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Wednesday, 12 April 1995

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

PETITION - DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.04 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
Between 1 in 5 and 1 in 3 women are subjected to domestic violence on a regular,
even daily basis. A Law Reform Commission study of homicide found that over
40 per cent of all murders occur in domestic situations, with women the most
frequent victims. (In WA 18 women and children in the year to June 1993.) WA
currently has no effective domestic violence legislation. Restraining orders have
failed to protect women and breaches are not appropriately punished.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia demand that:
1. Domestic violence be recognised in legislation, police and court

procedures as criminal assault with appropriate penalties.
2. Responsibility for Domestic Violence be moved from the Dept. for

Community Development to the Ministry of Justice and sufficient funding
be allocated.

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

The petition bears 673 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 37.]

PETITION - FIREARMS
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.06 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that legislation be
enacted which:

requires that firearms and other weapons be surrendered or confiscated by
police when informed that the owner is violent, has a restraining order in
force or has breached a restraining order;
requires that firearms licences will never be issued to anyone convicted of
an assault charge.

The petitioners urge the Government and Opposition to work towards gun free
homes in the metropolitan area.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 2 175 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 38.]
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PETITION - STATE SCHOOL TEACHERS UNION, INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [ 11.07 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned wish to strongly protest the governiment's unwillingness to
negotiate with the State School Teachers Union. This refusal allows the
continuation of the current work ban imposed by the S.S.T.U., which creates an
unacceptable disruption of W.A. state school students' extra curricular education.
We request that the Minister for Education immediately commence negotiations
with the S.S.T.U. in order for the work ban to be lifted.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 920 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 39.]

MINERAL SANDS (BEENUP) AGREEMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) [11. 13 am]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of the Bill is to ratify an agreement dated 22 December 1994 between the
State and Mineral Deposits Pty Ltd, which is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Broken
Hill Proprietary Co Ltd. The agreement will facilitate the development of a new mineral
sands project in the south coast region of Western Australia, an area that is thought to
have considerable prospectivity for further heavy mineral deposits. In order that
members may fully appreciate this proposal I shall outline briefly its major elements.
The Beenup mineral sands deposit, situated on farmland 17 kmn north east of Augusta, is
one of the world's major ilmenite occurrences, having been discovered during regional
exploratory drilling by BHP in 1988. Indicated resources of heavy mineral sands total
83 million tonnes, sufficient to sustain mining and mineral separation on the site for more
than 100 years at the planned rate of production..
MDPL proposes to mine the deposit for ilmenite, zircon and rutile. Annual production is
expected to be approximately 600 000 tonnes of heavy minerals, which will be separated
on site and transported by public roads to the port of Bunbury for export. The company
intends to mine the ore by means of a bucketwheel dredge floating in a pond having an
average depth of 44 metres. The water/sand/clay mix will be delivered to a floating
concentrator plant connected to the dredge. Heavy mineral concentrate will be pumped
ashore to a stockpile prior to being transported by truck to a dry mill on the mining
leases, where it will be dried in a rotary dryer before being separated into its constituent
minerals. MDPL has received approval from the Minister for the Environment to
transport mineral sands from Beenup to Bunbury via Scott River Road, Brockmnan
Highway, Sues Road and Bussell Highway. Environmental approval has been issued for
a new road which connects Sues Road to an upgraded section - the Ludlow deviation - of
the Bussell Highway west of the new Capel bypass. Main Roads will construct the new
roads, for which MDPL will contribute up to $17.5m in 1990 dollars, in addition to
paying its share of maintenance for the roads during the life of the project. The new
roads will benefit the tourism industry, as they will divert much of the heavy traffic away
from the common tourist routes servicing the Capel-Augusta area.
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The Beenup project requires the construction of a 132 kilovolt powerline from the
Manjimup substation to an electrical substation at Beenup for the secure and reliable
supply of electrical power. At present the distribution of electricity in the vicinity of the
minesite is via 22 kV lines originating from substations at Margaret River and Busselton.
This system could not support the proposed load of the Beenup mine,-which is estimated
to be 12.5 megawatts initially, with a possible ultimate load of 17.5 MW. The 85 km
powerline route commences at the Western Power Diamond electricity substation, goes
through the Love property, and joins Palings Road about 1.3 kmn north of Channybearup
Road. From there it goes over the Donnelly River and runs parallel to Coronation Road.
It then crosses Vasse Highway near Stewart Road and runs in a generally westerly
direction to the Beenup minesite. MDPL will pay approximately $12m for the
construction of the powerline.
In addition to providing power to the minesite, the transmission line may, in the short
term, provide an alternative power supply for the Augusta area, thus supplementing
power supplies derived from Margaret River. In the long term, the proposed line may
supply other developments, depending on their location, and will reinforce the existing
power supply system from Picton to Margaret River.
The benefits of the Beenup project as a whole to the people of Western Australia - and
hence the Government of Western Australia - principally relate to resource development
and growth through jobs and a diversified economic base. In addition, the future
development of other industries in the south west area will be more likely due to the
presence of appropriate road and power infrastructure.
The project will employ about 200 people during the peak construction phase, while the
mining operations will provide work for about 150 people in operations, support services
and transport. The mine and associated power and road infrastructure is expected to cost
about $150m. The total cost of the project, including a smelter joint venture with Tinfos
A/S Group of Norway, will be more than $200m. The mine is expected to generate
exports of about $60m a year, with the first shipload of minerals scheduled to leave the
port of Bunbury in 1997 for use as a feedstock for the production of titanium dioxide
pigment, principally used in the manufacture of paints and plastics.
The project is expected to inject an extra $1l0.7m a year into the south west economy
through contract and service industry opportunities for local business. In addition, the
Augusta-Margaret River Shire will collect over $90 000 a year through an agreement
with MDPL to cover the impact of the project work force on the shire's social
infrastructure. The State Government will collect about $7m a year from royalties,
payroll tax and fuel tax.
For the benefit of members, MDPL is a wholly owned subsidiary of the Broken Hill
Proprietary Co Ltd and is a member of BHP Minerals International. The company has
mined mineral sands on the east coast of Australia for almost 50 years, and is now the
oldest continuously operating heavy mineral mining company in the world. The
company currently has three wet plant/dredging operations north of Newcastle in New
South Wales, with the mineral concentrate being processed at MDPL's dry mill at Hawks
Nest. The term of the agreement is 21 years, with the right during the currency of this
agreement for MDPL to take two successive renewals of the said term, each for a further
period of 21 years, upon the same terms and conditions.
I turn now to the specific provisions of the agreement which comprise the schedule to the
Bill before the House: Clause 1 contains definitions of the various words and phrases
used in the agreement. Clause 2 outlines the intended interpretation or effect of specific
references in the agreement. Clause 3 requires the State to introduce and sponsor a Bill
into Parliament to ratify the agreement prior to 30 June 1995 or such later date as the
parties may agree. Should the agreement not commence operating as an Act by 30 June
1995, it shall cease and determine, unless the parties otherwise agree to an extension of
tme.
Clause 4 obliges the company to submit detailed proposals. Clause 4(l) requires the
company to submit proposals on or before 31 December 1995, in accordance with the
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Environmental Protection Act and laws relating to traditional usage, including plans for
the mining and treatment project with a capacity to produce not less than 500 000 tonnes
per year of heavy mineral products. Clause 4(2) states that each of the proposals listed
above may, with the permission of the Minister, be submitted separately. Clause 4(3)
requires the company to submit details of any services and any works, materials and plant
or equipment that may be obtained outside Australia. The company is obliged to provide
evidence of marketing arrangements demonstrating its ability to profitably sell the
mineral products. The company must demonstrate that it has finances available to fulfil
its agreement obligations.
Clause 5(l) provides for the consideration and approval by me of the company's detailed
proposals for the mineral sands plant. It is also made clear that approval shall be subject
to any associated requirements specified under the Environmental Protection Act 1986
and laws relating to traditional usage. Similar requirements for the consideration and
implementation of the proposals as are contained in other ratified state agreements are set
out in subclauses (1) to (4) of clause 5. Clause 5(5) explains conditions of the arbitration
award which give equal representation to both the State and the company. Clause 5(6)
requires that unless all the detailed proposals are approved by 31 December 1996, 1 may
give the company 12 months' notice of intention to determine this agreement. Clause
5(7) obligates the company to obtain all necessary approvals and licences in accordance
with the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and laws relating to traditional usage, before
the proposals are implemented.
Clause 6 deals with the mechanism for submitting additional proposals should the
company seek to significantly modify or expand its activities beyond those approved
under its initial proposals. The means of dealing with these matters is also outlined.
Clause 7 specifies the obligations of the company with respect to measures to be taken
for the protection and management of the environment, including programs of
investigation, research and monitoring. During the life of the agreement, the company is
required to submit to me, brief annual and comprehensive triennial reports outlining the
mneasures taken and proposed to monitor, minimise and redress adverse environmental
impacts of the project.
Clause 8 deals with the mining leases over the mining areas held by the company at
Beenup. Clause 8(l) states that during the life of this agreement, the mining leases will
be subject to the Mining Act, modified as follows: Clause 8(1)(a) specifies the life of the
mining leases will be 21 years with the right to take two successive renewals each for a
period of 21 years. Clause 8(1 )(b) releases the company from the expenditure obligations
otherwise imposed by the Mining Act and provides for access to the mining leases for the
State and other parties. Clause 8(1)(c) requires the company to submit periodical reports
and returns to be lodged with the Department of Minerals and Energy. In addition, an
annual report on ore reserves and reports on drilling operations to define future ore
reserves will be submitted. Clause 8(2) allows the company to apply for the inclusion
into the mining leases of additional areas held by the company. Clause 8(3) provides that
the company has the right to mine Scott River Road within the mining leases, subject to
suitable deviations of the road at the cost of the company. Following mining the
company shall, at its cost, restore the road to a satisfactory standard.
Clause 9(1) specifies that the company shall pay royalties to the State according to the
rates from time to time prescribed in the Mining Act. Clause 9(2) obligates the company
to comply with the provisions of the Mining Act in respect of statistical returns and
reports.
Clause 10(1) specifies that the company shall not use any roads other than the designated
haulage route for the transport of heavy minerals between the mining leases and the
northern end of the Capel bypass. Clause 10(2) requires the State to construct the
haulage route to a suitable standard for the haulage of heavy minerals and that these
works be completed by the time heavy minerals are to be transported on a regular basis.Clause 10(3)(a) obligates the company to contribute an amount that has been agreed
between the company and the State towards the cost of constructing part of the haulage
road between the minesite and Russell Highway. The parties to the agreement have since
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agreed that the company will pay up to $17.5m for these road works. Clause 10(3)(b)
specifies that any expenditure incurred by the company on preliminary design, site
studies and land acquisition shall be credited against the amount payable by the company
under the previous subclause. Clause 10(4)(a) specifies that the State shall maintain all
public roads comprising the haulage route to a satisfactory standard. Subclause 4(b)
requires the company to pay a proportion of the cost of maintaining the haulage route, as
agreed from time to time with the Commissioner of Main Roads. Clause 10(5) specifies
that the State shall determine an interim route for use by the company if the regular
haulage route is not constructed on time. Clause 10(6) states that if use by the company
causes excessive damage or deterioration - other than fair wear and tear - to public roads
the company will pay an equitable share of the cost of repairing the damage. Clause
10(7) states that if the Commissioner of Main Roads is given access to the mining leases
to recover laterite, sand or other materials for the construction of the haulage route, there
will be no charge by, or cost to, the company. If the company is requested to carry out
any excavation, processing, stockpiling, loading or transporting of such materials, the
company shall be entitled to recover those costs from the commissioner.
Clause 11 (1) requires SECWA - now Western Power - to construct a 132 kv powerline
from the Manjimup substation to an electrical substation at Beenup for the supply of
electrical power to the project. Clause 11 (2)(a) obligates the company to contribute an
amount that has been agreed between the company and the State towards the cost of the
powerline. It is estimated the powerline will cost approximately $12m, which the
company will pay. Clause 1 1(2)(b) states that the electrical substation at Beenup shall be
constructed by Western Power but at the expense of the company. Clause 1 1(2)(c)
provides a mechanism for a capital refund from Western Power to the company if
additional users are connected to the powerline in the period expiring on 1 January 2006.
Clause 11(3) specifies that in the event of Western Power being unable to supply power
or if the company properly terminates its contract for the supply of power, the company
may generate its own electricity, at no cost to the State, and transmit power within the
areas of its mining operations.
Clause 12(1) requires the company to advise the Bunbury Port Authority within 30 days
of the proposals being approved of the date it anticipates commencing shipment of
product from the Bunbury port. Clause 12(2) provides that the company shall arrange for
the 'provision of storage facilities at berth C in the inner harbour and connection to the
shiploading facilities provided by the Bunbury Port Authority. Clause 12(3) states that if
berth C is unlikely to be available within six months of the specified shipping date, the
Bunbury Port Authority shall agree with the company on appropriate arrangements for
the use by the company of berth C for its product storage and berth 2 for the company's
portable shiploading facilities until such time as berth C is fully available for the
company's use. Clause 12(4) specifies that if the Bunbury Port Authority does not give
notice in subclauses (2) and (3), the authority shall agree with the company on
appropriate arrangements for the use of berth 2. The company shall relocate to berth C,
when it becomes available. Clause 12(5) specifies that arrangements for use by the
company of berth C and berth 2 shall be on reasonable terms. Upon relocation from
berth 2 to berth C, the Bunbury Port Authority will pay the nominal sum of $1 000 as
consideration for the sale by the company to the Bunbury Port Authority of the-storage
facilities at berth 2.
Clause 13 requires the company's work force to be recruited from Western Australia, if it
is economic to do so. Preference is to be given to local suppliers and services, unless the
company can demonstrate that this is impractical to achieve. The company is required to
report monthly to me on its implementation of the provisions of this clause. Clause 14(1)
enables the company to obtain its water requirements from the source specified in the
proposals and dispose of excess water from the mining operations at the company's cost
in accordance with the Water Authority Act 1984 and any other applicable laws of the
land. Clause 14(2) requires the company to construct and operate all plant and
equipment used in its operations so as to minimise water consumption. Clause 14(3)
specifies that should the water source be reduced, such reduction shall first be applied to
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third parties and thereafter, if necessary, the company's requirements shall be reduced by
an amount agreed between the company and myself. Clause 14(4) states that the
company shall not be exempt from any liability to the State or third parties caused by the
extraction of water, dewatering or any discharge from the mining leases.
Clause 15(1) states that if the State constructs a railway to Beenup suitable for the
transport to Bunbury of heavy minerals, the company shall have the right to use the
railway on such reasonable term s and conditions as are agreed with the Commissioner of
Railways. Clause 15(2) specifies that should a railway become commercially viable as a
consequence of the company wanting to significantly expand its operations under this
agreement, the company and the Commissioner of Railways shall enter into discussions
with a view to reaching agreement on terms and conditions for the construction of the
railway and the transport to Bunbury of heavy minerals.
Clause 16 specifies that should the company submit additional proposals, consultation
will take place with the relevant local authorities with a view to providing adequate
housing for its work force and to contribute to the cost of community amenities. Clause
17 ensures that the mining leases shall be and shall remain zoned for use or otherwise
protected so that the activities of the company may be undertaken without interference or
interruption. Clause 18 provides that the mining leases will be rated on the unimproved
value under the Local Government Act 1960, except where otherwise agreed in writing
between the company and the relevant local authority. Clause 19 specifies that the State
shall not impose, nor shall it permit any agency or local authority to impose,
discriminatory rates upon the company's operations, or to take discriminatory action
against the company which would prejudice the project. Clause 20 precludes the
resumption of agreement lands by the State, except with the consent of the company, and
any such resumption being non-prejudicial to its operations.
Clause 21 provides for the assignment or disposal by the company of its interest in this
agreement, subject to the company executing a deed of covenant in favour of the State.
Clause 22 enables this agreement to be varied from time to time by agreement in writing.
Clause 23 introduces a force majeure provision which recognises temporary suspension
of agreement obligations as a result of circumstances beyond the control of the parties to
the agreement.
Clause 24 requires the company to undertake ongoing investigations into the feasibility
of further processing in Western Australia of the ilmenite obtained from the mining
leases. The company shall submit to me detailed reports of such investigations, but not
more frequently than once every two years. The State may initiate its own investigations,
and negotiate with the company on the implementation of such further processing, if it is
considered viable. Third parties may be approached if the company is unwilling to
proceed, and the company shall provide ilmenite or other heavy minerals to the third
party for this purpose on reasonable commercial terms, provided it is able to do so. The
company is also able to apply to me for approval for alternative mineral processing
investments by the company, or a related body corporate, to be accepted in lieu of all or
part of the company's obligations pursuant to this clause.
Clause 25 allows the Minister, at the request of the company, to extend dates referred to
in this agreement. Clause 26 provides for the indemnity of the State for activities
undertaken by the State on behalf of the company. Clause 27 requires the company to
obtain all necessary commonwealth licences and consents to enable it to fulfil its
agreement obligations. Clause 28 gives the company the right to engage subcontractors
to carry out activities which it is authorised or obliged to carry out under this agreement.
Clause 29 specifies the events which can result in the determination of this agreement.
Clause 30 details the effect of determination or cessation of this agreement. Clause 31
requires the company to consult the State on any action that the company proposes with
any other party, which may affect the State's interests under this agreement. Clause 32
specifies that any unresolved dispute between the parties shall be referred to and settled
by arbitration under the provisions of the Commercial Arbitration Act 1985.
Clause 33 provides for limited stamp duty exemption, for a two year period, on the
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transfer of certain mining leases to the company by BHP Minerals Pty Ltd, and on any
assignment pursuant to clause 21, provided the company supplies evidence of satisfactory
marketing and financial arrangements to the State by 31 December 1995. Clause 34
specifies the format of notices to be given by the State to the company. Clause 35 states
that the company must comply with the Environmental Protection Act in relation to all
activities under this agreement. Clause 36 specifies that this agreement shall expire on
the expiration of the last of the mining leases. Clause 37 states that this agreement will
be interpreted according to Western Australian applicable law. I commend the Bill to the
House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahy.

