC and Exit, and relates to the provisions of this
Bill, because the Bill does not actually provide for WADC and Exim to be closed down; it
provides that they may be closed down. It also does not provide that they be closed down
completely; they may be closed down in part. The critical proposed sections say in both
cases words to this effect -

it is a function of the Corporation to liquidate the affairs of the Corporation if, and to
the extent that, the Minister directs it to do so.-

So the answer to the Leader of the National Party's question as to what will happen to the
various activities of WADC and Exim is that in substance they may well continue to operate
in some form. That brings us to the central core of what this legislation is about. It is about
perception, not substance. This legislation, along with the petrochemical authority
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legislation, has been rushed into this Parliament, and has been inadequately prepared and
thougtht out, in order to appear to implement the recommendations of the Burt commission.
The reason is to create the perception that WA Inc is dead and that the Government is
carrying out the recommendations of the Burt cornmiss ion.

It is important to put on record very clearly in this House during this debate - as we did in
relation to the petrochemical authority legislation - that these pieces of legislation do not meet
the recommendations of the Burt commission, because when one reads that report, one sees
that the opening chapter talks about the substance of accountability. The substance of
accountability is that the Parliament should be told what is going on, and should effectively
be able to get the Government to account in an accounting sense for its expenditure of the
people's money. This legislation does not do that. The Premier has already signalled that
there will be no change in substance on the issue of accountability, because when confronted
with a series of questions about the outrageous level of remuneration being paid to Mr
Morgan, he refuised to confirm or deny that, or to give any information. So no substantive
change is being made, and the Government is still ducking under its favourite security
blanket of commercial confidentiality. We have seen this being used so often during these
past six years that we wonder if there is anything in the Premier's words. It was less than two
weeks ago that the Premier announced in a big flourish - and let me quote the words - that
there would be a new era of accountability. Those words were said in the usual fashion,
under big headlines, after a special Press conference, intended to create a certain perception.
However, at the first test the Premier failed. He was given the opportunity to account for the
hundreds of thousands of dollars being paid to Mr Horgan. He refused to take that
opportunity.
Mr Peter Dowding: The arrangements with M~r Horgan were entered into at a time when he
and the board had a reasonable expectation of the way it would be dealt with. I do not
believe that you or I have the right to change that.

Mr HASSELL: The Bunt commission said in broad terms that there is a total deficiency in
the present structure of Government in respect of accountability to Parliament for the
expenditure of taxpayers' money, and therefore major changes should be made. The Premier
said both before and after the election that he would implement every recommendation atf the
Burt report, yet when he was questioned, on almost the first day of sitting, about the payment
of hundreds of thousands of dollars to Mr Horgan, he said, "Oh, we cannot answer that.'

Manifestly the Premier could answer and is entitled to answer. He is duty bound to answer,
because the public of this State is entitled to know what Mr Horgan is taking through WADC,
through Exim, through GoldCorp, and indeed through another public body, although a
Commonwealth one, Qantas, of which I understand he is still a director. Mr Horgan has
involved himself in the politics of this State. He has been a public defender of Ms Burke and
his policies and of this Governiment and its policies in relation to business operations by the
Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: And you just cannot stomach that, can you? You cannot stomach
anybody unless he is on your side. You showed that when you were Minister for Police.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier has diminished himself in his attempt to reform WADC more
than ever he did by supporting it, because in his attempt to dismantle it he has shown that his
intentions are not genuine. He has been shown up so quickly that it is staggering to believe
he could have said the words he did. The truth is that this legislation is not a substantive
implementation of the Burt report. Even worse; it is not intended to be. It is simply intended
to put paper over the gaping crack in the Government's credibility.

I refer also to the fact that the Government's presentation of this legislation is manifestly a
gigantic failure of accountability. Can you imagine, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ripper) - and I
am sure you have studied these things yourself - that a British Government presenting a
major resructuring to the House of Commons would go to that House of Parliament and say,
"We are about to change direction; we are about to restructure the way in which these things
are done; we are about to abolish two Government bodies which have been operating with a
high profile for a number of years, but we will not present any accounts as to the present
position, any projections as to how the winding up will be effected, or even a list of the
activities in which they are involved." Such an approach would be regarded as completely
laughable in the House of Commons, and a Government which adopted that approach would
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be torn to shreds by its own members, because in the House of Commons, although the
members are divided on party lines, they are as one in their commitment to the institution of
Parliament.

My greatest disappointment in relation to this legislation is not its manifest deficiency; it is
that the Parliament in which we sit will not have the strength and the courage to insist that the
Government account in relation to the bodies it is proposing to abolish. It is that the
Parliament represented by the upper House is unlikely, so the indications are, to send back
the legislation to this House with the message that a full set of accounts is to be presented
before the matter will be considered further. We know that such an approach is a complete
waste of time in this House because the members of the Goverrnent will vote on strict party
lines and treat such an approach with contempt. We need to be concerned about the role of
Parliament, and I shall have more to say about that on another occasion. The reality is that
we are being dished up a Bill which fails to perform and which is lacking in the backup
information required for members to make a proper judgment.

A few months ago every member on the other side of the House was an enthusiastic
supporter of the Western Australian Development Corporation and Exim. Today they all
agree that those institutions should be abolished. What financial information has been
presented to us or to them to convince them or us of the need for this drastic change in
direction?

Mr Peter Dowding: You are still not voting on its abolition.

Mr Court: It is going to stay, is it?

Mr HASSELL: That is interesting!

Mr Peter Dowding: You are voting on the power to direct its abolition.
Mr HASSELL: Exactly. This is very important, and I have already raised the point whether
the Premier will give any assurances to the House that Exim will actually be disbanded.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have heard what I have said about it.

Mr HASSELL: We have heard what the Premier has said.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have not necessarily accurately repeated it, but you have heard what
I said.

Mr HASSELL: We have heard what the Premier has said, and we have heard what he has
said on other occasions, and they do not always accord with what happens in fact. I am
seeking a more clear cut commitment from the Premier, If these bodies are abolished, I shall
support that completely. They ought never to have been created. Exim Corporation, which is
a bastard child of this Parliament if ever there was one, should never have become involved
in what it did. Exim was not originally created as part of a statutory scheme approved by the
Parliament; it got itself involved in all sonts of things, and had to be rescued financially. That
was a very clever cover-up which we exposed at the time, yet the very people involved in
those operations are now in line for pay outs of perhaps hundreds of thousands of dollars.

The Premier may be able to say to this House that some past understanding or agreement of
commercial confidentiality disbars him firom disclosing payments made to Mr Horgan and his
colleagues in the past. By the way, all those payments have not been disclosed because many
consulting fees to private companies have been taken along the way. But what the Premier
will not be able to say with any basis of legitimacy is that arrangements which he makes in
the course of winding up WADC - arrangements for payments which he approves - can or
should be commercially confidential. Those arrangements, of course, should be part of the
package presented to the Parliament with this legislation; this legislation which seeks only to
create the perception of change but which in reality does not.
As the Premier so kindly pointed out, we are not voting on the abolition of WADC and Exim;
we are voting on whether to give him the power, if he chooses, to direct its abolition. There
is no guarantee that there will be an abolition, and there is no guarantee that if abolition takes
place it will be complete. I wonder the extent to which, at the end of this year, a person will
be able to say, "The corporate body WADC exists no longer; the corporate body Exim exists
no longer."
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In the moments remaining to me I want to deal with the matter of accountability directly
relating to WADC and that is the matter of McLean Bros & Rigg Pry Ltd. It will be
remembered that last year, as a result of information provided to the Opposition by people
who believed that the Government ought to be accountable, we were able to disclose that
IVADC involved itself in a $3 million guarantee, and WADC ma. .- a provi- ion of
$2.9 million for tosses in relation to that guarantee. At the time I searched at the Companies
Office and obtained the annual return of McLean Bros & Rigg for 30 June 1986, which
contained some of the information that backed up the information that the Leader of the
Opposition and I disclosed. Ever since then I have been seeking the -ubsequent annual
returns of McLean Bros & Rigg; that is, the 1987 and 1988 returns. We are now near the end
of the financial year of 1988-89 and still those annual returns - as reported to my office this
morning by the Corporate Affairs Department - have not been filed. On 20 February 1 wrote
to the Corporate Affairs Department to point out my various endeavours to obtain those
annual returns to discover what the losses of the WADC actually were, given the things chat
Mr Horgan said at the time in response to the infornation we disclosed. Eventually I
received this reply from the acting commissioner which was dated 8 March which stated the
following -

A Penalty Notice was served on this company for failure to lodge an Annual Return
for the financial period ending 30 June 1987. The company paid the amount of the
Penalty Notice ($125.00). Nevertheless the Annual Return is still outstanding.

An Inspector attended to the company's registered office on 28 February 1989. None
of the officers were present. The inspector interviewed a lady who introduced herself
as the accountant responsible for the preparation of the financial statements and
accounts of the company and she confirmed that the Annual General Meetings for
1987 and 1988 had not yet been held, that the financial statements and accounts for
the financial years ending 1987 and 1988 had not been prepared, that the company
was therefore not in a position to lodge its Annual Returns for 1987 and 1988, and
that Martin Charles Fraser Booth was still the company secretary.

The Inspector was also told about some problem with the company's "computer
system".

The letter concluded in the following manner -

At this stage, it is not possible to say when the 1987 or 1988 Annual Reports will be
available.

We are talking about accountability. We are discussing a company which is involved with
the taxpayers to the extent of a loss, or a potential iloss, of $3 million through WADC. That
company is now almost three years in default in providing the statutorily required
information. So much for the new era of accountability!
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [5.04 pm): The Bill now before us seeks to amend eight Acts
including the State Energy Commnission Act. One of the main reasons that we are discussing
this accountability Bill is an action that took place involving the SEC and Rothwells.
Rcnhwells was involved in asking for a forward payment from the SEC for tee years'
supply of coal , and this coal was to be provided at a cost of $15 million. The cheque for
$15 million never went to Western Collieries Ltd but landed up in Spedley Securities Ltd.
This is a very good example of why we are here today and one of the chief reasons why the
Burt Commission on Accountability was established and why it came up with its
recommendations, some of which are contained in this accountability Bill. I would like to
see mote amendments to the Bill than are being proposed today, and I would Like to see it
more along the lines of the recommendations of the Burr commission in relation to the SEC.
I will quickly outline how the SEC came to pay this $15 million to the directors of Rothwells
through Western Collieries Ltd. On 21 October a $15 million cheque was paid out from the
SEC to Western Collieries and it went missing for four weeks; that was from 21 October to
18 November. The affair of the missing cheque, which ended up absolutely depleting
Western Collieries of all of its cash reserves, has been described as one of the most
convoluted of all of the business transactions in the Rothwells saga. I amr afraid it epitomises
some of the actions of the Ministers of the former Government, who are still Ministers in the
present Government.
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Mr Pearce: Who were the owners of Western Collieries at the time?

Dr TURNBULLL: Rothwells was the owner.

Mr Pearce: Don't you think it is an internal matter for that company?

Dr TLJRNBULL: It is not an internal matter at all - not when $15 million goes missing. The
money came from the SEC, which is a statutory authority of the Western Australian
Government under the control of the appropriate Minister.

Mr Pearce: That is not what you said. You said that the $15 million crippled the Western
Collieries' reserves.
Dr TURNBULL. That is because the cheque went missing for four weeks. There is another
item to which I have yet to come, and that is the $6 million which was withdrawn from
Western Collieries on 27 October.

Mr Pearce: Withdrawn by whom?

Dr TURNBULL: We do not know, do we? The Minister would be surprised if he were the
manager of the local bank, and despite the fact that he paid out millions of dollars on pay day,
be was asked to draw an additional $6 mill ion. The manager of the local bank refused to pay
the $6 million. He was then contacted by another person in the bank, although not from the
local bank, and once again he refused. It was not until there was direction from much higher
up that the transaction was made. The manager did not actually make the transaction himself.
As I mentioned in my maiden speech the other day, the Ministers of the former Government
are severely lacking in accountability in relation to this case, particularly the Minister who
was the acting Deputy Premier of Western Australia at that time and who signed the cheque
which was paid out for $15 million.

Mr Pearce: Paid out to whom?

Dr TURNBULL: Western Coll ieries.

Mr Pearce: And to whom was it paid?

Dr TURNBULL: It was paid to one of the directors of Western Collieries who was a
member of the Rothwells company.

Mr Pearce: Then it is ant internal matter. It is no good saying that the cheque was rattling
around inside the company and then coming to the conclusion that the Minister was
responsible for the matter.

Dr TTJRNBULL: The question of accountability first arose when the cheque was first written
out. It was written out on behalf of the SEC to pay for three years' supply of coal; that is
three years of Collie miners digging out coal. If Rothwelis or any other organisation had lost
that money, there would have been no wages; as it was the Collie miners were three days
away from an empty pay packet.

Mr Pearce: That is absolute rubbish.

Dr TURNBULL: Accountability is required in relation to statements made by Ministers of
the Government in Collie prior to and since the election. On 10 January the Premier camne to
Collie and announced that the next coal fired power station would be built in Collie. On 2
February the Minister for The South West said in Collie that there was absolutely no doubt
that the next coal fired power station would be built in Collie; the Government was
committed to coal.

Mr Fred Tubby: That was before the election.

Dr TUJRNBULL: Yes. The Minister for The South West at that time said that the claims
made in the Collie Mail that a power station would be constructed at Eneabba were untrue.-
He said that the Government was fully committed to coal and once a power station was built
the Government would talk about what was to happen in years to come. Once again, on 2
February, a statement was made by a person speaking on behalf of the SEC that there would
be two gas turbines at Pinjar.

The people of Collie are very intelligent and politically aware people. They knew that otn 4
March when an announcement was made that CRA would be putting a firm proposal for a
power station at Eneabba there could not have been a change of policy in four short weeks.
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The people of Collie knew that this represented an extreme lack of accountability. On
2 February the now Minister far Fuel and Energy said, "It is absolutely untrue that we" -that
is the Government - "have talked about land resumptions in the Eneabba area, let alone
started them." On 19 December SEC officials visited landowners in the Eneabba area and
discussed the site of a new power station and possible land resumptions. On 5 January 1989,
the landowners received a letter from the SEC stating that their land was being considered for
the site of a new power station. So in no way could the people of Comle possibly be
hoodwinked into thinking that the announcement on 4 March by CRA that it was to
investigate the siting of a power station in the Eneabba region was not contemplated prior to
the election. In Collie the Government has not only a lack of accountability but also a lack of
credibility.

I turn now to the most important part of my contribution today: That is, the reason for my
seeking to amend the Bill in relation to accountability as it relates to the State Energy
Commission Act. Western Australia is facing an absolutely critical energy crisis. The
Government has no policies to fight such a crisis. Prior to the election the Government
intended to instal four gas turbines - two at Geraldton and two at Pinjar - and two oil tired
turbines at Kalgoorlie. Now, that figure has reached almost 22 - that is, the possibility of gas
turbines - yet we have no gas, so those projects will be fuelled by oil.

Mr Peter Dowding: What has this to do with the Bill?

Dr TURNBULL: This has to do with the accountability of the Ministers of this Government
and the Government's lack of policies.

Mr Peter Dowding: This is not about accountability.

Dr -TURNBUJLL: The lack of policies of this Government is demonstrated in an
advertisement which appeared in The West Australian on the Tuesday following Easter - only
two and a half weeks ago. In the advertisement SECWA sought three options for expressions
of interest in the building of a coal fired power station in Collie. Members should remember
that the Premier promised in Co!Iie on 10 January that tenders would be let for the new coal
fired power station in Collie in May 1989. In this advertisement the Government sought
expressions of interest in the possible constmuction of three power stations and called for
parties to offer their services in the following capacities -

As engineering consultants to design and manage the project for SEC WA or

As a turnkey contractor to build a power station which SECWA would own and
operate or

As owner/operators of a privately owned and operated power station which would
supply power to SECWA.

How can a company express any interest in those three items? How can two possible major
builders of the power station - Griffin Coal, and the purchaser of Western Collieries - express
an interest when we will not know the purchasers of Western Collieries until May? This
shows how the Government does not have any policies in this area. The Government's
accountability is up the spout. How on earth can SEC people recommend which of the
expressions of interest to accept - if indeed it gets one? I think this is a Clayton's expression
of interest, and many people in my electorate think the same way. We want to know whether
the Government is really dinkum when the closing date for the expressions of interest is I
May -

Mr Peter Dowding: What has that to do with this Bill?
Dr TURNBULL: I will come now to the Bill -

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! This has been an interesting discussion and
the question of relevance is a crucial one here. The member, I know, keeps returning a
sufficient number of times to the term "accountability" to make my decision difficult. I point
out to the member the importance of her addressing herself to the questions involved in the
Bill rather than canvassing the issues of concern to her and her electorate in general. I ask the
member to attempt to confine her remarks to the Bill.

Dr TURNBULL: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The accountability factor is one about
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which the Western Australian Government needs to make some extremely serious and
financially burgeoning decisions in the next few months.

I support the Bill and foreshadow amendments to the State Energy Commission Act because
the accountability of the Government to the people of Western Australia needs to be
watertight. The new coal fired power station will cost $800 million; a 500 megawatt power
station will not solve the problem because it will not be able to optimise the economies of a
necessary scale - so the project in terms of monetary value will be greater than $800 million.

The other day, Government Ministers were talking about how much a paper pulp mill would
cost, and today we have been discussing how much a petrochemical plant will bring to
Western Australia. A new coal fired power station at a cost of $800 milion is a very
important project, especially when it may be funded by a mix of private and public funds.
The taxpayers demand proper accountability. The taxpayers have not had proper
accountability in relation to the Government's dealings with the SEC in the last six years.

MR HRADSHAW (Wellington) [5.20 pm]: I have been in this Parliament since 1983 and
during that time I have noticed that when this Government finds itself in a difficult situation it
uses a diversionary tactic to overcome the difficulty. When this Government was first elected
it Government charges dramatically and on that occasion its diversionary tactic was
to cut senior public servants' and politicians' salaries by 10 per cent. At the time of the
elephant juice scandal which involved a few horse owners and trainers another diversionary
tactic was used and that was the establishment of a racing inquiry which had nothing to do
with the elephant juice scandal. The Government's diversionary tactics were quite successful
on those occasions.

During the recent election campaign we had a situation where the WA Inc saga was high and
smelly - as it still is - and the Government established the Bunt Commission on
Accountability. It was another diversionary tactic, but on that occasion the Government
came up with something which will be good for the future of this State although, considering
its lack of accountability over the last six years, I doubt whether this Government can be
accountable.

A system should be introduced whereby we can find out what this Government has done
since it has been in office. We have seen the establishment of the Western Australian
Development Corporation, together with the other funny deals which have occurred in this
State and which the Government has kept under wraps. In August 1986 1 received a glossy
brochure from WADC which stated how much profit the corporation had made.

Mr H-assell: It also enclosed a nice letter.

Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, it did and it included several photographs of the board.

Mr Kierath: Did it say how much the directors received?

Mr BRADSHAW: No, it did not say what the directors received, and it did not give a
breakdown of salaries. I wrote to Mr David Macinlay, the Managing Director of WADC,
as follows -

Thank you for the recent Profit Release and Chairman's Review of the WADC.

Because there is no break-down of the profit, there is a doubt in my mind that
possibly the profit of the WADC is not earned in its own right.
For example, the sale of the Technical College site could easily have been sold by the
Government on the open market without being passed on to the WADC at the Valuer
General's valuation.
Another example is the money invested by the WADC for the State Treasury. I
would have thought that the State Treasury, after being in existence for such a long
time, would have the expertise to put the "spare" money on the short term money
market or wherever this money can be improved.

Now we have the WADC doing ts and gaining a percentage of the action.

You may therefore be able to see why I am cynical of the Profit Release and
Chairman's Review of the WADC.

M y purpose in writing is not to give negative criticism but to show why I have doubts
and for you to explain to me if I am wrong.
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I wrote that letter on 7 August 1986 and I ant stil awaiting from the managig director a
reply and an explanation of how the profits were derived. Since that time there have been
examples of WADC making profits out of Government assets; profits which the Government,
in its own right, shoidd have made without falsifying the WADC position. If WADC made
its profit honestly - I am not saying it has done anything illegal - I am sure it would have
documented it in black and white. As all Western Australians are shareholders of WADC, a
breakdown of its profits should be available for all to see.
It was interesting to read an article in The West A ustralian on I April 1989 and it astounds me
that the contents of the article had not been raised previously. The article was written by Mr
Tim Treadgold who is an associate editor of The West Australian. It was headed, "WADC's
Last Post but few wrnl salute" and it painted a similar pictur to that painted in my letter to the
Managing Director of WADC. The article states -

Not many tears will be shed at the passing of the WA Development Corporation.

Mr Thomas: Are you reading your letter?

Mr BRADSHAW: No, I am reading from an article by Mr Tim Treadgold. Neither the
Government nor WADC has been critical of this article, which gives it more credibility. It
continues -

It was born a political wolf wrapped in the sheep's clothes of commercial
convenience and has done very little of lasting good for the _people of WA.

Claims of having made profits of $70 million are false and should be exposed for the
nonsense they are.

Mr Lewis: Who said this?

Mr BRADSHAW: Tim Treadgold.

Mr Kierath: Imagine chat!

Mr BRADSHAW; It was after the election. The article continues -

The biggest deal of the WADC simply involved the transferring of government assets
from one hand (pure government like the Lands Department) to a fresh tier of
government (the WADC itself) for sale to the private sector.

The first sale, it could be argued with considerable accuracy, was at artificially
contrived and ridiculously low prices.

Such actions then set up the WADC to claim a profit.

Try doing that between related organisations in the private sector and see what your
auditor (or the NCSC) has to say about it!
The burning question about the alleged $70 million profit is why it had to be washed
through an expensive and additional layer of government (the WADC) before being
passed back to the Government?

Mr Lewis: Why?
Mr BRADSHAW: That is right. That is the question I would like to ask.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRADSHAW: I am talking about accountability and this Governm-ent has shown no
accountability in setting up WADC or Exim.

Mr Wiese: It has hoodwinked the public.

Mr BRADSHAW: Absolutely.

Mr Thomas: Will you support the Bill

Mr BRADSHAW: Of course I will. I welcome it.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]

Debate thus adjourned.

[Continued on p 659.]
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[Questions without notice taken.]
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 pmn

ACTS AMENDMENT (DENTAL PROSTHETICS STUDENTS) BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by Mr Wilson (Minister for Health), and read a first
tune.

Second Reading

MR WILSON (Nollamara -Minister for Health) [7.15 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for amendments to the Dental Act 1939 and the Dental Prosthetists Act
1985. The amendments have been necessary with the introduction of a student dental
prosthetics course by the Office of Technical and Further Education. The course has been
developed by TAPE in consultation with the Dental Prosthetists Advisory Committee.

The course was first mooted in August 1987 and details of the course were completed in May
1988 with the exception of the clinical component. This was finalised in November 1988
with the first intake of students occurring in July 1988. As the course is one year part time, it
is imperative that students complete the course's clinical component scheduled to begin in
June 1989.
However, before this can be achieved, legislative provisions have to be introduced to protect
students and lecturers. The current legislation for both dental prosthetists and dentists is
deficient in protecting practitioners if they supervise dental prosthetic students. These
amendments therefore contemplate a dentist supervising students during the clinical
component of the course. In addition, it will be possible for qualified dental prosthetists to
participate as tutors. At the administrative level, it is proposed that only a dentist will be
appointed as the course controller.
Principally, the amendments specifically refer to a qualification prescribed for the purposes
of section l8(l)(b) of the Dental Prosthetists Act 1985. This restricts students from partaking
in clinical work other than full artificial dentures and mouthguards.
The Government is anxious that students currently enrolled in the dental prosthetics course
are able to complete their training. Accordingly, the amendments to section 55(1 )(d) of the
Dental Act and section 4 of the Dental Prosthetists Act are proposed.
I wish to ernphasise that the consultation process has included representatives from both
professions and these amendments have their support. Members might like to note that this
includes the Dental Board, the Australian Dental Association and the Dental Prosthetists
Advisory Commnittee.
Overall, the amendments have a simple objective - to protect students, dentists and dental
prosthetists from commuitting an offence against the Dental Act and Dental Prosthetists Act.
In addition, the consumer interest is being safeguarded. The introduction of these
amendments will now make it possible for dental prosthetic students to undertake a training
program for the purposes of the Dental Prosthetists Act 1985.
Accordingly, I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Hassell.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ACCOUNTABILITY) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [7.22 pm]: [ certainly support the Bill which aims to bring
some accountability to this Government. The thing that does concern me is accountability for
the future and not for the past. I again quote from the article which appeared in The West
Australian on 1 April to which I referred briefly earlier. The article stated -
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Similarly silly exercises in trying to foal all of the people can be seen at work in the
petrochemical deal where our Government has paid a ridiculous price of $300 million
to buy into a project which is nothing but a gleam in someone's eye, the promise of
possible product sales and a vacant block at Kwinana.

The article also refers to the Diamond Trust and other matters, and? if members are interested,
they can read it further. This article points out something I have been saying for several
years; that is, there is no accountability in this Government in regard to its actions in various
ways. I certainly believe that questions need to be answered in various areas such as the
$6 million cheque authorised last year out of the Western Collieries' bank account. Nobody
seems to know who authorised it or who signed for it when it was withdrawn. To the best of
my knowledge the signatories of Western Collieries do not know either. It would be
interesting to know from the Government side whether anybody has made a formal complaint
or called for an investigation into the account and who authorised that money to be taken out
from the Western Collieries' account to find out whether it was legitimate or not.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is your preselection in trouble or something?

Mr Pearce: He is making a run for the shadow cabinet.

Mr BRADSHAW: It was my decision to step down.

Mr Peter Dowding: Wise decision but we wanted you there. Not in health, but somewhere
else like sport and recreation.

Mr BRADSHAW: The Premier will be interested to hear what I have to say about the
Government's lack of accountability in the past in relation to the petrochemical project which
has had a lot of publicity.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you support it?

Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, I support the concept of it, but I do not support the way the
Government has gone about it.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you want it in your area?

Mr BRADSH-AW: No, I do not want it in my area because my area is a rural area.

Mr Pearce: Do you want it in the Pilbara?

Mr BRADSHRAW: That is the Liberal Party policy and I back it.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is the party policy but it is not what your leader says.

Mr BRADSKAW: I am not talking about our policies, I am talking about the Premier's
accountability.

A few questions need to be answered with regard to the petrochemical project when one
considers that $400 million has been spent for virtu ally nothing.

Mr Peter Dowding: Who will you vote for when your leader gets rolled in the next few
weeks?

Several members interjected.

Mr BRADSHAW: That has nothing to do with what I am talking about.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr BRADSHAW: Several questions need to be answered and one of them relates to the
Premier's involvement in the funding of that project. Under the circumstances there should
be an investigation to see whether any crim-inal activity was involved.

The SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether I could seek the cooperation of members in a
couple of areas. Firstly, the level of background conversation is inordinately high and I am
having trouble hearing the member. Secondly, I am more than happy, as I am sure the
member for Wellington is also, to allow interjections to take place, but I think they should be
between the member for Wellington and the person interjecting. It should certainly not be
across the Chamber over and above what the member is trying to say. So, let us try to
cooperate a little this evening.

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not agree with you. Mr Speaker, about the Government members'
interjections.
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Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: I do not mind the interjections as long as they are relevant to what I am
talking about, but they were highly irrelevant.

Questions need to be answered about the petrochemical project regarding whether there
should be an investigation to find out whether there has been any criminal activity regarding
this project. Consider the fact that $400 million was spent mn a 50-50 deal between Laurie
Connell and Dallas Dempster, yet, in the washup one finds that $50 million was given to
Dempster, or one of his companies, and $350 million was paid to Connell's company which
was then sunk into Rothwells to buy $350 million worth of bad debts. That is another
question that needs to be answered. Whose bad debts were bought with that $350 million?
Under the circumstances of the paperwork all being shredded, probably nobody will ever
know. I would have thought that the $350 million would not have been put into Rothwells. I
am astounded that nobody has brought up this question.

Mr Peter Dowding: Shredded by whom?

Mr BRADSHAW: By whoever finished up with the bad debts.

Mr Peter Dowding: What evidence do you have to prove what you are talking about?

Mr BRADSHAW: I am talking about the person who bought the bad debts and did not want
to leave them lying around. I would like to know whose bad debts they were.

Mr Peter Dowding: What evidence do you have?

Mr BRADSHAW: I have none whatsoever.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are more honest than most members opposite, but less circumspect.

Mr BRADSHAW: I said that under the circumstances I would not be surprised if the bad
debts were shredded because they would not want everybody to know they had them. I think
the activities of the Premier and his actions in the deal should be investigated.

Mr Peter Dowding: Whose notes are you reading from?

Mr BRADSHAW: They are not notes, they are just headlines. The Premier has a problem
with accountability and credibility. I am still surprised that some of the people on the
Government benches, who do appear to be honest, can remain as members of the Labor Party
under the conditions of the last few years of Govemnment. Even though I support the Bill it
should go further and include some retrospectivity in order that investigations can be carried
out into the accountability and the credibility of this Government.

MR NICHOLLS (Mandurab) (7.31 pm]: I support what appears, on the surface, to be the
Government's backing of its promise on accountability and will, in fact, ensure that some
aspects of Government are accountable to the Parliament and to the public. The question of
accountability is of major concern to the people of Western Australia and they require far
more than appeasing words to remove their concerns.

One issue which is of concern to my electorate and which highlights the suspicion many
people have about the Western Australian Development Corporation and the accountability
question is the land which forms a large portion of the current ocean marina land at the mouth
of the Mandurah estuary. This land was actually a lateral sand drift which has been dredged
from the Mandurah estuary and stockpiled beside what used to be an appealing bay.