VETERINARY SURGEONS AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [11.30 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of the Veterinary Surgeons Act is to regulate the practice of veterinary
surgery in Western Australia. The Act is administered by the Veterinary Surgeons
Board, which comprises five members who are presently appointed by the Governor.
The board is responsible for the registration of veterinary surgeons, including specialists,
and for ensuring that acceptable standards of professional competence are maintained.
The Act defines the meaning of "unprofessional conduct", which includes a limited range
of offences such as the contravention of registration conditions, or drug addiction. The
Act provides also for the registration of veterinary clinics and hospitals, and for the
standards of these to be prescribed in regulations.
The Veterinary Surgeons Act was last amended in 1960. Since then many significant
changes have been made in veterinary practice. The proposed amendments are designed
to modernise and streamline this legislation and its administration. The amendments
proposed in this Bill have been thoroughly discussed with industry, the Royal Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals WA Inc, the Australian Veterinary Association and
the relevant government agencies. Valuable input has been received from the Health
Department, the Public Sector Management Office and the Treasury Department, in
particular, and appropriate modifications were made as a result of this consultation
process.
The amendments included in the Bill are dealt with in five areas: Changes to
terminology and definitions; modification to the operations of the Veterinary Surgeons
Board, including some of its financial mechanisms; updating of penalties; broadening the
definition of "unprofessional conduct", including stricter conditions for the supply of
scheduled drugs; and reviewing acts of veterinary surgery. It is appropriate to explain
each of these areas separately.
I deal first with those changes required to terminology and definitions. The Act deals
with a broad range of matters related to veterinary science. The term "veterinary
surgery" has a relatively narrow meaning, and is no longer appropriate to describe the
wide range of specialist disciplines now offered by the modern veterinary profession.
This spectrum of activities is better described as "veterinary science". It is proposed also
that the title of the Act be simplified to the Veterinary Act. A need exists to define an
"inspector" as a person appointed by the Veterinary Surgeons Board to act on behalf of
the board.
The term "honorary veterinary surgeon" used in the Act has caused some confusion and
resentment because it can be taken to mean a person who does not actually possess
veterinary qualifications. The description "retired veterinary surgeon" is more
appropriate for a person who possesses veterinary qualifications, but who no longer
derives an income from the practice of veterinary surgery. There is a need to define a
"nonresident" veterinary surgeon as a veterinarian who does not reside in Western
Australia and visits intermittently, usually to work in a consultancy capacity.
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During the past decade an increase has occurred in the range and sophistication of
veterinary premises. The previous definitions of "clinic" and "hospital" must be
expanded to provide for more specialised facilities, and also for mobile veterinary
practices.
I turn to operational matters. A need exists to streamline procedures relating to the
appointment of the Veterinary Surgeons Board and its various functions. It is proposed
that the board members and any deputies be appointed by the Minister, rather than the
Governor. This is consistent with arrangements being introduced for other similar
statutory bodies. It is necessary to delete the requirement for one board member to be a
specific officer of the Department of Agriculture; that is, a person who occupies aparticular position. With the restructuring of the department, various specific positions
have been abolished. In order to achieve the necessary flexibility, it is proposed tosimplify the requirement to an officer of the department who is a registered veterinary
surgeon. There is a need to include an inspector under the indemnity provisions,
providing exemption from personal liability for actions taken on behalf of the board.
The Act requires the board's registrar to submit a certified copy of the roll of veterinary
surgeons to the Minister each year, and then to arrange for publication in the Goverrnent
Gazette. This is an unnecessarily costly and cumbersome procedure. Therefore, the
proposed amendments will require the registrar to simply maintain the register in an up-
to-date condition, and to make it available to members of the public. In any legal
proceedings the register or any extract which is certified by the registrar will be prima
facie evidence that any person listed is registered and possesses the qualifications or
prerequisites mentioned. The Act requires each registered veterinary surgeon to pay a
roll fee each year, but there is no provision for separate categories of specialist veterinary
surgeon, nonresident veterinary surgeon, or retired veterinary surgeon. The changes
clarify the situation by stipulating that any person registered under the various categories
of veterinary surgeon is required to pay an annual registration fee, and that a specialist is
required to pay an additional annual fee. It should be noted that the Veterinary Surgeons
Board is totally self-supporting and derives its income largely from the annual
registration fees paid by veterinary surgeons.
In addition to costs of salaries and office running expenses, a major drain on the board's
funds is the cost of conducting investigations. Where such investigations lead to a formal
inquiry, and possibly a prosecution, the legal costs involved can often be substantial. The
lack of funds or the potential depletion of the available funds has been a significant
constraint on the board's activities for many years. As a consequence, the board has
attracted criticism from the public and also from the veterinary profession itself for its
perceived unwillingness to take decisive action in the investigation of some complaints.
To overcome this problem, at least to some extent, it is proposed to establish a trust fund
under section 9 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985. The amount of any
penalty or costs awarded as a result of a conviction for an offence against this Act will be
paid into the trust fund. The fund will be independently administered by the Director
General of Agriculture, and its funds may be used to offset the cost of enforcing the Act.
The penalties for offences against the Act need updating, and the proposed amounts are
consistent with penalties provided in other similar legislation.
The present definition of "unprofessional conduct" is somewhat narrow and restrictive.
For some time there has been general acceptance within the veterinary profession about
the need for the adoption of a code of professional conduct. Such a code of conduct will
incorporate many of the basic precepts of consumer protection, and will serve to
emphasise the profession's obligation to provide a high quality service to the public. It is
considered that specific reference to the code of conduct in the Act will reinforce the
board's ability to encourage the highest standards of veterinary service.
The Act regulates the prescribing of scheduled drugs listed under the Poisons Act. In
recent years increasing concern has been expressed about the inappropriate and
widespread supply of fourth schedule substances listed in the Poisons Act, including
antibiotics. The proposed amendments will provide more stringent conditions under
which veteninary surgeons will be able to supply or prescribe scheduled substances: This
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includes most antibiotic preparations. A veterinary surgeon will be required to maintain
a clinical record of the animals to be treated, and to prescribe only an appropriate
quantity of the drugs in question. In addition, conviction for an offence under the
Poisons Act will be deemed to be unprofessional conduct.

I turn to the proposed changes to defined acts of veterinary surgery, which in future will
be known as acts of veterinary science. The proposed amendments will delete some
inappropriate detail related to several routine animal husbandry procedures. It is
proposed that these matters will be dealt with in subsequent changes to the regulations.
One particular act of veterinary science has been given special treatment in the Bill.
Specific provision has been made to continue to allow farmers to pregnancy test their
own cattle. However, they will not be allowed to test cattle owned by any other person.
The amendments will provide also for acts of veterinary surgery to be performed in
animal research institutions, such as universities. In these circumstances, it is envisaged
that such activities will be specifically approved by properly constituted animal
experimentation ethics committees in conjunction with an appropriately experienced
registered veterinary surgeon. Prescription, by regulation, of the manner in which the
approval process is managed is likely.

Finally, the Act requires that any animal welfare society which is engaged in the
treatment of sick or injured animals shall be licensed by the Veterinary Surgeons Board.
This is an outdated provision, and the licensing of such animal welfare organisations
serves no useful purpose. Accordingly, it is proposed that this section be repealed.

In conclusion, the proposed amendments to the Veterinary Surgeons Act will modernise
the legislation, streamline the operations of the Veterinary Surgeons Board, and provide
improved safeguards for the supply of scheduled substances under the Poisons Act. I
commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock.

AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES (DISPUTES) BILL
Second Reading

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [11.40 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for the development of legislation intended to address problems arising
principally at the interface between rural and urban dwellers. However, sometimes rural
dwellers can be affected by the actions of their rural neighbours, and this possibility is
covered in the Bill. Problems associated with conflict between occupiers of adjoining
and nearby properties are not uncommon in the general community. Where rural land is
concerned, the potential to be in disharmony with neighbours is undoubtedly great, as
farming operations are traditionally based upon practices that are not well understood by
the majority of urban dwellers. In particular, where urbanisation brings farmers and city
people into close association, experience has shown that agricultural practices considered
normal to a farmer can be highly disliked by others. This is of particular importance
where urban dwellers consider that their lifestyle expectations are not being fulfilled.

In Western Australia there are numerous recent examples of conflict between members of
communities in new urban subdivisions and farmers carrying out traditional operations
such as mushroom growing, poultry farming, and wine produ *ction. This proposal is
designed to offer the hope of conflict resolution by providing a forum for structured
debate, pending a review of land use planning issues.

In the United States of America the perception of rural/urban conflict has led to the
introduction, in most of the 50 States, of legislation that attempts in one way or another to
provide for continuation of normal fanning operations. The United States laws are
generally called "right to farm" laws. They apply only where particular farm operations
have been in existence before the enactment of new laws that would otherwise prevent
them; where the farming operation is unchanged; and where farm management is not
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adversely affected. In the main, the United States laws are generally considered to belong on rhetoric and short on impact; they force mitigation rather than solution; and they
are often vague and open to challenge.
To investigate and recommend appropriate action for Western Australia, the Legislative
Assembly of this Parliament established a select committee in October 1989. The majorfunction of this committee was to examine a private member's Bill, introduced in thatyear, as a means of addressing the right to farm issues in this State. In its report, tabled inNovember 1991, the committee recommended that rural/urban conflict be viewed in twocontexts: A need to provide a means of attempting resolution of the conflict itself, and ameans of resolving the primary cause of the conflict, considered to be related to land useplanning issues. The first of these contexts is addressed in this Bill.
In principle, the Bill proposes a system of mediation that becomes a prerequisite tolitigation under common law for specific nuisance actions. The Bill establishes an
agricultural practices board of Western Australia, the operation and functions of whichcan be directed by the Minister if deemed necessary. The board is charged withproviding a means of bringing parties in conflict to the discussion table for the purpose ofmediating a dispute over nuisance related to odour, noise, dust, smoke, fumes, fugitivelight or spray drift, emanating from an agricultural operation on rural land. The scope ofthe board to mediate disputes may be extended from time to time by prescription ofadditional nuisance matters related to an agricultural practice. To ensure that the factors
affecting the resolution of rural/urban conflict are recognised, the board will have
representation from farm lobby organisations, from persons with experience inenvironmental matters, and from planning agencies, preferably at the local government
level.
From an operational point of view, the board will have a part time registrar who will have
responsibility for day to day operations. These will include the receipt and processing ofcomplaints and the appointment of an appropriately qualified and experienced mediatorfor each case, in the first instance. Where the board determines that a complaint is trivialor of an impractical nature beyond the ability of the board to deal with it, the comnplaint
can be terminated. Examples of this response could arise where the complaint had anoverriding element of vexatiousness or where it was considered to be so trivial that theaverage person would not in any way be offended by its continuation. Complaints which
are struck out due to their triviality are not removed from the due process of law.
The Bill provides that whenever the board terminates a complaint action, it is required to
certify the reasons for so doing and it must advise the Minister forthwith. The certificate
so issued is admissible and rebuttable evidence in any future action at law. The Bill doesnot take from any person the element of natural justice inherent in the common lawprocess. It merely defers this while a complaint is before the board. In appointing amediator, die board can, if it wishes, draw upon the resources of a public sector employee
within the meaning of the Public Sector Management Act 1994. However, when
appointed, the mediator is not subject to part 3 of that Act, relevant to what is generallyknown as the Public Service. The mediator may seek information, request persons to
attend a meeting, require documents to be produced and generally require proceedings tobe conducted in an orderly manner. The object of mediation is to give the parties to theconflict the opportunity to see the other side of the argument and, hopefully, compromise
if necessary to permit resolution by consent. The basis of consent is intended to be an
acceptance of the right of a person to carry out a normal farm practice, which themediator may determine on the basis of established, proper and accepted customs and
standards. In addition, a normal farm practice can be established under a code of practice
made by the Department of Environmental Protection or under any written law.
Specifically, the adoption of new technology is permissible within the context of
determination of a normal farm practice. To give some teeth to the determination, amediator is empowered to make what is in effect an order by consent. Persons whosubsequently refuse to abide by a determination as to what they have previously agreed
cause their practice to be termed not normal. Where a party is aggrieved because of theactions of a mediator, either within the due process or as a result of a deferral for some
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reason, the aggrieved person may apply to a judge in chambers as to available rights.
This provision has been instituted to again preserve the concept of natural justice,
whereby a person is not denied access to the full legal process in the nature of an appeal
against the actions of a mediator or the board.
Subsequent to mediation proceedings, the mediator is required to report to the
chairperson of the board, who can take no further action if mediation has been successful,
or initiate board action, or convene a formal hearing in the nature of a tribunal. A
hearing would normally be convened only where the board was unable to obtain an
equitable settlement of the dispute as a result of a mediator's report. Like the mediator,
the board can obtain expert advice to assist it to undertake its responsibilities. It would
be expected to consult appropriate agencies of the State to this end. Again, an order may
be issued, in this case by the board, to require certain things to be done or not done to
achieve resolution of the dispute. An order made by a mediator or a tribunal may
determine that an agricultural practice is a normal farm practice, notwithstanding that the
specific practice does not comply with existing environmental laws. Such avoidance of
environmental law is possible only for a maximum period of two years from the making
of the determination. It does not provide any protection for persons other than the
particular person who is the subject of the order.
The provisions of this Bill differ markedly from the United States law. Generally, the
United States laws do not limit the time during which a farm practice can be considered
normal, even though it does not comply with current environmental law. Under the
provisions of the Bill, where the board is constituted as a tribunal, parties to a dispute are
not entitled to be represented by a legal practitioner unless all parties agree. The aim of
this provision is, as far as possible, to retain a consensus rather than an adversarial forum
and to minimise costs to the parties. As in most tribunal situations, persons may be
required to attend a hearing and bring documents or other evidence. Penalties apply to
persons who do not comply. Parties appearing before a mediator, the board, or a tribunal,
are to bear their own costs, but the board can award costs where it determines that it has
incurred expense in facilitating the process. These costs may be recovered in the local
court.
The legislation is innovative and unique. At the same time, it is based on well tried and
tested principles of law, established in Statutes such as the Workers' Compensation and
Rehabilitation Act 1981 and the Small Claims Tribunal Act 1974. It differs from its
counterparts in the United States of America in that it clearly establishes the role of the
mediator, the board and the tribunal. It also clearly establishes the need for its very
existence. It does this by specific reference in the Statute to the important contribution
that agricultural production makes to the economy of the State, to the preservation of the
landscape and environmental resources of the State, and to the disruptive effect that even
threatened attacks on traditional and innovative new farm practices can have. This
legislation has been well researched and is believed to be the best means of resolution of
rural-urban conflict that can be offered now, remembering that the subject has been under
consideration since 1989 in Western Australia and since 1971 in New York State's
pioneering agricultural district law. The legislation will provide a relatively cheap means
of encouraging those in conflict to voice their complaints and seek resolution. It will not
alleviate the need for reform in land use planning, to bring together the proponents of
environmental, industrial, agricultural and urban planning into one forum as advocated
by the Legislative Council select committee. Action to this end is being facilitated
elsewhere under joint arrangements with the Minister for Planning and me as Minister for
Primary Industry, and progress is anticipated in the relatively near future.