The land in question is valuable and is well located and was previously purchased by WADC
because of its location. In fact, because of its location WAL)C attempted to exploit this land
for commercial interests. Pressure from local people prevented WADC from developing the
land and I am happy to say that the Government, in its wisdom, saw fit to have this land
transferred to the South West Development Authority.

[ refer to an article which was published in the Mandurak-Murray Telegraph on Wednesday
1 June 1988 and which states -

Mr Dowding said no new comnmercial developer had expressed an interest in
developing the marina. The Bond Corporation and another company, Phillip
Holtzmann, at one stage had expressed an interest in developing the area in
conjunction with the WADC. However, these fell through after concept plans for the
area were considered too commercial and were rejected by Mandurah council.
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Council has wanted nothing to do with the WADC since and has said it wants the
WADC to keep out of the area to preserve public access to the marina.

Further on it states -

One councillor said the crux of the closed meeting was that council wanted to tell the
WADC, through the minister, "To nick off out of the area."

"We don't want them involved in the Mandurali Ocean Marina area because we don't
feel it's in the best interests of the community,' the councillor said.

Further on it states -

The way the WADC is going it just wants to get back money from the land it paid too
much for in the first place. We just don't think that they should be able to use that
precious area to try to justify their existence.

"We as a council want that area back. It really is a prime piece of land which should
be left to the people to utilise."

The article quite clearly outlines the resistance by the local people towards WADC
concerning the land. Approximately two weeks later the following announcement was made
by the then Minister for The South West -

Mr Grill said the Mandurah community would play a key role in the Mandurah
development, with an extensive public comment period to be announced once the
marina concept plan was complete.

He described the Mandurah waterway as an "absolute treasure" which should be
developed in a sensitive way to enhance the area.

I repeat to the House that the article to which I have referred and the Minister's
announcement was in June 1988. However, on 5 April 1989 an article was published in the
Mandurah-Murray Telegraph stating that land which was supposedly sold to the South West
Development Authority to develop in conjunction with the local people has been subdivided
by WADC. Therefore, WADC still owns part of the land which the local electors believed
would be transferred in order that they would have an input into how the land would be
developed. The article stated -

LAND, in the Mandurah Ocean Marina, believed to be the South West Development
Authority's, is still legally owned by the West Australian Development Corporation,
which is due to be disbanded on September 30.

This is despite the transfer of land being announced by South West Minister Julian
Grill in June 1988.

Further on it states -

Mr Donohoe -

Mr Donohoe is the Town Clerk. The article continues -

- wanted to know the purpose of the 2.5 hectare reserve, in which authority it was
vested and when the parcel of land, which abutted private land title, was excised from
the balance of Crown Land, and on whose request.

The town council was not impressed by Mrs Henderson's vague reply...

Further on the article states -

The minister said in her reply that the area, location 2968. was not included in the
Crown Land package for transfer of ownership, originally to the West Australian
Development Corporation, because the land was "subject to tidal conditions.'

"It was intended that a special lease be granted to the WAUC under the Land Act for
-the-purpose of developing the Marina," she said.

I point out to the House that the land in question is not only subject to tidal conditions, but
also it is permanently under water.

As far as the question of this Government's accountability is concerned not only did the
Premier state, but also the then Minister for The South West stated, that it was in the best
interests of the local community to transfer the land to the South West Development
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Authority in order that it would have an input into the development of the land and would be
in a position to take control of that development. However, following the previous Minister's
announcement in June 1988, the reserve was cancelled and that cancellation was published in
the Government Gazette dated I11 November 1988 - five months after the Minister's
announcement and his commitment to the loca people. We now find that the reserve has
been cancelled, the land has been subdivided and two reserves have been gazetted, but
WADC remains the owner of the land which is currently under water. It amazes me why
WADC or the Government wants land which is currently under water; land which has been
excised from the previous reserve.
I could go one step further and ask the Government what it intends to do with the land. The
land does abut an area of land which is subject to a study for an ocean marina. It is a valuable
piece of real estate although it is under water. I fear that WADC or this Government may
have plans to fill in the end of the existing marina and either build onto it or sell it off.
When one talks about Government accountability, what one really means is that when the
Government makes a promise or a commitment it will keep it, and that applies to the Premier,
a Minister, or a representative of a Government authority. The people of this State quite
clearly showed at the last election that the Government should be accountable to the
Parliament and to the people.
Mr D.L. Smith: As was suggested by the Labor Government which was re-elected.
Mr NICHOLLS: I believe the Government changed its policies and also spent many hours
trying to draft Bills such as the Bill before us in an attempt to win its way back. The Minister
is correct in saying that we are in Opposition and the Labor Party is in Government; however,
that means the people of Western Australia require accountability in Government. In the
second reading speech the Minister said -

Accordingly I have directed that the WADC cease making investments and wind up
existing investments as quickly as commercially feasible.

Why is it not commercially feasible for the land which is currently owned by WADC to be
transferred to the South West Development Authority or to the Town of Mandurah, the
locally elected representative of the people of Mandurah? Why does WADC wish to retain
land which is uinder water? Why is the Minister not prepared to give appropriate answers to
the people of Mandurah concerning this valuable real estate?
I repeat that the people of Western Australia are demanding accountability from the
Government and for that reason this is a very important Bill. Although I do not believe it
goes far enough, at least this is a starting point.
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) [7.42 pm]: The Opposition's contribution
tonight overall deserves four marks out of 10. No-one was prepared to give the recognition
to the legislation that it deserved. This is legislation which, unusually, is being introduced
into this House in direct response to, and arising out of, a report which was accepted by the
Government, released publicly, and is being implemented at the first opportunity. Most
people were surprised that I appointed the Commission on Accountability. Even more people
were surprised at the choice of participants in that commission. The commission included all
those people who at best could be called upon to represent the bastions of firee enterprise:
The Confederation of Western Australian Industry - which agreed to participate - an eminent
jurist, the Under Treasurer, the Auditor General, and a senior Perth lawyer. In the end it was
a surprising choice for any Government to appoint a commission which was as at arm's
length as that, and which had on it representatives of as diverse a set of views as one could
imagine in that situation. The community was surprised, and it certainly took members of the
Opposition by surprise, that I released the comm-ission's report prior to the election. It was
described to me by an Opposition member as the most dastardly political act he had seen,
because it completely removed the whipping horse. It took away every skerrick of credibility
that the Opposition had to beat the Government around the head. The same member of the
Liberal Party conceded that not only had [ gone thus far but, having won the election, I had
actually had the temerity to implement every single recommendation that the commission
brought down. Not only was that unheard of in political terms - I do not know how many
reports the few members opposite who have had a smell of Government have participated in -
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Several members interjected.

NU PETER DOWDING: Not only has the Government done what the Liberal Party in
Government did not dare to do - that is, implement the recommendations of any report - but
also it has implemented every one of those recommendations. The brief given to the
parliamentary draftsman participating in the commission and assisting in the preparation of
this report, and the ambit of the instructions to the Parliamentary Counsel and the officers
who put this Bill together, was to implement the Burt commission report: Nothing more and
nothing less. It has done that.

Mr Lewis: But be selective when you do it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Not selective at all.

Mr Court: You have highlighted certain sections of the report.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is one of the most selective
debaters I have ever heard. The other day when we were discussing Mr Horgan during a
debate, and I interjected and said that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's brother was a
company director, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that his brother's remuneration
would appear in the annual report of the company. Does he remember saying that?

Mr Court: I remember you asked me about my family.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I happened to take the opportunity to look at the annual report. I
will refer to an extract which demonstrates the position of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition's brother in the annual report.

Mr Court: What has my brother to do with this Parliament?

Mrt PETER DOWDING: Nothing.

Mr Court: If the best you can do is throw mud!

Mr PETER DOWDING: I am not throwing mud in the slightest. I do not want to know what
he earns.

Mr Court: Tell us about your family.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not want to know what he was paid to do Kevin Parry in. I
asked the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about his brother's position as an example when
he was purporting that in the commercial world directors' salaries and remuneration were
disclosed in annual reports. He chose to put his brother up - as Hansard reveals - as a person
who could be relied upon to show the way in the corporate world. What does his brother
state in the 1988 annual report of Perpetual Trustees Australia Limited. The report states -

Included above is an amount of $115,667 paid to two directors who retired during the
year under a scheme approved by shareholders. The directors believe that the
provision of full particulars would be unreasonable.

Directors' incomes are shown in this document in exactly the same way as directors' incomes
are shown in the annual report of the Western Australian Development Corporation, because
it is a mailer of common knowledge, contrary to the point made by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, that up and down the Terrace directors hold the view that their remuneration in
public companies is a mailer which is the subject of commercial confidentiality.

Mr Court: It is not a Government corporation. You have missed something. I have three
other brothers whose salaries you failed to mention, and -

The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should come to order
immediately when I call for order, and should not continue his remarks when he knows I am
on my feet. He knows a lot better than that. I understand how he feels, but this is not the
way to conduct debates. You may disagree with what the person on his feet is saying - and I
have no doubt you do - but you do not have the right to stop him saying it.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I raise two points of order relating to the current statements and
conduct of the Premier. The first is a request that you apply the rule of relevance to the
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debate, which was applied very vigorously by one of your Acting Speakers this afternoon in
limiting the scope of the debate and in pointing out the relevance requirement. The second
point is to ask whether you have the jurisdiction to refer to the Parliamentary Standards
Committee, headed by Mr Kim Beazley Snr, the remarks of the Premier concerning a person
outside this Parliament, especially the suggestion that Mr Court was paid to 'do in" Mr Parry.
I refer similarly to the Premier dashing off a letter to Mr Beazley the other day about our
raising a very serious question in the House. If you do have jurisdiction to refer that
behaviour to Mr Beazley, would you kindly do so?

The SPEAKER: I think that in respect of the remarks made by the Premier, he was
addressing himself directly to matters which occurred during the debate, and while not
necessarily considered by all to be directly relevant, it nonetheless had been part of the
previous debate, and it would therefore be perfectly proper for him to address his remarks to
it tonight. In respect of the second point, as a member of the Parliamentary Standards
Committee it is probably incumbent upon me to raise that sort of comm-ent during some part
of that committee's deliberations. However, I think a more proper course of action would be
for a member aggrieved by any comment in this place to write a letter to that commaittee for
its consideration.

Debate Resumed

Mr PETER DOWDING: They can dish it out but they cannot take it. The point I want to
make - which makes my comments; so different from those of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition - is that I have not sought to say what it is that Mr Court gets paid. I have not
suggested that I should introduce into this House any information about what he has been
paid. I simply make the point that when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition sought to say
that Mr John Horgan's remuneration was being treated in the books of account of the
Western Australian Development Corporation differently from the way in which the directors
of the -

Mr Court: That is quite right. He has been paid since 1984, and we have never had the
details.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Can I not finish?

Mr Court: Not if you are telling untruths.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition might just hear me out before
he gets apoplectic. I make the point that directors' emoluments were treated by Mr H-organ
and WADC with the same level of commercial confidentiality as applies under the
Companies Code and is generally applied up and down the Terrace, and that is the only basis
on which I -
Mr Court: In the last report, but in no other reports.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Let me finish. If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants to be
the leader in a couple of weeks' time, he will have to demonstrate to his friends a better
capacity to hold on to himself, where it is alleged he spends a lot of his time anyway.
Mr Court: Stop your nonsense! You are a dirty, filthy little Premier, are you not? You are a
dirty, rotten little person.

Withdrawal of Remnark

Mr DONOVAN: I really find myself objecting to the words used by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition when he described the person on his feet as a dirty, rotten little Premier. That
is not in my view parliamentary language.

The SPEAKER: I just quickly asked the Clerk whether there had been any previous
reference which I might use as a precedent to either accept or reject the words, and there is no
previous usage of those words which I can find in our records. There are times during debate
when things are said which will upset members on both sides of the House. Tonight a
member of the (3overment has been upset by something which has been said by a member
of the Opposition, and equally later on tonight, or on another day, the same thing will apply
in reverse. We must be very careful when we take a point of order in respect of those
matters, bearing in mind that the shoe may well be on the other foot next time, and I think
members should exercise that particular Standing Order which I anm being asked to exercise
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very carefully in the future. Nonetheless, it is clear under Standing Orders that when a
member takes objection to certain words being used, he can ask for those words to be
withdrawn, and I am virtually obliged to do that. So I will do that now-

Mr COURT: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr PETER DOWDING: I again want to make it clear that I do not direct this in a personal
way towards the remuneration of an individual.
Mr Trenorderi interjected. -

Mr PETER DOWDING: What have I said about his remuneration? I challenge the member
to tell me what disclosure I have made about his remuneration.

Mr Trenorden: I did not refer to the remuneration. I referred to the remarks you made
previously, and I think they are the lowest remarks I have heard in this House in two years.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Members opposite have raised the issue of an individual's
remuneration on the basis that, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said the other night, it
is a matter for common knowledge up and down the Terrace that under the corporate laws of
Western Australia, an individual's remuneration is disclosed. I have challenged that and said
that is not tre. I produce here the annual report of a company, which discloses quite clearly
that the remuneration of directors is regarded as being a matter for the company and its
shareholders and not for disclosure. I find the same is the case when I look at the
remuneration of directors of the Parry Corporation in 1988. and for Perpetual Trustees in
1987 and 1988. I have not done my research any more fully, but I say to members opposite,
do not be deceived by this man, who suggests that corporate law requires disclosure. I am
saying it does not.

Mr Court interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! As members will be aware, interjections of any sort are considered
disorderly. I do not want to apply Standing Orders as they are written because I think that
would destroy the opportunity for reasonable debate in this place. However, if members
want to persist in shouting over anyone who is on their feet, those members run the risk of
my instructing them that the Standing Order applies to them individually. Really [ suppose in
this instance I refer unwillingly to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. There will be
occasions when he can make his interjections, but not over the top of the speaker on his feet.

Mr PETER DOWDING: That takes me to the very point I now want to make; that is, that the
Opposition's stance on ths issue is a mask of hypocrisy. I want to take members back to
1983 when the present Leader of the Opposition - who, we are told by members opposite, has
a couple of weeks to run -

Mr Wan: Name your source.

Mr Shave interjected.

Mr Pearce: Do you want to take a bet?

Mr Shave: ILam prepared to bet.

Mr Pearce: Okay - six weeks.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Is the new member for Melville one of his supporters?

.Mr Shave: I support the leader; of course I do. Don't point, that is rude.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: The present Leader of the Opposition is recorded at page 5663 of
Hansard of 30 November 1983 as saying -

If, as explained in this Bill, the power of appointing the director and his consequential
removal in due course lies with the Government, it is patently ridiculous for the
Government to say that the Premier has no power to interfere in the business of the
corporation. Of course he has.I

Then we come to what was said in the amendment. In the upper House, acting on the
demands of the Opposition, this amendment was inserted -
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Page 4 - Insert after subclause (3) the following new subclause to stand as subclause
(4) -

(4) Notwithstanding subsection (3), the Corporation shall not be subject to
direction by the Minister except as otherwise provided by this Act.

At the time this amendment was moved it was stated -

This amendment. .. is designed to ensure and maxinise the independence of the
corporation from ministerial control. In quite unqualified terms the freedom from
ministerial control is written in by this amendment and the Committee will find, in
later debate, that it is fortified by consequential amendments. This amendment was
agreed to by the Government at the particular urging of the Chamber of Commerce
and the Confederation of Western Australian Industry. I understand it is also in line
with the preference of the Opposition.

And then, further down -

The reference to subsection (3) at the beginning of this subclause is designed to
overcome any suggestion that the status of the corporation as an agent of the Crown
might bring with it some overriding ministerial authority.

Those were the amendments insisted on by this Opposition, Mr Speaker. So I say to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that it does not lie in his mouth or in the mouths of the other
exuberant but slightly deflated members of the Opposition to suggest that, somehow or other,
the Government has a responsibility which members opposite took away from it. That was
their choice at the time.

Let me make it clear that when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition gets to his feet and says
to this House, "Ther has been shameful mismanagement, an enormous loss of money, we
are going back over old ground which he knows to be untrue and incorrect and which he has
already had explained to himn is patently not the situation with WADC, and that its
commnercial successes and the role it has played are not matters which he can say have
created a loss of money to the taxpayer. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition rolls in his
mouth the word "socialism" as though he anticipates that we would all throw ourselves out
the window in honror. No-one thinks that WADC was other than an experiment in
capitalism; no-one in the community thinks it is socialism. The very worst epithet it has been
given is "unbridled capitalism"

Mr Fred Tubby: State capitalism.

Ms PETER DOWDING: It may be State capitalism but it is certainly not socialism, that is
for sure.

In all of this debate we have not come down to a recognition that what the Opposition did in
1983 is as criticised in the Bunt commission report as is any other action of Government. Let
me quote from page 25 of the commission's report where His Honour, the former Chief
Justice, said this -

The basis for this recommendation is that accountability to the Parliament ultimately
rests upon a head of public policy which, within the Westminster system of
government, so called, is of fundamental importance.

This recommnendation is not incompatible, in appropriate cases, with the details of
negotiations or agreements being held confidential at the discretion of the Mini-ister
but, if so, the Minister would be doing so in full knowledge of the facts and would be
held accountable by Parliament for so doing.

So let us brush aside this veneer of acceptance of a premise that accountability means
everything is public, everything is out in the open, everything is being laid out on the Tables
of the House. Let us just see whether we can make this Opposition understand - this
Opposition which was so badly defeated at the last election; when, as one of the Liberal
commentators said, it snatched defeat from the jaws of victory. No-one believed that the
Opposition could possibly lose; yet there it was, done like a dinner, even though it had
everything running for it. One of the reasons the Opposition was unable to get up and win
the election, and why the public in the end result did not accept it, is that, frankly, the
Opposition will not deal with these issues on the basis of rational discussion. Every single
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thing in this House has to be reduced to a matter of the Opposition's saying that we axe
wrong and it is right.

Let us look at the issue of conifidentiality of information. Members opposite wil remember
Black Thursday, when their present leader claimed 27 times that he could not disclose
matters of the infamous Bunbury Foods escapade - an event the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition will no doubt remember from his father's knee. On 27 occasions the Leader of
the Opposition claimed commercial confidentiality. Frankly, I expect that is more than we
have done this session, yet the Opposition did it 27 times on one day. And what is the major
constructive criticism in the Bunt commission's report on the issue of confidentiality but the
question of the SEC contract with the joint venturers for the gas. I remind new members in
the House, including some of these aspiring frontbenchers who are for the moment champing
at the bit on the back bench - and the member for Melv ile had the grace to nod; good on him;
if I were on the back bench and the Leader of the Opposition were on the front bench I would
do that too - that we cannot even reveal how confidential that contract is. We are not even
allowed to tell members what it is that is confidential. We are not allowed to tell them about
the confidentiality clause - not only are we not allowed to share the information, but also we
are not even allowed to tell members it is confidential, because of a contract the Uberal Party
put in place prior to our election. And on two separate occasions we have had to negotiate
those agreements all over again, to the benefit of the public of Western Australia, because of
the incompetence of the Liberal Party when in Government.

However, I will return to the main issue; that is, what did the Burt commission say on those
issues? The Burt commission was as much making reference to the Opposition's view of
confidentiality as it was making reference to any issue of accountability in respect of
organisations we have established. When I say that this deserves a constructive debate, I put
it on this basis: This is probably one of the most important documents dealt with in this
Chamber on a long term political basis in the last decade.

Mr Court: Because it straightens out a rotten Government.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition's dad cracks a mention.

Mr Court: Don't carry on. His name is not mentioned.

Mr PETER DOWDING: His contract is. I want to make the point, this ought to be -

Mr Court: Your corporation.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I gave the Deputy Leader of the Opposition a chance to interject.
But then he starts shouting me down. This is an important political document. It is probably
one of the most important political documents this decade.

Mr Court: It straightens up your Government.

Mr PETER DOWDING: God! This Bill is endeavouring to set in place principles which
have far reaching implications..

Mr Court: Which your Government forgot.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Dad's contract is in there!
Mr Court: Don't go on like a two bob watch.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Thi-s underlines to me that it is not a you and us situation. The
Opposition should be saying, "You blokes have done a courageous thing 2

Mr Court: I hope you accept our amendments.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The parliamentary draftsmen are saying things like: It does not
make sense; it has been taken out of context; is nonsense; cannot possibly work; implications
are far too wide; and, would be unworkable.

Mr Court: In other words, you will ignore this.

Mr PETER DOWDING: We are doing our best. But the fact that this is unworkable and
does not make sense is not our responsibility, We are treating this legislation with the utmost
seriousness.

Mr Court: You could have fooled me.
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Mr PETER DOWDIN4G: One thing which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition cannot say is
that this legislation does not implement the Burt commuission recommendations because the
Parliamnentary Counsel working with the Burt commission was given a brief to take through
to the drafting stage and bring this legislation to the House.

Mr Court: What happened to Gold Bank?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Let us deal with the Gold Banking Corporation.

Mr Court: You haven't any legislation.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No, we have not. I will make clear what we are doing about Gold
Banking Corporation: I have already said those aspects of its operation which give rise to
potential conflict in the area of accountability provisions are being addressed. The Leader of
the Opposition has said that we have been going too fast and has complained that we are now
here dealing with legislation. I want to get as much of this legislation through as I can.

Mr Court: We would not mind the courtesy of time to look at it. The Premier wants to get in
and out of this place in three weeks. We would not midnd the courtesy of looking at the
legislation.

Mr PETER DOWDING: This is like the Japanese water torture.

Mr Court: We had debate last week, and we did not have the legislation for a week.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not want to interrupt the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's
interjections. H-e has raised the issue of Gold Bank: The legislation is currently the subject
of important consideration because of constructional changes proposed in respect of that
organisation. We will address that as soon as that matter is completed.

In relation to the question of what would happen to the particular assets of Exim Corporation
Ltd, as the Leader of the National Parry raised, again these are difficult commercial issues
that I am resolving. Firstly, by 30 June Exim will have been able to deal with those assets
that are readily saleable, and by 30 June consist of a sort of cash box and assets. The assets
can be disposed of to WADC and Exisn can then complete its work as at 30 June. That is
sensible. We are terminating that organisation by the end of the financial year and there will
be a transfer of assets that require ongoing management. That means that the functions of
Exim that deal with education and business migration will be found homes before 30 June.
We have some ideas on where they midght go. We are still working on that because it is not
an instant black and white issue. I am surprised at the Leader of the National Party's view
about overseas education sales because that has been an outstanding success. -

Mr Court: That was in place before Exim camne along.

Mr PETER DOWDINJG: Here we go - grizzle, grizzle, gripe, gripe.

Mr Court: It wasall in place before.
Mr PETER DOWDING: No-one is allowed any kudos in this place except the Leader of the
Opposition, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and his dad.

Mr Court: Do you have a fixation about my father and brothers?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Do you give your mate a fortnight's notice before you stab him in
the back, or more - three weeks? Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition loyal to the Leader
of the Opposition?

Mr Court: Of course I am loyal to my leader.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Pro tern. What about if there is a split - will you vote for him?

Mr Court: Your performance tonight is not befitting the Premier of this State.

Mr PETER DOWDING: That is for others to say. I return to the point that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition will nor give credit where it is due.
Mr Court: I will not give credit to you.

Mr PETER DOWDING: We have an organisation which has been enormously successful
and the Opposition will not give credit.

The SPEAKER: Order! Can I give the Premnier credit? On the clock he has seven minutes;
we are having difficulty with the electronics so I will give the Premier a credit of 10 minutes,
and he now has 17 minutes. -
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Mr PETER DOWDING: We have been through all of these matters but they deserve
restating. We have witnessed enormous successes in some of the areas with which we have
dealt: There have been enormous problems in some areas as well. Gold Bank - Gold
Banking Corporation - has been enormously successful, as [ suspect even the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition would grudgingly agree.

Mr Court: No, I don't agree.

Mr PETER DOWDING: EventsCorp has been successful, as seen from the Pacin
Conference which will be held next year in San Francisco. What a wonderful opportunity for
Western Australia to present itself to the world. There are other events which have been
brought to Western Australia through EventsCorp.

LandCorp, despite all of the carping and criticism of the Opposition, has for the first time
done something with Government assets that, when the Opposition was in Government,
members opposite were not able to do; that is, commercialise the value of Government assets
on sale.

A Government member: They didn't know what they owned.

Mir PETER DOWDING: They did not know what they owned, nor how many people they
employed. But we are getting there slowly and we are building successes of which we can all
be proud. They are the elements which we want to keep going.

I have accepted the fundamental problem, and tonight is an illustration of that. The
fundamental problem is that Liberals will criticise anything if it is Labor or if it is
Government. Liberals do that here, interstate and overseas. They carp and criticise and try to
bring organisarions to their knees. Regarding the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project,
everyone on the other side says privately that it is a fantastic project but that they will do their
best to bring it down. Everyone knows that when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition says
he supports the project he is speaking the truth because that is where he ought to be.
Everyone knows the Opposition is working towards preventing the project getting up because
if it gets up, somehow we win and they lose. Instead of everyone saying, "Listen, this would
be a great success for Western Australia no matter what the past", the Opposition cannot

- .bring itself to say that. The Opposition has to knock the project. What a tragedy this is for
-Western Australia and how well recognised it is by the electorate. Therefore, I make it clear

that in the process of taking the steps, the hard decisions that I have taken in relation to these
matters, these organisations will slowly wind down their entrepreneurial activity and, in due
course, the reports and accounts will go as they are required to go. In the meantime we need
to maximaise their commercial opportunities and the Leader of the Opposition knows full well
that if their commercial opportunities can be maximised it will be an opportunity for another
one of those, "We win, you lose" situations. Together we should support them to maxirnise
their returns. If we can do that everyone will receive the benefit and will be better off.
Members opposite should really obtain one of those little tape recorders and listen to how
nasty they are when they start talking about Mr Horgan. What gets the goat of the member
for Cotresloe in his frenzy of attacks on these personalities is that at one stage the people
concerned actually said that they thought the Government was not doing a bad job. Do
members opposite realise that before the election Liberal supporters who had never voted
Labor in their lives and who had supported the Liberal Party financially said to me, "We have
a lot of arguments with you blokes, but the Opposition just has not got it"?

Mr Hassell: Was it Mlan Bond?

Mr PETER DOWDING: No, it was not. It was someone who is very important to the
Liberal Party and he is very close to it.
Mr Court: Tell us who itis-

Mr PETER DOWDING: If I did, what would members opposite do to him? I will whisper
who it is to the Minister for Mines, who is very honourable, so he will know who it is.
NUrCarr: Really?
Mr PETER DOWDING: It is all above board now- The point I wanted to make is that if I
told members opposite his name they would actively work to crucify him. That is the fear
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the Liberal Party hopes to be able to reinstil into the business community. To date it has
failed miserably.
I refer now to the issues raised by the very sour member for Cottesloc. Liberal Party
members say that the member for Corresloe cost them three elections. It is very unfair of
them to say that because they lost the last election; but it indicates why the member for
Cottesloe becomes so angry with everybody. Can he not look favourably on the people who

-are working hard in these jobs? In his fundamental zeal he wants to hurt everybody.
Several members interjected.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Members opposite say that the Parliament should be told what is
going on. I am telling the Parliament what is going an. ' The Government has made a
decision and has asked the Exini Corporation to wind up its affairs by 30 June. It will then -
seek to have WADC proceed with a view to winding up its investments by 30'Septemnber.
The Government will also carefully examine how it will deal with LandCorp, EventsCorp,
and the business migration program and the education services program. The Government
will look closely at what it will do with those investments which it is not desirable to sell
prior to 30 September. [ hope the Government will find a mechanism for either disposing of
them or holding them in a passive investment mode on an ongoing basis.
I have already said publicly, and I repeat it now to this House, that GoldCorp will remain in
its minting and refining operations. However, its banking operation wil be acquired by the
R & I Bank, which bank has indicated that it has certain requirements for taking it over the
Government will have to deal with those requirements as they arise. We cannot be fairer than
that. That is the story and there is nothing hidden.
Mr Hlassell: Where are the accounts? Where is an explanation for what has been going on?
Mr PETER DOWDING: That is where the member for Cotteslee jumps from his claims of
implementing statutory responsibility - he jumps straight past the Burt report to a situation
where he wants to make political capital out of it.
With reference to the contribution by the member for Collie, all I can say is that it was a little
confusing. I do not believe her contribution to this debate rook the question of the
accountability requirements any further.
I advise the Opposition that ministerial accountability cannot be transferred to Parliament
taking over the role of the Executive. It is a major difference and I would expect the member
for Cortesloe to remember from our constitutional law lectures back in 1961-62 - I think he
did better than the Minister for Economic Development and Trade and I at that subject - that
there is a difference between the power of Parliament and Executive power. The Burt
commission report states that the power of the Executive is there and remai- ns; the-
accountability is because the responsibility for giving or withholding information rests with
the Minister.
Once this legislation is in place the power the Opposition took away from WADC will
remain. The power the Opposition removed from my predecessor and me in relation to
WADC will be restored; that is, the power to be accountable to the Parliament. Once that
power -is restored the Opposition can then debate properly the question of whether the
Government is committing a political discretion or indiscretion by sharing with it the
information, just as the present Leader of the Opposition has 27 times exercised that
responsibility by saying, 'This is a commercial matter." Therefore, in the future, Ministers
from all parties, assuming the National Party has life after death, will hive an opportunity to
exercise that political discretion. It does not change the principle of accountability, whicli is
that the Executive is the body to whom these organisations report on a day to day, week by
week basis, and on the annual basis required by Parliament for the reports to be tabled to
allow their budgets to be examined.
I urge the Opposition not to get too carried away with the rhetoric of people who, quite
fr-ankly, are driven by a desire to prevent business people - business people who in the past
have supported the Liberal Party and who have handed out how-to-vote cards - from
expressing any sort of support for or cooperation with the Government. The Opposition has
four long years on the Opposition benches to try to gamer some support in the community.
They should not alienate it by hrying to cut off at the knees those people who have been
working in the public interest.
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This legislation is unparalleled. No Minister has brought in a report as I did; no Minister has
brought in the legislative consequences of their report as rapidly as I have on a matter which
is as far reaching as this. I am proud of it and I do not mnind saying so. I amn genuinely proud
of the contribution the Government has made towards social democracy in Western Australia
and the Opposition should give the B ill its support on that basis.

Question put and passed.
eml read a second rime.

Sitting sauspended from 8.30 to 9.04 pm
Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr Peter Dowding (Premider) in
charge of the Bill.
Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Mr COURT: The procedure we will adopt is to vote against this clause, and the effect of that
will be that when assent is given to this legislation the whole Bill will come in. We do not
see any reason for different parts of this Bil to be proclaimed orn different days. It is a
package and as such it should come in in one hit. That is the position we winl take.

Mr PETER DOWDING: May I just correct somethiing in Committee which I said in the
House? I thought that the parliamentary draftsman who was involved in this had been
attached to the Burt commission and I asked to confirm that when I went out of the Chamber.
However, I7 was mnistaken and I apologise to members.

Mr Lewis: Telling fibs, were you?

Mr PETER DOWDING. No, I was mistaken.

Parliamentary Counsel's advice on this is that flexibility is required; that some of the
elements of the Act will be brought in immediately and other sections should be timed to
coincide with the financial year - that is, the general Financial Administration and Audit Act
provisions. His advice is to give the flexibil ity to implement sections of this Act at different
times. That will enable us to have- end of year results without having two auditing
requirements; for instance, without having FAAA requirements being brought in part way
through the year. rI the view of the parliamentary draftsman that is not an acceptable way to
deal with an Act with as much breadth as this one has.

Mr LEWIS: I think the reason for the Opposition's pursuing this course is that, hitherto,
especially in relation to the legislation concerning Exirn Corporation Ltd, parts of the
legislation were never proclaimed and the public - and, indeed, the Parliament - were not
aware that this was the case until only about six months ago.

It is very easy for the Premier to say, "We want to try to facilitate the workings of
Government, and the financial year suits us", and so on; and I can understand and accept that
perhaps it will cause the Government to bring its books to account on two occasions rather
than one. However, is not this legislation all about accountability? The perhaps cynical
attitude of the Opposition sterns from. the fact that it may suit the Government not to proclaim
those sections relating to WADC and Exim, which means it will never report along the lines
prescribed within this legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding.: If you are silly enough to do that, but that is the whole point of
accountability.

Mr LEWIS: The previous actions of the Government are on the record and they caninot be
denied. Why is the Government coming to us and asking us to miust it, and saying that it will
do the right thing? The Bunt report has told the Government to do that. But the Opposition is
not prepared to accept that. The puerile excuse used is that two sets of accounting would be
involved. That has no substance. If the Government really embraces the provisions of the
Burt report it should proclaim its new belief in accountability. The Government should either
proclaim the lot a once and cop double accounting and be seen in the Parliament and the
public domain as being true to its word, or the Government could go down the devious path
of proclaiming things when it suits itself and perhaps never proclaim the parts to do with
WADC and Exim - this may never be disclosed.
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Mr COURT: The Premier says that the Government would not be silly enough to fiddle
around with proclaiming legislation. I do not think that the Government would be silly
enough not to proclaim parts of the Exim Bill. I did not realise that the Government had not
proclaimed parts until I read about it in the newspaper. The reason for this legislation is to
make these different bodies more accountable. I do not accept that the Government needs to
work around the 30 June balance date. A long time will be taken in making these subsidiaries
properly accountable, or to make'the necessary adjustments around the 30 June balance dates.
I cannot accept the argument that parts of it need to be tinted to be brought in to coincide with
different balance dates. The sooner this legislation comes in the better and those bodies have
to comply as quickly as practicable with the requirements we make for them to operate under
this legislation.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I make the point again that this is on advice: If we do not
implement the Bill at a time that the Opposition thinks is appropriate then no doubt the
Opposition will make apolitical fuss. That is what Parliament is all about.

Mr Lewis: We will not know.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Of course members opposite will know because they are part of the
process. The proclamation is a public event. I guarantee that if the Opposition asks me, I
will tell it.

Mr Lewis: Parliament will not be sitting.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition will know because the proclamation is gazetted.
Parliamentary Counsel's advice is that there are so many agencies involved in the legislation
that the proclamation requires flexibility. The Opposition might not agree and may say that
the Government will not do it. If we do not, that will be the subject of criticism, but when we
resume in August or September of this year if we have not done the things that the
Opposition thinks we should have done, the Opposition will whip us around the head. That is
our advice, and the Government view is on that advice we should not accept the
foreshadowed amendment.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 3 put and passed.

Clause 4: Section 3 amended -

Mr COURT: This clause relates to the definition of a subsidiary body. This is an important
question and throughout the Burt report mention is made that the aim is to bring subsidiaries
of departments and statutory authorities uinder the FAAA requirements. Our amendment
intends to fuirther expand the definition and make it more relevant. I appreciate the Premier's
explanation that when we look at the main Act the application of subsidiaries is divided into
four sections - sections 62, 66 and 78A; we have also found a reference in section 58 under
"Treasurer's Instructions". So it is all very well to define subsidiaries but we find that in the
main Act this applies in only four sections. We want subsidiaries covered by all the
important provisions of the FAAA legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: What organisations do you want to cover with the amendment?

Mr COURT: That is the crux of the matter. We have gone from the scenario where WA
Government Holdings Ltd is a subsidiary of Exirn which, in turn, has a whole list of
subsidiaries, so if we do not clearly specify what a subsidiary is and whether it is to be a part
of Government operations, the parent body wrnl have to comply with the FAAA legislation
but could have subsidiaries which do not comply. Considering the wording of the legislation,
we believe it will be simple for those organisations listed in Schedule I of the main Act to
have subsidiaries which do not come under most of the requirements of FAAA legislation.
I refer the Premier to our proposed amendment to this clause in relation to where a body
holds more than one half of the issued share capital. A further amendment includes reference
to a body that is a subsidiary of a subsidiary body and any successive subsidiary bodies. To
answer the Prem-ier, we want all Government operations to be included. Surely that is what-
the Government wishes to achieve because that was the concern expressed by the Burt report.
We want all bodies to come under these controls. Can the Premier explain whether we have
interpreted this provision correctly? It is one thing to confine a subsidiary body to everything
in the main Act when it is only relevant in four sections of that Act.
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Mr PETER DOWDING: in the case of a statutory body, it is not necessary to impose
limitations on the powers of its subsidiaries. The only functions and powers of a statutory
body are those that are conferred on it by its own enabling Statute or by other written laws.
This provision would apply whether the statutory body were applying directly through its
own operations or indirectly through the operations of a subsidiary. The advice on the
amendment to clause 4 is that it has been taken out of context and imported from the
Companies Code. The Companies Code, from which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
got his suggested amendment, relates to beneficial interest, not to control. The proposed
amendment could have the effect of bringing a subsidiary under the Act when the
Government agency does not have a controlling interest. The advice of counsel is that it does
not add anything other than to risk creating confusion.

I appreciate that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition operates within the constraints of not
being advised by Parliamentary Counsel. However, his counsel has drawn on a clause from
the Companies Code which has something co do with beneficial interest, but not with the
question of control. Counsel sees the problem of an agency in which the Governiment has no
controlling interest - just an interest. We then end up in a situation where, by imposing all of
these requirements on that subsidiary which is currently bound by the laws of the Companies
Code, suddenly, because there is some interest of a Government agency and that subsidiary is
completely covered, it gets caught by this clause. The advice is that it will not work in the
way the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has firamed it.

Mr COURT: I have asked for what I consider to be a fairly simple explanation. Our
amendments will broaden the definition of "subsidiary body". In the Financial
Administration and Audit Act, "subsidiary body" arises in sections 62, 66, 78A and 58.
Section 62 refers to the accountable officers of a department reporting to the Minister, section
66 to the accountable authority reporting to the Minister, section 78A to the Auditor General
auditing the accounts, and section 58 covens Treasurer's Instructions.

Sections 40 to 44 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act cover the investment of
moneys of a statutory authority. Is the Premier suggesting that a subsidiary does not come
under those requirements?

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you not referr ing to your amendment to page 2, line 25?
Mr COURT: I ask the Premier to leave our amendments aside.

Mr Peter Dowding: Let us talk about your amendments. Are you addressing the first part of
your amendments or the second?

Mr COURT: Initially I am asking the Premier a question. I am suggesting that he has
defined a subsidiary body but that that defintition applies only to four sections in the main
Act. 'Therefore, a department which has a subsidiary is defined under that definition but does
not come uinder the Financial Administration and Audit Act, specifically the areas relating to
investment of moneys.

Mr Peter Dowding: A subsidiary for the purposes of some sections of that Act is caught in a
particular way, but for other sections it cannot be.

Mr COURT: Surely this is the focal point of the whole legislation. The commissioner has
said that the subsidiaries and related bodies have operated out of control. The Premier has
now introduced this legislation to bring them into control. Am I correct in saying that the
deflinition of "subsidiary body" relates only to those four sections of the main Act? if that is
correct, we can then move on to some of the most important parts of the main Act, which
cover investment of moneys. Those sections are 51 to 56. Some important sections of that
legislation allow the Premier to bypass his accountability legislation by doing deals through a
subsidiary, or that is how we understand this legislation. I need these points clarified before I'
move on to the amendments. Our amendments to this clause basically expand the definition
of "subsidiary body".

Mr LEWIS: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has said that we view this whole matter as
important enough to ensure that there is no escape from it at all. We need to put belts and
braces on smart directors of these agencies to ensure that what happened before, and what
could happen under both Labor and conservative Administrations, will not happen again. We
must ensure that the accountability provisions prevail at all times. We are not asking for
anything additional.
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The Premier said that he cannot accept this amendmnent because it will automatically bring
companies in which a Government may have a shareholding under the accountability
legislation. I reject that because the amendment refers to "holds more than one half of the
issued share capital". In other words, it has to hold a majority interest before the amending,
clause could prevail, If the Government is serious in pursuing this matter there is no reason
for it to reject the amendment, other than being bloody-minded.
It is probably pertinent to read section 5.3 on page 24 of the report, which relates to public
scrutiny and contractual secrecy. I quote from this section as follows -

The Commuission is concerned by the practice of secrecy or confidentiality provisions
being included in contracts entered into by State-owned entities, regardless of whether
the entity has been established by statute or is owned by virtue of a shareholding. The
secrecy arrangement denies accountability to the Parliament.

That is an important point. The report continues -

It denies public scrutiny and it may even deny ministerial scrutiny. The Comnmissiotn
comments later on this issue in two sections of this report. The first commient appears
within the Commuission's report on WA Government Holdings Ltd and the second
appears in its report on the State Energy Commission of Western Australia.

Mr Premier, there is nothing sinister in what we are proposing. It is necessary to put belts
and braces on it and it may be that the people who drafted this legislation did not see it as
being as important as we do. We believe the amendment will really tie it up.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I make it clear that it is my advice that it is not necessary to control
the Act by a blanket amendment. The control comes as we work through the Bill, and it
comes through a number of points as the statutory authorities are dealt with. They have a
requirement to exercise control over their subsidiaries and it will be made clear as we work
through the clauses that the Treasurer's Instructions make specific provision for subsidiaries
and those matters will be addressed. My advice is that it is not necessary to achieve a
workable solution throughi a blanket amendment of the kind proposed by the Opposition.
Therefore, the Government will not accept it.

Mr COURT: I am being fed a bit of double dutch here. I have stood up for the third time
now and have asked a very simple question which I think is the guts of this whole legislation.
The fact that I have not had an answer after the first two times makes me wonder whether I
might happen to be right. If that is the case, I will repeat the question and ask for the third
time whether I have got this correct. The Premier has defined a "subsidiary body" in his
legislation. It is actually a definition that we wish to tighten up with our amendments, but the
point I want to make is that in the main Act a "subsidiary" is referred to only in sections 62,
66 and 78(A) and we have found it in section 58 under "Treasury instructions". The point I
am making is that one can define "subsidiary" but it has effect only with these four sections
of this Act. Therefore, one can simply bypass the main provisions of this Act by doing all of
one's dealings through a subsidiary department. The present definition leaves these out and
we are trying to cover them with our expanded definition. What is the purpose of having a
"subsidiary body" defined in the Act if it is relevant to only four sections? Does the Premier
see the point I am making?
Mr Peter Dowding: But they are highly relevant sections.
Mr COURT: They are only four sections from the whole Act. They are not the most relevant
sections.
Mr Chairman, the Government has a problem on its hands as it has brought in legislation to
this Parliament to make the operation of Government departments and statutory authorities
and their subsidiaries which are defined in the legislation more accountable. The Bill
attempts to bring them under the Financial Administration and Audit Act. Now, as we debate
the very first point, we are told that these bodies will not come under the Financial
Administration and Audit Act because only four parts of that legislation will be relevant to
these subsidiaries.
Mr Peter Dowding. What do these sections deal with? They deal with section 62, section 66
and the issue of audits, and you could hardly say that they are irrelevant.
Mr COURT: I am not saying that they are irrelevant. I am saying that they are minuscule
compared to all of the other requirements of this legislation. Perhaps the most important
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ones are sections 40 to 4, which are those covering the investment of money by its statutory
authorities. What the Premier is saying is that it is possible to bypass the investment
requirements of this legislation by putting the investment through a subsidiary. So, why have
it?

Mr Peter Dowding: It is not possible because the obligation of the principal authority, as I
indicated ai the outset, is to comply in respect of its subsidiaries.
Mr COURT: This is the whole point. I am not being pedantic. Under this legislation
"subsidiary" is defined - which is all very nice - but the only rime that subsidiary is
mentioned is in those four particular sections. There ibre, the point I am making is that it is
possible to get around this legislation.
Ms Peter Dowding: I have had my attention drawn to pages 23 and 24 of the report in
relation to subsidiaries. First of all we will amend the definition and, secondly, the issue of
the amendment is a matter I have already canvassed. Parliamentary Counsel advises us that
the blanker amendment is not necessary. In relation to the auditing, that is introduced in
relation to the Treasury Instruction. Therefore, the Bunt requirements are in the amendments
we have introduced.
Ms COURT: The Premnier has made the point that the Burt report talks about subsidiaries and
related bodies and their need for more control. The. Burt report has not written the Financial
Administration and Audit Act.
Mr Peter Dowding: But it is specific about the things that should be brought in.

Mr COURT: It is pointless bringing in changes if it is possible to get around the main
provisions of the Financial Administration and Audit Act by dealing through subs idiaries; if
so, we will be back to square one again-
Ms. Peter Dowding: The Burt commission's recommendations are adopted in this Bill in
respect of those areas that require attention.
Mr COURT: The Burt report is talking about making subsidiaries of these departments and
statutory authorities more accountable. It talks about bringing them under the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. 'he commission has not written this legislation. The report
cannot write the legislation and everything cannot be written in. I am saying that the
Government is making a mockery of the legislation.
Mr Peter Dowding: Don't be silly!
Mr COURT: The Premier says, "Don't be silly." I have simply asked three times what
controls would cover subsidiaries. I have been ignored each time. The Prentier is now
saying that the only controls on subsidiaries will be under the provisions of sections 62. 66,
and 78A. We now find that section 58 will also have some effect. Does the Premier not
agree that some of the mast important functions of the subsidiaries, such as the investment of
money, for example, will nor be covered? If somebody warnted to do a shonkie deal arnd
escape the scrutiny of this legislation he could deal through a subsidiary. From the beginning
of this debate it has been apparent that the Government is not dinkum about including
subsidiaries in the controls discussed in the Burt report. The Premider may sit back and say
the Opposition has to cop the fact that they will not be affected by those controls. The
Opposition wants to know why some of the other basic controls uinder which subsidiaries
should be operating are not implemented. The Opposition's proposed amendment goes some
of the way towards ensuring that the subsidiaries as defined in the legislation have the proper
controls in place.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not mind having a complex discussion but it is a touch
irritating to have the imputation of mala fides attached to every comment of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. The end result is that I will just sit here. Not everybody is just a
smartypants who wants to stand on his hind legs and pontificate about everything and say
nothing. The Deputy Leader of dhe Opposition does not have the benefit of the years of
experience of Parliamentary Counsel. I am fortunate to have a tearm of officers who have
given four hours -consideration to the Opposition's amendments and I am relying very much
on their advice. That cannot sit easily with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's view of
the world which revolves around him and his team. I am inviting the Opposition to get past
this smartypants attitude.
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Mr Court: 1 am not being a smartypants.
Mr PETER DOWDINJG: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is and he does not know it.
He should look at sections 40 and 41 of the FAA Act. What do £hey cover?
Mr Court: They control the investment of money by a statutory authority.

Mr PETER DOWDINGI: Exactly. What are their provisions in respect of that investment?
They state that investments cannot be made other than in accordance with certain
requirements.

Mr Court: It does not mention subsidiaries.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Of course not.

Mr Court: The investments can be made through subsidiaries and they can avoid the
leg islation.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No they cannot.

Mr Court: You should go back and redraft the legislation.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not want to be taunted by comments like that, but it is obvious
that if a body cannot invest in a certain way as a principal, it cannot invest through a
subsidiary in a way in which it is not allowed to invest. I have tried to make the point that if
an organisation has a statutory obligation in respect of investment procedures that applies to
those orgarisations in which it invests its money. If they did not follow those requirements,
the organisation would not be following the requirements. Therefore the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition's argument falls. That is the advice I have received. Perhaps it is wrong; but
it seems perfectly reasonable looking at sections 40 and 41 of the FAA Act, which is
regarded as one of the toughest Acts in this regard in Australia. It simply states that the
organisation's obligations are to invest in a certain way. Those obligations cannot be shed by
the mechanism to which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition refers. It does not mailer
whether it is the principal or a subsidiary.

If, in due course, it is apparent that my advice is wrong and some organisation does this, the
Opposition will learn about it and will be able to parade on the stage and say what a dummy I
was and how hopeless my advice was. However, on the advice I have received the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has no justification for the position he is taking. If he considers the
requirements and the obligations of the proposed section, he will see that it does not create
the evil, risk or opportunity to which he refers.

Mr Court: It does not apply to subsidiaries.
ISr PETER DOWDING: The principal has the obligation and if it has the money it cannot do
anything through the subsidiary.
Mr Court: It bypasses the subsidiary.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No, it cannot.

Mr HASSELL: I have a suggestion that could overcome the concerns of the Opposition if
the Premier were prepared to look at it. Why cannot there be a simple amending provision
which states that the application to a department or statutory authority of all the provisions of
the FAA Act apply equally to a subsidiary?

Mr PETER DOWDING: My advice is that the investment obligations of a principal are
caught in respect of a subsidiary but it is not appropriate to simply holus-bolus bring
subsidiaries under these provisions of the Act because other aspects of the FAA Act may not
be applicable, If the principal sheds that money and puts it with a subsidiary, and it is dealt
with in a way that is not in accordance with the FAA Act, the principal does not comply with
that Act. That is why it is not necessary to write in the words except in the areas to which the
Burt report referred, which are specifically included in this Bill as catching subsidiaries for
the purposes of the FAA Act.

Mr HASSELL: I understand the Premier's argument about sections 40 and 41 of the
Financial Administration and Audit Act because they seem to apply as a general statutory
requirement. They are not related to what an organisation is; it is an authority to invest
subject to a limitation. I cannot understand the proposition that the Premier used in reply to
my question.
A67991-S
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Mr Peter Dowding: I remind the member for Cottesloc that later in the Bill we cover those
elements referred to by Burt under sections 62, 66 and 78A. I hear what you are saying and I
am not suggesting that we exclude all references to subsidiaries, but I am making the point
that take away the investment obligation and then put in your obligations in respect of the
information for compliance in sections 62 and 66 and audit requirements under section 78A.
Mr HASSELL, It may be chat this example is not one that sits terribly comfortably with the
political argument on the Premier's side, but the old State Superannuation Board avoided the
limitation on investment by creating a miust. The concern expressed by the Deputy Leader Of
the Opposition is that these provisions may, as they are drafted, allow the broader provisions
of the Financial Admninistration and Audit Act to be avoided by subsidiary bodies. That is the
essential point. What the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has put on our behalf is not
necessarily the precise words of his amendment in which he relies on advice of counsel.
What he is putting is that there ought to be a general provision that says that all the rules
apply to a subsidiary. The Premier is saying that they apply in three ways and then says that
if there is a general rule it might have all sorts of unintended consequences about reporting,
or something like that.

Mr Peter Dowding: About the obligations.

Mr HASSELL: It would be easier to find the unintended consequences and specify the
exemptions to avoid those than to limit the exercise the Premier is undertaking by only
applying the subsidiary provisions in three areas when I thinkc he really intended - and I think
he is getting caught up in legal technicalities, and I do not know that I understand it all -
something else. I aim trying to get back to what is the intention of this legislation. As I
understand it, the Premier has come to the Committee saying that the Burt report suggests we
ought to do something about subsidiaries and the draftsman has drafted something.
Mr Peter Dowding: It specifically says in which areas.

Mr HASSELL: The draftsman has drafted something which is limiting it in a way that I do
not chink the Premier intended. He might want to have a technical argument with us which
he would probably win because he has the assistance of the person alongside him, but that
will not alter the simple point that what the Bunt report is really about is his saying, 'Let us
not have any escape routes like the old Superannuation Board Investment Trust", and that the
rules that ought to apply to subsidiaries of all kinds are all the rules.
Mr LEWIS: I do not know whether the Premier has conceded it yet, but if one looks at the
definition of "subsidiary", which is really what we are talking about, one sees that under this
Bill a subsidiary is one which requires a majority shareholding in a company. It may be that
a Government agency could hold a minority shareholding of 45 per cent in a public company.
It could give guarantees for borrowings to that company and be exempted from reporting
those guarantees on the basis that it is not caught by the definition of "subsidiary" as
prescribed in this Bill.

We are not trying to be pedantic about this matter. However, it does not necessarily mean
that everything the Burt report says ends there. Perhaps the Premier can go a little further
than that report. If we are serious and honest about accountability, perhaps we can look a
little further than Burt did. I enmphasise that our proposal is really to put belts and braces on it
to capture everything so that a situation cannot arise where a subsidiary that is not a
subsidiary because the Act does not prescribe it because it has a minority shareholding in a
public company can give guarantees and still be exempt from reporting.
Mr WIESE: I have listened with interest to this discussion, which has been convincing from
both sides but which leaves an awkward situation. Therefore, one must resort to what one
can find using one's own nous. I am not convinced that what the Premier is putting to us is
exactly as he says. He has said that he would be prepared to admit it if he is proved wrong in
the future and that the future will show what is the case. I do not wear that too well because
by that stage it will probably be too late. I turn to the reading I have done in relation to this
Bill and to the WA Exim Corporation Act which in Part NV addresses the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. That section also deals with the manner in which Exizn was
set up.

Exim was excluded from portions of the Financial Administration and Audit Act that we are
talking about at present. Having done that the Act went on in section 18(5) to refer
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specifically to subsidiary authorities. It was found necessary in this Act to refer specifically
to subsidiary authorities when it was acting under the very Act about which we are talking-
now, the Financial Administration and Audit Act. When the Western Australian Exim
Corporation Act was drawn up it was felt necessary to insert subsection (5) as follows -

The powers conferred on the Auditor General in relation to a statutory authority by
the Financial Mdministration and Audit Act 1985 shall, notwithstanding subsection
(2), be exercisable also in respect to the affairs and operations of any body which is
subsidiary to the corporation, to the extent that the Auditor General may consider it
necessary so as to give a true and fair view of the transactions and financial position
of the Corporation and of each subsidiary body, and for that purpose the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs is authorized to make available to'the Auditor
General such information and documents as the Auditor General may request and the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs determines to be relevant.

I believe that when the Exim Act was drawn up - and it related to the Financial
Administration and Audit Act - it was found necessary to include that section and that very
definite and strong reference to subsidiary bodies of that corporation. That brings us back to
what we are talking about now. What has changed? Why are we not dealing with this in a
like manner?
Mr Peter Dowding: We are, under clauses 5, 6 and 7 of this Bill. We get to that point.

Nir Court: None of the others do.

Mr PETER DOWDINJG: Nothing that has been said has convinced me or the officer that we
are wrong. With due respect, I tell the member for Cortesice, with whom I went through law
school, so we have a bit of the same background and maybe think the same way, that the
problem is that we do not know what we are dealing with here when we try to think of
examples. The trust was not a company but was, in fact, authorised under the laws of that
agency; in other words, that was one of the exceptions under section 40 of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act.

The Financial Administration and Audit Act specifically empowered an agency like the
Superannuation Board to make an investment for which it had existing statutory
authorisation, which in that case was not a subsidiary but was in fact a trust. So in respect of
section 40 it excluded those matters for which the agency specifically had been empowered to
make investments, and in the case of the Superannuation Board that trust was not a subsidiary
but it was an investment that it was capable of doing, so that takes it outside the sort of area
we are discussing.
My officer's problem is that they say the investment power is caught by sections 40 and 41,
that the Treasurer's Instruction power is caught by clause 5, that clauses 6 and 7 catch those
other elements that are appropriate in respect of subsidiaries, but that what the Opposition is
now trying to do has consequences that no-one is sure about.

The gravamen of the powers of the offences and activities that the Opposition is trying to
limit are caught by the Bill as it is drafted at present. I do not want to appear to chop off the
debate in any way at all, and obviously I cannot do that, but nothing the member for Wagin
has said - and he has expressed his arguments as clearly and forcefully as he can - has taken
away the force of the officer's advice to me; that is, that the Bill as it is cast catches the areas
of concern to which the member has referred. What he is really saying is, "Yes, there may be
a bigger net required but we are not sure, we cannot identify it. and we are not sure how it
will impact." On that basis we cannot accept the proposed amendment.

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 2, line 25 - To delete "is in a position to - " with a view to substituting the
following -

(iii)
holds more than one half of the issued share capital of the body
(excluding any part of that issued share capital that carries no right to
participate beyond a specified amount in a distribution of either profits
or capital); or

is in a position to -
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Mr Peter Dowding: I am happy to take the amendments as read.

Mr COURT: Will the Premier accept them?

Mr Peter Dowding: No, but you don't have to read them out seriatim.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has already spoken three
times on the clause in general. Obviously he still has speaking rights, but I draw his attention
and that of other members to Standing Order No 142 regarding repetition, with which I am
sure they are familiar. I would ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition when speaking to
these amendments to avoid canvassing the arguments he has already raised.
Mrt COURT: Thank you, Mr Chairman. The purpose of this amendment is to expand the
definition of "subsidiary body", as the Premier mentioned earlier. We are simply taking the
wording out of the Companies Code and we believe it is relevant to put it in this clause.

During the second reading debate the Premier referred to the person who was drafting our
amendments as being - I do not know his exact words - perhaps inexperienced in this area,

* and during the Committee stage which has been under way for only a short time, he has
* mentioned that I have a team of people drafting for me.

Mr Peter Dowding: I did not say that in a deprecatory way.

Mrt COURT: I am a little sensitive about this. It is all very well for the Premier to say that
we have a big team of lawyers.
Mr Peter Dowding; I was just talking about the unfair advantage I have.

Mr COURT: The Premier might be at a disadvantage. He might have a big team, but I do
not care whether he has 500 people advising him. Earlier we asked for a very simple
explanation, which we have not received. I want to explain to the Premier that he is not the
only person in this House with an education.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Would the Deputy Leader of the Opposition please address the
amendment.

NiMr COURT: I am saying that we have drafted these amendments, this one included, and we
-have some pretty good expertise within our ranks. We have Hon Max Evans from the upper
House who has a lot of accounting experience; we have Peter Foss, shortly to become a
member of- the upper House, who is experienced in this field; and we have not put these
amendments up lightly. We have been meeting for some days. We have been going through

the accountability legislation for a month, yet on the very first point we bring up we cannot
get a proper explanation from the Premier. In fact the Government is making a mockery of
this legislation if it will not bring the subsidiaries under these controls.

When the Premier talks about expertise, we have done our homework on this legislation. It
was good enough for the Premier to ridicule us during the second reading debate, saying in a
flippant way that at his initial glance at the amendments, including the one we are debating
now, he saw that it is unworkable, it is nonsense and it is rubbish. This legislation is
important and we should not debate it flippantly.

I believe the amendment is self-explanatory and I urge members to support it.

Mr HASSELL: I support the amendment. What the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
said is very important - that is, a problem has been raised and there is no explanation. I go
back to what the member for Wagin said, because he took the example of the Exim
legislation where the specific provision was included that all the subsidiaries are to be called.
That is a good example. I cannot understand what the Premier means. I said to him before
that I did not want to get caught up in the technicalities. Members should bear in mind that
we have had same legal advice too, from the Opposition's counsel, as well as the other advice
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to. If the Premier says our advice is wrong and
the member for Wagin is wrong, he should point to some examples of where a provision such
as the member for Wagi has read out from other legislation would cause a problem if it were
inserted. In my view that would solve the problem of the argument we are having.
Mlr PETER DOWDING: In respect of this amendment, the answer is that we have, in our
proposed clause, introduced the concept of control as being the trigger to bring in the impact
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of these Acts. What we are saying is that unless we import the concept of control in order to
determine whether these Acts could trigger, we would run the risk of importing these Acts
into agencies in respect of which the Government agency has only a minority position as to
control, because that is the key issue.
Mr Cowan: You have a minority share in the petrochemical project.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Yes, but that is a statutory agency. That is covered by the Financial
Administration and Audit Act because it is a statutory agency. What they are saying here is
that this clause which we are proposing covers all of those situations where the subsidiary is
controlled by the principal agency. It is not enough to say, as the Liberal Party wants to say,
that it ought to cover a situation where the principal agency has a majority of shares but
perhaps no control; it might have a majority of B class shares and no control.