To assist members, a flowchart has been prepared showing the main procedures that may
be followed by a person seeking to utilise the facilities to be established under the
provisions of this Bill. With the approval of the House, I table the flowchart. I commend
the Bill to the House.
[See paper No 201.]
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock.
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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY
Motion

Resumed from 11 April.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [11.52 am]: My remarks today will cover two issues. The
first is an issue which I am sure a number of members will have been lobbied on, the
current plight of Totalisator Agency Board agents in Western Australia. The second may
also concern some members and relates to the concerns associated with women's
gymnastics in Australia and Western Australia.
In relation to the TAB agents' predicament, the Liberal Party said in its pre-election
promises that agents must be treated with fairness and not merely the letter of the law
when the outlet system is changed. That is not the case. Instead, agents are being treated
very poorly by the TAB and only recently has the Minister for Racing and Gamning
agreed to meet representatives of the agents - I understand that meeting is tomorrow - to
listen to their concerns about their treatment by the board. I also refer to the comments
made about TAB agencies by the Legislative Assembly Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee in its report No 28. In that report the committee states -

The franchise system as it currently exists was introduced in 1981. According to
the TAB Agents' Association, the system was introduced because the TAB Board
feared that the Principal-Agent relationship operating since the inception of the
TAB would not survive a Master Servant test in an industrial tribunal. The
system was therefore sold to the existing agents.

That report also said the system benefits the TAB in that, firstly, it reinforces private
business concepts - that is, it could not be deemed to be a master-servant relationship;
secondly, employee attitudes and owner-operator attitudes hopefully would change;
thirdly, there was an incentive for the owner-operator to increase turnover; fourthly, there
were no relief staff to cater for sickness, annual leave, etc - they have to be supplied by
the agents; fifthly, there was increased financial security for the board - that is, the right
to repossess in cases of default; sixthly, the TAB would provide no working capital,
which it would have to do in the case of agents who were employees; and, lastly, the
commission payment structure would not change. Therefore, there were in 1981 some
very substantial advantages to the TAB to set up the arrangements for agents that exist
only in Western Australia.
A franchise review has been under way for some time. In an article in the September
1994 issue of TAB Talk the official newsletter of the agents, Mr Barry MacKinnon, the
former Leader of the Opposition, who was acting on their behalf said -

At the 1993 AGM of the TAB Agents Association, members endorsed a 'Ten
Point Action Plan".
The main theme of this plan was to ensure a review of the TAB - TAB Agents
franchise agreement with the objective of achieving:
Long term tenure
An improved remuneration scheme; and
An agreed and appropriate buy back scheme.
The Association subsequently met with the then Acting Chairman of the Board of
the TAB to formally present these requests.
At a further meeting on October 22, 1994 the Association was advised by the
General Manager at the TAB that the following steps had been taken by the TAB
in response to the "Ten Point Action Plan' request.

The TAB put in place a review of the franchise arrangements to be conducted by a Paddy
Thompson. It was agreed that Mr Thompson would report to the TAB subcommittee
appointed to negotiate a new agreement with the agents' association in the form of a draft
mutually satisfying agreement. It was also put forward that the review was specifically
to examine the best practical arrangements for franchise agreements relating to
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remuneration, selection, advisory mechanisms, terminations, operating performance and
standards. It was also agreed that the TAB would seek to conclude that review to enable
a conclusion to be aimed at in respect of a new franchise agreement being in place by
30 June 1994. As Mr MacKinnon said in the note -

It is a great disappointment to us all that this time frame has not been achieved.
The review focuses on the case of a TAB agents business.
Continuing uncertainty will persist until the review outcome is known.
The association will now ensure that it continues to press the TAB for an early
resolution of this issue.

That was in September 1993. Still, the agents do not know what will be the outcome. As
an indication of the importance of agents to TAB business in Western Australia, I will
quote for the House some statistics. Between 1987-88 and 1993-94, the number of
meetings increased from 1 426 to 2 977. The turnover of the TAB in total, not just
agents, increased from $386.6m to $584.7m. an enormous increase. Of that $584.7m,
approximately $320m can be accounted for by franchise agents. Average opening hours
have increased from 50.1 hours per week to 62.03 hours per week. The agents'
commission has gone from 39.44 per cent of expenditure in 1987-88 to 36.11 per cent in
1993-94. Therefore, over that time, the number of meetings has increased dramatically,
the turnover has increased dramatically, opening hours have increased significantly and,
at the same time, agents' commission has dropped significantly.
Since May 1993 the agents' association has been seeking an agreement with the TAB on
franchise terms beyond July 1995. Despite consistent and determined efforts by the
agents' association, the TAB has refused to negotiate key aspects of the new government
agreement. I am told it is not prepared to provide agents with any security of tenure
beyond five years. We must remember that many agents have their life savings invested
in their agencies and most will see that investment disappear, if the TAB sticks to that
five year tenure. KPMG Peat Marwick has looked at the situation and has said that the
agents have approximately $20m in the industry in Western Australia. That $20m will
go out the back door without any security of tenure being offered by the board.
The TAB has also refused to negotiate on the demand by agents to write into the
agreement an annual review of the agents' remuneration, and the. form of the review,
despite written advice that such remuneration will be reviewed annually. It refuses to
negotiate on the demand that agents be allowed to operate under any structure other than
a corporation, thus refusing agents the right to arrange their affairs in a manner which
best suits them. The TAB also refuses to extend new agreements to all agents. Some
lower turnover agencies are not to have their leases renewed, so that their business
investment will effectively be extinguished by the TAB. The agents are a very critical
component of the success of the racing industry in Western Australia. They account for
$320m in turnover out of more than $500m, yet they are being treated with contempt by
the board and, until now, the Government. They have not been given a fair hearing or
consideration in this matter. To add insult to injury, the report by Mr Thompson into
franchise agencies has gone to the TAB, but Mrs Eve Russell, in her capacity as a
member of the board, has been told she cannot have access to that report. I have a copy
of the letter from the solicitors acting on behalf of the agents' association which is
addressed to Mr Roger Hussey, the Chairman of the TAB. The letter states -

We are instructed by our client that at a recent board meeting a resolution was
passed by. the Board declining to provide our client with a copy of the 1993 report
prepared by Mr Paddy Thompson for the Board in relation to a proposed review
of franchises offered by the TAB Board to TAB agents ("the Thompson Report").
We are further instructed by our client that some time in 1988 she provided you
with a written opinion from counsel as to her entitlements, duties and obligations
as a member. of the Board. The legal position of our client remains unchanged.
In her capacity as a member of the Board, she has a right and a duty to deliberate
upon the affairs of the Board and that entitles her to the fullest information which
the Board is capable of providing to her.
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Mrs Russell, who is acting on behalf of the TAB agents, is aware of the implication of
rule 7(l). The letter continues -

Once she has had an opportunity to read the Thompson Report, she will be in a
position to declare whether she has a personal interest in the matter.

I advise members that Mrs Russell is no longer an owner of a TAB agency, but if she has
a personal interest in the matter she will abstain from voting on any resolution or
determination the board may seek to make.
It is an extraordinary situation that a member of the board, with all the responsibilities
and obligations that go with board membership, has been told that the key report
pertaining to the future of franchise agreements in the TAB is not available to her and
that she is to be kept in the dark. That is totally unacceptable. If anyone is required to sit
on a board, that person must have access to all the information. Even though Mrs Russell
is no longer a TAB agent, she has been chosen to represent the agents' interest on the
board; therefore, as her solicitors demanded, she has every right to demand access to the
board in the same way as the agents, who play a key role in the future of the racing
industry in this State, should have access to it. The agents have every right to expect that
they will get a damn sight more than a five year term on the board and that they will be
treated as all good franchisees should be treated; that is, be fully informed to enable them
to be very much a part of the system.
Franchise arrangements are common in business today and, as with McDonald's and
other companies, they work only because of the very good two way relationship between
the ultimate owner and the franchisee. The TAB agents will remain effective agents only
if they have that same relationship. The relationship between the board and the TAB
agents in this State is one of animosity. It is absolutely critical that the Minister
recognises the relationship must change before the new agreement is put in place.
I turn now to the women's artistic gymnastics elite training program that exists in
Western Australia and nationally. The members of that program will, in due course,
form a very large part of the national squad of women gymnasts for the 1996 and years
2000 and 2004 Olympics. The young girls are aged from 5 to 16 years. The Australian
Gymnastics Federation proposes to centralise the elite women's artistic gymnastics
program at the Australian Institute of Sport in Canberra. The decision has been endorsed
by the Australian Sports Commission.
The Federal Government, through the Australian Sports Commission, has made available
special funding for the preparation of athletes for the Olympic games in 1996 and the
year 2000. The Australian Gymnastics Federation was asked to submit a proposal
detailing the amount of and purposes for the funding it wanted. It put in place what is
called the gold medal plan, which is best described as little more than an outline, and its
main thrust is to centralise elite gymnastics in Canberra. The main thrust of that plan has
been put in place despite objections and a lack of consultation with organisations in
Victoria and Western Australia, as well as with the parents concerned.
In late December 1994 the national coach contacted selected senior gymnasts and told
them they were needed in Canberra from January and they would be away from home for
most of the year. Western Australia and Victoria strongly objected and did not go,
choosing to continue with their plan to tour the United States. I was told the national
coach was scathing in her comments on the United States trip and in her letter she said
that funding of state programs - for example, the program operated by the Western
Australian Institute of Sport - was dependent on gymnasts going to Canberra as directed.
Early in February the AGF presented for approval its completed national plan to the
Olympic athletes program management committee which is a subcommittee of the
Australian Sports Commission. The plan was approved by that subcommittee. It is
apparent that the Australian Sports Commission based its decision to approve that plan
on information provided by the AGF, which at the very best is biased, to demonstrate the
proposed benefits of centralising this sport.
The parents and coaches are very concerned about their involvement in the future welfare
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of these young people. It could be said that the endorsement of a plan by the Olympic
athletes program management committee means that the endorsement by the ASC is a
formality. However, a number of ASC commissioners expressed concern and after
lengthy discussions the plan was approved with a few provisos. One of the provisos was
that the national coach must spend time in the state high performance centres three times
a year and make an effort to market a national plan for coaches, gymnasts and parents.
The essence of the plan is that a core squad of 24 gymnasts will, together with their
coaches, be located in Canberra. The grave concern is that the length of stay for very
young gymnasts can be from one month to four years.
All of this has happened despite the undertakings of the AGF that there would be no
forced relocation. It has become increasingly evident that the AGF board intends, in
conjunction with the national coach, to force its agenda on Australian women artistic
gymnasts. There is a great deal of dissatisfaction within gymnastic circles Australia-wide
about this program. The welfare of the children involved has been given little
consideration and the wishes of the parents, in their role of being responsible for the
health and welfare of their children, have been totally ignored. A couple of weeks ago I
attended a meeting with the parents and a senior person from the Australian Gymnastics
Federation at the Superdrome and there is no doubt whatsoever that the parents of not
only the girls, but also the boys, are gravely concerned that all senior people involved in
this program will be forced to go to Canberra in order to participate. The objections to
the centralisation are based on a number of factors. First, the nature of women's artistic
gymnastics requires elite participation at a very early age - as young as five years. The
parents and the coaches believe the children are too young to be removed from their
families for extended periods. It is not reasonable to expect the families of young
gymnasts to relocate to Canberra to provide the gymnasts with the necessary family
support. Also, the established state institutes, such as the Institute of Sport in Western
Australia, have proved the effectiveness in Australia of a decentralised system. The
institutionalised nature of the Australian Institute of Sport program will undoubtedly
result in many talented gymnasts leaving the sport - as it has in recent years. A further
concern is that the centralised system through the AGF and the AIS in Canberra will
eventually cause the demise of the state system because it will not be possible to maintain
the local interest and funding. That will substantially reduce the base of gymnasts
available for that program.
In March 1995 the Australian Sports Commission wrote to one of the parents whose child
is involved in this program. That letter was signed by J.A. Ferguson, Executive Director
of the Australian Sports Commission, and it contains some comments which are a matter
of concern, such as -

Under the national program junior athletes will remain at their state centres to
further develop basic skills where the State centre can offer appropriate training.
The amount of training time spent in Canberra will be approximately 6 or 7
months during a year for those members selected in the national squad.

Already the ASC is stating that young girls will spend up to six or seven months a year in
Canberra - it could be for longer periods if the AGF gets its way. The letter continues -

The national program endorsed by the AGF was discussed by the Board of the
ASC on 2 February 1995. It was endorsed by the Commission -

That refers to the Australian Sports Commission. It continues -

- on the condition that objective criteria ensure that gymnasts are not
disadvantaged in respect of selection for non-attendance at Canberra camps.

I will advise members about the nature of the Canberra camps. Certainly, people are in
place to look after those young people. The letter continues -

Parents are encouraged to visit their children as often as possible.
Parents living in Western Australia whose child is based in Canberra, will need to be
fairly rich to visit their child more than once or twice a year. The letter refers to families
wishing to relocate to Canberra. Which families - whether in Perth, Melbourne or
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Sydney - will be able to relocate to Canberra in the hope that their daughter will become
a member of the national squad. at the 1996, 2000 or 2004 games? There will be no
guarantees. How many families can afford to relocate? The letter continues -

For those families wishing to relocate to Canberra, the AIS assists them as much
as possible to ensure a smooth transition. These arrangements will be extended to
all athletes participating in national squads under the AGF's national program,
which also includes one paid visit for parents each year.

The national program guarantees one paid visit a year for the parents of a 12 or 13 year
old girl based in Canberra. The letter continues, and this is a critical point -

I appreciate your view as a parent and wish to assure you that the Commission is
cognisant of the issues associated with women's elite gymnastics. However, the
national plan is intended to maximise Australia's performance internationally.

All the moves in relation to these young people are aimed at one thing; that is, to
maximise Australia's international performance in gymnastics. That is a fine and
admirable aim but, I am also told that the gold medal plan has as its target in the 2000
Olympics in Sydney one gold medal in the women's artistic gymnastics. For that target,
mnany young people are being sacrificed, as is the unity in the sport. It is a totally
inappropriate sacrifice in any circumstances. I am sure many members will recall during
the 1970s and 1980s when we looked on with horror at the events in eastern Europe with
a range of sports programs aimed at enhancing the partisan national view of countries
such as East Germany and the USSR. Those programs involved very young children and
pushed them through the sausage machine so that at the end the country might win some
gold medals. That is exactly what is happening with this program in Australia. It is
totally inappropriate that a nation such as ours should copy the discredited system which
existed in eastern Europe during those years.
Apart from those matters, I have a further concern about this issue. I have received
letters relating to the care and training these young people have already received at the
Institute of Sport in Canberra. I understand that a number of these letters have been
circulated throughout Australia. I will not use parliamentary privilege to reveal the
contents of these letters, but I understand copies have been sent to the federal Minister for
Sport and the contents of these letters are such that they cannot be ignored. In my view
the federal Minister for Sport should undertake an investigation into the allegations in
those letters. Although a number of them are unsigned, people involved in gymnastics in
Australia are well aware of the names of the parents and others who have written these
letters. In those letters people express their concern about the management of the
programs at the Institute of Sport in Canberra. I cannot guarantee the truth of the
allegations and, for that reason, I will not use the letters. However, these allegations
cannot be ignored.
I now point to the success of the sports program running in Western Australia. I have in
front of me a table showing a comparison between gymnasts eligible to compete in the 96
cycle; that is, the "National Squad 1 Members Named 1990 to 1994". It details the
various institutes, including the AIS, the WAIS, the Victorian Institute of Sport and so
on. It indicates that during that period 13 people started a program at the Australian
Institute of Sport and currently two remain in that program. At the Institute of Sport in
Perth five people started and three are still in that program. In Victoria six people started
and three remain. The retention rates at the state institutes are far higher. In addition, if
success is measured in terms of the number of medals - I have a personal concern about
that - in 1993-94 the AIS members won two medals, Victoria six medals, Western
Australia seven medals, and South Australia one medal, from a total of 16. The chart
clearly demonstrates that gymnasts based at the AIS do not perform better in
international competition than those working at state based facilities.
Another important aspect is that although the national coach has the necessary experience
to prepare the plan put in place, not one coach outside that plan - including many other
coaches now in Australia - has been asked to provide input to that important plan. A
particularly telling omission is Andrei Rodionenko, who is the only gymnastic coach in
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Australia to have prepared an Olympic gold medal winning gymnast. He is Australia's
most experienced high performance coach and he recently stated on this issue -

Five years ago I would have said centralise gymnastics, three years ago, fifty
fifty, but ask me today and I would tell you that centralisation is not right for
Australian gymnasts.