Mr Lewis: We do not propose to delete anything; we propose to add something.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition is importing a situation where it has more than half
of the issued share capital but no control. In those circumstances, the key element is whether
the subsidiary is controlled by the subsidiary. If it does not have control it ought to be
caught.

Mr Hassell: There is something fishy here.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Come on, Bill. You would be a nice bloke if you did not trigger
paranoia. We are not trying to trick anyone; this is the officers' advice. The Opposition's
people have grabbed the Companies Code and said, "We have missed a bit here, we had
better put it in." The Opposition's counsel has looked at a similar clause in the Companies
Code and tried to import a whole lot into this not recognising that what the clause talks about
is beneficial entitlements, not control. We say that if the Opposition wants to bring a
subsidiary within the anmbit of the Act it ought to be in respect of those subsidiaries that are
controlled; not in respect of subsidiaries for which there is no control because the power of
the parent company to invest is already covered. The obligation on the subsidiary to comply
should be circumscribed: The Opposition says that this should be circumscribed by way of
control, and we agree, but then the Opposition says, "by a majority of shares." We say that a
majority of shares does not necessarily mean control if B class shares are involved.

Mr Hassell: The Government says that McLean Brothers & Rigg should not be caught.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No. McLean Brothers & Rigg would not come within the FAAA
requirements. The question of whether the principal can invest in the company is caught by
section 40. But if one invested in McLean Brothers & Rigg, would one require them - that is-
a non Government agency without Government control - to comply with FAAA provisions?
The Opposition's amendments say this is so if the majority of B class shares exceeds 50 per
cent. We say, that is not the test; the test should be control. This is no trick; that is what our
officers say is an appropriate level of being caught.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3, line '7 -. To add after "authority;" the following -

and includes,
(c) a body that is a subsidiary of a subsidiary body and any successive

subsidiary bodies;
The Premier might argue that this amendment is not necessary. Our suggestion is that thiis is
a safeguard because ali the problems related to the corporate veil and duties of intervening
boards of directors require this provision to ensure all subsidiaries and their subsidiaries are
covered under the legislation. This is a simple amendment which removes doubt about those
matters related to the corporate veil and duties of the intervening boards of directors.

Mr PETER DOWDING: We are at a loss to see where this amendment takes us. Our advice
is that this amendment becomes a bit clearer and perhaps less of concern if some words are
added- That is, after the word "body" add the words "that is deemed to be a subsidiary under
the Companies Code (Western Australia); and after the second word "bodies" add the words,
"within the meaning of that Code." This is not seen as adding anything to the legislation. We
are not attempting to run away ftom this. We do not see the point of the amendment.
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In these circumstances, I am obliged co say that we will not accept the amnendment but give
that suggestion which may be neutral in its effect; that is, not adverse to the legislation. We
will continue to examine this clause; I will ask my officers to report to me, and we will
consider this point in another place.

Mr COURT: At this stage we accept the explanation from the Premider; if the Premider will
examnine the adding of the words and accept the amendment in another place that will remove
any doubt about whether the subsidiaries and their subsidiaries get captured. Does the
Premier believe chat will occur?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes. We will examine the suggestions in the light of what we think at
first blush is the way to deal with it. We will look at this section elsewhere. We will not
accept it as it is.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

New clause 5 -
Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following new clause to stand as clause 5 -

5 The principal Act is amended by inserting before Division I in Part 11 the
following -

Division Al - Control

Control

4A.

(a) The responsible Minister may give directions to departments,
statutory authorities, and subsidiary bodies and may rescind,
amend or vary any such direction.

(b) Any such direction or rescission, amendment or variation
thereof, shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament.

The purpose of this division is to bring the general rule of control over the departments,
statutory bodies and subsidiaries. This will directly implement the recommendations of the
Burt report. The point I am making is that the Minister can give directions to all the
departments, statutory authorities and subsidiary bodies and may rescind, amend or vary any
such direction which shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament. A further amendment will
outline the way in which the report should be tabled. It is a very simple amendment which is
a direct recommendation of the Burt commnission and we believe it should be supported.

Mr PETER DOWDIG: The advice from my officers is that it is an amendment which has
enormous unintended consequences. As an example, my officers have instanced to me the
case where a Minister could give directions to the settlement agents supervisory board or the
real estate business agents supervisory board as to whom they should issue a licence. That is
what we would end up with if the amendment is accepted in its existing form.

I said in my second reading speech that the question of direction will be dealt with in a
general review of the Financial Administration and Audit Act. The Opposition has again
moved an amendment and it has not considered the unintended consequences. I remind the
Opposition about what occurred when it withdrew any power of ministerial direction from
WADC. It appeared to be a good idea at the time.

Mr Cowan: There was more to it than that.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The whole thrust of the debate was -

Mr Cowan: I do not know about WADC, but in the case of Exim there was a non-
proclamation of certain parts which -

Mr PETER DOWDING: I am saying when the Opposition -

Mr Cowan: You are getting stuck into the Opposition.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Are you defending it?

Mr Cowan: Yes, I am.
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The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask members to return to the amendment before the Chair.
Mr Cowan: You have to be morn even handed and admit th at the Government did not
proclaim some sections which did include reporting requirements.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! If the Leader of the National Party wants to speak on this clause,
I suggest that he does so in the proper manner.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I advise the Leader of the National Party, who raised the point, that
I am not arguing against this issue. I am pointing out that the Liberal Party is moving an
amendment which has been identified by my officers as containing significant unintended
consequences. I am sure members do not intend to do that. No-one wants to give the
Minister that power and we do not want to include in the legislation unintended consequences
of that sort.
I have already advised members that theme will be a general review of the FAA Act and in
that context we will examine some of the issues which have been raised. The Government
does not believe this amendment is desirable and its unintended consequences are not
acceptable.
Mr COURT: I was under the impression that one of the inain recommendations of the Burt
report was that Ministers have the ability to direct the departments and authorities which they
rn and that those directions must be reported to the Parliament. A further amendment will
outline how those directions should be reported. Under the Government's proposal it is
stated that such directions shall be contained in the annual report of the relevant authority.
The Opposition is of the opinion that that is not acceptable as it could be some 22 months
later that it hears about those directions.
Mr Peter Dowding- I will argue why that is wrong.
Mr COURT: I ask the Premier whether I am correct in saying that one of the major
recommendations of the Burt report was that Ministers -may give directions to departments,-
statutory authorities and their subsidiaries.
Mr Peter Dowding: We are giving effect to that in respect of those organisations that are
identified by the commuission. What we have tried to point out is that the commnission was not
dealing with the question of licensing by the settlement agents' board and the real estate
agents' board.
Mr COURT: It is dealing with it.
Mr Peter Dowding: No, it is dealing with financial accountability.
Mr Lewis: Government accountability.
Mr Peter Dowding: You have not thought it through. Admit to yourselves that you have not
given consideration to the issue of things like licences.
Mr Lewis: I will question you over that.
Mr COURT: The Premier is saying that selected departments can be directed by Ministers. I
thought it was clearly spelt out.
Mr Peter Dowding: In all departments there is a capacity to give direction. In statutory
agencies that capacity has been removed by the Opposition and in some areas it does not
exist. We are saying you do not put into areas lie licensing authorities the power to give
direction as to who can issue a license. I do not think Burt intended that and I do not think
you intend it.
Mr COURT: All Government departments can issue licences or approve investments. The
point made in the Burt report is that at the end of the day the Minister must be responsible.
The Premier refers to the issuing of licences. if the Minister makes a direction to a
department or an authority to issue a licence under the proposals the Opposition -is putting -
forward that direction would have to be brought to the attention of the Parliament on a six
monthly basis.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is another issue. We are talking about financial accountability.
What I have tried to point out is that you are getting into an area that nobody has considered.
Mr COURT: How does the Premier know that nobody has considered it? The Oppositioni
has considered it and that is the reason it is putting forward the amendment. It is all very
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well for die Premier to be arrogant and say thac the Opposition consists of a mob of dummies
and has not considered it.

Mr Peter Dowding: No-one has give consideration to the issue of the role of licensing
authorities which are set up as independent agencies to issue licences. Do I direct the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court to find for the plaintiff?

MU Lewis: That is ridiculous.

Mr Peter Dowding. It is, but what if that is the effect of it?

Mr COURT: If the Premier made a direction of that kind the Parliament would know about
it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The debate is wide of the mark. We are talking about financial
accountability.

Mr COURT: If the Burt report recommends that Ministers should be able to give directions
and be responsible for them the Opposition's amendment will cover the situation. The
Premier tries to brush it off by saying there will be a general review of the FAA Act.

Mr Peter Dowding: I did not brush it off. I made it clear in the second reading debate.

Mr COURT: I thought the purpose of this legislation was to amend the FAA Act in order
that the subsidiary bodies which do not come under it, will come under it. The Opposition is
putting forward a practical suggestion which is recommended in the Burt report.

Mr LEWIS: I think we are Fundamentally talking about control of these Government
agencies by the Executive of Government - that is, the Minister - who, by virtue of the
legislation, will have to report to the Parliament. The Premier's argument that it may apply to
the Settlement Agents Act or the Real Estate and Business Agents Act or whatever, is
ridiculous because the second part of the amendment says, "any such direction or recision,
amendment or variation thereof shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament'. Is the Premier
suggesting that a Minister would go out and give directions about who will get a licence here
or who will get something there, and will come along and then table those directions in this
Parliament? That is a nonsense.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you suggesting a Minister should have the power to do that?

Mr LEWIS: Yes.

Mr Peter Dowding: I disagree with that.

Mr LEWIS: Are we not talking about government by the Parliament and about Ministers
being responsible to the Parliament in true Westminster style?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes, in terms of financial accountability. We are not suggesting that
Ministers should have the power to direct the Chief Justice to find a -

Mr LEWIS: It is absolute rot for the Premier to suggest that. Where does it say in this
legislation that a Minister has the power to instruct the judiciary? The Premier is making a
ridiculous statement.
Mr Peter Dowding: You are suggesting in your amendment that a Minister may give
directions of any sort.

Mr LEWIS: It says to a department, statutory authority or subsidiary body. Does that say the
Chief Justice or the judiciary?
Mr Peter Dowding: I am saying to you that it is too wide.

Mr LEWIS: The Premier just made a statement that a Minister could direct the Chief Justice.
That is a nonsense.

Mr Peter Dowding: Why?

Mr LEWIS: Does it say that?

Mr Peter Dowding: Where does it say that a Minister cannot do that?

Mr LEWIS: It 'is pretty specific; it provides for directions to departments. Is the Chief
Justice a department?
Mr Peter Dowding: He may well be.
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Mr LEWIS: Is he a statutory authority or a subsidiary body?

Mr Peter Dowding: The Supreme Court is pant of the Crown Law Department.

Mr LEWIS: The Premier's argument is extremely weak. If we are talking about accountable
Government, does it not mean Goverrnent departments and subsidiaries being responsible to
the Minister? Just about every piece of legislation that the Labor Government has inroduced
while I have been in this Parliament has had the catch all clause, "the Minister has the ability
to direct notwithstanding". I cannot think of one piece of legislation which does nwit contain
that clause. The Environmental Protection Act and the Swan River Trust legislation contain
that all embracing clause, so that all things failing, the Minister still has the ability to direct.
Is that not true? Does the Premier have no answer to chat?

Mr Peter Dowding: You have made an observation. I have made it clear that the
consequence of your amendment, according to my advice, is that it will apply to areas where
it is not intended by this Government at this stage to import the power of ministerial
direction. It may be the Opposition's view that it should switch from previously not wanting
the power of ministerial direction to now wanting it everywhere for every agency in very
circumstance, but that is not a view which is supported without very careful consideration.
We do not regard it as appropriate in the case of, say, a licensing body.

Mr LEWIS: I have already put that argument to bed.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, you have not. You have just suggested that no-one would use that
power. I am saying that we do not think at this stage on our consideration of it that we
necessarily should import that power.

Mr LEWIS: This side of the Parliament did not believe what members opposite could do
with Exirn and the Western Australian Development Corporation, and all the other things that
have been done with the State Government Insurance Commission and the State
Superannuation Board.

Mr Peter Dowding: Why then did you take out the power of ministerial direction?

Mr LEWIS: I was not here then. The point I am making is that the Premier is saying that no
Minister should be able to do that. This amendment provides that if a Minister does do it, he
must table that direction. It must be a direction of some moment. It must be of some import
and not just a trivial thing about whether so and so will get a real estate licence. That is how
shallow the Premier's argument is.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is the power you are proposing to introduce. I am suggesting that
you should not introduce that.

Mr LEWIS: What is wrong with that power? Did the Bunt commnission not spell out loud
and clear that the actions of members opposite were beyond the pale and that accountability
needed to be returned to the Parliament?

Mr Peter Dowding: No. In fact, the Burt commuission was not of the view that members had
gone beyond the pale, because it did not criticise the investment activities of these
organisations. It said that the power ought to be there, as a principle for financial
accountability. I do not regard licensing as being an area of financial accountability.

Mr LEWIS: I thought I had debunked that trivial argument. The Premier needs to provide a
more substantial reason why this amendment cannot be accepted other than it is a catch all,
and the Minister may direct a person to get a real estate licence, or whatever. That is a
nonsense. It is a very hollow and unconvincing response.
Mr COURT: I did not think we would have a debate on this clause because we have taken
the recommendations straight from the Burt report. Under the heading "Accountability" on
page 3 of the report, the following statement is made -

.. each government agency should be subject to the control of a Minister of the
Crown and through that Minister it should at all times be ready and able to account to
the Parliament for all that it has done in the exercise of its statutory authority; for the
manner in which it has done it; and for the ends sought to be achieved by the doing of
it. It is an idea which is fundamental to and which, in practice, conditions the
operation of responsible government.
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The report specifies that each Government agency should be subject to the control of the
Minister, and should through that Minister be at all times ready and able to account to the
Parliament.
Mr Peter Dowding: No-one is suggesting it should not do that. What you are suggesting is
that it should go further, and in respect of any organisation, no matter what its role or

- function, -there should be the power to direct it in its operations - not as to financial-
accountability, or the supply of information, or as to the reporting to Parliament, but as to the
exercise of its discretion. That is where we part company.
Mr COURT: It says that each Government agency should be subject to the control of a
Minister of the Crown.
Mr Peter Dowding: But not necessarily as to the exercise of a discretion given to it by a
Statute.
Mr COURT: We could look at it in reverse. If Ministers give a direction, they have to tell
the Parliament about that direction.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is not an answer.
Mr Lewis: How else are you responsible to the Minister if the Minister cannot direct?
Mr COURT: We are doing weli so far. I thought this amendment is specifically what is
recomnmended on page 3 of the Burt report.
Mr Peter Dowding: No, it is not, because page 3 is talking about accountability, and not
necessarily the power to direct an agency in the exercise of its statutory discretion.
Mr COURT: Of course we are talking about accountability; that is what this legislation is
about.
Mr Peter Dowding: Accountability and the power to direct in the way that you are here
proposing are not necessarily the same thing. That is what my officers say, and I think itris
good advice.
Mr COURT: Would it make the Premier happier if it said, "which may give financial
directions, or directions related to financial matters"?
Mr Peter Dowding: We think that in the end result what we propose creates the necessary
accountability. The question of the giving of directions cannot be done in this broad brush
.way, for the reasons I have outlined, because you get unintended consequences.
Mr COURT: T cannot say what the unintended consequence is. The Minister is the person
responsible; he has to cop it. What is being said is that under the Westminster system of
Parliament -

Mr Peter Dowding: You do nor seem to understand the subtlety of what Burt is saying. Burt
is not saying that every agency exercising statutory discretion should be protected by the
Minister. He is not saying that is an element of accountability
Mr COURT: He says quite clearly that each Governm-ent agency should be subject to the
control of a Minister of the Crown.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is right. That does not mean that you do not have a board.
Mr COURT: How do you control something if you do nor direct it?
Mr Peter Dowding: It does not mean you do not have an elected board with a function
ascribed to it. What is being said is that you create under the FAAA appropriate
accountability requirements in respect of specific organisations which are basically fiscal
organisations. Government departments and agencies are covered under the FAAA. You do
not turn around and say to business agents and supervisory boards, "Sorry, fellows, the
statutory discretion you have had to date is now exercisable only subject to the Minister's
overriding you on a particular issue."
Mr COURT: It does not say that at all.
Mr Peter Dowding: Of course it does.
Mr Lewis: It does not.
Mr Peter Dowding- If it does not say that, you agree with me that that would be wrong?
That is the effect of what you are proposing.
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Mr Lewis: Is the operative word not "may"?

Mr COURT: It says the responsible Minister may give directions. This is a simple
amendment to comply with the report.

Mr COWAN: The National Parry would much prefer to see the matters in relation to
ministerial direction written into the various Acts which deal with specific statutory
authorities. I understand that in most cases that is the position; many of the statutory
authorities listed in schedule 1 of the FAA Act contain ministerial provisions.

The second point which needs to be made is that as a result of giving this overriding power of
ministerial direction, the degree of accountability is not necessarily improved. There are
other areas where accountability is equally important, such as the reporting provisions and
issues of that nature. I am not about to incur the wrath of one of the more senior members of
my party.

Mr Lewis: You said that the other night.

Mr COWAN: And I am going to say it again because obviously no one was listening. This
amendment would catch Co-operative Bulk Handling -

Mr Peter Dowding: You would be at risk!

Mr COWAN: Absolutely!

Mr Peter Dowding: Wait until 21 May at least.

Mr COWAN: If this is passed, would the Premier give me an undertaking that it wiln not be
proclaimed until after 21 May?

The National Party has no difficulty with the reporting requirements that a Minister can
demand from departments. It is our view that those requirements should be written into Acts
which establish those statutory authorities, not into this Bill. I remind members that we do
not see the requirement that all departments which are subject to ministerial direction are
necessarily going to improve their accountability.

We also acknowledge a degree of difficulty in this legislation in the area relating to the
example - and there must be more than this example - of the Police Department. This
Parliament has always agreed that the Commissioner of Police should not be directed by a
Minister. The amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition would result in the
Commnissioner of Police being subject to ministerial direction because he is the head of a
department. The amendment says very clearly that the responsible Minister may give
directions to departments, statutory authorities and subsidiary bodies. Quite clearly that
would include the Police Department. I do not think anyone in this Parliament would want to
give power to the Minister to direct the Commissioner of Police. Some might, but I am not
one of them. For that reason the National Party could not support this amendment.

Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the National Party has said it would be preferable if the
accountability provisions were written loud and clear in the body of the legislation.

Mr Cowan: Not as regards ministerial directions.

Mr LEWIS: This is what the report suggests.

Mr Cowan: The quote given by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did not deal with
ministerial direction; it dealt with accountability. I accept that as part of the whole package
of accountability, but it is not the total.

Mr LEWIS: I accept that the optimum is to include in the legislation the various provisions
we are trying to incorporate broadly in this amendment. The Leader of the National Party
drew an analogy that the Minister should not direct the Commissioner of Police. I accept
that. But the second part of the amendment makes it very clear that any such direction,
recision, amendment or variation shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament.

The point is that any direction given must be a responsible direction. No responsible Minister
would make a direction to the Commuyissioner of Police about a police matter well knowing
that he must come into this Parliament and bear the criticism that he instructed the
Commnissioner of Police to do this or that. That is no argument, and I do not believe the
Premnier has an argumnent when he says that it is not intended that Ministers direct who gets
licences. That is drawing a very long bow, and any Minister who accepted that ind directed
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in that way and cabled those directions, however insignificant, should not have ministerial
responsibility.

The operative word is "may", therefore it is in the discretion of the Minister. The provision is
not that he "shall" but that he "may" if he believes that the department, the agency or
whatever is not operating in accordance with the intent of the Burt report or of the
Westminster system of Parliament. It is a discretion which the Minister may exercise.

There is no down side to it. The Premier is casting a pretty broad net by saying that that is a
catch all and it is not right that a Minister should be able to direct. It is a discretion
not-withstanding, and it has to be tabled anyway.

New clause put and negatived.

New clause 5 -
Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following new clause to stand as clause 5 -

5. The principal Act is amended by inserting before Division I in Part 11 the
following -

No Secrecy in Contracts
4A . No department, statutory authority or subsidiary body may
conduct its operations in a manner or enter into any agreement which
contains a provision which would prohibit that department, statutory
authority or subsidiary body or the responsible Minister from
providing to Parliament information as to its operations or the contents
of that agreement in such manner and to the extent that the Minister
thinks fit.

This proposed amendment is in respect of secrecy in contracts. The Burt report on page 25
spells out what it believes should be the case in relation to secrecy. The point the Opposition
is making with this proposed amendment is that its wording is virtually chat put forward in
the Burt report. We realise that there might be a time when the Minister wants to make a
decision as to why something should be kept confidential, but the reason we put this in is to
ensure that at least it is the Minister's responsibility to make the decision about whether that
information will be kept from Parliament.

WADC is a good example of where the Parliament kept receiving answers back from WADC
saying that certain information was commnercially confidential and so on. However the
Premier or the Minister responsible did not determine that; someone in WADC made that
decision. The Opposition wants a very clear principle that if the Minister is not going to
provide that information to Parliament, he will make the decision; someone further down the
line running a department or a statutory authority or a subsidiary of those bodies will not be
able to decide what is to be kept secret. We cannot see any reason for the Government's not
supporting this proposed amendment. We are amending the Financial Administration and
Audit Act to make all Government departments, statutory authorities and subsidiary bodies
comply with it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The problem we had when we looked at the recommendations of
the Burt commission was that it is not easy to apply. I will give the Chamber some examples.
* Te provisions could compromise the legitimate confidential departmental activities in such
matters as the gathering of health records or community service records; unintended
consequences would have nothing to do with accountability but could jeopardise the ability
of organisadions to operate effectively. I went down to open a zirconium plant, which was
supported by both the Industrial Lands Development Authority and the Technology and
Industry Development Authority. The Speaker was there; he had been very supportive; the
plant is in his electorate and a lot of people voted for him because of it. However before we
could go into the plant, we had to sign a secrecy agreement.

Mr Lewis: I was there and I did not have to sign one.

Mr PETER DOWIDING: Perhaps they trusted the member for Applecross. He must be
terrific; either that or alternatively they did not show him the secret parts of the plant. TIDA
was actually involved in some form of financial assistance to that plant and in order to make
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a judgment about whether that facility would be advanced, its officers had to sign similar
agreements as presumably - I do not know in this instance, but perhaps dealing with some of
the agencies like Mr Sarich - there are times when in the course of that sort of relationship
confidential information is of necessity acquired. That information is of necessity given to a
department and the giver insists on its not being disclosable. The problem we had when we
camne to consider the question of secrecy was how one legislates for that sort of provision
when it is not intended by the Burt commission; one cannot just deal with organisations in
those sorts of areas unless one is prepared. It is not a question of saying that it is ultimately
the Minister's responsibility. The problem is that one cannot actually deal with it in the first
instance unless one can set those standards. The four issues are not specifically provided for
in the Financial Administration and Audit Act at this time. The Government is moving to set
in place interim measures while the questions are addressed in the major review of the
Financial Administration and Audit Act which we are proposing for completion in February
1990. Those interim measures include an agreement to adopt a policy that no Government
agency is to be constituted as a limited company; subsidiaries cannot be used to extend the
mandate and the commission's recommendations on secrecy and contractual confidentiality
are not to apply. However this requires much more than the sort of cursory inspection that
this proposal encompasses. The Government simply cannot accept it.

Mr LEWIS: I think it is pertinent to quote from the Burt report on page 25 -

Accountability to Parliament would be enhanced by tightly -

I repeat, 'tightly". The report continues as follows -

- constraining the areas in which it authorises an agency to conduct operations or
enter into arrangements in a manner which would prevent details being available
either to it or for public scrutiny. In any event there would appear little justification in
permitting any agency to withhold any informnation from a Minister or preventing a
Minister access to such information as he may require on any of the operations of an
entity for which he is responsible.

That is straight out of the Burt report. The Premier has stated on numerous occasions that the
Government is categorically, 100 per cent implementing the Burt report, and yet this
proposed amendment is straight out of the Burt report. The Premier made the point that one
cannot have the situation where a Government agency may become involved with, for
example, an organisation such as that run by Mr Sarich, which may have secret processes
and, by virtue of that, the secret process could be made public via the parliamentary fonrum. I
think it is important that the Premier reads the proposed amendment 4B.

Is the role of Government not to do things on the people's behalf for the benefit of the people
and to be accountable to the people? The Premier has stated that he wants his Government to
be fully accountable to the Parliament and to the people of Western Australia, but if he
cannot accept one of the basic statements of the Burt report, how can he possibly achieve that
aim? It is very easy to say that it might compromise confidentiality, but the facts are that
Burt has said these things and the Premier has said he agrees with them, but he is not
prepared to accept an amendment which is virtually word for word straight out of the Burt
report. I think it is fair to ask why the Government is not prepared to accept the amendment.

Mr PETER DOWDING: In respect of those agencies which were examined by the Burt
commission, we do accept the intent, but the Government does not believe in the broad brush
provision because, as we indicated earlier, there are major and serious implications which
cannot be accepted. Therefore, we prefer to adhere to the Treasurer's Instructions as we have
done with WADC. It can be seen from other clauses, such as clauses 22 and 26, that the
powers are to be clear in respect of WADC and Exim, but in respect of those other agencies
the unintended consequences are such that the Government does not accept the Opposition's
amendments.

Mr COURT: The wording of this is such that when the Premier spoke earlier about health
records and the zirconium plant he gave a false impression about the effects of our
amendments. The zirconium plant will be run by a private corporation.

Mr Peter Dowding: Yet the amendments will apply in the company's dealings with TIDA.

Mr COURT: In the company's dealings with TIDA it will be a matter of TIDA giving land
or giving the company money.
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Mr Peter Dowding: The nature of the process, in order to make a judgment as to who -
manages that process, could never be kept a secret.
Mr COURT: It operates on the basis that the Minister acts as he sees fit.

Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot ask the organisation to take the risk because there may be a
change of Government.

Mr COURT: If they could not mrust the Minister they would not get involved in the first
place.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not the real world. You are asking the organisation to part with
information which, no matter what are the requirements, could emerge into the public arena
at the discretion of a Minister of the Crown.

Mr COURT: We axe not having much tuck here tonight. We are debating amendments to
make the legislation comply with the recommendations of the Burt report, and I would have
thought that these objectives were quite basic. The Government runs the show. We are not
saying that we have to disclose secret things. All that the Opposition is saying with this
amendment is that if there is some information which the Government does not want to
disclose for good reasons - the zirconitum plant is a good example - it will not be necessary to
disclose it. The point that we are making is that the Minister should be the one to accept the
responsibility for making that decision. We do not want it to be the head of ILDA or other
Government departments. That is the point of the amendments. We are not saying that the
Government should disclose secrets. On the contrary, we accept that there will be things that
the Governmnent will want to keep secret. All we are doing with these changes is to sheet the
responsibility back home to the Minister. We are trying to get away from the situation that
we had with WADC in which the people running that organisation made the decisions about
the information coming to the Parliament.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The legislation deals with WADC and Exim specifically, but we
cannot deal with the whole of governiment. We have indicated that there are areas of
Government activity where information is supplied to the Government on the basis that it is
not released. That applies to medical records and a whole range of things. It is not good
enough to say that the Minister should take responsibility for the issue of that information.
When the zirconium people come to the Government with secret information in a patent
situation and say they want to talk to us about a project, they cannot afford the risk of the
information getting out. They might have faith in Peter Dowding but what if Richard Court
became Premier?

Mr Court: There would be no problems there.

Mr PETER DOWDING: They may not trust him, or Fred Nurk down the track for that
matter. It does not mailer who the personality is. The people who go to the sexually
transmitted diseases clinic want their information kept secret. Those people are required to
report on the basis that the information never emerges, and what the Opposition is saying is
that the information must emerge unless a Minister makes a political decision not to let it
emerge. Burt was not talking about the functions of Government. He was talking about the
financial accountability of the Government.

Mr Lewis: He was talking about secrecy.

Wr PETER DOWDING: The member for Applecross has not read the Bunt report and he has
not read the terms of reference. Section 1.2 makes it quite clear that one of the terms of

-reference was to review the procedures in relation to financial management and
accountability in termns of Government investment. The Opposition has suddenly thrown all
that out of the window and decided to talk about everything.

Mr Court: We are talking about putting an extension in the Financial Administration and
Audit Act.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was on his feet for 10
.ninutes trying to persuade the Parliament that we should have totally open Government at the
discretion of the Minister in matters both financial and non financial. What I am saying is
that we have dealt with this issue in relation to WADC and Exim and it is dealt with in
relation to other agencies which are specifically covered by the legislation. But, in respect of
the whole of Government we want the Opposition that it cannot be achieved with this sort of

690 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 11I April 1989]69

direction. The Government will deal with this by way of instruction and it will be part of the
review of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, but the Opposition's proposal would
produce a situation with which no Government could live. The Opposition's amendment
goes way beyond the terms of reference of the Burt commission.

Mr LEWIS: I say to the Premier chat perhaps every now and again it is reasonable to
recognise that all wisdom does not necessarily reside on his side of the House, with his legal
advisers or with his Parliamentary Counsel.

Mr House: Nor does it always reside with yours.