The existence of the program in Western Australia is under threat because if the AGF
continues with the line it is taking, there will be a decline in funding from the Australian
Institute of Sport to the Western Australian Institute of Sport because it will say that the
athletes and young gymnasts are not taking advantage of the opportunity to go to
Canberra. Parents were told in a press release from the AGF dated 4 April that -

At a special meeting of the board of the Australian Gymnastics Federation
convened in Melbourne last Sunday specifically to address the concerns of
parents prompted by either a lack of information or misinformation, the national
plan incorporating state-based high-performance centres working in conjunction
with the National Training Centre in Canberra was confirmed.

These parents are acting not on the basis of a lack of information or misinformation but
out of concern for their children. Any suggestion that children as young as 10, 11 or 12
can live in Canberra without their parents is totally out of keeping with what sport should
stand for in Australia, and that situation must be brought to an end.

Amendment to Motion
Mr TAYLOR: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but we regret to advise Your Excellency that the weak and indecisive
leadership shown by the Premier, in the face of undemocratic right-wing
factional domination of the Liberal Party, has led to a deep schism in his
Government, plummeting business confidence and the implementation of
extreme policies on privatisation, health and education detrimental to all
Western Australians.

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [ 12.21 pm]: One of the features
of the premiership of the member for Nedlands is that he always wants to blame someone
else for his own shortcomings. When the Premier imposed the $50 motor vehicle
registration fee, he blamed the previous Government for that revenue raising folly. When
he imposed the 40 a litre fuel tax - a tax which has been roundly condemned by not only
motorists but also the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia in its
most recently published pre-Budget submission to the Government - he sought to blame
the Federal Government. With the state native title legislation, which was the Premier's
own creation and an absolute folly, he sought to blame the High Court. The Premier
cannot accept responsibility for what he does and is always seeking to blame someone
else. The people of Western Australia are now thoroughly sick and tired of the constant
carping and whingeing about Canberra that we hear from the Premier of Western
Australia. He has overplayed his hand. He has gone well beyond seeking to represent
the interests of Western Australia or the people of Western Australia and it has now
become an indecent obsession with him.
However, in recent weeks the Premier has turned into an art form his refusal to accept
responsibility for his own actions. We have seen in the internal wranglings and in the
massacring and slaughtering of members of the Liberal Party, in his support for the
disgraced Senator Noel Crichton-Browne, and in his disloyalty to his federal leader, a
constant refusal on the part of the Premier of Western Australia to accept the
responsibility that the people of this State and the Parliament have given to him to lead,
to show by example, and to set the pace for the future of this State. We have a Premier
who is cowering and, refusing to accept responsibility for his actions.
I commence with the Premier's ill-timed and ill-fated support for the now disgraced
Senator Noel Crichton-Browne. We heard from the Premier, when Senator Noel
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Crichton-Browne was proceeding to be selected by the Liberal Party as the person who
would head its ticket in the Senate election which will be held jointly with the next
federal election, that the man had made a great contribution to Western Australia. Well-
known people on the conservative side of politics completely disagree with that view.
We heard the member for Floreat say that Senator Noel Crichton-Browne had made no
contribution to Western Australia. She asked, "What has Senator Noel Crichton-Browne
ever done for Western Australia?"; and there was a deafening silence from members
opposite. The Premier then described a criminal act as a private matter. The words of
his own deputy, the member for Cottesloe, set the record straight on that, as quite
properly they should. It is not a private matter when a person commits an aggravated
assault. It is a criminal offence against not only women but all of the people of this State.
Mr Shave: You have blood on your hands too. You are no different from the rest of
them.
Mr McGINTY: I think the member for Melville would be the last person to speak on this
sort of matter.
Mr Shave interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I remind the member for Melville that while interjections can
be accepted and can be responded to, if they are not, then he cannot persist in making
them and thereby prevent the member on his feet from speaking properly to this
Parliament.
Mr Shave: Do you condone suicide?
Mr McGINTY: Domestic violence is not a private matter. It is a public matter. It is an
offence against the criminal laws of this State.
Mr Shave: So is suicide.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Melville.
Mr McGINTY: Domestic violence is not a private matter. The Premier, showing a lack
of leadership, tried to con the people of Western Australia into believing that, somehow
or other, a vicious, unprovoked assault on a woman should be beyond the laws of this
State and is a private matter between the individuals involved. In these matters, the
Premier has failed absolutely to show leadership. He should have accepted the
proposition that was advanced on this side of the House, and he should have accepted the
proposition that was advanced by his deputy, that men cannot call themselves Australian
men if they beat their wives, and they should not be able to hide behind the view that it is
a private matter. It is a public matter. Senator Noel Crichton-Browne stands condemned
for that, and the Premier stands condemned for failing to distance himself and, therefore,
the Government of Western Australia, from what has been a most sordid matter.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for Marangaroo has been in this Parliament for
a long time now and he knows that it is disorderly to call out interjections not to the
member on his feet but across the Chamber, so I remind the member for Marangaroo and
others who may be leading to this that I cannot accept that while I am in the Chair and
will have to take action on it.
Mr McGINTY: The Premier should have sent a loud and clear message to everyone in
Western Australia, and in particular to that half of the members of the public of Western
Australia which comprises women, that domestic violence will not be tolerated, but the
message that the Premier sent out is that it is a private matter and it is okay. That was
unforgivable. It showed a complete lack of understanding of principle. It showed a
complete lack of commitment to provide leadership. It was self serving in seeking to
support his patron, Senator Noel Crichton-Browne, and, frankly, it is against the interests
of both the Liberal Party and the people of Western Australia. It is something which the
Premier got completely wrong, and if he were man enough we would expect him to stand
in this place and say so, but he is not, and we will not hear him say it, even though he did
get it completely wrong. The rancour, the splits and the massacres that have occurred in
recent times and are continuing today within the Liberal Party are further evidence of the
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lack of leadership of this Premier. He needed to throw his weight behind Senator Noel
Crichton-Browne as a bit of cronyism and nepotism to see his brother elected as part of
the continuation of the dynasty to go to Canberra, and to see the sitting member for
Curtin defeated in the preselection ballot. We have seen the Premier throw his support
behind his brother, only to see massacred a member of the Liberal Party who has given
his service to the Commonwealth Parliament.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: Dr David Honey is another person behind whom the Premier has thrown
his support, but members of the Liberal Party throughout the length and breadth of this
State say that Dr Honey has been the most divisive president that the Liberal Party has
ever seen; and that he should go with Senator Crichton-Browne for what he is doing to
the governing party in this State.
The Premier has opposed the moderates in his party. He has failed to listen. He has
opposed his deputy, the member for Cottesloe, who has been the voice of reason in many
respects throughout this whole sad and sorry affair. Constantly, the member for
Cottesloe has been the voice of reason. He has suggested ways in which the
Court/Crichton-Browne faction will no longer be able to dominate and rule the Liberal
Party with an iron fist, and impose their extreme right wing ideology on the party. The
suggestion by the member for Cottesloe of one way in which that can be handled is to
increase the fee for membership which has been so ruthlessly exploited by Senator
Crichton-Browne and the Premier, in order to stack branches and to execute politically a
number of politicians who have given good service to this State - all in order to support
their cronies. There is no suggestion of improvement in quality; just a need to put up
their cronies - the people who will support them. It is happening in epidemic proportions
at the moment. Let us see what happens tonight in Cowan, as the final leg in that
triumvirate of preselection battles.
The Premier does not give a damn about his party. He will throw his weight behind a
couple of extremists - Senator Noel Crichton-Browne and David Honey, both now
completely discredited - to protect his hide. That is what is going on in Western
Australia at the moment. "The party be damned" is the cry of the Premier; and the party
will be damned unless he shows some leadership and accepts the advice of the many
moderate forces including his deputy. The Premier should intervene and show a little
leadership. He is shattering the confidence of the public in the governing party. It is a
truism in Australian politics that a party divided in itself cannot govern. The public will
turn on the Premier because he is leading a divided rabble. He cannot govern his party,
and he is not fit to govern the people of this State. He knows as well as I do - because of
the extent to which he moved to include the National Party in his coalition in the lead up
to the last state election - how crucial is internal unity. The Premier has let down the
public badly. He sold out to the National Party. With 6 per cent of the vote the National
Party won the Deputy Premiership and four Cabinet Ministers. It is the most
unrepresentative rump one will ever see, but the Premier appreciates the need for internal
unity in the lead up to any election. He appreciated it then, but he does not appreciate it
now because he now presides as Premier and, therefore, the public figurehead; and as
leader of the Liberal Party he is presiding over a rabble. The Premier's lack of leadership
has allowed the situation to fester. He has backed the wrong horse in supporting David
Honey and Senator Noel Crichton-Browne. The Premier should be big enough now to
show some leadership and to inject some credibility into the party.
It does not stop there. What about the poor national leader of the Liberal Party? John
Howard came to Perth. Perth is becoming the graveyard of leaders of the Liberal Party,
who come here to deal with the Premier's right wing extremists. We all recall that the
former leader of the Liberal Party, Alexander Downer, came to Perth and tried to appease
the Premier's extremist position by offering to repeal the Native Title Act. Alexander
Downer went downhill from there, to the extent that he became the most unpopular
Leader of the Opposition anywhere in Australia. It all started with his trying to sing the
Premier's tune. The bloke showed a complete lack of judgment in jumping into bed with
the Premier. He should have distanced himself, just as the member for Cottesloe has on
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this issue. The member for Cottesloe has not supported the Premier in his extremist
position on Mabo; he has called for a more conciliatory and reasoned approach. The
Premier should start listening to the member for Cottesloe because he makes more sense
than the Premier. The Premier led the way to the demise of Alexander Downer. No
doubt John Howard regrets coming to Western Australia because he then became
embroiled in a massive conflict which had to do with the lack of leadership being shown
by the Premier. We have heard calls throughout the length and breadth of this country
from various sources within the Liberal Party for the Premier to show a little leadership.
An analysis appeared in The West Australian last Saturday, headed "Court on wrong
wavelength". It was written by Steven Loxley and reads -

Richard Court made a real hash of the Noel Crichton-Browne affair.

The Premier began by saying that it was a matter for the lay party. Reference was then
made to the Premier's action which led to the resignation of the member for South Perth
from the Liberal Party because of the lack of leadership by the Premier on this matter.
The article continues -

.. deputy Liberal leader Colin Barnett clearly contradicted his leader's position,
widening a rift that has been emerging for some months at the top of the
Government.
Mr Court said last week that Senator Crichton-Browne had made a big
contribution to the party over many years and had his full support. Mr Court also
said that the restraining order was a matter for the senator and his family.

It was probably a matter of favours being called in because the senator's support
was crucial to Mr Court rolling Barry MacKinnon and taking the leadership of the
Liberal Party. And it seemed to be aimed at improving the chances of the
Premier's brother, Ken Court, winning preselection for the prize seat of Curtin ...

Nevertheless, the Premier's comments were ill-advised and showed, in retrospect,
appalling political judgment.

That is what this State's political commentators are saying about this Premier. The
Premier needs to have a good, hard look at himself. We all know - as does John
Howard - that the right wing extremists in the Liberal Party in Western Australia have
had a long-term dislike for John Howard, ever since he stopped them rorting the tax
system with bottom of the harbour deals. We all know that the Premier, in a life before
Parliament, was involved in implementing the Brehaut scheme for bottom of the harbour
tax avoidance when associated with Court Marine. He has not provided support to his
federal leader. It goes back to the distant dislike, antipathy and antagonism between the
Crichton-Browne/Court faction of the Liberal Party and John Howard who has now seen
his favoured candidate for the seat of Curtin, Alan Rocher, summarily dismissed. He has
seen the person behind whom he threw his weight in the seat of Moore, Paul Filing,
summarily dismissed after doing quite a good job. Who will be the new candidate for the
seat of Cowan following tonight's preselection? Will we see another gangland-style
political execution conducted by the Court/Crichton-Browne faction?
Mr Court: I do not think that Beahan will get up.
Mr McGINTY: The Premier is drawing a long and desperate bow by trying to compare
that with the massacre over which he presides in the Liberal Party. The Premier needs to
look at his front bench. The President of the Liberal Party said that most members of the
state Cabinet will be challenged for preselection. It is a vote of no confidence in those
members when the president is predicting that most of them will be challenged. The
Minister for Planning, the member for Applecross, is dead in the water. He has nowhere
to go. The numbers have been done on him by the member for Melville, and we might as
well kiss the member for Applecross goodbye. What will happen to the member for
Warren? He is in the firing line, as is the member for Cottesloe. That is no way to run a
political party. Too many members at both the federal and state level have left the party;
parliamentarians have quit in disgust, and members currently are under threat. The
response of the Premier has been to bring out his dark, nasty, vicious side. The people in

1309



Western Australia will see more of that side of the Premier as he becomes more
desperate. He has resorted to slander and to vile, unsubstantiated allegations. He has
sought to continue to exploit for political reasons the tragic suicide of Penny Easton.
This Premier keeps trying to crank it up to extract the last ounce of political mileage for
the Liberal Party out of a tragic death. The Premier is so shallow, so absolutely desperate
to divert attention from the internal difficulties within his party, that he tries to milk the
tragic suicide of Penny Easton. What the Premier has done in this matter is absolutely
disgraceful. In the same way the Liberal Party raised matters of its own internal
destruction, we see the Premier raising this matter.
Mr Shave inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I remind the member for Melville that the job of the
Chair in this place is to ensure that every member has the right to have his say and be
heard. From time to time members on one side of the House will not like what is being
said by those on the other side, and conversely that changes as the debate goes on. The
important thing is that members have the right to be heard. I remind the member for
Melville that interjections taken up by the member on his feet are acceptable, but he
cannot persist with interjections when that person is not taking them up. The member for
Melville must ease back and desist from interjecting.
Mr McGINTY: The Premier is absolutely transparent; he is trying to milk the tragic
suicide of Penny Easton for every ounce of political gain he can get out of it without
giving a damn for the feelings of anyone associated with that tragic series of events.
People in this State want to see leadership. They do not want to see rancour and
division - the sort of behaviour we have seen from the Premier in recent times. We
should learn the lesson from history. Daily we see from this Premier a very clear lesson
which was run once before in history, and it is something that he and everyone in this
Parliament should observe. I suggest the Premier reread Richard HI. In that is the
description of Richard Court as Premier of Western Australia. It is the story of a weak
and ineffectual leader a leader who surrounds himself with incompetent sycophants; a
person who fails to show any leadership. Richard II is beholden to the very people who
created him in that position, to the incompetents who surround him. We see that all the
time, with the Premier retaining the member for Kingsley in the position of Attorney
General. The message in all of this for a weak and ineffectual leader who surrounds
himself with incompetents is that they will turn on him, as they did on Richard HI when
they executed him. The Premier should be aware that that story will be the story of
Richard of Western Australia. The Sir Pierce of Exton in Western Australia is the
member for Cottesloe.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [ 12.34 pm]: The story
we are relating today goes back to the Liberal Party in opposition and to the decision to
remove Barry MacKinnon from the leadership of the Liberal Party. That decision was
not made by members of the parliamentary Liberal Party acting independently on the
basis of their judgment about who would be a good leader of the Liberal Party in Western
Australia.
Mr Court: How did you get rid of Peter Dowding?
Dr GALLOP: History has well recorded that, and I do not need to retell it. We must
retell the story of the Premier's coming to the premiership of this State because it is
impacting upon the Government of this State. Barry MacKinnon and those who
surrounded him in the leadership of the parliamentary Liberal Party represented what
their critics called suburban mediocrity. It is interesting that this word "suburban" has
been used by the good Senator Noel Crichton-Browne in his attacks upon those who are
criticising him. It was the view of the Crichton-Browne faction of the Liberal Party that
what they saw as suburban mediocrity represented by the member for Jandakot, Barry
MacKinnon, the member for South Perth and others like him, was a stubbornness and an
inflexibility about them. They would not take up certain matters that they believed
should not be taken up. They would not cross the line between what they believed to be
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right and wrong. The one thing that the Crichton-Browne faction cannot tolerate is
suburban decency - the sort of people who know the difference between right and wrong.
What did the Crichton-Browne faction do? It got rid of Barry MacKinnon as leader of
the Liberal Party and put in his place the current Premier. The current Premier is an
empty vessel into which one can pour anything. Richard Court is in the position because
he will take instructions. He is not a leader, he is a follower. He will do what the
Crichton-Browne faction wants, and that is why he has been put into that position.
The drama that we are seeing played out in Western Australian conservative politics goes
back to the 1970s and 1980s, when a group of people discovered how easy it was to make
money, and lots of it! Then they turned their attention to politics, and they found that the
same principles applied. It was easy to get numbers, to take over branches, and to take
over the Liberal Party. That group of people, step by step, moved in to take over the
Liberal Party. The features of their politics were twofold. The first was that they would
pursue political power by almost any means available to them, whether those means were
fair or foul. The second feature of their politics -

Mr Court: How can you be serious about what you are saying after your involvement in
the Brian Burke years and its Cabinets?
Dr GALLOP: I am indeed serious. My record lines up against the Premier's any day.
The Premier comes into this place with his diversionary tactics all the time. We know
about the file he has. He will not address the issue of his premiership. We know the
diversionary tactics he will adopt when he gets to his feet.
Mr Shave: Are you feeling nervous about that file?
Dr GALLOP: We know all about the member for Melville, because once upon a time he
was in the Labor Party. I was at the meeting of the Fremantle branch of the Labor Party
when he brought along his numbers from the Railway Hotel in Fremantle, and they all
voted dutifully on that occasion for my friend and colleague the member for Peel. We
know that the member for Melville is using exactly the same tactics to get support in
Applecross. The first thing about this Government is its ruthless pursuit of numbers.
Mr Shave interjected.
Dr GALLOP: We needed those numbers at the time and we were grateful for them.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I remind members that they should not refer to members by
their first name. We have a procedure in this place.
Dr GALLOP: The second part of the politics of this faction was its extremist political
position on issues like land rights, States' rights, and the monarchy. In the 1980s a
famous document put out by former director of the Liberal Party Chilla Porter stated that
no Liberal member of Parliament should compromise on these principles and, if they did,
they should not be in Parliament.
That faction has had its ups and downs. In recent years it has all been up for the
Crichton-Browne faction. It got the person it wanted as Premier and it did a deal over the
presidency of the party and got Dr David Honey in. This faction's appetite is insatiable.
Its wants more; it wants total control over the Liberal Party. As a result the tensions that
existed during the 1970s and 1980s have spilled out. They spilled out when the now
member for Floreat sought preselection. They spilled out in more recent days over a
range of preselections. They have spilled out in South Perth where the current member
has become an Independent. This is not just a matter for the Liberal Party; it is a matter
of public interest.
In recent days very senior and experienced politicians in Western Australia, within this
Parliament, the national Parliament and the Liberal Party, have made a range of
comments that are of concern within the Liberal Party. What have these people been
saying about those who are governing Western Australia? First, they have consistently
argued that quite improper methods have been used to achieve results in seats. Those
issues come up from time to time in politics. People who miss out on a win often
complain about a process. The difference in this case is the consistency of the argument.
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The federal member for Moore and the member for South Perth have come out with a
consistent argument about the way in which preselection procedures have been rorted.
Secondly - one of the most shocking things came out from Dame Rachel Cleland - people
in the Liberal Party have felt threatened. She used those words, not members of the
Opposition. What did she mean by them? What does the use of that language indicate
for the way in which this State is being conducted by this Government?
Thirdly, a range of experienced people involved in politics in this State have said that the
Government of this State has been hijacked by a small, extremist element. That has been
seen in the Mabo issue where millions of dollars of taxpayers' funds have been spent on a
futile case in the High Court of Australia. That campaign was conducted based on the
political position of the Government and not because of any strong legal advice it
received. These are not claims of the Opposition; they are claims from people who have
been involved in politics for many years and who have enjoyed responsible positions. I
repeat: They have said that there is rorting of the processes; that people feel threatened;
that the Liberal Party is hijacked by an extremist element. They are not talking about the
City of Nedlands, but the Government of Western Australia. It will have an impact upon
the way in which decision making occurs; the sorts of decisions that are made; and
whether the welfare of the great mass of our population will be protected.
Where does the Premier fit into this equation? He has been weak and ineffectual on the
issues that have confronted him as the leader of the Liberal Party and the Premier of
Western Australia. He has not lead on these issues; he has followed, and as a result the
crisis that faces his party, and therefore the people of Western Australia generally, has
not been resolved. We could focus upon the fact that the Liberal Party does not have
well developed mechanisms for dealing with differences between individuals. Over
many decades the Labor Party did not have good mechanisms for dealing with
differences within the party. The splits and damage that occurred within the Labor Party
are well known. As a result of that experience new generations of Labor Party people
worked out how to deal with consensus, and have acknowledged that there is a left wing,
a right wing and a centre faction, and we need to get on together. We have worked out
how to deal with these issues. The fact that the Liberal Party does not have a mechanism
to deal with this issue leads me to this simple conclusion: The Premier, the one person
who has the authority to do so by virtue of his leadership, has intervened, not on behalf of
the general mass of the population or the broader Liberal Party community, but on behalf
of one faction. The clear message to the people of Western Australia is this: We do not
have government on behalf of the majority, we have government on behalf of a very
small clique in Western Australia. That is because the Premier is not capable of
exercising the freedom that the authority of his position should give him.
He has been indecisive and as a result a number of consequences have followed. First,
the Government of Western Australia has been hijacked by an extremist element. There
is no question that the Government of Western Australia does not represent the broad
mass of opinion in this State on questions like privatisation of our health system; the
integrity of our public school system; respect for the law in relation to the High Court and
its decisions; and the appropriateness of using taxes and charges imposed on ordinary
working people to achieve political ends. In all of those areas the Government does not
represent a broad mass of the population; it acts very simply and clearly in a very
uncompromising way on behalf of a small clique. The extremist policies are costing us
dearly and eventually they will cost the Government dearly. A change of opinion has
occurred within the community about state politics over the past six months. We are
picking it up in our daily political activities. People are turning away from the
Government because of this extremism.
The second way in which the Premier's weak leadership is reflected within any decision
making is the way he governs his party within the Parliament; the way Cabinet is
organised, and the way he reshuffled that Cabinet. These are matters of public
importance. I believe cabinet government is a very good system of government.
Mr Court: Do you support the collective responsibility of government?
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Dr GALLOP: Indeed, I do, very consistently.
Mr Court: Why then haven't you accepted responsibility for all your WA Inc deals?
That's different!
Dr GALLOP: The Labor Party has accepted responsibility in a very mature way for all
those issues. We have had a royal commission and we are willing to carry out its
recommendations. In case people did not notice, there was a leadership change on this
side of the House in 1990 when we were in government and, further, there was an
election in 1993.
Mr Shave: Which you lost.
Dr GALLOP: Yes, probably primarily because of the events of the 1980s. We certainly
did not lose that election on the basis of the policies that this Government is pursuing or
on the basis of the leadership shown by our current Government. In answer to the
question, we do understand that principle. We have been held to account for those issues.
Mr Court: Why then don't you resign?
Dr GALLOP: Has the Premier heard of an election and the role it plays? The trouble
with the Premier is that he does not understand the system.
Mr Court interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr GALLOP: The Premier's ignorance is very dangerous. I am very pleased to see the
backbench members are all in here listening to my speech. They all know that merit was
the last thing taken into account when the Cabinet reshuffle occurred. The factional
colleagues of the Premier were promoted above their station. Does the backbench deny
that? Are they prepared to say to me they agree with the decision of the Premier to
promote the member for Melville, who has gone from Mogadon to speed in six months,
the member for Helena and the member for Moore? Do they represent meritocracy over
the member for Jandakot, the member for Dianella and others on the back bench?

Sitting suspended from 1.04 to 2.00 pm

[Questions without notice taken,]

Visitors and Guests - Durack, Hon Peter
The SPEAKER: Today in the Speaker's Gallery we have Hon Peter Durack, former
federal Attorney General and distinguished Western Australian.
[Applause.]

Debate Resumed
Dr GALLOP: I will summarise the points I have made in this Address-in-Reply debate:
First, the issue facing the Liberal Party in this State currently is not just an issue for the
Liberal Party. It is an issue for the people of Western Australia generally because it is
impacting upon the very nature of government in this State. The administration of the
Liberal Party currently, therefore, the administration of the Western Australian
Government, is in the hands of a tiny minority that does not represent the broad
community views of the people of Western Australia. It does not represent the broad
spectrum of opinion within the Liberal Party, and it certainly does not represent the broad
range of opinion in the community. We have seen this with Mabo. We are currently
seeing it in relation to the planned privatisation of our first-class public health system -
where Western Australia leads the way. When t his Government finishes, I have no doubt
our health system will drop from number one in Australia. It is manifest in the
impositions placed on ordinary working families who are currently - despite the upturn in
the economy - subject to real pressures in their household budget. This Government has
done nothing to alleviate the pressure on ordinary households. We also see it in the
Government's approach to our public health system. We on this side of the Chamber
endorse the remarks made by the ever alert member for Collie yesterday when she raised
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the matter. This is what happens when government falls into the hands of a very small
group of people. Finally, within the Government, meritocracy no longer prevails. We
note that the people who give loyal support to the governing faction are promoted ahead
of their station, and ahead of those who worked hard within the party and have shown the
talent and ability to do the job.
It is not just about the Liberal Party. It is about the Government of Western Australia. It
is about whether the Government will be in the hands of a small minority, governing on
behalf of the minority, or whether it will be in the hands of a Government caring for the
broad mass of the community.
[The member's time expired.]
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [2.36 pm]: Let us put to rest where the blame lies for
the crisis presently facing the Government particularly the leader. The blame clearly lies
at the Premier's feet because of his unwillingness to take action to get rid of the thug of
the Liberal Party, Senator Noel Crichton-Browne. They are not my concerns in
opposition. It is easy for me to make comments like that, because of what I have
believed for many years about the senator. The problem for the Premier is that that is the
view within the Liberal Party.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is not appropriate to use such words. I will not ask the
member to withdraw. I ask him not to use those words again.
Mr MAURLBOROUGH: I am happy not to use the word "thug". That is not my word to
describe the senator. It is on the record that as a lifelong friend of the Premier and the
Court family he has played a major part in putting together the dynasty of the Liberal
Party. In the words of Ian Viner, for the last 15 years Senator Crichton-Browne and the
Court family have controlled the Liberal Party. They are the Liberal Party's words, not
mine. We have seen the evidence in the media throughout Australia, that the senator has
admitted a criminal assault on his wife. He admitted to causing strangulation around the
neck, perforation of an eardrum and blackened eyes. The tragedy is that the Premier has
been embroiled in covering up all the misdemneanours of Crichton-Browne over many
years because the senator was delivering to the Premier stacked branches, finances, and
yes-men - and in the case of the Attorney General, a yes-woman. While the senator was
delivering that sort of package to the Premier, the Premier was happy to tolerate the
senator. In fact, he was part of the den of vipers within the Liberal Party.
Paul McGeough wrote an article in the Sydney Morning Herald on 7 April indicating
where the Premier's problems arose. The article reads -

Has she twigged that she might be the next victim? The affair was years ago. It
went bad; they say she was beaten. Now she's said to be happily married -
children, a house in the suburbs. But some in the Western Australian Liberal
Party are threatening to tell her husband and the rest of the country the secrets of
her past.
Liberal activists whisper her name; without saying so, they invite reporters to
investigate the liaison of which they already appear to have intimate knowledge.

The problem is not on this side of the House; it is within the Liberal Party. It is the end
of sleaze in the Liberal Party. The removal of Crichton-Browne from the Liberal Party is
the removal of just part of the garbage. The rest is to come. It involves some on the
other side of the House. The new brigade is led by Mr Sheen, the member for Cottesloe.
In the blue corner we have had the Crichton-Browne-Court faction, sitting over the
bubbling cauldron of poison that has spread throughout the Liberal Party for 15 years,
with the head wizard, Crichton-Browne, now being severely damaged. In the red corner
is the new brigade, led by Mr Sheen, who wants to clean out the dirty cauldron. Mr
Sheen is experiencing some difficulty. This dirt and grime is so entrenched that it cannot
be cleaned simply by removing Crichton-Browne. That is why we have seen, and we
will continue to see, this activity to undermine Crichion-Browne. He is simply a
convenience used bypeople, not on this side of the House, to clean the garbage out of the
Liberal Party. The Premier happens to be part of that garbage.
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I put the Premier on notice now: The major threat to him in the next six months will
come not from our side but from his side of the House. In his desperate attack on
Carmen Lawrence, he knows that The Bulletin Morgan-Gallop poll already states -

The popularity of the Western Australian coalition dropped in February and
March and support for Premier Richard Court slumped dramatically. Approval of
Court has nose-dived to 49 per cent, down I1I per cent.

The skids are already under the Premier. I will tell the Premier who is also putting the
skids under him not only at a State level but also at a federal level. Last week the Leader
of the Federal Opposition came to Western Australia and got involved in this matter
because Mr Sheen, the member for Cottesloe, Mr Viner and Mr Chaney got his ear and
said, "We do have a crisis. This is an opportunity to clean out the garbage." Mr Howard
was listening with both ears because he was about to see Allan Rocher rolled by Ken
Court, and for what reason? Could the Premier tell me why his party rolled Allan
Rocher, the federal member? Two minutes ago in question time, the Premier was
berating us -

Mr Court: I will tell you. It was because the preselection committee made a decision.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The hidden agenda is that the Crichton-Browne-Court
dominated preselection committee made the decision. It made that decision because the
Court family has decided that, to improve and expand its business empire into Asia, it
needs the Liberal brother, Ken Court, in Federal Parliament. That is where they hope he
can get his hands on the appropriate legislation and the appropriate numbers to bring
about more profit for Mr Court. When I was in India last year, I spoke to Indian
members of Parliament, and this is what they told me.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member has just dropped into a very good tone where we
can all hear him very clearly and pick up the points that he wants to make. I suggest that
the member give some consideration to moderaing his upper vocal register.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not think that my voice was very good this week.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is very powerful. We can hear you better when you are
speaking moderately.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Court family's manipulation of the political process that has
been going on for 15 years in Western Australia will now be carried to Canberra. As the
Indian members of Parliament said to me when I was in that country last year, "We tell
them when they are in power that they are in power to make sure they look after their
next three generations." We know that when Ken Court goes into Federal Parliament, he
will be there to look after the next 12 generations of the Court family. The tragedy of it
is that people in the Liberal Party have the same view. That is why they want to clean
out this garbage. I will tell members what the Liberal Party has said about this sordid
incident. I refer to the same article by Paul McGeough, who seems to have been briefed
by the Liberal Party on a number of matters. Has the Premier spoken to Paul McGeough
in recent times?
Mr Court: Yes, I have.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Did the Premier send him on the trail of the furphy that he is
trying to run on Carmen Lawrence?
Mr Court: He told me the story on Saturday and said that there was a lot more to come.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Can the Premier repeat for the record that Paul McGeough came
to him?
Mr Court: Do you want to know where he told me?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Yes.
Mr Court: He told me at a Press conference on Saturday.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us look at what the Liberal Party says of this leader and
what he has been up to with his gang of vipers within the party in the past 15 years. All
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of the new backbenchers should listen to this because Paul McGeough has been around
politics for a long time. The article states -

Inside and outside the Liberal Party, they've been trying for years to ping
Crichton-Browne. Not surprisingly, Crichton-Browne runs the branch with an
arrogant, iron grip. The frustration of his opponents is intense.
Says a former party officer "Since [he swung] the party violently to the Right, any
who dared to have a contrary opinion have been excluded, denigrated. He
flaunted his power. People could not stomach it."