Mr LEWIS: That is accepted, but everything that is proposed by the Opposition is*
automatically not accepted by the Government. Whether that is due to the arrogance of the
Government I do not know, but it seems there is no wisdom on this side of the House. Is not
that the message the Premier is giving to the Chamber? The Premier is defeating his
argument. I have already read to the House a statement from the Burt report which
categorically states that the Parliament would be enhanced by tightly constraining the areas in
which it authorises agencies to conduct operations in a manner which would prevent details
from being available to either it or the public's scrutiny. Is that not within the terms of
reference of the Burt commission?

Mr Peter Dowding: It is talking about financial management, not about the collection of data
by Governments.

Mr LEWIS: Who is suggesting that this amendment is targeting the collection of data from a
titanium plant or Sarich's motor?

Mr Peter Dowding: That is what your amendment says. I did not draft it.

Mr LEWIS: The operative two words in the amendment are, "thinks fit".

Mr Peter Dowding: The operative words are that it goes beyond financial matters into the
collection of information.
Mr LEWIS: It does not. It is straight from the Burt report. Is that not what was intended? It
is supposed to be, but smart people on the Government side have set up various agencies by
getting Mround that. Is not this legislation about trying to give back to this Parliament a little
bit of power?

Everything the Opposition proposes is wrong in the eyes of the Premier and he says it cannot
work. This amendment will give the Minister the power as he thinks fit. The Premier says
that cannot be done - he cannot trust Ministers. It astounds me that the Premier cannot trust
his front bench - they may give away names of members of the AIDS council. What a
ridiculous statement. We are debating the accountability of Government agencies not who
has a sexually transmitted disease.

The Premier said that Burt had a commnission to operate under certain terms of reference.
Burt made categoric statements specific to those terms of reference and the Opposition has
embraced the terms of reference in this amendment which the Government says it will not
accept. In the next breath the Premier says he is accepting all the recommendations of the
Burt report. The Premier is being totally dishonest.

Mr COURT: Further to the point made by the member for Applecross I advise the Chamber
that the Premier does not understand how this fits into the legislation. We axe inserting a new
division under the heading of financial administration. It is very specific. This amendment is
amending the Financial Administration and Audit Act. We cannot be any more specific by
specifyring where it fits into this legislation; it does fit into this legislation. The Premier says
it is all encompassing and he is correct. The purpose of the FAA Act is to control the
financial activities of all Government statutory authorities, departments and their subsidiaries.
The Government either believes in having an FAA Act to put those controls on those
organisations or it does not. The arguments the Premier has put up tonight certainly do not
convince the Opposition that this is not a proper amendment especially when one considers
the way in which it will be inserted in the FAA Act.

Mr WIESE: The problem with the amendment relates to the last comment made by the
previous speaker; that is, that it is all embracing. That is where the amendment has departed
from the recommendations of the Burt report as follows -
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The Commission recommends that, as a general rule, only to be departed from with
the approval of Parliament, no government agency be permitted to conduct
operations ...

The amendment has departed from the Burt report's recommendation and I refer to the
words, "as a general rule." Even Burt recognised that there were occasions when there would
need to be some departure from the recommnendations he has put forward. However, he said
that if there was a departure from the recommendations it had to be with the approval of
Parliament.
Burt also said, "and no Government agency", and this is the third area in which the
amendment departs from the recommendations of the Burt report. The amendment states that
no department, no statutry authority or subsidiary bodies may conduct its operations. For
that reason I find it difficult to accept that the amendment is putting into effect the
recommendations of the Burt report.
It is inmpontant to note that the Burt report has seen fit to strongly address the area of
accountability to Parliament and secrecy from Parliament. I take on board the Premier's
comnments that the Government is aware of this and is intending to address it. It should be
done as a matter of urgency and it should not be forgotten. I hope the instruction will be
adhered to by all Government departments and agencies which Burt was referring to in his
recommendations.
The amendment will include many statutory bodies - CBH and the Grain Pool - which I do
not believe the Opposition intends to include and I do not think it was intended by the Burt
commission.
New clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (16)
Mr Bradshaw Mr Hassell Mr Minson Mr Scrickland
Mr Clasko Mr Kieradi Mr Nicholls Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Omodei Mr Watt
Mr Grayden Mr McNee Mr Shave Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Noes (30)
Dr Alexander Mr Graham Mr Pearce Dir Turnbull
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr Read Mrs Watins
Mr Carr Mns Henderson Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr House Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Kobe Ike Mr Taylor Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Trenorden
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Parker Mr Troy

Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Mactinnon Dr Lawrence
Mr Mensaros Mr Gordon Hill
Mn~ Edwards Mr P.1. Smnith
MrTflompson Mr Bridge

New clause thus negatived.
New clause 5 -
Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3 - To add after clause 4 the following new clause to stand as clause 5 -
Section 4A inserted
5. The principal Act is amended by inserting before Division I in Part HI the

- following -
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Treasurer may give Guarantees

4A. (1) The Treasurer shall not give a guarantee or indemnity
unless -

(a) the guarantee or indemnity is limited as to time and
amount, and

(b) the proposal has been tabled in both Houses of Parliament.

(2) Whenever, within 14 sitting days of any proposal being tabled in
both louses of Parliament as required by paragraph (1 )(b), notice is
given of a motion calling for debate on any matter relating to that
proposal, debate shall be allowed within 3 sitting days of that notice
being given and where debate is not so allowed, the guarantee or
indemnity shall be void and of no effect.

(3) The Treasurer may not give any guarantee or provide any
indemnity for a statutory authority except for the purposes of the
performance of the functions of that statutory authority.

The question of guarantees is one of the important aspects of the proposed legislation about
which in the past the Government has been a little vague. This matter has come to a head in
recent times, and the most highly profiled example is the indemnity of $150 million which
the Government gave to the National Australia Bank. There has been an air of uncertainty
about what are the powers of the different bodies and what the procedures should be in
relation to guarantees under the Financial Administration and Audit Act. After a year the
Treasurer must report the guarantees given, so now, somewhere down the track, we get a list
of what are the actual guarantees. We believe our proposition is not onerous on the
Goverrnent of the day. It does not prevent the Government from giving guarantees, but it
means that the guarantee or indemnity will be limited as to time and amount, and the proposal
must be tabled in both Houses of Parliament. We are proposing that within 14 sifting days of
any proposal being tabled in both Houses of Parliament, notice is given of a motion calling
for debate on any mailer relating to that proposal. Debate shall be allowed within three
sitting days of that notice being given, and where debate is not so allowed, the guarantee or
indemnity shall be void and of no effect.

We believe that when a guarantee is given, it is only right that it be made public and that the
Parliament be given the opportunity to debate it. We are not asking for the power to prevent
the Government giving guarantees, because we believe that if the Government wants to give
a guarantee, it should be able to do so.

Mr Cowan: You could introduce a substantive motion at any time to debate the issues for
which you are legislating.
Mr COURT: Currently we do not know about the guarantees until after the end of the year.
We are saying that if the Government issues a guarantee, it must come to the Parliament
straightaway, instead of waiting until the end of the year.
Mr Cowan: Why have these requirements for debate? Why can you not just use the Standing
Orders and introduce a substantive motion, if that is what you want to do?

Mr COURT: The Leader of the National Party could be right. Once the guarantee is tabled
in Parliament, I suppose we could move a motion of some description to debate it. All we are
doing by writing this in is making sure that there is a debate on the guarantee. I am trying to
think of an example. It m-ight be the last day of the parliamentary session, and for some
reason there is not the opportunity to have debate. We are simply writing into the legislation
that there must be the opportunity for debate. The Leader of the National Party is correct in
saying that once it is tabled in Parliament, in normal circumstances we would be able to find
a mechanism by which to debate it.

The reason for our amendment is that Government guarantees have got out of control. A
good example of what can go wrong with a guarantee is the guarantee to the National
Australia Bank, as part of the Rothwells rescue. The Government is certainly in a big mess
over that.

Mr Peter Dowding: That guarantee was made public the day it was given. All you are saying
is what I made public. It is still open to you -
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Mr COURT: We asked a question tonight about it, and the Premier would not give us the
answer. He will not table the guarantee.

Mr Peter Dowding: But the fact of the guarantee was made public at the time it was made.

Mr COURT: But at this moment we still do not know about the indemnity.

Mr Peter Dowding: Mr Parker has only said that he wants some advice about the
implications of -

Mr COURT: In that case the Premier will not worry about supporting this amendment. I
appreciate the support which has been given.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Treasurer is obliged to make these guarantees public in the
annual statement he makes to Parliament. I think that the Opposition in its zeal is ignoring
the fact that that requirement is already in the Act. There is no justification for Parliament
assuming the role of the Executive. The accountability provisions are met by the publication
in the Treasurer's annual report, and the Government does not accept that this provision is a
requirement that adds to accountability or emerges from the Burt commission's report. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition could not point to it so we cannot accept it.

New clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (16)

Mr Bradshaw Mr Hassell Mr Minson trickland
Mr Clarko Mr Kierath Mr Nicholls Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Cowi Mr Lewis MU Omodei Mr Watt
Mr Grayden Mr McNee Mr Shave Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Noes (30)

Dr Alexander Mr Graham Mr Peazre Dr Turnbull
Mrs Beggs Mr Gril Mr Read Mrs Watkins
Mrt Can Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr House Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Kobeike Mr Taylor Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas Mrs Buchmnan (Teller)
Mrt Donovan Mr Marlborough W Trenorden
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Parter Mr Troy

Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Macinnon Dr Lawrence
Mr Measaros Mr Gordon Hill
Mrs Edwardes Wr P.1. Smith
Mr Thompson Mr Bridge

New clause thus negatived.
New clauseS5-
Mr COURT: The next amendment imposes the same requirements for departments, statutory
authorities and subsidiary bodies which may give guarantees. I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following clause to stand as clause 5 -

Section 4A inserted
5. The principal Act is amended by inserting before Division I in Part I[ the
following -

Departments, Statutory Authorities and Subsidiary Bodies may give
Guarantees

4A. (1) A department, statutory authority or subsidiary body may
give a guarantee or provide indemnity to a third party for the purposes
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of the performance of the functions of the department, statutory.
authority or subsidiary body but for no other purpose.
(2) No such guarantee or indemnity shall be given or provided
pursuant to subsection (1) unless -

(a) the guarantee or indemnity is limited as to time and
amount, and

(b) the proposal has been tabled in both Houses of
Parliament.

(3) Whenever, within 14 sitting days of any proposal being tabled in
both Houses of Parliament as required by paragraph (2)(b), notice is
given of a motion calling for debate on any matter relating to that
proposal, debate shall be allowed within 3 sitting days of that notice
being given and where debate is not so allowed, the guarantee or
indemnity shall be void and of no effect.

The wording is the same as we had for the previous section, so in this case we will support
this amendment, but we will not be dividing because we have just had a division on the same
principle.

Mir PETER DOWDING: I thank the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for his indication. It is
not acceptable, for the reasons which have been outlined in relation to the earlier amendment.
We think the issues of accountability are adequately contained in the FAAA as it stands.

New clause put and negatived.

New clauseS5 -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following new ciause to stand as clause 5 -

Section 44A inserted

5. After section 4 of the principal Act, the following section is inserted -

Application to Subsidiary Bodies

44A. (1) Sections 40-44 apply to and in relation to the subsidiary
body of each statutory authority subject to any necessary modifications
and as if -

(a) reference to moneys or property of statutory authorities
includes moneys or property of its subsidiary bodies,

(b) reference to the annual estimates of statutory authorities
includes the annual estimates of its subsidiary bodies,
and

(c) the reference to officers of a statutory authority includes
a reference to officers of its subsidiary bodies.

(2) The accountable authority of a statutory authority is responsible
for its statutory bodies.

The reason we do this is that we are trying to go through this Bill in an orderly way as far as
numbers are concerned. Members will remember this is a principle we were debating at the
beginning of this legislation. It is all very well to have a definition of subsidiary bodies, but
because subsidiaries are mentioned in only four pants of the main legislation, we want to
insert these amendments so that these subsidiaries, as they have been defined, come under
these other requirements of this legislation.

It is important to realise that if we do not move these amendments, some very important areas
related to the investment of moneys, financial administration, writeoffs, recoveries and so on
will not be covered by the legislation which the Government has introduced. If we look at
sections 40 to 44 in the main Act we will see that they cover some very important areas.
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Mr Peter Dowding: These are all caught by the Corporate Affairs requirements.

Mr COURT: No, they are not. We are talking about FAAA legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: But those agencies are covered by the Corporate Affairs requirements. It
comes under the companies legislation.

Mr COURT: Not according to die Premier's definition. A part of his definition is a body
determiined by the Treasurer by notice in writing served on the department or statutory
authority to be a subsidiary of the department or statutory authority. It does not have to come
under the companies legislation. We are back to the argument we had at the beginning of
tontight's debate.

Mir Peter Dowding: If it is not covered by the corporate law, it must be caught by the FAAA
-anyway. Give us an example of a body which the Treasurer could determine is not a
corporation.

Mr COURT: Let us make one up. A department has a subsidiary, a body determined by the
Treasurer by notice in writing. Let us say a subsidiary of the Health Department is
established. It starts becoming involved in a wide range of commercial activities, running a
string of medical clinics.

Mr Peter Dowding: But the principal body could not do chat under the FAAA.
Mr COURT: It has nothing to do with the FAAA.

Mr Peter Dowding: I am just pointing out that that is not an example because that body does
not have the power to set up an agency.

Mr COURT: The Premier has made the point that he is not bringing in the amendment to
limidt the powers of the subsidiary body to those of the parent body. He has decided not to
bring in the recommendations of the Burt report, so he cannot use that argument. Does he
want me to give a hypothetical example? If, for example, the Health Department establishes
a subsidiary which the Treasurer approves and through which the department operates a
string of medical clinics, becoming involved in borrowing and investing moneys, it could
bypass the scrutiny of the Financial Administration and Audit Act because the Government
has decided that the only part of the legislation that will be relevant are the four clauses
relating to sections 50A, 62, 66 and 78A.
Mr Peter Dowding: It could not do that; the Health Department has no authority to do that.

Mr COURT: Why can it not do that?

Mr Peter Dowding: It has to have authority.

Mr COURT: Well, it can under this legislation. The Premier asked me to give him a
hypothetical example -

Mr Peter Dowding: I wanted you to give me a hypothetical example which is possible. The
Health Department does not have the power to do that.

Mr COURT: We will give another one. Let us take the Petrochemical Authority, It could
set up a subsidiary and become involved with a wide range of activities. That subsidiary
could bypass the main requirements of this legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: But it must have the statutory power to do so.

Mr COURT: Under the petrochemical legislation it has the necessary power.

Mr Peter Dowding: If it has the power to do it, the legislation creates -

Mr COURT: The Premier is trying to say that no department or statutory authority can have
a subsidiary -

Mir Peter Dowding: No, I amn saying it would be caught by clause 4 of this Bill, in which case
it would be caught by the Financial Administration and Audit Act anyway.
Mr COURT: That is the whole point I am making. The Government has defined subsidiary

bodies, and I am saying that we can give the Government plenty of examples. Any
Government authority or department which can set up a subsidiary body can use that body to
bypass the requirements of this legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, it cannot because sections 62, 66 and 78A deal with it.
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Mr COURT: They are the only three sections but we are now debating amendments to
sections 40 to 4 of the principal Act, which are particularly important because they relate to
the investment of money.

Mr Peter Dowding: But they are subsidiaries that have to operate under corporate law,

Mr COURT: It does not mention subsidiaries in this legislation; they do not have to be under
the Companies Code. The Government's own definition says that.

Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot have a subsidiary of the petrochemical group that is not. It
would not have the capacity to do that.

Mr COURT: Is the Premier saying that no Government department or statutory authority can
have a subsidiary as defined here?

Mr Peter Dowding: No, I am saying that a statutory agency cannot set up a subsidiary. The
Treasurer may call an existing agency a subsidiary for the purposes of that Act, but the
department cannot set up an agency.

Mr COURT: The Government can. In the legislation a subsidiary body is derimed as -

a body that is determined by the Treasurer, by notice in writing served on the
department or statutory authority, to be a subsidiary of the department or statutory
authority.

Therefore, the Treasurer can ask the Health Department to set up a subsidiary.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, it does not say that at all. The Treasurer does not have the power to
ask the Health Department to set up a subsidiary. All the Treasurer has the power to do is
bring in something which exists and call it a subsidiary. It does not become -

Mr COURT: The Treasurer can approve them according to the definition on page 3 of the
Bill
Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot approve something under a definition. A definition means
something.

Mr COURT: It says, "A body that is determined by the Treasurer by notice in writing served
on the department or statutory authority, to be a subsidiary of the department or statutory
authority".
Mr Peter Dowding: That does not create it; that brings it into -

Mr COURT: Is the Premier trying to tell us that there is no such thing as a subsidiary?

Mr Peter Dowding; I am trying to tell you that it does not give the power to create it. It
simply says that if it is there, the Treasurer can call it a subsidiary; if he does that, it must
comply with certain requirements.

Mr COURT: That is the point. Once it is called a subsidiary -

Mr Peter Dowding: It does not make it a subsidiary; it makes it comply with certain
requirements.

Mr COURT: What requirements?

Mr Peter Dowding: Sections 62, 66 and 78A.

Mr COURT: That is exactly the point I am making. It has only to comply with that. Does
the Premnier think it is proper -

Mr Peter Dowding: You are approaching it from the wrong end. The definxition does not
empower the Treasurer to create something. It simply empowers the Treasurer to- identify an
existing organisation and say for the purposes of the Financial Administration and Audit Act,
under sections 62, 66 and 78A, that he will treat that as though it were a subsidiary. That is-
all it has the power to do.

Mr COURT: The Premier is shirking the issue.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, I am not.

Mr COURT: The Premier is a lawyer by training. I believe I have made my point clear: The
way the Government is handling subsidiaries in this legislation means the creation of a means
by which these subsidiaries can bypass very crucial parts of the Financial
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Administration and Audit Act. The Premier should get some advice from his people because
we have said tonight - and the Premier has not denied it - that subsidiaries only come under
sections 62, 66, 78A and 50A -

Mr Peter Dowding: The definitions clause does not empower the Treasurer to set up
subsidiaries; it says chat certain things are subsidiaries and that things which are not
subsidiaries can be called subsidiaries for the purpose. It does not create any relationship -

Mr COURT: For the purposes of the Act?

Mr Peter Dowding: It requires them to do things. You misunderstand what the definition
does. It does not empower the Treasurer to do anything except attach a handle to something.

Mr COURT: The Premier should not try to draw a red herring across the trail. Does the
Government have subsidiaries, Mr Premier?

Mr Taylor: You are not prepared to accept anything he says to you.

Mr COURT: The Premier has now decided to stop answering any questions.

Mr Taylor: He has answered your questions and you do not like the answers.

Mr COURT: I have not had the answers yet. I first asked these questions three hours ago.

Mr Taylor: And you got the -answers six times.

Mr COURT: He has not given the answers.

Mr Taylor: You thought you were onto something and now you have found out that you
were not. That is the truth of the situation.
Mr COURT: The truth of the situation is that it has now been proved. Is it niot great that the
Premier of this State does not want to debate the most controversial part of this legislation
any more? We are saying that subsidiaries in this legislation only come under a very limited
four sections of the parent Act. Some of the most important sections of that Act should apply
to those subsidiaries. My proposed amendments would bring those subsidiaries under these
clauses. I think this is quite a responsible question, but the Premier will not even accept the
interpretation we have given. Well, he does accept that subsidiaries only come under those
four sections, but we are saying that that is not acceptable.

Mr LEWIS: I have been listening to the Premier's explanation to the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. The problem I have in understanding his explanation is that all this amendment
is meant to do is catch the subsidiaries that are prescnibed in clause 4 of the Bill and tie those
subsidiaries to the pertinent sections of the Financial Administration and Audit Act. We are
not being sneaky or trying to do anything special. Why is the Government not prepared to
have the subsidiaries bound by those sections?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Section 40 does not apply because the capacity to invest in a trust
fund of a statutory body exists only for that statutory body unless there is specific statutory
authorisation, in which case we do not need section 40. The key sections of the FA and A
Act - sections 62, 66 and 7SA - are covered. We have a body which is covered by the
Companies Code which does not have to change its accounting practices except within those
pararmeters-

The investment powers of the Government or its agencies have to have statutory authority
which we have dealt with earlier, and this extra power of the Treasurer to declare a body
which would not be otherwise recorded as a subsidiary is a declaratory power not to create a
relationship but to identify one which perhaps does not otherwise exist and pull it into those
key provisions of the PA and A Act. My officers and the draftsman thought they were doing
the right thing by dragging these agencies into those areas of accountability. It is not
understood why there should be that general requirement.

The Opposition is attempting to require a subsidiary to produce estimates in a Government
fashion when it might be an organisation like the Meat Marketing Board, the Egg Marketing
Board, o r CBH. They are not treated as though they are Government departments. We say
that, in addition to its corporate responsibilities, it has requirements for audit and the
accountable authority and the Auditor General. We have been through the elements of this
before. We do not accept the amendment.

New clause put andl a division taken with the rollowing result -
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Ayes (21)

Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Omodei Mr Watt
Mr Clarko Mr Kierath Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Strickland Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Cowan Mr McNee Mr Trenorden -
Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Hassell Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull

Noes (25)

Dr Alexander Mr Graham Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins
Mrs Begg Mr Grill Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Car Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr D.L. Smith Mix Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Cunninghamn Mr Leahy Mr Taylor
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Parker Mr Troy

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Macinnon Dr Lawrence
Mr Mensams Mr Gordon Hill
Mrs Edwardes Mr P.3. Smith
Mr Thompson Mr Bridge

New clause thus negatived.
New clauses 5 to 10.-
Wr COURT: I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following new clauses to stand as clauses 5 to 10 -
Section 51 amended
5. Section 51 of the principal Act is amended -

(1) by inserting after "authority" in the first line in paragraphs (a) and
(d) the following -

and its subsidiary bodies
(2) by adding after paragraph (b)(ii) the following -

or
(iii) is an officer or an employee of a subsidiary body

Section 52 amended
6. Section 52 of the principal Act is amended -

(1) by inserting after "department" in the fourth line of subsection (1)
the following -

and for any subsidiary body of that department.

(2) by inserting after subsection (4) the following subsection -

(5) In thi section a reference to a sub-department includes a
reference to a subsidiary body.

Section 53 amended
7. Section 53 of the principal Act is amended -

(1) by adding after "State" in paragraph (b) the following -

or for any subsidiary body for which he is responsible
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(2) by adding after "department" in paragraph (d) the following -

and its subsidiary bodies
- Section 54 amended

8. Section 54 of the principal Act is amended by adding after 'authority' in
the last lines of subsections (1) and (2) the following -

and its subsidiary bodies

Section 55 amended
9. Section 55 of the principal Act is amended by adding after "authority' in
paragraphs (b) and (d) the following -

and its subsidiary bodies

Section 56 amended
10. Section 56 of the principal Act is amended by adding after "authority" in
the fifthi and last lines of subsection (2) the following -

or subsidiary body

Sections 46 to 50 of the FAA Act refer to important areas.

The Opposition's proposed amendments include the insertion of the words, "and its
subsidiary bodies". The same applies to proposed new clause 7 which covers the accountable
officer of each department. Proposed new clause 8 refers to the duties of t accountable
officer and proposed new clause 9 provides for the accountable authority for each statutory
body. Proposed new clauses 10 and I11 refer to the duties of accountable authorities and
statutory authorities and the principal accounting officer. By including the words, 'and its
subsidiary bodies" all subsidiary bodies will be required to comply with this legislation.

The Opposition is of the opinion that it is proper that the subsidiaries come under the same
controls as those provided in the Financial Administration and Audit Act.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The amendments are not considered either desirable or appropriate
because all the elements of "subsidiary" are covered by the corporate laws. Either they are
covered by corporate laws -

Mr Court: They are not all corporations.

Mr PMER DOWDING: They must be either corporations, in which case they are covered
by the Companies Code, or already statutory departments or agencies, in which case they are
covered by the Financial Administration and Audit Act.

Ms Court: No, they are not.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I am sorry that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition keeps saying
that. We cannot agree on this issue. It is fundamental and my officers will review the
legislation before it goes to the other place.

The Leader of the Opposition misconstmues what clause 4(b) encompasses. Obviously it
cannot create a body which does not exist. It must have some status or identity in which case
it will be covered by the nature of its status; that is, if it is a corporation, a company or a
partnership. It must be caught by its own laws. It does not get a special status by virtue of
that. The Government rejects the Opposition's amendments but it will not abandon the issue.
Officers from my department will carefully examine this legislation again.

New clauses put and negatived.

New clause 5 -

Ms COURT: I move-

Page 3 - To insert after clause 4 the following new clause to stand as clause 5 -
Section 58 amended
5. Section 58 of the principal Act is amended by inserting after subsection (3)
the following subsection -
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(4) (a) The Treasurer's lnstructions shall require every department,
statutory authority and subsidiary body to disclose an
interest of 10 per cent or more in any corporation, business,
venture or undertaking of any kind whether within the Stare
or elsewhere.

(b) "Interest" in paragraph (a) has the same meaning as
..participation interest" -has in the Companies (Western
Australia) Code.

The Premier stated in his second reading speech that more detailed Treasurer's Instructions
will be provided for the different authorities, departments and subsidiaries. The Opposition's
amendment proposes that where there is an interest of 10 per cent or more in a business,
corporation, venture or undertaking of any kind it shall be made public. The reason the
-Opposition wants to bring this under the Treasurer's Instructions is that one of the difficulties
it has had in following the activities of WAJJC and Exirn is that we do not know what
businesses they are involved in. We find out what they are involved in only when they run
into a problem; I refer to the gourmet smoke house business, a subsidiary of a business in
which Exim had an interest, to which I referred earlier today. This amendment proposes that
those statutory authorities and departments disclose the interest they have in other businesses.
In the annual reports of WADC mention has been made of its involvement in different
businesses and it is my opinion that if they have more than a 10 per cent interest in those
businesses that interest should be disclosed.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The accounting procedures of the agencies are already covered
under the Act. In respect of Lim and WADC they will be specifically coveredi under the
provisions of the Bill which relate to those agencies, and the Treasurer's Instructions, which
are under review and are accessible to the Opposition, require the reporting of investments.
The Government has already stated that this is a complicated area. The Treasurer's
Instructions and the reporting requirements of the Financial Administration and Audit Act are
under review and we are of the opinion that the amendment does not enhance the obligation
of agencies which are already covered in that Act.
Ms LEWIS: I ask the Premier whether the Treasurer's Instructions include the State
Government Insurance Comnmission or similar agencies. If they do not, perhaps this
amendment is pertinent. Bearing in mind that the Premier has given an undertaking that it is
the intention of the Government to undertake a major review of the Financial Administration
and Audit Act, this amendment would ensuire that agencies such as the SGIC would declare
their holdings in various public entities.
Mr Peter Dowding: The Financial Administration and Audit Act applies to the SGIC and so
do the Treasurer's Instructions.
New clause put and negatived.
Clause 5: Section 62 amended -

Mr COURT: Some action needs to be taken with regard to the information being presented.
It is one thing for the information asked for to be provided, and this amendment will relate to -
the provision of that information.
Mr Peter Dowding: You are trying to format under section 62 of the FAA Act the reporting
requirements not only for the agency but also for the subsidiary bodies. You are not only
saying that the agency has to report on the subsidiary, but also that the subsidiary - which
might be a private company - should format its reports in a way that complies with the FAA
Act. Our mechanism is to say in respect of the principal agency that it has to supply the
report and get from the subsidiary material relevant to its relationship with the subsidiary and
its exposure to it.
Mr COURT: Does the Premier think that our way makes it more-accountable?
Ms Peter Dowding: No, and our officers do not either.
MsjCOURT: What is the Premier's advice?
Mr Peter Dowding: The amendments would ensure that the officers of the department or
statutory bodies were accountable for the subsidiaries, but this would compel some form of
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consolidated reporting, and that is not regarded as meeting the accountability requirements.
Some agencies might be covered by the corporate affairs law which would have to cast its
reporting in terms of section 62. The Government considers that accountability is achieved
by having the principal agency required to give reports as to its relationship and the details of
its investment in a subsidiary.
Mr COURT: I move -

Page 3, line 9 - To insert after "amended" the following -

(1) (a) -By inserting after "report" in the third line the following -

of the department and its subsidiary bodies
(b) after "department" in paragraphs (l)(c), (2)(b) and (2)(c) to

add the following -

and its subsidiary bodies; and
(2)

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 66 amended -

Mr COURT: I move -
Page 3, line IS -:To insert after "amended" the following -

-(1) To add after "authority" in paragraph (lXc) the following -

and its subsidiary bodies
(2)

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
New clause 7 -
Mr COURT: The amendment I propose to move is similar to the previous one and will
include the words "and its subsidiary bodies". I move -

Page 3 - To insert after clause 6 the following new clause to stand as clause 7 -
Section 67 amended
7. Section 67 of the principal Act is amended by adding after "statutory
authority" wherever occurring the following -

and its subsidiary bodies
New clause put and negatived.
Clause 7 put and passed.
New clauses 8 and 9-
Mr COURT: -The Opposition wishes to amend the Bill by inserting a new part tDA. It lists
the objects and purposes of the subsidiary bodies and the parent bodies. I move -

Page 4 - To insert after clause 7 the following new clauses to stand as clauses 8 and
9-

Part IllA inserted
8. The principal Act is amended by inserting after part [H the following -

PART MiA - SUB SIDLALRY BODIES
Subsidiary Bodies

Objects and Purposes
95A. No subsidiary body shall have objects or pwrposes wider than
the department or statutory authority of which it is a subsidiary;
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provided that this section shall not invalidate any contract entered into
by a subsidiary body prior to the 20th day of January, [989.

* Foreign Subsidiary Bodies
95B. No department, statutory authority or subsidiary-body may have

as a subsidiary body, a recognised company within the meaning of the
Companies (Western Australia) Code or a body that is otherwise
fanned or incorporated under the law of another State or a Territory or
a place other than a State or Territory unless it provides an irrevocable
agreement in writing to be subject to the provisions of this Act relating
to subsidiary bodies.

Guarantees

95C. The Treasurer may not give any guarantee or provide indemnity
for a subsidiary body except for the purposes of the performance of
functions of its parent department or statutory authority.

Winding up of Subsidiary Bodies
95D. (a) If a responsible Minister so directs, a subsidiary body may
be wound up.

(b) The provisions of the Companies (Western Australia) Code
relating to a winding up on a creditor's petition shall apply to
such winding up; save that the responsible Minister shall
apply to the court for the appointment of a liquidator.

(c) The responsible Minister shall not apply to the court unless not
less than one month previously such Minister has tabled in
both Houses of Parliament -

(i) the proposal for winding up,
(ii) the reasons for winding up, and
(iii) the balance sheet of the subsidiary body.

(d) Upon the winding up of a subsidiary body, officers and.
employees of such subsidiary- body who have as a result of
such winding up been dismissed or had their employment
terminated shall be entitled to the same benefits as would
officers and employees of a company pursuant to the
Companies (Western Australia) Code.

Section 95E inserted
9. The principal Act is amended by inserting before section 96 the

following -

Tabling of Directions
95E. (1) Where in this Act any direction given by a Minister is
required to be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, it shall be tabled in
accordance with this section.
(2) If the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th July of
that year.
(3) If the direction is received between 1st July and 31st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th Janiuary
of the next year.

The Opposition has included the date of 20 January, but it would accept today's date in this
amendment. The same applies to foreign subsidiaries, which would also be covered by the
FAA Act. The Premier said in his second reading speech that it was a reconunendation of the
Burt commission that subsidiary bodies should not have powers greater than those of their
parent body, but that he had received legal advice that this should not be proceeded with. He
also said that it would cut across some of the valid existing activities of some of the
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agencies referred to. I asked during the second reading debate whether the Premier could
table the advice.

Mr Peter Dowding: Originally I told you that the advice was given verbally.

Mr COURT: Can the Premier tell me which organisations would be affected if this
- -requirement were introduced?

Mr Peter Dowding: Did I say that?

Mr COURT: It is said that the Government will not proceed with such an amendment at this
time. because of advice from Parliamentary Counsel and because of the risk of cutting across
valid existing activities, If one of the Burt recomimendations were brought in, which
businesses would be disadvantaged?

Mr Peter Dowding: I do not think that any have been identified. I will have that matter
checked. All that is being said is chat we do not know what the impact of that sort of
amendment would be and that we want to look at it in the context of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act.

Mr COURT: Was it not one of the recommendations?

Mr Peter Dowding. Yes.

Mr COURT: It is not acceptable to us to be told it will not be introduced because of the risk
of cutting across existing valid activities.

Mr Peter Dowding: It might not be acceptable to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, but it
is the prudent thing to do.
Mr COURT: We have another example where the Premier will apparently not support this
amendment arid where he is going against the reconmendations of the Burt report by not
accepting it. We believe this is an important amendment and urge the Committee to support
it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: We are not against the recommendation but are simply saying that
the advice of Parliamentary Counsel is to deal with the matter in the way that we have
identified and to look at it closely. The risk of casting it in this way is that there is an
unintended consequence. We want to be certain with our legislation, so it is not a question of
going against the Burt commission at all. The amendment is not acceptable., Are 95A and
95B being put?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: As I understand, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
moved the amendment which includes 95A through to 95E just before clause 10.
Mr COURT: That being the case, I will debate the other matters. We are seeking to insert a
special Part IIIA in the Financial Administration and Audit Act covering subsidiary bodies.
We know the big problem here. The Government has advised us how it defines a "subsidiary
body" and what controls they are brought under. I have suggested that their powers should
not be wider than that of the parent body. We are saying that foreign subsidiary bodies
should come under the same requirements of the Financial Administration and Audit Act
legislation.
Under "guarantees" we mention the fact that the Treasurer may not give any guarantee or
provide indemnity for a subsidiary body except for the purposes of the performance of
fuinctions of its parent department or statutory authority. The next clause is an important one
relating to the winding up of subsidiary bodies. We would use a similar clause when winding
up WADC and Exini. We are saying that the provisions of the Companies (Western
Australia) Code relating to the winding up of a creditor's petition shall apply to such winding
up; save that the responsible Minister shall apply to the court for the appointment of a
liquidator. We would appreciate the Premider's participation in this debate.
We believe, for example, that in the case of WADC and Exii the Government has made a
decision to wind up the operation of those bodies. We have amendments to put to facilitate a
proper liquidation of those assets and we believe it is not right for people in those
organisations. to implement that winding up procedure. We believe they should comply with
what is done when a company goes through a liquidation process and should have an
independent liquidator appointed to handle the affairs of that winding up. At the same time,
we believe that the subsidiary to be wound up should have a detailed current balance sheet
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which spells out clearly the financial position of the body to be wound up. We say that at the
finial point in the winding up of a subsidiary body officers and employees of such subsidiary
body who have as a result of such winding up been dismissed or had their employment
terminated shall be entitled to the same benefits as would officers and employees of a
company pursuant to the Companies (Western Australia) Code.

In relation to the tabling of directions we believe the directions a Minister gives to a
subsidiary should be tabled twice a year in June and December. I think that in a similar
amendment the National Party has sought that these directions be tabled quarterly. However,
our proposal is for half yearly tabling. All in all we have put forward a clause relating to
subsidiary bodies that we believe is very constructive. I hope the Premier realises that we
have put much work into preparing these amendments to the Financial Administration and
Audit Act legislation which are very much in line with the thrust of what Burt is trying to
achieve in his report. Therefore, we would like the Conmnittee to accept all of the
suggestions that we have put forward.

However, the Premier is rejecting virtually all of the matters we are putting forward, I do not
think the Government is serious about changing the Financial Administration and Audit Act
legislation to make it line up with the many recommendations of the Bunt report.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I can assure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that this is a
substantial piece of legislation and what we have rejected tonight has been rejected on advice.
This is not a political decision to reject these matters, but is done on advice given to us. I
make that clear because, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will know when he gets to
sit on this side of the House, we are reliant to a large extent on the advice of people who
serve us and will serve members now opposite. We have dealt with the issue of subsidiary
bodiies.

In respect of the proposal for the subsidiary bodies, we do not accept the provisions labelled
95A, B and C. In respect of the winding up issue, what the Opposition has done is to take out
of the Companies Code only one form of winding up, that is a winding up on a creditors'
petition, but we do not need to deal with it on that basis. We can deal with it on the basis of
an ordinary liquidation. Why go through all of this rigmarole? The issues of accountability
are adequately addressed on an ordinary winding up. Either it will be required to conform to
the Companies Code, in which case it can do it on a voluntary liquidation -

Mr Court: What about the WADC?

Mr PETER DOWDING: If it wants to, it can do it on a voluntary liquidation basis. Why do
we need a creditors' petition?

Mr Court: We are not saying that you need to have a creditors' petition. We are saying "the
provisions of the Companies Code relating to the winding up of a creditors' petition".
Mr PETER DOWDING: That is right, but why?
Mr Court: Because it gives you the opportunity to apply to the court for the appointment of a
liquidator.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Why can it not be done on a voluntary basis? The Companies
Code can deal with a voluntary liquidation.

Mr Court: We are specijyig that the court provides the liquidator because we think that is
the fairest way to do it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Why?
Mr Court: Would you agree there to the appointment of a liquidator?

Mr PETER DOWDING: If we are going to have a liquidation of an organization covered by
the Companies Code, then the company can in general meeting appoint the liquidator.
Mr Court: Would you agree to that?

Mr PETER DOWDING: That is what would happen if it were covered by the Companies
Code.

Mr Court: The WADC is not covered by the Companies Code. You do not have a
mechanism at all.
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Mr PETER DOWDlING: Why not?
Mr Court: Who is going to do the liquidation? You have said you are going to do it yourself.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The WADC has to comply with the Companies Code.
Mr Court: No, it does not. You have already said chat the WADC is going to be wound up,
and the company will itself do it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No. I have said that in respect of an agency which is required to
comply with the corporate law, it can have a voluntasy liquidation.
Ms Court: Are you saying that WADC will have a voluntary liquidation?
Wr PETER DOWDING: The options for winding, up are not only by following a creditors'

petition. There can be a members' winding up.
Ms Court: If you agree with that, put that in as well.
Ms PETER DOWDING: That is not necessary, because it is in the Act.
Mr Court: You have got it wrong. There is no provision at present in the FAAA legislation
for the winding up of subsidiaries.
Mr PETER DOWDING. If they are subsidiaries, they come under the Companies Code.
That is in the early definitions.
Ms Court: We are talking about Government organisations which are not companies and do
not come under the Companies Code.
Mr PETER DOWDlING: But Government organisations like what - the WADC?
Mr Court: .You have departments and the like which do not come under the Companies
Code.
Mr PETER DOWDING: But one does not move to liquidate them under the Companies
Code if they are not companies.
Mr Court: All we are putting in here is that the same provisions of the Companies Code
apply to give -

Mr PETER DOWDlING: No; the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is talking about agencies
which come under the Companies Code, because he is talking about subsidiaries, and a
subsidiary, if one looks at the definition, is a body which is a company or recognised
company, or formed or incorporated under equivalent laws of a place other than a State or
Territory, in which case they will have those laws.
Mr Court: Keep going.
Mr PETER DOWDlING: But subsection (b) does not create a new class of agencies which
tirade.
Mr Court: Subsection (b) covers those that do not come under the Companies Code.
Mr PETER DOWDlING: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition inisunderstands subsection
(b). Subsidiary bodies, for the purposes of this discussion, come under the Companies Code.
The processes for liquidation are established under the Companies Code, and we do not need
the increased expense and cost of the equivalent of a creditors' petition. It is just done under
a voluntary liquidation procedure. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has chosen for some
reason - and I do not know why - one of a number of routes, which happens to be the most
complex of the moutes. Why go that route?
Mir Court: I will give you an example. Under your definition of subsidiary, would Princess
Margaret Hospital be included?
Mr PETER DOWDiING: The Princess Margaret Hospital is established under an Act. It has
a board . It is a statutory authority.
Ms Court: Give me an example of a subsidiary thar is not a company-
Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not think there are any, and I do not pretend there are.

Mr Court: Why are you saying that, under your definition, subsidiaries have to comply with
the FAA Act, if there are no subsidiaries which are not companies?
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Mr PETER DOWDING. We are imposing chose additional obligations on subsidiaries under
sections 62,64 and 78A.
Mr Court: So you are saying you will not accept any of these?-
Mr PETER DOWDING: We do not accept this. My officer's advice is that we do not have a
need for this. There is adequate provision for winding up, and the parent body has the power
to direct, so we have all the issues to cover the question of winding up. The only thing we
did not have - and we deal with this specifically under this Bill - is chat they only have power
to trade, not to stop trading. We have to give them the statutory power not to trade, and to
wind up. We do not need to spell out a mechanism because they are covered by the
Companies Code, or its equivalent.
I turn now to 95E, the cabling of directions. We have dealt with that because we have
rejected the directive requirement.
Mr LEWIS: The Premier skipped over the first section by saying that nobody shall have
objects or purposes outside the statutory authority. I do not believe the Premier gave an
explanation of why that should be. Why does the Premier believe we should have a
subsidiary to a statutory authority, which has wider powers than the statutory authority?
Mr Peter Dowding: The advice we have is chat it will not be the case because the powers of a
statutory authority are those conferred on it by its enablig Statute or other written law. It
cannot perform or exercise functions or powers beyond that, and that would apply to the
statutory authority, acting directly or indirectly through a subsidiary.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): The question is that the proposed clause be
agreed to, and I point out for members' recollection that this involves those proposed parts of
part IIA, subsidiary bodies, from 95A through to and including tabling of directions, 95E.
New clauses put and negatived.
Clauses 8 and 9 put and passed.
Clause 10: Section 6 amended -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 5, line 14 - To insert after "(3)" the following -

(a) shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -
(i) if the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,

both inclusive, in any year. it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of chat year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 31st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
This amendment relates to the tabling of directions. We believe it is quite reasonable to
expect these to be tabled twice a year. When we were debating the petrochemical legislation
we brought forward a suggestion for a monthly basis of tabling. The Minister for Resources
Development did not accept that; he said it was coo onerous. When we re-examined the
suggestion we decided a monthly basis would not be appropriate so we have put forward this
proposition for tabling twice a year.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Goveranent takes the view that xhe cabling should occur on the
basis of the reporting requirements of the agency to the Parliament, and that is on an annual
basis. We do not accept the proposal.
Amendment put and negatived.
Mr WIESE: I wish to clarify something which I chink the Burt commission has emphasised
very strongly in relation to this matter of directions to boards. Subclaue (3) says cha the
Minister may give directions in writing to the board with respect to its functions and powers.
What if he does not give directions in writing but he does what has been done for as long as
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we can all remember and he gives them verbally? In that way there would be no requirement
for reporting back. The situation of accountability is not addressed.
Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot give directions unless you have a power to give directions.
The only power to give directions proposed is one to give them in writing, If there is no
power for the Minister to give directions other than in writing, the power does not exist and
he cannot exercise it. If you specify a power to give directions in writing there is little point
in discussing what would happen if he gave verbal directions because he has no power except
to give them in writing. He might well ring up and say, "I give you verbal directions" in
which case the head of the department says, "Jump in the lake!" The point I make is that in
this case we have to look for the power, and the only power specified is the power to give
directions in writing. That is why the clause is drafted in these tenns.
Mr WIESE: I believe there is an ambiguity, because I do not believe this situation is covered.
Directions have been given to various bodies previously as verbal directions.
Mr Peter Dowding: Ministers will have had discussions with departments, but they cannot
give directions unless there is a power to give directions. That is Burt's point. Burt is saying
the Minister ought to have power to give directions. If no reference is made to a power, you
cannot say, "He probably gives verbal directions." He can have discussions, but he has no
power to give verbal directions. The only power being put in here is a power to give written
directions.
Mr WIESE: Previously there was power to give directions. What worries me is that we have
a clause here which says the Minister may do something. Previously it applied to all bodies
coming under the FAA Act.
Mr Peter Dowding: The Minister may give directions in writing. That is the extent of his
power.
Mr WIESE: The Premier says there is no way a Minister could give directions in any other
way than as a written direction?
Mr Peter Dowding: Yes; under this power the lim-it is a power to give directions in writing
only.
Mr WIESE: There is no way that he can give directions verbally, or in any other way?
Mr Peter Dowding: That is right.
Mr WIESE: That is the assurance I wish. If the Minister were to give a direction verbally it
would not be a direction?
Mr Peter Dow ding: That is right.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 11 put and passed.
Clause 12: Section 26 amended -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 6, line 9 - To insert after "(1)" the following -

(a) shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -

(i) if the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of that year, or

(hi) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 3 1st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
The principle is the same as that we discussed with the previous amendments.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 13: Section 10 amended -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I note that the member for Collie and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition have given notice of amendments relating to the same part of this clause. In order
to preserve the rights of both members I recommend a procedure known as a rest vote,
whereby the member for Collie would move only that pant of her amendment which would
not preclude the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's amendment being offered to the
Committee. Specifically I recommend to the member for Collie char initially she move to
delete the words in lines 16 to 20 up to and including the words "subsection (2)'. If that
amendment were unsuccessful the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would then have the
opportunity to move his amendment to insert certain words. However, if the member for
Collie's initial amendment is carried, she may then proceed to the rest of her amendment by
moving to delete the words on lines 20 to 22, followed by the related motion to substitute
other words.

Dr T[URN'BULL: I am prepared to not proceed with my proposed amendment in favour of
the Liberal Party's. That would circumvent the whole problem.
Mr COURT: I appreciate the support of the National Party in this matter. I move -

Page 6, line 20 - To insert after "(2)" the following -

(a) shali be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -

(i) if the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of that year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 31st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
As we are debating the State Energy Commission under this clause I want an explanation
from the Premier. This clause says, "The text of any direction received by the Commission
under subsection (2) shall be included in the annual report. . ." Does this mean that when the
Minister gives a direction for the SEC to buy $15 million worth of coal from Western
Collieries Ltd that is the sort of direction that would be covered under this proposal?

Mr Peter Dowding: "Any direction" is what is covered by this Bill. That is a direction under
subsection (2).

Mr COURT: I do not have the Act relating to the SEC here. Do those directions have to be
in writing under that Act? This is a similar question to that asked by the member for Wagin.

Mr Peter Dowding: I am advised they do.

Mr COURT: This is very important. If the example I have given in relation to Westemn
Collieries Ltd came out in the annual report, it would be well and truly too late for us to know
about that incident where the Minister directed the SEC to go ahead with that deal and to
prepay for $15 million worth of coal. The proposal we are puffing forward, asking for those
directions to be made available and tabled twice a year, is not at all onerous. We have a very
good example of what took place before the last election with the directions being made by
the Minister - and plenty of directions were being made. We had one example in the SEC
itself, so we have a good reason for our amendment to be accepted, particularly in the case of
the State Energy Commission, because of the activities that have taken place with the
members opposite as the players.

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Mr Bradshaw Mr Hassell. Mr inson Mr Fred Tubby
Mrt Clarko Mr House Mrf Nicholls Dr Turnbull.
Mr Cowrt Mr Kienuth Mr Shave Mr want
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis M&r ickld Mr Wviese
Mr (3rayden Mr Mcflee Mr Trenorden Mr Blaikie (Teller)
A67991.6

709



710 (ASSEMB3LY]

Noes (24)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Nirnomas
Mrs Beggs Mrt Graham Mr Pearce Mr Troy
Mr Carr Nu Grill Mr Read Mrs Waiking
NU Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Dr Watson
NU Cunningbamn Mr Kobelke Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wilson
NU Peter Dowding Nit Leahy Mr Taylor Mjn Buchanan (Teller)

Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Mcinnon Dr Lawrence
Mrt Mensaros Mr Gordon Hill
Mrs Edwardes Mr P.1. Smith
Mr Thompson Mr Bddge
Mr Omodel Mr Parker

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
New clause 14 -
Dr TURNBULL: In respect of the State Energy Commission Act, I move -

Page 6 -To insert after clause 13 the following new clause to stand as clause 14 -

Section 29 amended -

14. Section 29 of the State Energy Commission Act 1979 is amended -

(a) in subsection (3) by inserting after "may," the following -

in writing and

(b) by inserting after subsection (3) the following subsection -

(3a) The text of any direction received by the Commission
under subsection (3) shall be included in the annual report
submitted by the accountable authority of the Commission
under section 66 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act
1985. --

Mr Peter Dowding: We will accept that-.

Dr TURNBULL: I thank the Premier, and I am very pleased to see that he accepts that the
Treasurer must have as much accountability as the Minister in this very important authority.

New clause put and passed.
Clause 14 put and passed.
Clause IS: Section 1O amended -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 7, line 10 - To insert after "(1)" the following -

(a) shall be tabled in bath Houses of Parliament, as follows -

(i) if the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of that year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between I1st July and 3 1st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 16 put and passed.
Clause 17: Section 36 amended -
.Mr COURT: I move -

Page 8, line 14 - To insert after "(1)" the following -

(a)- shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament; as follows -

(i) -if the direction is received between I1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th-
July of that year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 3 1st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 18: Section 5 amended-.
Mr COURT: I move -

Page 8, line 26 - To insert after "(3)" the following -

(a) shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -

Wi if the direction is received between 1st January and 30th June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of that year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 31st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 19 put and passed.
Clause 20: Section 4 amended -

Mr COURT: I move - -

Page 9. line 16 - To insert after "(4)" the following -

(a) shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -

(i) if the direction is received between 1st Jan'uary and 3Mt June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7ih
July of that year, or

(di) if the direction is received between I1st July and 3 1st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
January of the next year, and

(b)
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 2t put and passed.
Clause 22:. Sections 13A and 13B inserted -
Mr COURT: I move -
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Page 10, lines 4 to 12 -To delete the lines with a view to substituting the following -

Winding up
13A (1) If the Minister so directs, the corporation may be wound up.

+(2) (a) The provisions of the Companies (Western Australia) Code
relating to a winding up on a creditor's petition shall apply to such
winding up; save that the responsible Minister shall apply to the court
for the appointment of a liquidator.
(b) The responsible Minister shall not apply to the court unless not
less than one month previously such Minister has tabled in both
Houses of Parliament -

(i) the proposal for winding up,
(ii) the reasons for winding up, and
(iii) the balance sheet of the corporation.

(c) If Parliament is not sitting within or on the expiration of such
period, such documents shall be delivered to the Clerk of the
Legislative Council and the. Clerk of the Legislative Assembly and
made available to the public.
(d) Upon the winding up of the corporation, its officers and
employees who have as a result of such winding up been dismissed or
had their employment terminated shall be entitled to the same benefits
as would officers and employees of a company puruant to the
Companies (Western Australia) Code.

We are talking about the Western Australian Development Corporation. Again we believe
that the provisions of the Companies Code relating to the winding up of a creditor's position
are a good yardstick to use in this operation. In other words, the Minister applies to the court
for the appointment of a liquidator- We are also saying in this amendment that it is only
proper that the Government give us a proper picture as to the financial position of this body
as it is about to be wound up.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 23: Section 24 repealed and a section substituted -

Mr COURT: I mo!e -
Page 11, lines 7 and 8 - To delete the following -

regulating the financial administration, audit and reporting of statutory
authorities and their subsidiaries

We want the provisions of the Financial Administration and Audit Act to apply in total, not
just to those sections related to financial administration, audit and reporting of statutory
authorities and their subsidiaries. Perhaps the Premier could explain why the Government
does not want the Act as a whole to apply.
Mr PETER DOWDIfNG: The parliamentary draftsman has advised me that this clause in
these term applies to approximately 120 Acts, and it is the appropriate way for the reference
to be.
Mr COURT: The fact that it is in other Acts is not an explanation of why the Act as a whole
cannot apply.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is what the Act does. You misconstrue the clause if you think that
that means only some sections of the Act apply. It does not. That is the purpose of the Act.
Mr COURT: What is the reason for that? Why cannot the provisions of the Act apply?
Mr Peter Dowding: I have been told that applies in over 100 cases.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 24 put and passed.
Clause 25: Section 4 amended -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 11, line 23 - To insert after "(5)' the following -

(a) shall be tabled in both Houses of Parliament, as follows -

(i) - if the direction is received between 1st January and 3Oth-June,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before 7th
July of that year, or

(ii) if the direction is received between 1 st July and 3 1st December,
both inclusive, in any year, it shall be tabled on or before
7th January of the next year, and

(b)
This amendment provides for the tabling of the report for Exini.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 26: Sections 9A and 98 inserted -

Mr COURT: I move -
Page 12, lines 4 to 12 - To delete the lines with a view to substituting the following -

Winding up
13A (1) If the Minister so directs, the corporation may be wound up.

(2) (a) The provisions of the Companies (Western Australia) Cede
relating to a winding up on a creditor's petition shall apply to such
winding up; save that the responsible Minister shall apply to the court
for the appointment of a liquidator.
(b) The responsible Minister shall not apply to the court unless not
less than one month previously such Minister has tabled in both
Houses of Parliament -

(i) the proposal for winding up,
(ii) the reasons for winding up, and
(iii) the balance sheet of the corporation.

(c) If Parliament is not sitting within or on the expiration of such
- period, such documents shall be delivered to the Clerk of the

Legislative Council and the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly and
made available to the public.
(d) Upon the winding up of - the corporation, its officers and
employees who have as a result of such winding up been dismissed or
had their employment terminated shall be entitled to the same benefits
as would officers and employees of a company pursuant to the
Companies (Western:Australia) Code.

This clause deals with Exim; the amendment is the same as that proposed in. relation to
WADC. Our proposition is far better than the proposition by the Government. For almost
seven years in this place we have debated matters relating to Exim, so it is only proper that the
Government inform us regarding the different investments in which it has become involved.
The Premier says-that these bodies will be wound up but he will not tell us anything about the
financial position.
Mr Peter Dowding: I said that Exini should be wound up by 30 June and we should be in a
position then where the balance of the assets go to WADC - whatever we are unable to
dispose of will be included in the accounts to 30 June. The Opposition will receive a
statement of the financial position.
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Mr COURT: Does the Premier give us a commitment that the Government will give a
statement regarding what is left and where it winl go?
Mr Peter Dowding: My objective is to have Exim with. nothing other than cash as at 30 June.

Mr COURT: Is the Premier saying that anything not disposed of will be sold across to
WADC?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.

Mr COURT: Wiul the Premier give a statement on what will go across to WADC?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes. Exin's accounts will show that.

Mr COURT: When will we know what will go across to WADC?
Mr Peter Dowding: The Opposition has a number of processes; questions are asked from
time to time.
Mr COURT: One of the processes is the amendment which we are debating.

Mr Peter Dowding: No. Do not forget the power for direction and information. Power exists
for the Minister to obtain information, so we have no problem.
Mr COURT: If Parliament resumes in August, will the Premier tell us then?

Mr Peter Dowding: Regarding what has happened to Exint yes.

Mr COURT: In detail?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.

Mr COURT: I thank the Premier for that commitment.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr WIESE: The Premier hinted at an earlier stage that the Government had plans to dispose
of the business migration section, together with the education pant of Exim. Questions are
being asked regarding the future of the business migration section and what will happen to
people who are in the process of negotiating with or who have made initial contact with Exii
but have not been able to finalise an agreement about business migration into Western
Australia. The questions are pertinent. Could the Premier give some guidance here?

Mr Peter Dowding: This is not the subject of debate.

Mr WIESE: This is pertinent to the liquidation of Exim.

Mr Peter Dowding: We are talking about the power to do certain things.

Mr WIESE: We are talking about the liquidation of Exim and this is as good a chance as I
will get to clarify the situation. What will happen to the business migration section of Exim?
What will happen to the people in the situation to which I have referred? They will not know
where to go, although they have heard hints that the business migration section will be taken
over by the R & I Bank. Is that the case? If not, I believe the course of action should be to
make contact with the other 16 or 17 private organisations which are accredited agents in the
business migration program. Can the Premier shed some light on the matter?

Mr PETER DOWDING: This matter is not one for Committee discussion, whatever the
member thiniks. As I have said, the matter is under consideration; the R & I Bank is
considered but not thought of necessarily as the best option, and whether it might be managed
by TIDA is being examined. On the question of the ongoing nature of the trust, unit holders
have been advised their interest will be protected. The matter will be resolved during the
course of the organisation's activities once it has the power to proceed down this path.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 27: Section 18 repealed and a section substituted -

Mr COURT: I move -

Page 13, lines 7 and 8 - To delete the following -

regulating the financial administration, audit and reporting of statutory
authorities and their subsidiaries
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Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 28 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
M'R PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) (1.22 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.23 am]: It is not my
intention to delay the House at this hour. One thing that has come out of this debate is that
the Government has not been serious in properly examining proposals put forward in a
constructive way by the Opposition to improve the Financial Administration and Audit Act
so that it better applies to the recommendations of the Burt Commission on Accountability.

In this lengthy debate, we have posed many questions on the Government's legislation and on
the operations of the Western Australian Development Corporation and Exiin, questions
which remain unanswered. It is in the Government's interest to provide ful information on
the financial position and business activities of those bodies because sooner or later we will
be able to divulge that information.

I hope that members in the other House read the debate in this House. I also hope the
Premier reconsiders some of the amendments that have been put forward and I hope that the
legislation is not dealt with in a rush by the other place because it is important legislation
which requires detailed consideration by experts.
The Opposition is concerned that the Government has rejected virtually everything it put
forward. We believe that we made a constructive attempt to pass better legislation than that
which the Governiment has pushed through the House tonight.
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) [1.25 am]: I pay tribute to all of those
people in the parliamentary draftsman's team who worked tirelessly to get this legislation
ready. The Government's work to introduce this accountability legislation was done because
it believed in the commitment that it gave the people of Western Australia and it believed that
the accountability legislation introduced into this House represented a compliance with that
commitment.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was absolutely wrong when he suggested that the
Opposition's amendments were not given serious consideration. Four senior officers have
been here since the amendments came to hand and are still here at 1.30 am. They have
worked tirelessly to give the Government advice on whether the amendments added to the
accountability provisions. We accepted their advice and I thank them because they have
worked beyond the call of duty.

I assure the Opposition that the points it raised were given expert and careful consideration.
We gave them political consideration as we ought to and did not see that they added to the
issues of accountability as spelt out in the report by the Burt Commission on Accountability.
However, for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to suggest that we have not carefully
considered those options, weighed them up and made proper judgment about tern is for him
to ignore the nature of the process that we have been through tonight.

Some of the debate has been very repetitive and that has taken a long time. However. the
substantive issues have been addressed. I assure the Opposition that the judgments that we
made in relation to its amendments were based on accountability and we have not moved
away from that.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

House adjourned at 1.27 am (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

POLICE STATIONS - CRIME STATISTICS
110. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) What were the total crime statistics for the police stations at Brentwood,
Cannington, Hilton, Cockburn and Gosnells for the years ended -

(a) 30 Jume 1986; and

(b) 30 June 1987?
(2) How many officers are currently located at the police stations detailed above?

Mrt TAYLOR replied:

(1) (a) Total offences reported to the following police stations for year ended
3OlJune 1986 -

Brentwood 3 424;
Canmungton 3 937;
Hilton 1541;
Cockburn 955;
Gosnells 2 815;and

(b) total offences reported to the following police stations for year ended
3O June 1987 -

Brentwood 3 489;
Cannmngton 5 306;
Hilton 1 530;
Cockburn 11 140;
Gosnells 3007.