That is coming from the Liberal Party, not the Labor Party. That is from Liberal Party
sources, those who have had enough, led by Mr Sheen, the member for Cottesloe, who
wants to lead the clean up. The article continues -

Fellow-Liberals leaked copies of the Crichton-Browne restraint order.
The Premier's running mates, the dogs in his pack, leaked copies of the restraint order.
The article continues -

They justify their behaviour as a last resort ...
This is what is killing the Liberal Party; these are the crucial words. Regardless of what
the Premier is trying to bring to bear on Carmen Lawrence, this is what will show up in
the polls until Mr Sheen is successful in cleaning out the cauldron. The Premier's gang,
his thugs are on the nose.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I direct the member to withdraw that expression.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am more than happy to withdraw the expression "thugs".
The SPEAKER: Order! I have told the member about that before.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am led to use that word by no less a report than the Kyle report
which said that the Premier's mates - the Attorney General; her husband, Colin
Edwardes; Dr Wayne Bradshaw; and the member for Wanneroc - were crooks. He said
that they manipulated the political process at Wanneroo to nail innocent councillors. He
said that they took money, they took bribes. He listed them. There were six or seven
cases. What did this Premier do to cover up for his mates? The Premier held an inquiry
into the financial manoeuvring of the member for Wanneroo. The Premier refused to
make the report a public document, to bring the document to this Parliamentf so that the
people of Western Australia, who had already formed an opinion of what the member for
sleaze, the member for Wanneroo was all about -

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! It is totally out of order to refer to a member of this Chamber in
that way. I direct the member to withdraw the remark and apologise.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy to withdraw and apologise.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will use the words of Mr Peter Kyle, QC. He said of the
member for Wanneroo and Mr Colin Edwardes, the husband of the Attorney General and
very close associate of this Premier, and of Dr Wayne Bradshaw, another close associate
of this Premier, that they were willing to use their position to threaten and coerce and do
whatever they could to get their political end. The reality of that little examination by
Peter Kyle into Wanneroo Inc is the crux of what is happening in the Liberal Party
throughout this State. However, rather than Peter Kyle's leading the inquiry, now people
within the Liberal Party such as the Viners and Chaneys are leading inquiries into the
running of the Liberal Party.
It does not matter how many of this Premier's mates try to denigrate those people, the
tragedy and the difficulty for this Premier as he attacks Carmen Lawrence, is that those
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people believe she has more standing in the community than he does. Mr Viner and Mr
Chancy are far more respected by the business community, the legal profession and the
Weld Club than is he or his brother. There is a chancre in the family; it is all around him
and those people will make sure it disappears quickly. They will not stop at Crichton-
Browne; they will have a thorough clean out. The blue corner is under threat from within
because the head of the witches, the bloke who made the poisonous brew, has been
mortally wounded. When faced with these circumstances the Premier was always able to
run to the elder statesman for advice.
Within the Liberal Party he finds that members cannot remember when the elder
statesman was last the Premier or when he last talked sense about the direction of the
Liberal Party. It is no use running off to daddy any more; he does not have advice for the
Premier that will help. The best advice he has given him over this incident is to fall back
on the standard approach; that is, find someone in the Opposition to kick the hell out of.
That is what has always been done in the Liberal Party. He has taken a leaf out of
Crichton-Browne's book, who has always done it up-front, as have Chilla Porter and Bill
Hassell. However, they are not around any more. The elder statesman has shown the
Premier the old ways: He has told him to pick on Carmen. As happened in the fairy tale,
the Premier asked, "Mirror mirror on the wall, who is the best loved of them all, me or
Carmen?" The tragedy for the Premier is that the mirror keeps telling him Carmen is best
loved of all.
Irrespective of what this leader tries to do to Carmen Lawrence - we should be real about
it - it is only an attempt by this Premier to cover-up the major problems he has within the
Liberal Party.
Mr Cowan: Keith Wilson was dreaming, was he?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Why should he be dreaming?
Mr Cowan: Was he telling the truth?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Premier and the Leader of the National Party should know
better. It is true that the Leader of the National Party and his four members, whom he
meets with constantly in a telephone booth, do not discuss much for long because they do
not have any policies. How can they discuss lengthy policies on the grade of a sheep and
the height a corn field? They cannot. The Leader of the National Party should know - he
has been in politics for long enough - that when an important volatile issue arises, debate
takes place on it over time. When the debate is revisited after some considerable time,
such as was the case with the Penny Easton affair, people will have different views about
the emphasis of what was said or when things may have been said. There is nothing
unusual in that.
When the Premier was confronted on the steps of this Parliament last week and asked
what role Mr Howard had played and if it were true he had made certain statements, the
Premier's answer was, "I don't know, I don't recall, I'm not telling you anything in a
private conversation I had with Mr Howard." There is nothing unusual about that, that is
politics. However, it is not enough to save this Premier from the voracious appetite of
the Mr Sheen brigade led by the member for Cottesloe from within the Liberal Party. It
will not divert them from removing him. I predict that by Christmas he will not be in the
seat he occupies now. That is how voracious is their appetite.
Let us picture it. The Liberal Party tried to keep the lid on this boiling poisonous caldron
of Crichton-Browne, Chilla Porter, the Court family and Bill Hassell for 15 years. In
their own words good, ordinary Australians, who happen to have a different political
position than I, and who are members of the Liberal Party, "have had enough". They
cannot stomach any more, and the Crichton-Browne issue was the manifestation of that
sickness and bile they wanted to get rid of. Had the revelations not been made over his
beating his wife, according to the article in The Sydney Morning Herald the story would
have come out about "the other woman". The feeding frenzy in the Premier's party
aimed at destroying and swallowing the garbage that has been floating around for 15
years, of which the Premier is part, is such that if they do not succeed with the first
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injunction against him, they will tell the world who laid the second injunction against
him, according to The Sydney Morning Herald, and none of his games such as attacking
Carmen Lawrence will work. I suggest that within the Premier's team a majority of
people have their eye on the main game, which is to get rid of him and his power base.
[The member's time expired.]
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [2.57 pm]: The member for Peel is making a day
with Paul Keating look pretty attractive! I think that is the fourth time I have heard that
speech. All I can say is that perhaps the theatrics get better. We should get down to a
few facts: Just before lunch, when talking about factions within the Labor Party, the
member for Marangaroo said that all Labor Party members love each other and get on
well with each other. However, no political party in Australia is more split into groups
than the Labor Party opposite.
Mr Marlborough intezjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel.
Mr COURT: Only a few months ago when the member for Marangaroo was explaining
that the now Leader of the Opposition was not divorced from WA Inc, he said, "He was
very close to the Burke government as the secretary of the Missos. He spent many days
on the 19th floor doing all sorts of deals."
Mr Cunningham inteijected.
Mr COURT: When it was convenient, the Leader of the Opposition said he was not
involved in the previous Government.
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Balcatta!
Mr COURT: I could talk at great length about the Leader of the Opposition, who is
known as the numbers man inside the Labor Party. Before members opposite make
strong speeches about numbers and who organises groups, I suggest they look at their
own member.
Mr Marlborough intetjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, the member for Peel!
Mr COURT: Not that I need to defend themi, but the member for Peel mentioned
members of my family, including one who stood for Parliament.
Mr Marlborough intejected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel for the second time.
Mr COURT: For the past 40 years, one way or another, members opposite have been
trying to drag up and throw dirt at the Liberal Party. I will make a comment about two of
my brothers - Ken and Geoff. In the whole time the Labor Party was in Government
those two brothers had to work closely with that Government and with the Federal
Government. They did it with the utmost integrity. Can members opposite tell me any
dealing my brothers had with the Labor Government in the very senior positions they
hold which was not proper? The Labor Government saw fit to appoint my brother to the
Western Australian Tourism Commission. The Minister for Tourism at the time, Pam
Beggs, pleaded with him to stay on in that position when he was transferred to the
Eastern States. My brother Ken has worked to assist this country with trade overseas
with the full support and involvement of the federal Ministry. It does not matter whether
it is with the Dawkins or the Buttons.
Mr Kobelke: There is an important difference.
Mr COURT: They can defend themselves; that is not a problem. However, I make the
point that they have had to get on with running their business affairs, and they have
always done it in a proper way. working with the Government of the day. Of course,
when they were involved in the mining industry and in the trustee industry they had no
option but to work closely with the State and Federal Governments.
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Mr Kobelke injected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara.
Mr COURT: My father at 83 still does not need anyone to defend him, and I will not
bother trying. As long as members opposite keep abusing him personally, I know that the
Government is on the right track.
The Labor Party opposite is the most disgraced political party this State has ever seen. It
went through the era of WA Inc and never accepted the convention of collective
responsibility of the Cabinet. Not one member opposite was prepared to say that he or
she disagreed with what took place. In fact, they used to come out of Cabinet and run
around the countryside saying, "Cabinet made that decision, but I didn't support it." The
Cabinet solidarity members opposite had has now become Carmen solidarity. Have
members ever seen so many nervous people as those opposite who were involved in that
Cabinet? When asked whether Carmen Lawrence is telling the truth on the Penny Easton
affair, no-one opposite wants to jump up. When asked whether they were involved in the
Cabinet discussions on that matter, no-one opposite will say anything. Does that not tell
us something? That is exactly what happened throughout those WA Inc years. Members
opposite move a motion in this Parliament and think it is pretty smart to have a go at the
Liberal Party -

Mr Graham: No; we're having a go at you.
Mr COURT: - or me. That is the thing to do this week. The member for Peel gives the
speech that we have heard time and again.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel.
Mr COURT: If I wanted to talk in this Parliament about branch stacking and the way the
Labor Party kicks people out, I could do it for days and days. Members opposite do not
want to talk about what they did with Mike Beahan this year.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel.
Mr COURT: Thirty blank forms were handed over and someone filled them in.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the third time the member for Peel.
Mr COURT: Worse than that, some of the voting forms were changed. What is the
Labor Party doing about it? It is doing absolutely nothing.
I will concentrate on the question of open and accountable government. As I said during
question time, the Leader of the Opposition is now setting the standards. The Opposition
has moved a motion attacking me; I am quite within my rights to ask a few questions
about what is going on in the opposite side of politics. Is it okay if I quote Paul
McGeough, in whom members opposite seem to have such an interest? I want to talk
about the Penny Easton affair because this is the biggest cover up we have seen since
WA Inc, with former Ministers all running for cover. The article states -

The Herald has learnt that much of the preparation of the strategy was done in Dr
Lawrence's 19th-floor Premier's office in Perth. Mr Ed Russell, a senior
parliamentary strategist who moved to Canberra with her, was consulted; so too
was her public relations staff. Dr Lawrence had been informed of all key aspects
of the exercise.
Dr Lawrence consistently has distanced herself from what became known as the
Easton affair...
Dr Lawrence's Welfare Minister, Mr Keith Wilson, told the Herald, "It was very
sordid.
"The Premier of the day was warned by senior members of her Cabinet that she
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should restrain Mr Halden, but she chose not to because she wanted to inflict
maximum damage on Richard Court.
'"The outcome of the Penny Easton affair was the direct break-down of political
morality and the pure pursuit of personal ambition. Three or four senior Cabinet
members objected because it wasn't smart .. . politically or any other way.

Where are those three or four former Cabinet members today who talk about what is
happening inside the Liberal Party? Why are they not standing up and saying, "This is
the truth about what happened"? Was the member for Victoria Park at that Cabinet
meeting?
Dr Gallop: This is a red herring.
Mr COURT: It is not a red herring. The member for Victoria Park is talking about my
leadership; I am talking about his.
Dr Gallop: You're trying to cover up your own inadequacies.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for
the second time.
Mr COURT: I want to ask a simple question: Was the member for Victoria Park at that
Cabinet meeting?
Dr Gallop: You know the position on Cabinet, Premier: It is the position that you have,
the Deputy Premier has, and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party has.
Mr COURT: This is a quote from the member for Victoria Park's colleague who sat next
to him in Cabinet.
Mr Kobelke: What sort of leadership has to be propped up with a dead body?
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Nollamara.
Mr COURT: I assure the House that Mr Wilson is alive and well.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the member for
Nollamara.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the third time the member for
Nollamara. When I call him to order, he should come to order.
Mr COURT: I continue the quote from the man who sat next to the member for Victoria
Park in Cabinet -

"It just appeared to be such a blatant, naked act of political expediency and we
couldn't believe that anyone would be fooled by it."
"[Dr Lawrence] brought it to Cabinet, saying "We've got this against Richard
Court" and talked about how it would do maximum political damage. She threw
up her hands -

This is the member for Victoria Park's theatrical works -

- and said that she had no control over what Halden would do and she told us to
tget real. ... everyone is doing it ... it's too good a chance to miss".

This refers to the now federal Minister for Health. These are the events we are talking
about. This is why we are getting silence from members opposite, exactly as occurred
during the WA Inc years. The article continues -

"No-one believed that she could not stop Halden and we were of a view that it
wasn't something that should be left to Halden to decide.
"She said something to the effect that she would come back to Cabinet after
speaking to Halden, but she never did. Before we had a chance Halden tabled the
petition. ... plenty of us were devastated by that -
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It was not only Mr Wilson, but plenty of the members who were devastated.
-. .. and by the fact that she had made no attempt to stop it."