(2)

Brentwood 14;
Cannmngton 21;
Hilton 9:
Cockburn 7;
Gosnells 12.

PEEL INLET MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY - MEMIBERS

112. Mr MacICINNON to the Minister for Waterways:

(1) Who are the members of the Peel Inlet Management Authority?

(2) What are their terms of appointment?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Mr O.H. Tuckey 30.6.89;
Mr W. Johnson 30.6.90;
Mr G. Tewes 30.6.89;
Mr B.W. Tatham 30.6.90;
Dr M.J. Paul 30.6.91;

- Mr B.N. Devereux 30.6.89;
]Mrs R.E. McNeill 30.6.89;
Ms G. Hitchcock 30.6.90;
Mr JR. Bartle 30.6.90;
Mr B.P. Cresswell 30.6.90; and
Mrs W.J. Carter 30.6.91.

(2) Answered by (1).

POLICE - ROAD FATALITIES, 1983-89
156. Mr GRAYDEN to dhe Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

How many road fatalities occurred in each of the following years -
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(a) 1983;
(b) 1984;

(c) 1985;
(d) 1986;

(e) 1987;

(0) 1988; and
(g) 1989?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(a) 203;

(b) 220;

(c) 243;
(d) 228;

(e) 213;

(f) 229; and

-(g) 56 to the week ending 31 March 1989.
FAUNA - PROTECTED

List Additions - Wildlife Conservation Act 1950

157. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

Have any additions been made to the list of fauna, declared rare, or otherwise
in need of special protection, pursuant to the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950,
published in Government Gazette No 116 of 22 November 1985?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
The Government Gazette of 2 December 1988 declared a list of fauna likely to
become extinct or which is rare and a list of fauna otherwise in need of special
protection. The only species added to the fauna Listed in the 22 November
1985 notice is the Australian sea lion, which is included as one of the nine
fauna species in need of special protection.

POWER STATIONS - COAL FIRED
Collie or Jurien Location

161. N& COURT to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

Will the next coal fired power station be built at Collie or at Jurien?

Mr CARR replied:

A number of options are wider consideration and a decision will be made later
this year. If the next coal fired power station is Government owned it will be
built at Collie- Proposals for privately owned power stations at Collie and Hill
River axe also under consideration.

POLICE - DUNSBOROUGH
New Station - Building Tenders

171. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

Following record crowds in the Yallingup-Dunsborough areas over the Easter
break and widespread concern over underdisciplined and imrly behaviour,
when does the Govenrnent intend to call tenders for building a new police
station at Dunsborough?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

The erection of officer in charge quarters at Dunsborough is listed in the
Police Department's Capital Works Program for 1989-90. In the interim,
police are examining the feasibility of retaining the existing temporary police
post on a full time basis-
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HEALTH DEPARTMENT - CURTIN4 SCHOOL OF NURSING
Private Doctors and Patients - Information Release

175. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Health:

(1) On what basis does the Health Department have details of private doctors and
private patients serviced in a private hospital as occurred in relation to the
information recently released by the Health Department to the Curtin School
of Nursing?

(2) By what processes was approval given for the information to be released to the
Curtin School of Nursing?

(3) What action has the Mlinister taken as a result of the public controversy
surrounding this matter?

(4) Who is to report to the Minister and when?

(5) What are the terms of reference of any person or body appointed to consider
the matter and report to the Minister?

(6) Why were the patients' names and their doctors' names released in advance of
hospital, patient or medical practitioner consent?

(7) Does the Minister accept that it is satisfactory for a research person or body to
be given information in advance of consent being obtained, albeit on the basis
that the research person or body will obtain some fonm of consent?

(8) If not, what is the policy of the Government in relation to the seeking and
obtaining of consent?

(9) Does the Minister agree that it is acceptable practice for consent to be sought
on the basis that it is negative; that is, the person asked to give consent is
required to respond and in the absence of a response consent is assumed?

(10) If no to (9), what is the policy of the Government in relation to the form of
consent which should be sought and obtained?

(11) To what extent does the Health Department have -

(a) in its possession; or

(b) access to
the names of private patients and private doctors in private hospitals in non
maternity cases?

(12) Does the Health Department have access to the medical records of -

(a) all hospital patients in Western Australia; and

(b) all patients in Western Australia?

(13) If not, what is the extent of the medical records of private individuals either
held by or obtainable by the Health Department?

Mr WIILSON replied:

(1) Basic demographic and clinical data on births occurring in the State are held
by the Health Department. The data collection is based on completion of a

statutory form by the midwife in attendance at each birth. The content of the
form is determined by section 335 of the Health Act and the midwifery
regulations made under the Act. The purposes of this date collection are to
provide for the planning and evaluation of obstetric services, and to facilitate
the conduct of medical and health research.

(2) The scientific protocol for the study by the Curtin School of Nursing was
submitted to and approved by the ethics committee of Curtin
University - which includes in its membership two consumer representatives, a
lawyer and a clergyman - and was then submitted to and approved by the

- confidentiality of health statistics committee of the Health Department. These
steps represent the standard procedures for approval of requests to the Health
Department for patient data for bona fide medical and health research
purposes.
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(3) Following a complaint from one of the doctors approached in this instance,
and before the member sought to make it a matter of public controversy, I had
issued instructions for the recall of the list of patients' names released to the
Curtin University researchers and bad placed a moratorium on any further
release of confidential patient information for research purposes pending a
review of the existing procedures. I have since authorised the continuation of
this particular research on the basis of patient and doctor consent being first
obtained.

(4) An independent review will be conducted. The identity of the person to report
to me will be announced after arrangements have been fmnalised.

(5) The terms of reference will be announced at the time of announcing the
identity of the person to conduct the review.

(6) The list of names of mothers who bad recently given childbirth was given to
the researchers to enable them to approach the patients and seek their consent
to participate in the study, after first checking with the patient's doctor as a
matter of courtesy.

(7) In the particular study, it could be said that the most important consent was the
consent of the patient to be interviewed for her views to be available to the
study, which aimed to identify women's preferences with respect to
childbirthing facilities. In that sense the researchers themselves were best
placed to explain the purpose of the study to the mothers, and to answer any
queries, prior to a decision on their participation, and this could not have
occurred unless the researchers knew which woman to contact.

(8) Not applicable.

(9) While the practice of negative consent is longstanding in the conduct of 'medical and health research, I have serious reservations about the practice in
principle. The matter will be examined as part of the review.

(10) Not applicable.

(11) The Health Department has in its possession the names, basic demographic
information and the reason for admission of all patients admitted to public and
private short stay hospitals in Western Australia. The information is provided
ona statutory "discharge form", the content of which is specified in the private
hospital regulations made under the Health Act. The discharge form identifies
the doctor in charge of the patient.

(L2) No.

(13) The head office of the Health Department does not hold medical records as
such, but does collect basic information about the causes of hospitalisation,
numbers of operations performed, outcomes of childbirth including birth
defects, and notifiable diseases such as some infectious diseases and cancers.
The information is supplied to the department by hospitals, doctors and nurses
using procedures which are laid down in the Hospitals Act and Health Act.
The department also receives information on causes of death from the
Registrar General. The information is used for planning and evaluating the
State's health service, and for bona fide medical and health research which
serves the interests of the public.

CANNING GARDENS INDUSTRIAL PARK - INDUSTRIAL SITES
Land Release - Price Increase

177. Mr KIIERATH to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Why was the price of industrial sites in the Ca nning Gardens Industrial Park
increased by more then $20 000 only a short time after the land was released?

(2) Does the Industrial Lands Development Authority have the authority to
restrict or curb such rapid and large increases?
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(3) Will the Industrial Lands Development Authority make any efforts to ensure
the prices of the sites remain at a fair and reasonable rate of increase?

(4) Will the Minister ensure that the prices of the land in the industrial park
releases remain fair and reasonable and not be subject to- such rapid price
rises?

(5) Will the Minister inquire into the circumstances surrounding the rapid price
increases?

(6) If not, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Selling prices of lots in the Canning Gardens Industrial Park were reviewed in

December 1988, three months after their first release, and increased to reflect
rises in the general level of industrial land prices.

(2) It is normal for the authority to review its selling prices regularly, as good
commercial practice.

(3)-(4)
Selling prices will continue to be fair and reasonable.

(5)-(6)
I am satisfied that the selling prices adequately reflect fair and reasonable
marker prices and I therefore see no reason for any inquiry into pricing levels.
TOTEC AUSTRALIA PTY LTD - GOVERNMENT LOAN

Debt - Technology and Industry Development Authority, Negotiations
186. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the Technology and Industry Development Authority successfully
pursued the State's debt in relation to a loan it made to Totec Australia Pty
Ltd.

(2) If not, what is the current position with negotiations?
(3) Is it considered likely that the debt to the State will be repaid, if it has not been

repaid yet?
(4) If not, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) No.
(2) The company has now ceased trading, with no recoverable assets. A

director's guarantee has been pursued. However, this avenue has been
unsuccessful as the director in question has been declared bankrupt.

(3) No.
(4) See answer to (2).

DAWESVILLE CUT - MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE
Establishment

192. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Waterways:
(1) Has a management structure been established with relation to the Dawesville

cut?
(2) If yes, will1 he-turnish me with a copy of that structure?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) A management structure which combines the Dawesville channel, estuary and

catchnment management is in the final stages of completion. It includes a
strong commitmnent to providing infonmation to the local communities and
facilitating local liaison.

(2) Yes, when it is finalised.
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MOTOR VEHICLES - REGISTRATION NO EQO 984
Government Agency

211. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) To which Government agency is vehicle registration number 6Q0 984
attached?

(2) To which Goverment officer is the vehicle allocated?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare.

(2) This question should be referred to the Minister for Labour.

WA GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - BUSINESS
SERVICES (BELGIUM) NV

Ownership - Directors

225. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:

(1) What is the reason for the ownership by WA Government Holdings Ltd of the
company named on page 73 of the Bunt Commission on Accountability report
known as Business Services (Belgium) NV?

(2) Who are the directors of the Belgium company?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) To enable the formation of a Belgian agent for the WA Diamond Trust in
compliance with applicable Belgian and Australian legislation.

(2) Peter Taylor;
David Macinlay;
Stuart Gregory;
Ernest Myers; and
William Allen.

WA GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - DIRECTORS

226. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:

Who are the current directors of WA Government Holdings Ltd?

Mr PARKER replied:

W.C. Heron;
J. McKee; and
J.P. Morhall.

Note: Mr Morhall 's appointment is being effected today and the notification
of change in particulars of directors and other officers will not be lodged with
the Department of Corporate Affairs for a few days.

JOURNALISTS - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT

228. Mr COURT to the Premier:

How many journalists are currently employed by the Government and in what
departments are they based?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
The Government has adopted a pool system of journalists to service the needs
of Ministers. This service employs a director and 14 journalists. In addition,
the Premier has two media secretaries. Government departments and agencies
employ officers in journalistic and public relations positions. Some are
employed from within the Public Service while others are recruited from
outside the service. The member will be aware that it will take -considerable
time and expense to extract the information he is seeking. If he has any
specific queries, he should direct them to the relevant Minister who will give
consideration to applying the necessary resources to be diverted from other
tasks to provide the information sought.
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES - DEPARTMIENTAL HEADS
Incentive Scheme - Staff and Spending Cuts, Proposals

229. Wr COURT to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

(1) Will the Government be proceeding with an incentive scheme to give
Government departmental heads salary increases if they cut staff and spending
levels?

(2) If yes, what are the details of these proposals?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

-- (1) No such scheme has been proposed or considered.

(2) Not-applicable.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMIISSION - GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD

Westralia Square Project - Rental Guarantee Commitnents, Release

231. Mr COURT to die Treasurer:

(1) Now that the State Government Insurance Commission and the Government
Employees Superannuation Board are spending $184 million building an
18 storey office building in the Westralia Square project, is the commission
being released from its commuitment to rent a large amount of space from the
Westralia Square development?

(2) Is $184 million a fair valuation for a building of this size at that location?

(3) Was the valuation based on the original book value given to the SOIC of $270
million for the site?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Both the SGIC and GESB have now been released from their rental guarantee
commitment under the agreement terms of the sale of the Southside
Properties - now known as the Westralia Square Development Property.

(2) External consulting advice was received that this is a fair price for this
building, being of a first class value and a quality equal to that of the
R & I Bank tower.

(3) No.

CONNOR, MR DENNIS - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT
International Promotion Contract

234. Mr COURT to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Is Dennis Connor still contracted to the Western Australian Government to
promote our State internationally?

(2) If yes, when does this contract expire?

Mrt GRILL replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

PUBLIC SERVICE - EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS

236. Mrt COURT to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

(1) How many people were employed in the Public Service at 31 December 1988?

(2) What are the estimated staff levels to be at 31 December 1989?
Mrt PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) 18 062 were employed under the Public Service Act at 31 December 1988.
(2) Not known. This will be subject to Budget arrangements.
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WESTERN COLLIERIES LTD - SALE
Interested Parties - Future Power Generation Discussions

239. Mr COURT to the Minister for Mines:

(1) Has the Government met with those parties interested in purchasing Western
Collieries Ltd to discuss the Governiment's future power generation proposals?

(2) If yes, has the Government given any commitments to potential purchasers in
the form of promised sales contracts?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) Yes, some of them.

(2) No.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - SUBSIDLAIRES
Operation Powers - Limitations, New Legislation

245. Mr COURT to the Premier
Will the Premier table advice from Parliamentary Counsel as to why the
Parliament cannot introduce legislation to limit the powers of the subsidiary of
a Government department, corporation or statutory body to the powers
necessary to achieve the objects with -which the parent organisation has been
charged as outlined in the Premier's second reading speech for the Acts
Amendment (Accountability) Bill 1989?

Mr PETER DOWDINYG replied:

At no time have I said anything to the effect that the "Parliament cannot
introduce legislation". I have said the Government will not proceed with such
an amendment because Parliamentary Counsel advised it is not necessary.
The advice was provided to the Government verbally.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES - SENIOR STATE OFFICERS
Departures - Government Consultants

246. Mr COURT to the Premier

(1) How many senior State Government officers, level 8 and above, left the Public
Service in the years 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988?

(2) In those years, how many continued to work for the Government as
consultants?

Mr PETER DOWDINCG replied:

(1) Reliable information is available only from May 1986 onwards, at which point
consistency in recording PIMtS data was achieved. The number of officers
level 8 and above leaving the Public Service is as follows -

1986 44;
1987 75; and
1988 48-

(2) This information is not readily available and could only be obtained through
extensive manual checking of each department's records.

EDUCATION - GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Act - Requirements Compliance

251. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

(1) Are there any Government schools in Western Australia which do not meet
the requirements and obligations contained in the Occupational Health, Safety

and Welfare Act of 1984?

(2) If so, which schools?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Until audits are undertaken following the election of health and safety
representatives in schools, the adequacy of schools in meeting the
requirements of the Act cannot be determined.

EDUCATION - WOODSIDE SENIOR M-GH SCHOOL
Projected Enrolments

252. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

What are the projected student intakes at the Woodvale Senior High School
for the years -

(a) 1990;

(b) 1991;
(c) 1992;

(d) 1993; and

(e) 1994?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a)-(e)
After the boundary changes which have been proposed for 1989 have been
implemented, the projected student enrolmnents at Woodvale Senior High
School are expected to be as follows -

1990 - 1 280;
1991 - 1 380;
1992 - 1 440;
1993 - 1490; and
1994 - 1 560.

Students living in the southern half of the locality of Kingsley are expected to
be directed to Greenwood Senior High School from 1990.

(b) Should the current home building rates be maintained, students attending the
Edgewater Primary School could be directed to another secondary school, If
this redirection is effective from 1991, student enrolments at Woody ale Senior
High School are expected to peak at about 1 350 in that year.

EDUCATION - WOODSLDE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
Student Population Capacity

2.53. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

What is the student population capacity for the Woodvale Senior High
School?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Upon completion of the current works later this year, the school will have 51
permanent effective teaching areas. It is considered that this amount of
accornnodation could cater for up to 46 form classes. Depending upon the
distribution of students across the year levels, the capacity of the permanent
accommodation could be 1 360-1 380 students. Additional enrolmnents over
and above this level could be accommodated in temporary classrooms until the
school population reaches its expected long term level of 1 300 students.

-WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION - [NVESTMENTS
Three Areas - Commission on Accountability Paper

259- Mr COURT to the Premnier
(1) Is the Premider aware of the statement on page 43 of the report of the

Commission on Accountability, headed by Sir Francis Burt, that -
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The Corporations's total capital employed excluding borrowings from
Treasury was just wider $65 million dollars at'June 30, 1988. Of that
total, less than a quarter was committed to the three investment areas
identified above.

(2) What were or are the three investments of the Western Australian
Development Corporation referred to in chat report?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes, although the quote referred to was not a statement made by the
Commission on Accountability, rather it is a quote from comments made to
the commission by the WADC.

(2) The three investment area of the WADC referred to in the question are
identified in paragraph 1 on page 43 of the report of the Commission ont
Accountability. They are -

(a) participation in an unincorporated investment vehicle;

(b) the provision by the WADC of a financial guarantee that is
non specific as to its amount; and

(c) participation as a shareholder in a limited liability company
where the significance of the WADC's shareholding and the
nature of the involvement might lead to the WADC or the
Government having a "moral" commitment to assist in
meeting liabilities.

RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES ACT - PROCLAMATION

265. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Has the Residential Tenancies Act been proclaimed?
(2) If yes to (1), what was the date of proclamation?

(3) If no to (1), when is proclamation anticipated?

(4) Is the Ministry of Consumer Affairs preparing or has it prepared suitable
literature for landlords and tenants so that they may be aware of the proposals
in the legislation?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(0)-(2)
No.

(3) Date is subject to current budgetary considerations.
(4) A 12 page booklet has been prepared which in plain English explains aspects

of residential tenancy legislation to landlords arnd tenants. This is presently
being printed and forms part of the regulations to the Act.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION - EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
Employee Statistics

272. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Justice:

(1) Is the Equal Opportunity Commnission itself an equal opportunity employer?

(2) How many staff are currently employed by the commission and how many of
these are females?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1) The Equal Opportunity Commission has been included in the equal
employment opportunity management plan for the Ministry of the Premnier and
Cabinet, and is an equal opportunity employer,

(2) Staff at the Equal Opportunity Comimission are appointed on merit; that is, the
best person for the job, There are 23 saltred staff occupying 20 full time
equivalent positions. Three are male and the remainder are females.
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SMALL CLAIMS TRIBUNAL - LOCAL COURT
Association Proposal - Cabinet Consideration

276. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Has Cabinet considered a proposal to make the Small Claim Tribunal part of
the Local Court?

(2) If yes, what action, if any, is the Government proposing to take?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No final decision has been made.

RESI]DENTIAL TENANCIES ACT - PROCLAMATION

277. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Has the Residential Tenancies Act been proclaimed?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) When will it become operational?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) No. -

(2) Time is needed to arrange the necessary infrastructure and staff appointments
and training to attend to this new initiative. The Ministry of Consumer Affairs
is also arranging lectures with landlord and tenant groups to explain the
features of this legislation.

(3) Date is subject to current budgetary considerations.

WA EXIM CORPORATION - GOURMET SMOKEHOUSE PTY LTD
Shares

278. Mi- COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1 Did Exim Corporation own 35 per cent of Gourmet Smokehouse Pty Lid?
(2) If yes, how much did these shares cost?
(3) Does Exini still own these shares?

(4) If so, when were these shares sold?

(5) For how much were the shares sold?

(6) To whom were the shares sol?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Yes,

(2) $3 500 plus bank guarantee for $150 000.

(3) Yes.

(4)-(6)
Not applicable.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMB3LY - COMPUTERS
Money and Employee Savings

280. Mr COWAN to the Speaker:

(1) What savings in money and staff can be identified in the Legislative Assembly
as being achieved through the introduction of computers?

(2) How many people, including temporary appointees, were employed in the
Legislative Assembly and at what levels on I April 1984?

(3) How many people, including temporary employees, are currently employed
and at what levels?
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Mr BARNETIT replied:
(1) The introduction of information technology to the Legislative Assembly in

1984 allowed a plan to gradually implement "in house" preparation of
documents and publications. All publications are now produced by camera
ready copy within the departments and transmitted electronically to the State
Printing Division. This includes the Notice Paper, Votes and Proceedings,
Select Committees' reports, Standing Commnittees' reports - including the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Commnittee - the Parliamentary
Digest, Weekly Digest, List of Members and Index to Votes and Proceedings.

The Legislative Assembly staff has been increased by 1.4 FM~ - equivalent of
full time employees - to carry out this work. The savings, expressed in 1989
dollars, and after making allowance for the additional keyboard operators
required as a result of computerisation, amount to approximately $52 000 per
annumn.

To the above figure should be added the valu e of documents prepared within
the Legislative Assembly and electronically transmitted for use by Hansard
where substantial savings have been achieved by using computer technology.
No figures are available in this department showing this calculation, but it is
part of the $500 000 - approximately - saving achieved by computer
production of Hansard. Considerable staff savings have been effected at the
State Printing Division.

Staffing levels have been identified
both the Treasury and the Public
1983-84 and 1988-89 is as follows -

1984

FTE

I
3
I6

Level

A-1-9
A-1-3
A-1-I
C-11-9
C-II-
C-fl-6
C-UI-4
C-11-3
C-11-2
C-VTI-3
C-v. I

TOTAL
13.6 FT~s

*Includes two positions currently
occupied by a relieving officer.

by using FTEs as is the practice used by
Service Board. The establishment for

1988-89
FrE Level

I L.9
I L7
I L.6

3 L.5
I LA4

2.6 L.3
4 L.2
5 LA

18.6 FTEs*

vacant, one of which is temporarily

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - ACCOUNTING SYSTEM
283. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for South-West:

As a result of the Auditor General's report of 26 May 1988 -

(a) does the South West Development Authority, now have a proper-
accounting system in place;

(b) why is there such a long delay in the release of its annual accounts; and

(c) when will the Parliament be fully informned of the South West
Development Authority's financial performance to 30 June 1988?

(2)-(3)
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Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(a) The South West Development Authority has always had a proper accounting
system in place. However the Auditor General has recommended some
changes which are being attended to.

(b) The completion of the annual report for 1987-88 required the completion of a
full audit and receipt of the auditor's report. This was received on 7 April
1989.

(c) The financial performance of the authority to 30 June 1988 is reflected in its
annual report. This is expected to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM 1988-89
Over expenditure

284. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Education:

(1) Has the Ministry of Education over expended its 1988-89 Capital Works
program?

(2) If yes, by what amount?

(3) What specific Capital Works programs included in 1988-89 Budget Bills have
been deferred or substantially altered?

(4) Why has the Narembeen District High School had its appropriation of $20 000
for the preparation of plans for a repair and renovation program deferred?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) No major changes have been made to the current program.

(4) The feasibility work and other planning for Narembeen District High School is
at present being investigated at officer level.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
WA Government Holdings Ltd - Financial Agreements

285. Mr MacKUINNON to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) What agreements has WA Govemnment Holdings entered into for the financing
of $ 100 million for the petrochemical project?

(2) What does 'chargee" mean referring to WA Government Holdings in a notice
of particulars of charge to the Corporate Affairs Department?

(3) Has any of the finance been advanced?

(4) Will the Minister advise the names of the financial institutions that will be
advancing the $100 million?

(5) Has work been suspended on the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd contract?

(6) Have the financial arrangements been suspended or delayed pending the
passing of the new legislation, viz the Western Australian Petrochemical

- Industries Authority Bill?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) A loan facility agreement and related debenture and land mortgage.

(2) WAGH is the holder of a charge on property of PICL.

(3) Yes.

(4) Funds have been raised by issuing promissory notes into the commercial
market.

(5)-(6)
No.
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WATERFRONT - EMPLOYMENT
!nterstate Commission's Recommendations - Government Support

286. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:

Does the Government support the recommendations of the interstate
commission for the phasing out of' general employment and- its replacement
with enterprise and casual employment on Australia's waterfront?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The Western Australian Government has argued consistently to the interstate
commrission that waterfront employment should be on an enterprise basis and
not an industry basis. Thiis is what the interstate commissioner has now
recommended.

CRIME - DRINK-DRIVING OFFENCES
Convictions - Statistics

287. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) How many persons have been convicted of drink driving offences so far in the
current financial year?

(2) Can the Minister provide a breakdown of the convictions according to -

(a) age; and

(b) gender?

(3(3) How many of these convictions were for repeat offences?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) 8791.
(2) No; however, 799 were holders of probationary drivers' licences.

(3) The total convictions for repeat offences were 1 430.
Driving under the influence 879
Excess 0.08 per cent 551

MOTOR VEHICLES - IMPORTED USED CARS
Regulations

288. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

In what way do the regulations and/or police requirements for imported
second hand motor vehicles differ from those that apply to other motor
vehicles?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

The vehicle standards regulations require all vehicles manufactured after 1969
to be equipped with a compliance plate confirming compliance with specific
Australian Design Rules according to their year of manufacture. To be
registered in Western Australia, second hand imported vehicles must be
granted exemption from these requirements. Presently, these vehicles, in
addition to being subject to the normal roadwortiness examination
procedures prior to registration, are required to meet certain standards
consistent with the intent of the Australian Design Rules; for example, fitting
of seat belts.

SHOPPING - FRIDAY LATE NIGHT
Government Consideration

289. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Consumer Mffairs:

is the Government considering the introduction of late night shopping on
Fridays?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

The Government is not considering introducing Friday late night shopping
throughout the State. In October 1988, the Perth City Council applied to the
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retail shops advisory committee to allow general retailers in the Perth central
area to trade on Friday nigh: in lieu of Thursday night - which would remain
for the suburbs. Further information to demonstrate support for the move
from retailers, consumers and employees has been sought from the council but
has no: yet been received by the retail shops advisory committee. The
question of Friday night trading for the city will be assessed upon receipt of
that information.

MOTOR VEHICLES - DRIVERS * LCENCES
Western Australian - Statistics

290. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) How many people have a current Western Australian driver's Licence?
(2) Approximately what percentage of licensed drivers have no demerit points on

their licences?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) 933 039, as at 31 December 1988.
(2) 59 per cent, as at 3 1 December 1988.

ROADS -DETERIORATION

Road Toll Contribution -Commissioner of Police, Government Submission

291. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
Has the Commissioner of Police or the Assistant Commissioner of Police
(Traffic) made a recent submission to the Strate Government about the
deteriorating road conditions in Western Australia and the contribution those
conditions make to the road toll?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
No.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS - ROAD CONDITIONS
Contributing Factor - Criteria

292. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) In compiling traffic accident statistics, who derenfnines whether road

conditions were a contributing factor in an accident?
(2) What criteria are used to determine whether, and to what extent, poor toad

conditions are a contributing factor in a traffic accident?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Traffic accident statistics on road conditions are compiled by the Main Roads

Department.
(2) The criterion is determined from information that is reported to or observed by

attending police or involved panies.
COPYRIGHT ACT - COPYRIGHT CHARGES

- External Students - Exemption Removal

293. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Education:
(1) Is the Minister aware of legislation before the Federal Parliament that seeks to

remove the exemption of external students from copyright charges?
(2) What is the estimated cost of the proposal to external students in Western

Australia?
(3) If the legislation is passed, will the copyright charges be paid by the

universities or by the external students?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes. Legislation has passed through the House of Representatives to amend

the Copyright Act and this is now due to go to the Senate. The amendments
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remove the exemption from copyright charges for external students which the
present Act provides.
Although the significance of the charges was not at first realised by those
affected, concerns have now been expressed by institutions and by the

Australian Vice Chancellors' Commnittee and the Australian Committee of
Directors and Principals.

Under the terms of the existing legislation there are two methods for payment
for copyright -

The first is on the basis of a unit charge for recorded photocopies; and

the second a charge per enrolled student agreed between
representatives of the education institutions and the Copyright Agency
from time to time.

If the second method is used the implications of the removal of the exemption
for external students are not significant. However, recent negotiations to put
in place a revised charge have failed and therefore the first method will be
used unless the Copyright Agency changes its position.

(2) As an example. if the amended Bill is passed, estimates from Curtin of the
cost for each external student at the university are $80 per annumn, depending
on individual workload requirements.

(3) Institutions have not considered whether any increase in costs resulting from
the amendment would be passed on to students or borne by the institution.

WHEAT - RAILWAY TRANSPORT
State Laws - Federal Export Powers, Overriding Proposal

295. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:

Does the State Government support the proposal by the Commonwealth
Government to use its export powers to override State laws that require wheat
to be transported by rail?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The State Government would oppose any attempt by the Commonwealth
Government to circumvent the State's transport policy through use of Federal
export powers. The legality of any such attempt on the Commonwealth's part
is open to question and will be pursued vigorously by the State should any
Commonwealth action along those lines ensue.

ENERGY LABELLING PROGRAM - SOLAR WATER HEATERS
Testing Cost - State Electricity Commission, Assistance

299. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Does the State Energy Commission or any other Government agency make
any contribution towards the cost of testing solar water heaters for the energy
labelling program?

(2) If yes, how much and to whom is it paid?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) Neither SECWA nor any other Governunent agency within this State is
involved in an energy labelling program.

(2) Not applicable.

HEALTH - MAMMOGRAPHY UNIT
Rural Areas - Commission

302. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the mobile mammography unit for the country areas been commissioned?
(2) If yes, where has it been operating?

(3) If no, when will it be in use and why has there been a delay?
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Mrs WILSON replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) It is anticipated that the mobile mammography unit will be available in July
1989 in the south west statistical division of WA. As this is the first such unit
to be deployed in WA, the planning and consultation process has been time
consuming. It has also been important to ensure a high quality unit be
produced at the lowest possible cost. Documentation was prepared and sent to
the Tender Board on 10 January 1989. The caling and assessment of tenders
took approximately nine weeks.