In Canberra today is a federal Minister for Health who has put herself into a corner.
However, instead of members opposite having the decency to say, just as their former
Health Minister did, "This is what happened in the Cabinet", they have all locked in
behind her. Every time there is a denial by Carmen Lawrence on this matter it is a nail in
her coffin, and every time there is a denial by members opposite, it is a nail in their
coffin.
Dr Gallop interjected.
Mr COURT: The member for Victoria Park can try to gain political advantage.
Several members intezjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: Members opposite can try to gain political advantage over things which are
happening in the Liberal Party. However, not one of them is prepared to back away from
the solidarity they have formed behind Carmen Lawrence. All I can say is: One down,
they will all go down. As long as members opposite come into this Parliament and throw
dirt at me and my family or anyone else, they will stay in opposition. Until they are
prepared to debate the issues of this State, they will not get anywhere. The Leader of the
Opposition attacked me. I ask him why he is silent when a simple question is asked, not
only in Western Australia, but also throughout Australia. People are asking why so many
former Cabinet Ministers are involved in this cover-up, this huge deception. As long as
they are prepared to tough it out they will be in trouble and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is no different from any of them.
A member opposite referred to the third party insurance premium being increased by $50.
Whose fault is that? It is the fault of a Government that oversaw four deals which lost
this State $448m. It also sent a third party insurance fund broke and the member has the
nerve to say that it is our fault.
Dr Gallop: The $50 levy is your fault.
Mr COURT: What could we do? There were half a billion dollars in losses. However,
their attitude was, "Forget about it; don't worry about it."
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is very close to being
formally called to order for the third time. Several other members are in that position.
The member for Peel spoke in a strong and powerful voice and made comments that
would be offensive to some members of this House. However, he was heard with very
few interjections. I will not tolerate the Premier, who is replying, being subjected to
continuous interjections. I will take action and suspend members who transgress.
Mr COURT: Members opposite destroyed the finances of this State and their financial
irresponsibility is continuing to have an effect. They have not come to grips with what
Keating's Government is doing to this State financially. They have not woken up to that
yet. Canberra keeps cutting the funds while it grabs all of the growth revenues.
Members opposite run around and ask the Government to spend more money. However,
they have not woken up to the fact that no additional money is coming into the system.
Until they start accepting their responsibilities, things will not improve. There is only
one obstacle to bringing competition into this country and that is the Labor Party.
Mrs Roberts interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Glendalough.
Mr COURT: This amendmnent is an attack on me. There are people in the Labor Party
who abhor the fact that members opposite are trying to cover up the deception associated
with the Penny Easton affair. I have responsibility for the actions of the state
parliarnentary Liberal Party members. I am prepared to stand by those members.
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However, if they did something wrong, I would be prepared to reprimand them and take
action.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for
the third time.
Mr COURT: It is the Leader of the Opposition's responsibility to set the standards for
the Labor Party. The standards that he has shown here today indicate that he is prepared
to participate in the greatest deception and cover-up since the WA Inc years.
MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.14 pm]: I will be mercifully brief in addressing the
amendment before the House. In one respect, I regret that I must support the amendment.
I signal my intention that it is the second but probably the last time in this Address-in-
Reply that I will give any comfort to the Labor Party in this respect. It is utterly
intolerable that successful Ministers and other office holders here and elsewhere and
successful members of the parliamentary Liberal Party are be subjected to the sorts of
raids on their branches that are occurring at the moment while they are working in the
electorates loyally doing the work that has been given to them to do by the Premier. Yet
that is what is happening and it has reached crisis proportions. No-one should be put in
the position of having to defend oneself like that in his electorate, least of all the most
loyal of all supporters of the Government in this place. I ask the question, rhetorically
perhaps: Why is the Premier, my former leader, allowing Liberal members to pit
themselves against other Liberal members south of the river and north of the river? This
has the capacity to destroy the Liberal Party from within unless action is taken. As we
have been told so many times before, loyalty is a two-edged sword - it is a two-way
street. If one gives loyalty, one is entitled to receive it and one is entitled to receive it
from the highest levels of the party that one serves. That loyalty has not been
forthcoming. Until it is, it will threaten not only the internal harmony of the Liberal
Party, but the very existence of the Government itself. [ support the amendment.
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [3.17 pm]: Having just listened to the member for South
Perth, it is worthwhile to bring members' attention back to what the amendment is about.
It states that "we regret to advise Your Excellency that the weak and indecisive
leadership shown by the Premier". It then outlines the effects of that. The Premier began
his speech by saying that this amendment attacks the Liberal Party. It does not; it attacks
him. It is not a personal attack on him or his family. It is an attack on him as the Premier
of Western Australia and the way he carries out -
Mr Court: Are you saying that it does not bring my family into it?
Mr GRAHAM: I am relaxed about the Premier's family, as he knows. Apart from
anything else, I have always said that Geoff got the brains in the family and the Premier
missed out. However, I will not go further on that. When the Premier is confronted with
an amendment that says he is weak and indecisive, what do we get from him? I will go
through the events leading up to today later in my speech. This afternoon, I want to
focus on matters about which I took notes.
The Premier started his speech with an attack on the Leader of the Opposition - pretty
devastating stuff! He quoted the member for Marangaroo and hopped into poor old Jim
and said Jim McGinty was tied in with WA Inc -

The SPEAKER: Order! It is against the standing orders of this House to refer to a
member other than by his constituency, and I ask the member to observe that standing
order.
Mr GRAHAM: He said that the Leader of the Opposition was involved actively in four
WA Inc deals. The Premier has been running that advertising campaign ever since the
member for Fremantle became the Leader of the Opposition, and no-one believes him.
The Premier's own polling indicates that is not the case; and, even if it were true, it does
not get the Premier over the difficulty in which he finds himself. We then had some talk
from the Premier about who is the numbers man in the Australian Labor Party. We have
factions in the ALP - no doubt about that - and the Premier has factions in the Liberal
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Party; but the difference between the member for Fremantle and the Premier is that the
member for Fremantle is able to work with his groups and bring some control and sense
into the party, but the Premier cannot or will not do that, as the member for South Perth
said clearly in his short speech.
The Premier then drew in the Carmen Lawrence red herring. That was the point of his
speech.
Mr Minson: Red herring?
Mr GRAHAM: We are not here to discuss Carmen Lawrence or Penny Easton. It is the
old Richard Nixon defence: They are on to me in Laos; I will go and bomb Hanoi. The
tactic is not new in politics; it has been around for 30 years. However, it does not work,
as the Premier found out the other day when he tried to get us with a bit of the Beahan
preselection nonsense, and he raised it again today when he spoke about knocking off the
President of the Senate. We did not knock off the President of the Senate. The Liberal
Party knocked off the Deputy President of the Senate. That is the difference. We did it
with an internal party ballot, in the legitimate way.
Mr Court: Is that what you call legitimate - thirty blank votes, and five that were the
same?
Mr GRAHAM: Absolutely legitimate, but members opposite brought down the Deputy
President of the Senate by leaking all of his personal details -

Mr Cowan interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: It was not our party, and it was not the member for Merredin's party
either, but the Liberal Party that leaked all the dirt that led to the downfall of Noel
Crichton-Browne.
I was interested but surprised that the Premier raised the Carmen Lawrence red her-ring.
The Premier put great force and emphasis into saying that Carmen Lawrence's crime in
the Penny Easton affair was that she made no attempt to stop it. That is exactly what the
Premier's backbenchers and his party are accusing him of right now. Today we heard a
five minute speech from a man who resigned from the Premier's party for exactly that
reason. That was an amazing defence of the Premier. That deals with what the Premier
has done, if anything, and any impartial and unbiased person who listened to the debate
this afternoon and to the Premier's speech could do nothing other than support this
amendment, which refers to the Premier's weak and indecisive leadership. At not one
stage of the Premier's speech this afternoon - his 15 minute speech, when he is allowed
20 minutes, so it was not that the intellectual content or substance of the speech was so
great that the Premier could not get on to other matters -

Mr Court: You are not planning to use the 15 minutes?
Mr GRAHAM: No, but I do not want the record to state that the Premier ran out of time
or did not have the opportunity. The Premier left five minutes on the clock, but at no
stage did he address himself to the amendment, at no stage did he defend himself and at
no stage did he put an argument that deals with the problems which his lack of leadership
have caused in his party. I could not care less. I hope the Premier keeps going the way
he is going and that the Liberal Party self destructs, because that is what it deserves.
However, I am concerned about what the Premier does as the Premier of Western
Australia, because this amendment is about the Premier's leadership. The Premier did
not defend himself, and unless there are some speakers to come, and I hope there are for
the Premier's sake, the Premier will stand undefended.
I turn now to the question of leadership because the amendment is about the leadership of
Western Australia and the leadership of the Premier. I am indebted to the Premier for
one thing that he has done; namely, in June 1993, the Premier commissioned a report by
Access Economics in Canberra that painted a picture in Western Australia which he
could use when he headed off to Canberra. The Premier did that because his Government
had just been elected on a broad mandate that it would bring about strong economic
development in the State and be a divisive Government - that was a Freudian slip! The
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Government said that it would be a decisive Government and that it was a Government
that was elected for change. If we cast our minds back to what was the political game
after the election, it was all wishy washy. The political rhetoric of the day was that the
Premier was a wimp, and that was what journalists and Western Australians were saying.
Our polling showed that we were booted out of government because of WA Inc, but
people really did not like the Liberal Party, and they liked the Premier even less but
wanted him to do something. The Premier had been Premier elect for two weeks - I do
not think he had been sworn in - when on ABC Radio he claimed credit for projects that
were opened that week, where they scratched the previous Premier's name off the plaque
and inserted his name.
Mr Court: As members know, during our first year in government, whenever a project
was opened that was commissioned by the previous Government, I deliberately went out
of my way to give the credit to the previous Government, and I wish you would give
credit where credit is due.
Mr GRAHAM: There was the mineral sands project, on which Kevin Hume of the ABC
picked up the Premier in his first two weeks of government. I was with the Premier at
Marandoo, and he did not say anything at Marandoo.
Mr Court: In the first year -
Mr GRAHAM: The Premier did nothing.
Mr Court: Who stopped Marandoo for two years? You banned them from flying
helicopters over the land.
Mr GRAHAM: What did the Premier say when he opened the Dawesville Cut?
Mr Court: In all of the projects that we opened in the first year, I went out of my way to
give credit to the parties involved, and the Ministers responsible know that because they
came to me afterwards and thanked me for what I did.
Mr GRAHAM: The Premier did not say anything when he attended the BHP
development in the Port Hedland south yard, and neither did his other Ministers, so do
not give me that.
The Access Economics report is important because the Premier, leaving aside all the
other stuff, stakes his reputation as a politician on the growth and development in
Western Australia. I remind the Premier of this report, for which he paid $5 000. It
states -

Western Australia has experienced above-average population growth, at times
almost double the growth of Australia as a whole. Between 1981-82 and
1991-92, Western Australia's population growth averaged 2.2% p.a. compared
with 1.4% nationally.

It continues -

As a share of total GSP, Western Australia's GSP has grown faster than national
GDP in most years in the past decade, averaging 11.1% growth per annum
compared with 9.3% nationally.

It continues -

Western Australia has grown from under 9% at the start of the 1980s -
That is when the coalition was last in Government -

- to over 10% currently, and is forecast to account for some 11.3% by the turn of
the century.
On the back of Western Australia's superior employment record - over the past
two years in particular -

That is the last two years of the Labor Government. I address myself to this point in
particular, because the Premier said that the Labor Party destroyed the finances and
economy of this State when it was in government.
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Mr Court: You certainly did.
Mr GRAHAM: This is a quote from a report commissioned by the Premier. Has thePremier shot over to Access Economics and asked for the Government's $5 000 back?
The Premier paid for this report. The report continues -

The Western Australian economy is among the faster growing state economies in
Australia. In the past decade -

That is when Labor was in government -
- Western Australia has become increasingly important to the national economy
as a producer, employer and exporter.

This is the key to it all, Premier. It continues -

On a 'no policy change" basis, Western Australia's relative importance will
continue to increase.

This report, for which the Premier paid $5 000, stated that even if the Premier didnothing, Western Australia would shift further up the scale of importance in the national
scheme of things. That is exactly what has happened. The last report that the Premiercommissioned shows no substantial difference between Access Economics' forecast in1993 and the facts in 1995. What were the key economic decisions of the Premier that
led to that? There were none.
I will deal with the question of leadership. I have just dealt successfully with the
Premier's leadership in the economic field which, as the motion states, has been weak
and indecisive. Not one key economic indicator has moved substantially as a result of anaction of this Premier. I will refer to the way the Premier conducts his business: He is aCanberra basher. We expect that from Liberal politicians and Court politicians more thanmost. The Premier attends Premiers' Conferences and sits in the wings rather dull anduncomprehending, making no contribution to the process, but when the cameras come inhe rapidly tries to elbow Jeff Kennett out of the way so he can get his face on television.
We saw a bit of it today when the Premier was in this place leaping around, pointing and
poking his finger about and saying "but, but, but". Unfortunately, for the Premier,
Kennett does not move aside, so the Premier sits in the wings, which is where he belongs.
The Premier tries to strut the national stage with the cleaEr agenda of a federal Liberal
campaign, but he is not up to the game in any way, shape or form.
I will go through some of the things that happened during this debacle. There is no doubtthat the Premier's support for Noel Crichton-Browne was unequivocal in the beginning;
it is wavering now the pressure is on. The question I ask is: Who leads the Liberal
Party? Who says that the Premier is not doing the job? It does not matter if the member
for Pilbara says that. However, people like Paul Filing are saying on national television
that the Premier must play a role. The Premier did not address that. I look forward to thespeech of the member for Cottesloe, his deputy, defending the Premier this afternoon.
What will the No 2 man in the Liberal Party say about his Premier being weak and
indecisive? I will wait with bated breath for that because he says publicly that thePremier is a wimp. He does not use those words, but he says that someone should get
involved in this debate and take control Of it.
Mr Leahy: He said that we need federal intervention, that we cannot get any leadership
here.
Mr GRAHAM: The big man on the Premier's right says exactly the same: "Show someleadership and sort yourself out." Not only Larry Graham is saying that on statewide
economic matters the Premier is a proven failure, but also the Premier's seniorcolleagues. The member for Cottesloe is back in this Chamber. Will he leap to his feet
and give fulsome support to his Premier and outline to us in intimate detail how hisPremier has actively taken these matters by the scruff of the neck within the Liberal party
- as John Howard has done federally? Johnny Howard - little boy, Treasurer (failed) -was prepared to dive in and sort out the problem, but not the Premier of WesternAustralia. In each instance of a federal member being dumped - another will go tonight -

1325



the Premier has said, "It is the preselection panel; it is not the Premier. It is Noel
Crichton-Browne; it is not the Premier. It is those damn Labor socialists raising this
matter, it is not the Premier." It was not the Labor Party, Mr Premier, it was the
Premier's mob who leaked all of that. The Premier has been able on every issue to shift,
and to deflect the blame to someone else, but the bottom line is that it will come home to
roost with the Premier and no-one else. It will come home to roost with the Premier, not
with the members for Merredin or Cottesloe.
Mr Ripper: Neither the Deputy Premier nor the Deputy Leader of the Liberal has
defended the Premier.
Mr GRAHAM: No speakers on the Government side have defended the Premier. I wait
with bated breath to see who will leap to his feet. The member for Melville is awake; it
might be him.
Mr Court: I have heard the speech of the member for Victoria Park four times and I have
heard your Access Economics speech six times.
Mr GRAHAM: Then the Premier has not taken it in. It is dead right; it is the best thing
the Premier ever did.
[The member's time expired.]
MR SHAVE (Melville) [3.38 pm]: I will make some comments on this Parliament and
on members of Parliament on this issue. I was intrigued to learn that the member for
South Perth has suddenly become the Messiah of honesty in the Liberal Party, because
the member for South Perth is no longer a member of the Liberal Party. I read an article
today by Simon Erinfield from the Young Liberal Movement who said that the member
for South Perth, who recently resigned from the Liberal Party, was heavily involved in
branch stacking. I do not quite know what is branch stacking. However, I am told that if
members opposite introduce someone into their party, it is a membership drive, but if
someone else does that it is branch stacking. I was interested in the comments of the
member for South Perth, from whom I received a letter two or three weeks ago addressed
to Mr Doug Shave, MLA, Member for Melville. It said -

Dear Doug
There has been some loose talk of late that I may be considering retiring from
politics at the next election. This has been associated with my exclusion from the
Cabinet.
I want to let you - along with all my parliamentary colleagues and branch
members - know that I have absolutely no intention of quitting politics and that I
intend to remain as Member for South Perth.
Most people experience ups and downs in politics. At the age of 48 I have many
years ahead of me. I am currently chairing the Standing Committee on Uniform
Legislation and deriving enormous saisfaction from it.
I am enjoying my electoral work in South Perth, and intend maintaining my
attention to this most important, and fundamental, part of a Member's work.

Yours sincerely.
PHILLIP PENDAL MLA.

I was pleased to get that and to see that he was letting me and the branch members know
he wished to maintain his position. Approximately three or four weeks later the member
for South Perth quit the party in dismay. I find it very confusing that the member for
South Perth was having a go at Liberal members south and north of the river; yet that
member has been the biggest power broker in this party for five or six years. It was
commonly known that he was Barry MacKinnon's right hand man and numbers man.
Things went wrong with the seat of Swan in the federal election. Mr Pendal, who used to
control the numbers in South Perth -

Dr Gallop: He should be referred to as the member for South Perth.
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Mr SHAVE: The member for South Perth apparently lost his tenuous hold in the SouthPerth area. That is unfortunate, but a member should not spit the dummy when he loses
the numbers. If the member for South Perth were acting as a power broker, as peoplehave referred to Senator Crichton-Browne, he should have encouraged more people to
join the Liberal Party, rather than leave the Liberal Party and attack it from outside. Whyhas he not tried to shore up his position? The answer, very simply, is that it does not suithim. It is very easy to be critical and hypocritical. Everyone involved in the Liberal
Party south of the river knows that Phillip Pendal was a numbers cruncher.
When the predecessor of a Minister in the current Government retired from Parliament heapproached various members of Parliament, including me, and asked if we could assist
by getting people to support him at his preselection. I do not mind what people say, aslong as they are honest and fair dinkum about what they say. However, it is evident in
both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party that when a preselection comes up people seek
support from other members of the party.
Mrs Henderson: Who was that?
Mr SHAVE: He might tell people one day.
Mrs Henderson: Was it the Minister for Planning?
Mr SHAVE: I will not nominate the Minister; he may support what I am saying. He
rang me and asked me to assist him with his preselection.
Mrs Henderson interjected.
Mr SHAVE: I do not know what is the Crichton-Browne faction.
Mrs Henderson: Was he likely to be knocked off?)
Mr SHAVE: No; he had not been a member of Parliament before.
Mrs Henderson: Was he a Minister?
Mr SHAVE: He is a Minister now.
Mrs Henderson: We should be able to work out who it was. He had a very rapid
promotion.
Mr SHAVE: That is for the member opposite to work out. However, I do not like
hypocrisy. If people are to be fair dinkum -
Dr Gallop: There is no hypocrisy on this side; we congratulated you for the role you
played in Fremantle in 1982.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Victoria Park must have had a bag over his head. John
Troy is not very fond of him for leaving early.
Mr Cunningham: Tell us about the $20 000 you gave the party.
Mr SHAVE: I am quite happy to talk about political donations.
Mr Cunningham: You know very well.
Mr SHAVE: The member should let me answer his question. When I was President of
the Hotels Association we made political donations. The Labor Party received political
donations from us.
Mr Ripper: By cheque or in cash?
Mr SHAVE: We paid by cheque.
Mr Leahy interjected.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Northern Rivers must be careful; it is funny he should say
that. My predecessors in the Hotels Association used to pay donations in cash. Shortlyafter I took over I said I did not think that was a very satisfactory system of making
payments because people might be inclined to put the money in their top drawer.
Therefore we changed the system. If we gave $20 000 to the Labor Party, we gave
$20 000 to the Liberal Party and $10 000 to the National Party.
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Mrs Henderson: You had a bet each way.
Mr SHAVE: Absolutely; it was democratic. Many business organisations do that. I
hope that clarifies the matter for the member for Marangaroo.