EDUCATION - RELIEF TEACHERS
Remuneration Review

303. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

Referring to the primary and secondary schools' conditions of work agreement
1989 between the Ministry of Education and the State School Teachers Union
of Western Australia and dated 20 January 1989 -

(a) will the Minister advise if a review is currently in progress concerning
the rate of remuneration to be paid to the relief teachers;

(b) if so, what are the terms of reference of the review;

(c) who is participating in the review; and

(d) when will the review be completed?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a) The Ministry of Education is currently reviewing the rate of remuneration
payable to relief teachers.

(b) The review involves -

(i) an examination of the submissions made by the External Relief
Teachers Association;

(di) obtaining data to enable a profile of relief teachers to be drawn up;
and

(iii) entering into negotiations with parties to the existing industrial
agreement.

(c) Officers of the Ministry of Education and, with respect to (b)(iii) above,
officers of the State School Teachers Union of Western Australia.

(d) Consultation is continuing.
EDUCATION - GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS

Teachers, Full-time Equivalent - Statistics, 1987-89
304. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

Will the Minister advise the total number of full time equivalent teachers - not
including preprimary teachers - in Government schools in Western Australia
for the years 1987, 1988 and 1989?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

1987 - 12 409.2;
1988 - 12 709.3; and
199 13 309.2.

EDUCATION - GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS
Enrolments, 1987-89

305. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

Will the Minister advise the total number of student enrolments - not including
preprimary students - in Government schools in Western Australia for the
years 1987, 1988 and 1989?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
1987 - 209 782;-
1988 -211919; and
1989 -not yet available.

EDUCATION - HIGH SCHOOLS
Primary Schools - Upgrading, 1988-89

306. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:
Which existing high schools and primary schools will be extended or
upgraded during the financial year ending 30 June 1989?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 18841

HEALTH - PSYCHOGERJATRIC BEDS
Western Australia

307. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many psychogeriatric beds are there in Western Australia?
(2) In what establishments are these beds?
(3) What number of beds axe in each establishment?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 322.
(2)-(3)

Facility Beds

Antnadale Lodge 24
Bentley Lodge 48
Eden Hill Ouster Homes 24
Moss Street Lodge 18
Osborne Pak Lodge 24
Selby Lodge 48
Swan Lodge 24
Bentley Joint Assessment Unit 24
Lemnos Hospital 88

HEALTH - FORENSIC PSYCHIATRIC PATIENTS
Psychiatric Beds - Mental Health Services

308. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Health:
(1) How .many forensic psychiatric patients in Western Australia axe held in

psychiatric beds under the care of Mental Health Services?
(2) Aire there any plans for establishment of a special forensic psychiatric unit in

Western Australia?-
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Seventeen on 7 April 1989. During the past 12 months this figure has varied

-between 13 and 21.
(2) All forensic patients in the State are managed at Graylands Hospital. A

proposal is being considered to develop the Wembley complex - the secure
facility at Graylands Hospital - to provide an improved range of services and
security for both forensic and civilly cornmitted patients.
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HEALTH - HEATHCOTE HOSPITAL
Closure

309. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has a decision been made to close the Heathcote Hospital?
(2) If yes, when will that be?
(3) When will the establishment of integrated psychiatric services be commenced?
Mr WILSON replied:-

These matters are still under consideration.
HEALTH - PSYCHIATRIC CARE

Working Parry No 3 - Report Completion
310. Dr TURNBLJLL to the Minister for Health:

(I) Has the working party No 3 inquiring into psychiatric care completed its
report?

(2) If yes, when will the report be released?
(3) What are the reconmmendations?
(4) Is any action going to be taken on the recommendations?
Mr WILSON replied:
(2) Yes.
(2) The working party report, along with other working party reports, was

prepared for the health system task force and is not a public document.
(3) See (2) above.
(4) These are currently under consideration.

HOUSING - HOMESWEST
North Collie, Lots 1451-55 Princep Streer - Ownership

311. Dr TUR.NBULL to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Does Homeswesc own lots 1451, 1452, 1453, 154 and 1455 in Princep Street,

North Collie?
(2) Does Homeswest have any plans to utilise these lots in the near or distant

future?
(3) Does Homeswest have a mechanism for sale of land excess to requirement?
(4) Is this land excess to requirement?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Homeswest owns 1451 Booth Street and Lots 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455 Ewing

Street, North Collie.
(2) Yes, long term.
(3) Yes.
(4) No.

COMMUNITY SERVICES, DEPARTMENT FOR - COLUIE BUILDING
Development Stage

'-312. Dr TURNBUJLL to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) At what stage is the development of the new building for the Department for
Community Services in Collie?

(2) When will the next stage of tenders be proceeded with?
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Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

()()The Government is committed to providing imnpr oved accommodation for the
Department for Community Services in Collie. At this stage a number of
options are being considered.

ROTHWELLS LTD - FERRIER, MR IAN
Deputy Premier - Insolvency Discussions

317. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:
(1) Did the Deputy Premier meet with or discuss with Mr Ian Ferrier, matters

relating to or touching on the insolvency of Rothwells, prior to the
appointment of Mr Ferrier and the provisional liquidator of the Rothwells
group of companies?

(2) If yes, on how many occasions and what was the nature of the discussions or
meetings?

Mr PARKER replied:
(I)42)

I met Mr Ferrier on Thursday, 3 November 1988, the day he and Mr Robert
Tuckey were appointed provisional liquidators of Rothwells by the Supreme
Court of Queensland. Mr Ferrier explained the role and step to be taken by
the provisional liquidators.

ROTHWELLS LTD - MEETING, OCTOBER 20 1988
Minister for Economic Development and Trade's Participation -

Corporate Affairs Department, Intrniew
319. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the Minister been interviewed by officers from the Corporate Affairs
- ~Department and/or the National Companies and Securities Commission ink

relation to the Minister's participation in the meeting at the office of Rothwells
on the night of 20 October 1988?

(2) if yes, will the Minister advise the House on the purpose oif the interview?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) See copy of Press release herewith.

Agriculture Minister Julian Grill today said he had attended the National
Companies and Securities Commission inquiry into the collapse of Rothwells.
Mr Grill had presented evidence in Melbourne yesterday in respect to the
forward purchase of coal by the Westemn Australian State Energy Commission
from Western Collieries which, at the time, was a subsidiary of Rothweils.
He had give the evidence voluntarily at the request of the NCSC and at the
suggestion of the Premier, Mr Dowding. He had not been summonsed by the
Commission to appear.
Mr Grill said he was not at liberty to divulge the nature of the evidence he
gave but he hoped it would enable the NCSC to complete its investigations
into that particular aspect of Rothwells' collapse.
Media reference: Nigel Higgs 222 9595 or 481 1331

YOUTH SAJUENO FOUNDATION - OPERATIONS

321. Mr COURT to the Minister representing the Minister for Youth:
(1) Can the Minister give any information about the operation of the Youth

Sailing Foundation?
(2) If no, who is the Minister responsible for this foundation?
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Mrs BEGGS replied:

No. The Youth Sailing Foundation was an organisation independent of
Government, and I understand it ceased operation three years ago.

HEALTH - PHYSIOTHERAPISTS
"Back Awareness Day"

322. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Minister aware that physiotherapists are holding a "back awareness -day"

because chiropractors are seen to hold 73 per cent of the back care treatment?
(2) Have physiotherapists generally increased the hours of undergraduate study

undertaken to equate with those of medical practitioners and chiropractors?
(3) Are physiotherapists sufficiently qualified to practise as primary contact

practitioners without the need for medical referral as advertised by them?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 1 am aware that the Australian Physiotherapy Association is holding a national

back care day on Wednesday, 12 April 1989 because of its concern that eight
out of 10 Australians will suffer from back and neck problems at some time in
their lives. The association wants Australians to be more aware of the simple
steps they can take to look after their own backs and of the need to see a
qualified practitioner early if back problems persist, My department is
assisting in some of the arrangements for national back care day and I
encourage members, as well as the public generally, to visit venues throughout
the State to see the various exhibits on back care that will be on display.

These are matters which are the concern of the relevant tertiary institutions
and registration boards established under legislation of the State Parliament.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MISCELLANEOUS WORKERS UNION - STRIKE
Picket Lines

44. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Labour:
* (1) Is the Minister aware that the Miscellaneous Workers Union plans to set up
* - picket lines at most major hospitals to prevent the delivery of food and other

vital supplies to patients?
(2)' If so, what measures does the Government plan to take to assure the supply of

food to patients who are unable to fend for themselves?
Mr TROY replied:
(l)-(2)

I [am grateful for the opportunity to provide the member with an update on this
issue. To support the negotiations which have been undertaken this afternoon
between the Government and the union, the union, in fact, withdrew its picket
lines earlier in the day. Currently the parties concerned are before the
commission. Bearing in mind that the commission is, without any doubt, the
appropriate place to settle this dispute, I think all that is necessary to bring
about a solution is currently under way.

SWIMMING - WORLD SWIMMING CHAMPIONSHIPS 1991
Planning Progress

45. Dr GALLOP to the Premier:
Is the Premier confident that plans for the 1991 World Swimming
Championships, in which the WADC's EventsCorp is playing an important
role, are progressing satisfactorily?
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Mr PETER DOWDIN1G replied:
I am able to say that the story which appears today on the back page of one of
our newspapers is really grossly inaccurate. The people concerned with
Australian swimming are extremely happy with the layout of the pools. 'The
story is refuted by people within Australian swimming. We have been
working very bard to ensure that what emerges from the current round of
negotiations is an event of which Western Australians can be jusdly proud.
Perhaps what is more important, apart from pride, is that the event will
generate a substantial economic return to Western Australia. The Government
has, of course, to be accountable and responsible, and it is essent iil dhat the
people who are involved in managing this activity, in respect of which there
will be a commitment of money, are people in whom the Government has
confidence, and that we have some opportunity to participate in the decision
making process so that it will not get away from us.
I have been informed by the Minister for Sport and Recreation that the
progress has been extremely positive. I have been informed by those who are
acting for EventsCorp that the negotiations on the television rights are
progressing satisfactorily; and whilst there may be some bnuising of
personalities in the process, the appointment of suitable persons is b~eing
worked through in a way acceptable to the Government. So I say to those who
might despair at what is essentially a very negative article that this event is in
fact progressing in a way which will result in a satisfactory outcome for

Western Australia.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Government Support

46. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Resources Development:

Has the Government agreed to support the petrochemical project either
directly, or through WA Government Holdings Ltd, or the new authority, or in
some other way which has not yet been publicly announced?

Mr PARKER replied:
We had a debate here last Thursday which went into some detail about that
matter, and in which a range of issues were raised, including the various issues
of potential Government support or assistance for the project - a -very

important project for this State. I made the point during that debate that the
passage of the Western Australian Petrochemical Industries Authority Bill, the
Auditor General's role uinder the Financial Administration and Audit Act, and
the reporting requirements of the authority itself, will require all forms of
assistance and involvement by the Government to be reported upon,
accounted, audited, and so on. The Government is very keen to see this
project going ahead.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is the Opposition?
Mr PARKER: That is the real issue. We have some disagreement on the part of the

Opposition: Depending upon whether it is talking about Kwinana or the
Pilbara, it is either safe or not safe; depending upon whether it is the Leader of
the Opposition, the putative Leader of the Opposition, or the former Leader of
the Opposition, there is no support for the project at all. Of course the putative
Leader of the Opposition - the current Deputy Leader of the Opposition -
reared as he is in support of resource development projects, finds it difficult to
be too critical of the concept of the project. The member for Cottesloc makes
it clear that he is basically opposed to it, no matter what. I do not think the
Leader of the Opposition knows what his position is; it varies according to the
wind.

As I said in relation to the specific support mechanisms, we had a debate about
that last- week. We will make information available to the House and to
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the public as a result of the passage of the Petrochemical Industries Authority
Bill. if that becomes an Act. On that basis, everything chat the public needs to
know about any potential liabilities that it may have, will be revealed.

BOYANUP RAILWAY MUSEUM - HON P.O. PENDAL
Request

47.. Mr-THOMAS to the Minister for Transport:

Has the Minister received a request from Hon P.G. Pendal on behalf of the
Boyanup Railway Museum?

Mr PEARCE replied:

That is an interesting question. I have received an approach of sorts from the

member in respect of the Boyanup Railway Museum, but it was an interesting
approach. It is not an approach that I suggest members should take if they are
sincere about taking up a matter. The approach was made by way of a
question on notice on 29 March 1989. in which the member asked -

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Boyanup Railway Museum,
operated by volunteers, has to pay $140 a quarter to Westrail
for leasing the land on which the museum stands?

(2) Will the Minister consider waiving this fee, or its reduction to a
total or peppercorn amount, given the high community service
which is provided by the museum?

That is, I think, an approach designed to elicit publicity for the asker rather
than a serious effort to represent the point of view of the people. I answered
the question -

(1) Yes.

(2) The annual rental is $572 and as this is a nominal charge only
which compares favourably with that charged for land leased
by the Hothamn Valley Tourist Railway (WA) Inc at Pinjarra
and Owellingup, it is not proposed to waive or reduce the
amount.

Last night I received from the Commissioner of Railways a copy of a letter
sent to him by the Leschenault Railway Preservation Society, which reads as
follows -

Dear Sir, during the last election campaign, the Hon Phipil Pendel
(sic), Shadow Minister for Tourism, visited the Hoyanup Museum.
He promised many things, as is usual with pre-election campaigns.

The Boyanup Museum has received correspondence from Mr Pendel
which states that he is bringing the subject of reducing the cost of the
lease to Parliament.

-We, the Leschenault Railway Society, as Lease holders wish to dis-
associate ourselves from this request.

I request of members that if they want to make approaches of this kind to me
or other Ministers, that they do it in a sincere way rather than by asking
questions in Parliament, and that they get the approval of the people on whose
behalf they are making the request before they proceed.

WORLD HERITAGE LISTING - SHARK BAY
Opposition Assurance

48. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

Will the Minister give the Western Australian public, and in particular the
residents of Shark Bay, an assurance that the State Government will continue
to oppose World Heritage Listing of the Shark Bay area while the current
Commonwealth legislation regarding World Heritage Listing remains in place;
and if not, why not?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
I had the pleasure of being in Shark Bay last Thursday while the member was
sitting here. I had some very good talks with the Shire of Shark Bay, and one
of the issues we canvassed was the matter of World Heritage Listing. As the
former Minister for Planuning indicated to that shire some time ago, we will not
be proceeding to attack aggressively that issue unless it has the general
support of the people who live in that area. We said that some time ago, and
we stand by it. The member for Greenough could well learn the lesson of the
member for Cottesloe, who camne into this place day after day last year with
petitions on this issue, and really made the matter quite a joke. If the member

for Greenough wants to tackle the issue and make himself aware of the issues
involved, I suggest that he also talk to the Shire of Shark Bay.

RAILWAYS - ELECTRIFICATION
Perth-Armadale - Progress

49. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Transport:
Could the Minister advise the House as to the progress of the Perth-Armadale
rail electrification, and particularly whether this has relevance for Stokely
station?

Mr PEARCE replied:
I thank the member for that question. The electrification of the Armadale line
is proceeding apace. I was in fact going to say full steam ahead, only that
would be a slightly dated statement. Members can see the progress of the line
in the march of the electrification poles from Perth city south, and an amount
of work is being done on the line, including a new station, which is to be built-
in Moore Street behind the Royal Perth Hospital, which I am pleased to
announce will be called Mclver station, after a former Minlister for Transport,
a famous train driver, who spent some rime here. I might say that the naming
of that station was at the request of Transperth. It was not initiated by the
Government, but I was happy to accede to that request for a range of reasons
and I am sure that decision will strike joy in- the heart of members on both
sides of this House.
They are some of the good sides to electrification. There are some problems
and potential midnor disadvantages to some people, and the closure of Stokely
station, which will occur this Sunday, is one of Eh-ose. On of the problefits of
trying to-electrify a railway system is that the system itself was set up not evein
for diesel trains on lines like the Arnadale line but for steam trains, and the
distance between the stations is predicated on a steam system. Some changes
were made to the original steam system and two stations were added to the
line rather later in its history. One of those was Lathlain station, which was
added at Lathlain Oval as a stopping point for those people who axe followers
of the Perth Football Club. I argued at the time that we did not require either a
station or a train to accommodate the followers of the Perth Football Club, but
that a bus or probably a taxi would have done for most of the games.

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: The Stokely station was established years ago, so legend has it.

because a senior official of Westrai lived in the immediate vicinity of the
place wherr-Albany Highway crosses the railway line and he did nor like
having to travel to Ciosnelis or Maddington to catch the train. Both of those
stations were marked for closure with the electrification of the line on the
basis that there is a need to spread the stations out a little more in order to get
the maximum benefits from the speed of the electric trains. There is no point
in our having trains with a maximum speed of 110 kilomets an hour if they
have no room between stations to build up to that speed. We cannot get a
greater use of the electrified train system or appeal to potential patrons unless
we can provide a system that is both spedy and comfortable.
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Mr Clarko: The end of your argument would be that if you closed all the stations the
train would be even faster.

Mr PEARCE: Of course, we must be a touch reasonable about these things. One can
be an extremist like the member for Marmion, or one can be a traditionalist
like some of his colleagues. I understand the member for Darling Range
intended to take this matter up with me today. I read about it in the Daily
News - I have not had it from him personally yet but perhaps he will turn up
later this evening to take up the matter. However, one can be a traditionalist
lie die member for Darling Range and say, "You cannot touch anything from
the steam era", or one can take a reasonable, middle road, which is what we
are doing, and look at the overall benefits of the system.
The least used of the stations on the Arinadale line is the Stokely station. For
that reason, and because of the need to have fewer stops in order to maximise
the benefits from the line, [ regret that the decision has been made to close the
Stokely station. Its usage is dramatically less than any other station on the
Armadale line and we are at a point in the electrification of the railway where
the station would have had to be pulled down and rebuilt at a cost of more
than $100 000 in order to accommodate the placement of the electrification
poles and signalling equipment being put in place at the moment. That is why
Stokely station will be closed on Sunday. The only way in which the station
could be kept open is if the platforms themselves were to be completely
rebuilt, because the platform level of the electrified trains is different from that
of the current diesel trains and they would have to be placed in a different
location.
The Government is sensitive to the needs of the small number of people who
use and live around that station and it is therefore proposed that the
Maddington station be reconstructed as a bus-rail transfer station, whereby
buses will take those people who do not want to take advantage of the existing
bus system, which already runs along Albany Highway in exactly that locality,
into Maddington station when the line is fully electrified.
I understand that the member for Kenwick has presented a petition in this
matter on behalf of her constituents today and 1 appreciate the representations
she has made to me over some weeks now to press the case for the people in
that area, who wish to keep the Stokely station open. Nevertheless, I regret to
say that even on a reconsideration of the matter after her approaches and after
the presentation of the petition, in terms of the maximum benefit to all of the
people on the electrified Armadale line it is necessary to reaffirm the decision
to close Stokely station.

WHEAT - RAILWAY TRANSPORT
State Laws - Federal Export Powers, Overriding proposal

50. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:
Today I placed a question on notice relating to the Minister's portfolio in
which I asked him about the Commonwealth Government's using its external
powers to override some State laws, The Minister's response indicated that
the State Government was strongly opposed to that. If I can quote the
Minister, with your indulgence, Mr Speaker -

The legality of any such attempt on the Commonwealth's part is open
to question and will be pursued vigorously by the Strate should any
Commonwealth action along those lines ensue.

Does that include action that will have the State protest to the High Court
against the Commnonwealth's use of such powers which clearly intrudes upon
the constitutional responsibilities of the States?

Mr PEARCE replied:
Our advice is that the Conunonwealth does not have the legal power to go
down that track. On the other hand, rushing to the High Court is not the path
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this Government would want to take, at least in the first instance. We would
seek to discuss the whole question of the Commonwealth Government's
attitude to this matter with the Comnmonwealth Government. Nevertheless,
irrespective of the rights and wrongs or the Canberra politics of this whole
business, it is the case that the Commonwealth proposals would not have a
great impact in Western Australia, given the very competitive level of
Westrail's rates for grain cartage in any event.
However, the thing we would be most concerned about - and most Western
Australians should be concerned about this - is that if there were an effort to-
deregulate grain cartage in Western Australia, from either inside or outside
Western Australia, it would have this result: The cost to Westrail to transport
the smaller amount of grain that it would transport would mean potential
Westrail losses of up to $ 10 million in the course of a year, assuming that the
agricultural community insisted that the whole of the Westrail network for
grain haulage be kept open even though it was not carrying the same amount
of grain. At the same time, the cost to the State of the extra road damage that
would be occasioned by road trains canting fireight would also be several
million dollars; so the net cost would be a real disadvantage to Western
Australia.

At the other end of the equation I suppose there are cast advantages to the end
consumer of the wheat, although most of those are overseas, and there might
be some cost benefit to the farmers who are the sellers of the wheat. If the
State had to try to recover the- money that it would lose in the extra Westrail
losses or in the extra damage to the roads it would have to seek to recover the
losses from those people and in the net result there is likely to be -very little
difference in the whole thing.

In any event, the State Government has not made up its mind to be involved in
a High Court challenge, although I understand the Queensland Government
has said that it will. We would seek to discuss the matter with the
Commonwealth Government to understand precisely what it is trying to
achieve, to see if we could reach some agreement about that.

HOUSING - HOMESWEST
Member for Melville - Unsuitable Accommodation Approaches

51. Mrs WATKINS to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has the Minister or flomeswest been asked by the member for Melville about
the many desperate famnilies he says are asking his help to move to bigger or
smaller Homneswest homes?

(2) What is the Homeswest policy on families who ask to move from one home to
another?

Mrs B EGGS replied:

It is most unfortunate that the member for Melville appears to seek publicity
about some of these matters rather than actually trying to solve the problems
of some families that he says are desperate to move from unsuitable
Homeswest accommodation. The truth of the 'matter is that currently nine
people are on the waiting list to move from three or four-bedroomed homes to
more compact units, and three people have registered requests for larger
homes because their families have grown.

The Homeswest policy is that wherever possible people are transferred from
unsuitable accommodation - accommodation they have outgrown - to
accommodation that suits their particular family circumnstances at any time;
but at no time has the member for Melville approached me to assist the
families he says have approached him in his office. Not only has he not
approached me, but also the information I have is that neither has he
approached any Homeswest office to see whether this matter can be resolved
to the satisfaction of his constituents.
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Mr Shave: You are missing the point.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mrs BEGIGS: The member well knows that if any of these matters come to his
attention he has only to approach the appropriate Homeswest office to have
the matter resolved satisfactorily. Indeed, I understand that between
November and April he did refer 24 cases to Homeswest on behalf of
Homeswest tenants, and that those matters were dealt with quietly and
efficiently by Homeswest staff and the matters were resolved.
However it appears to me that if the member has some concern about vast
numbers of people who are unsatisfactorily housed, the first approach he
should make is to Homeswest and not the local Canning-Melville Times
because that will not resolve the problem.

Mr Shave: You are missing the point. I am talking about people having to register.

Several members interjected.
Mrs BEGiGS: I am not missing the point -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs BEGGS: I think the member for Melville is missing the point. If he thinks

Homeswest does not have a register of requests of people who want to move
from one location to another or from one particular type of accommodation to
another, he must be absolutely nuts. Of course Homeswest has a register. If
the member for Melville has genuine concerns about those people and that
Homeswest has overlooked a particular matter, he should go to Homeswest to
see whether it can resolve the problem. If he is not satisfied with the response
he gets there, I suggest he does what a lot of members of the Opposition do:
Come and speak to me personally and I will see what I can do to help.

ROTHWELLS LTD - GOVERNMENT INDEMNITY
National Australia Bank - Copy Tabling

52. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) Will the Treasurer table a copy -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I dislike intensely having to use the gavel because for a start

it upsets my Clerks. In the first instance I expect that when I call for order,
members come to order. I was particularly disappointed by two members of
the Government who clearly heard me call for order and took no notice at all.
That is not appropriate action from any member of Parliament. I gave the call
to the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr MacKINNON: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
(1) Will the Treasurer table a copy of the $150 million indemnity provided by the

State Government to the National Australia Bank in 1987 at the time of the
Rothwells rescue?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) Is it correct that this guarantee or indemnity was based on an indemnity given
by the Government in the previous case?

(4) If not, who prepared the indemnity and on whose advice?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1)-(4)
I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition has asked me this question
because it gives me an opportunity to respond to a couple of issues raised in a
Press release issued yesterday by the National Australia Bank, and reported on
by the Press.
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It is interesting that, despite its aggressive tone, the National Australia Bank
has in its Press release confirmed three things which I had claimed earlier and
which it had earlier either denied or had not commented upon at all. The first
thing the National Australia Bank confirmed is that the Government did not
ask the National Australia Bank to enter into the indemnity. In the statement
issued just after Easter, the National Australia Bank said that it had been, but
in the statement issued yesterday the National Australia Bank indicated that
Wardley Australia Ltd had asked the bank to enter into the scheme of
arrangements. It certainly may well have been Wardley Australia Ltd - and I
have never suggested that it was not - but it was not, as I have indicated, the
Government. I have made that comment publicly outside as well; I made it on
national television.

Secondly, the National Australia Bank confurmed that it was indeed
Rothwells' major transactional banker, although it made the caveat that a
number of other bankers had exposure to Rothwells. That is not a point I have
ever sought to challenge or debate, but I wanted to make the point, as I did,
that the National Australia Bank was in fact the major banker to Rothwells; it
was Rothwells' major transactional banker.

The third point made by the National Australia Bank was the acknowledgment
of the truth of my comment that the National Australia Bank was in fact
exposed to a considerable degree to Rothwells at the time of the rescue
mounted in October 1987. I did not reveal the amounts involved at the time
because it did not seem to me to be appropriate, but since the bank has chosen
to do so, let me say that the statement issued by the bank itself reveals that the
National Australia Bank was exposed to the tune of $17 million as a result of
its banking activity with Rothwells at the time the rescue mission was put
together by Wardley Australia Ltd and Bond Corporation.

I have been talking about those three areas for a considerable time and it is
nice - although that is not the phraseology used - that the National Australia
Bank has now confirmed those facts. As far as the indemnity is concerned, it
was first negotiated between the National Australia Bank and officers of the
Treasury at the time, and my advice from officers of the Treasury is that while
it is true that the Treasury officers indicated they would be willing to operate
on the basis of an indemnity into which the Treasury had previously entered,
the National Australia Bank indicated that this was not satisfactory to it and it
insisted upon having an indemnity drawn up by its solicitors, Mallesons
Stephen Jaques. I understand that Maflesons Stephen Jaques provided the
form of indemnity which was ultimately signed by the then Treasurer of the
State, Brian Burke, and that is the advice I have from Treasury as to the way
in which the matter proceeded. I have no in-principle abjection to tabling the
document, but before I make a final decision to do so, given that there have
been threats of litigation, I would like to take advice on the matter. If the
Leader of the Opposition cares to place that aspect of the question on the
Notice Paper I will give him a considered response.

ELECTORAL REFORM - GOVERNMENT POLICY
Change Intentions

53. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
In view of the recent public debate on the issue, has the Government changed,
or does it intend to change, its policy on electoral reform?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I appreciate all these members asking me questions today to give me a chance
to demonstrate my new suit. I hope there are a couple of fashion writers in the
gallery.

Mr Court: We know what you paid for it.

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been to K-Mant as well.

743



744 [ASSEMBLY]

I appreciate the opportunity to yet again demonstrate and ensure the
Government's commitment to electoral reform, and to point out that pretty
soon the Government wil be producing legislation to allow other members to
assist the Government in electoral reform of the one-vote-one-value kind in
the State. A week or two ago I said I was optimistic about this because of the
wayin which the Liberal Party appeared to be reassessing its position on this
matter. I must say I was very heartened by an article which appeared in The
West Australian a week or two ago which indicated that the Liberal Patty
looked as though it might be thinking of moving towards a one-vote-one-value
position. Congratulations, fellas and ladies, if that is true. I do have to say
that [ was a little alarmed by events in the Young Liberals which may tend to
undermine this. I am even more alarmed by events higher up in the party
which I think could also be a factor in not getting the Liberal Party to do
something which is fair and reasonable. I refer to the comments by the new
President of the Liberal Party, Mr Peter Jones, in an article in today's The
West Australian headed, "Liberal chief rebuffs Nationals over talks'. During
the course of that article Mr Jones chastised the National Party for its flirtation
with electoral reform last year. I thought that was a touch fascinating because
I think that members of the Liberal Party made something of a mistake in
taking an old Country Party person on board because one of the things many
of us saw in this Parliament was the bitterness between the old Country Party
and the new National Party, which was fought out in many forums. Now it
appears that it is to be fought out in the forum of the Liberal lay party versus
the National Party in the Parliament. I can say this to the Deputy Leader of
the National Party: If he plays his cards right, he could be President of the
Liberal Party one day.

Mr House: I don't think I would have the numbers.

Mr PEARCE: I am a bit surprised that Mr Peter Jones even stayed with the Liberal
Party because by my calculation he fought four elections as a member of the
Country Party or the National Country Party and he won every one; he fought
one election as a Liberal and he lost it. I thought he might have taken the hint
and in fact I thought he had because he gave himself some advice in 1987
when he said, "I am moving out of politics altogether." However, here in
1989 he pops up as the President of the Liberal Party. I ask our Liberal Party
colleagues in this Chamber to please ignore the old battles which appear to be
being fought out between some of the old political players in this State and to
fix their minds firmly on the goal of one-vote-one-value, and next year when
we come to bring the significant reform before Parliament, they will have their
chance to put their names into history.
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