Mr Cunningham: You gave it to a local member.

Mr SHAVE: There is no question about that; it could have been 10 local members. In
1986 Bill Brown, who stood for the federal election, was given money.

Mr Cunningham: One in particular.

Mr SHAVE: It was not one in particular; very many received donations.

Mr Cunningham: You were very lucky.

Mr SHAVE: The member for Marangaroo can say that. People should understand that
members of parties supporting people in preselections has gone on for 50 years and will
continue for the next 50 years. However, people should not be hypocritical about it.

I refer to the essence of the subject, the leadership of the party of members opposite. The
Leader of the Opposition talked in this Parliament about the horrors of wife bashing and
Senator Crichton-Browne. No-one condones domestic violence, but the Leader of the
Opposition did not refer to his federal Labor colleague who said that Senator Crichton-
Browne was a coward for leaving Parliament. That federal Labor member has done the
same thing, but he is not prepared to leave Parliament. The former Minister and member
for Victoria Park knew what went on. He is saying that our leader should not support a
federal member of his team, nor should he support the president of his party. Yet
members opposite are still supporting what Carmen Lawrence did and she lied in this
Parliament. She said she did not know what was happening and not one of the members
opposite will distance themselves from her - worse than that, they will not support her.
In 1986, $5 000 went from her imprest account. They caught her with the $5 000 two or
three years later, and she was outraged that people asked her to pay it back.

Dr Gallop: That is wrong.
Mr SHAVE: A couple of the member's colleagues have finished up in the slamnmer for
misusing their imprest accounts, but no-one yet has taken her to task over that money.
Any citizen who worked in a shop or business, or for a company, and took $5 000 for
personal use and the police investigated it later and proved the money had been taken,
would have been charged.
Dr Gallop: Are you questioning the Director of Public Prosecutions?

Mr SHAVE: I am saying that what Carmen Lawrence did is no different to what a lot of
other people did, and they ended up being charged.
Amendment put.

Points of Order

Mr COWAN: I heard only one voice for the ayes. On that basis, Madam Acting
Speaker, there is no way a division can be called. I ask you to rule on that point. I am
sure that you, like everybody else, heard only one voice.

Mr GRAHAM: Madam Acting Speaker, it matters not how many voices the Leader of
the National Party heard. We all know that from time to time he hears voices in the back
of the paddock. What matters is how many voices you heard. If you were listening, as I
know you were, you will know full well that the leader of opposition business, the
member for Victoria Park and the member for Balcatta voted aye. Having heard that,
clearly there can be a division.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warniock): I know what I heard, but I must consult the
Clerk on one matter.
I heard more than one voice. My confusion arose over the fact that I was not looking to
the left at the time and I was not aware until I asked the Clerk whether it was necessary
for those voices I heard to have come from members in their seats, or whether it was all
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right to hear more than one voice, as I heard. I have now discovered that it is all right if Iheard the voices. Therefore, the division is in order.

Division Resumed
Bells rung and the House divided.
Division resulted as follows

Ayes (18)
Mr M. Barnett Mr Graham Mr PendalMr Brown Mrs Hallahan Mr Riebeling
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr TaylorDr Edwards Mr Marlborough Dr WatsonDr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)

Noes (26)
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Johnson Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Kierath Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr McNce Mr TrenordenMr Bradshaw Mr Minson Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Osborne Mrs van de KlashorstMr Day Mrs Parker Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Prince Mr Marshall (Teller)
Dr Hames Mr Shave

Pairs
Mr D.L. Smith Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Thomas Mr House
Mr Bridge Mr Lewis
Mr Grill Mr Omodei
Mrs Roberts Mr Ainsworth

Amendment thus negatived.

Motion Resumed
MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.58 pm]: Like other members I want to -
Mr Cowan: Can you assure me you do not have an amendment?
Mr PENDAL: That is the one assurance I can give.
I join with other members in supporting the motion moved on opening day. I want tofollow the pattern I have used for Address-in-Reply debates, and touch on three issues.The first is of national significance in Australia today; secondly, I want to touch on amatter to do with state administration and the finances of the State; and, thirdly, I want tospeak on a matter of some considerable concern to my electorate of South Perth. Wehave just witnessed in Australia the relatively new function of the meeting of the Council
of Australian Governments. In more recent times we have also seen the creation of theleaders forum, a new body in Australia. This forum is representative of all States andTerritories in Australia, which by extension means heads of government meetings withthe exclusion of the Commonwealth. I want to discuss a subject of common interest toboth of them and, therefore, one which has a direct affiliation with the affairs of thisParliament. I refer to Australia being a signatory to international treaties and conventions
and the way in which Parliaments are bypassed in the ratification process. MadamActing Speaking (Ms Warnock), you might be aware that Australia is now signatory tosomething in the order of 1 000 treaties and covenants. I am reliably informed that in theearly sixties, before those treaties were ratified or signed by the executive Government ofthe day, they were placed on the Tables of the House of Representatives and the Senate
for comment and debate prior to the Government affixing its signature. That practice hasbeen dishonoured in the past 34-odd years, because we have reached a point in Australia
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now where treaties and international covenants are signed by the Government of the day,
coalition or Labor, and invariably then placed on the Tables of the two Houses of the
Federal Parliament as a fait accompli; in other words, members of the two Houses of the
Federal Parliament have absolutely no impact on or input into those treaties or covenants.
That- is a great blow to parliamentary democracy in Australia because it means the
executive Government is enhanced and parliamentary democracy is diminished.

Late last year we appeared to make a more substantial inroad into that imbalance when
the leaders' forum, which, I repeat, comprises Premiers and Chief Ministers, met in the
absence of the Commonwealth and the leaders decided that in future Parliament should
be part of that ratification and scrutiny process. However, the surprising thing to emerge
from that, for anyone who read the communique issued at the end of the meeting, was
that the Premiers and the Chief Ministers of the nation were ascribing only to Federal
Parliament the right to scrutinise treaties. I found that an oddity of the first order. The
Premier and the Chief Ministers make the very correct point that nowadays many of
those treaties and covenants are impacting on state or territory law. It begs the question,
which was never asked at the leaders' forum last year, why it is that all of the Parliaments
of Australia are not involved in the scrutiny and ratification process where a treaty or
convention affects state or territory law. It seems to me that the leaders' forum was on
the right track in wanting to subject those treaties to greater scrutiny, but it lost the track
in saying that the scrutiny should be carried out by only the Federal Parliament. I would
be the first to admit that a treaty that dealt exclusively with Federal Government matters,
such as genuine external affairs issues and matters that are indisputably in the realm of
the Commonwealth Government, should be scrutinised and ratified only within the
Federal Parliament. However, I most certainly object to any new process being
introduced in Australia which states that we can subject those treaties to scrutiny only in
the Federal Parliament, despite the fact that many of them impinge and impact on state
and territory law.
Mr Cowan: Especially given the way the High Court makes its decisions.

Mr PENDAL: I agree. It is what some people would call an expansionist view of the
Constitution. I see it as a destructionist view of the federal compact. I put to you,
madamn Acting Speaker, to members of the House and most particularly to the Premier
that the day has arrived in this Parliament when this House and another House must be
part of the scrutiny and ratification of international treaties and conventions, if by such
ratification we are affecting the application of state law. It would not take a political
scientist to work out that more and more of those treaties being signed affect the law
making capacity of this Parliament. One can bemoan the fact that executive Government
wants to dominate the affairs of Australia at federal and state levels. This is often
lamented by Parliaments and parliamentarians, particularly by backbenchers. However,
it seems to me that it is very often people lie myself who allow it to occur. Silence is
very often seen as acquiescence. One cannot blame the executive Government, whether
in the States, Territories or Commonwealth for wanting to make things easier for itself by
bypassing the Parliaments. The people who are to be blamed for that quite frankly are
those non-executive members of Parliament, namely the back bench of a Government or
the opposition members. Here is a special chance for us to strike a blow for Parliament
as a whole, both the executive members and the private members, where we can actually
assert in quite a rational and mature way the right of this Parliament of Western Australia
to be involved in the scrutiny and ratification process where state laws are to be affected.
I commend that to the House.

If that means that we need to sponsor or seek support from federal political parties on an
amendment to section 51 of the federal Constitution to limit the Federal Government's
use of the external affairs power, let us do it. I believe that there would be sufficient
bipartisan support around Australia, including from the three spheres of parliamentary
Government for us to achieve that. At the same time we need to put into place what I am
advocating, which is something of an independent treaties council representing those
three Parliaments and the three spheres of government, state, territory and federal; and,
finally, the mechanism by which we can achieve that which I have been speaking about
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may well be with the treaties council were it to come into effect. Its job would be to referall the treaties to which I have referred to the States and Territories where the treatycouncil makes the determination that state or territory responsibilities are at stake.
Early today members had their attention drawn to the fact that in the Speaker's Gallerywas the former Commonwealth Attorney General, Hon Peter Durack, QC. I amreminded of a comment he made barely two months ago about the 1 000 treaties thatcurrently bind this nation and the States of this nation to these international conventions.Hon Peter Durack made the point that hundreds of those treaties and conventions couldbe used to help destroy the federal system in Australia.
The second point I will draw to the attention of the House today directly affects a matterof state administration, state policy and state finance. For years members of allAustralian Parliaments have heard the somewhat forlorn hope expressed that one daypayroll tax will be abolished across Australia. Prior to the last State and Federal electionsthe coalition parties within this State were committed to the complete abolition of payrolltax and that was dependent upon the election of a federal coalition Government which, ofcourse, did not eventuate. As a secondary commitment there was, as I recall it, thepromise to abolish payroll tax by the State's volition, but of necessity it would be a muchlonger and more drawn out process - I think an eight year period was mentioned.
It may come as a surprise to members that all this indicates that Western Australia, Isuspect in common with other States, has become more reliant on payroll tax as a statetax revenue source than ever before. When payroll tax was introduced into this State in197 1-72 - it was transferred from the Commonwealth as a tax measure - it accounted for9.8 per cent of total state revenue or, in monetary terms, $23.7m out of a total of $244mn.I ask members to bear in mind that 24 years ago this State relied on payroll tax to theextent of 9.8 per cent of total state revenue. By 1988-89 that reliance of 9.8 per cent hadblown out to the point where 16.9 per cent of the total state revenue was derived frompayroll tax. To compare apples with apples that meant that 17 years later $450m wasraised by payroll tax out of a total $2.662b. One might have thought that that is wherethe reliance would have ended. In fact, the position has worsened somewhat since thento the point that Western Australia will get 17.9 per cent of its estimated state revenuethis financial year from this rather odious taxation. Instead of moving to the point whereit is of diminishing concern to the State as a revenue raiser, it has become much moreserious. This State has gone from the base of 9.8 per cent in 1971-72 to 16.8 per cent in1988-89 and to the point that it is 17.9 per cent in the yet to be completed financial year.Again, to compare apples with apples, in monetary terms it means that $593m of $3.3 14bof state revenue comes from payroll tax. The position is much more difficult to reverse.The more one comes to rely on anything, the more difficult it is to wean oneself off it;and that leads to the point I wanted to make: We must wean ourselves off that source ofstate taxation revenue. It is a negative tax in every sense of the word. It is a disincentive
to employment and the total abolition of payroll tax in this State alone would probably
free up the equivalent of 17 600 jobs in this State.
The massive increase in state tax collections which has emerged in the past decade hasbrought us to the point where, somewhat to my surprise, the taxes collected by the Statehave risen at a faster rate than the taxes collected by the Federal Government. I amaware, as I am sure are members of the House, that the coalition was committed to theabolition of payroll tax, if not in concert with the federal coalition then over an eight yearperiod by itself. It may well be that a better proposition is to keep the tax in place andnot abolish it in its entirety, but to seek to reduce its impact to something like the 1971-72levels to which I referred, that is, to around 10 per cent of the state revenue. Although itwould represent something of a compromise to what was promised prior to the election,it would be seen as a huge relief by the business sector. However, what is taken away on
the one hand must be made up in other ways.
I do not get the impression that any member of this House would support a decrease inspending in their electorates at any given time. It paints the scenario for members to takea quite serious, surgical look at the way in which state taxes are raised. If we move to apoint where we mitigate the effects of payroll tax it should be done only in concert with a
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radical overhaul of the entire state taxation system. I do not necessarily agree with the
total abolition of payroll tax which I often hear being described as odious or negative. I
take the general view that all taxes have that level of odiousness or negativity. If we
were to moderate it to reduce its impact in the way I have outlined, it may well allow the
State to make up that shortfall in other more acceptable ways and still allow for a healthy
growth in the State's revenues.
The third matter to which I refer affects the electorate of South Perth and I suspect it
affects many electorates in this State; that is, the growing concerns that come from
constituents about what one might call visual privacy - loss of visual privacy or loss of
privacy due to building design.

I draw to the attention of Parliament the electorate of South Perth, and there are no prizes
for knowing that it is geographically close to the heart of a fairly large metropolis. There
is a fair degree of pressure on the land use within that electorate and, by all accounts, it is
a most desirable place in which to live. That is encouraging people to take every
advantage to get a river glimpse or view from a block that does not have that amenity at
ground level, or to otherwise take advantage of some fairly attractive views within the
electorate. That means people opt for two storey dwellings, which is everyone's right,
but it can produce problems for the closest of neighbours. It is now coming to my
attention in South Perth that disharmony is being caused as a result of what some people
describe as inadequate laws to protect people's privacy in the situation I have outlined.
The City of South Perth has a modified form of privacy regulation, but it relates only to
multi-dwelling developments. It does not have a comprehensive invasion of privacy
provision relating to single residential properties. I am told it exists in other
municipalities, and three nominated to me are Fremantle, Melville and Subiaco. It is not
without some significance that all three are akin to the electorate of South Perth because
of the high level of desirability attached to owning property in those areas. To give the
problem a human perspective, I will read four brief paragraphs from a submission made
to me by one constituent -

In particular, I am seeking changes to Planning Policy that will incorporate a
policy for the protection of privacy in residential development. Whilst I
understand that Council currently has a policy in this area for multi-dwelling
sites, the policy does not currently extend to single residential sites such as my
own.

She continues -

Recently, ... the Council issued a Building Permit to my neighbours for a two
storey extension to the rear of their property which amongst other design features
includes a seven and a half metre balcony which extends along our adjoining rear
fence, in order they can obtain a river view.

It continues -

The permit was granted ... without consultation, in spite of the fact that I had
raised this matter, in writing, with the Council six months prior to them applying
for building permission. The reason given by Council for this over-sight was that
there was no policy in place for any other decision but to allow the development.

My constituent concludes -

We live in an area of Salter Point which has many elderly residents, unless
Council policy is changed to accommodate a "right to privacy", the problem I am
currently experiencing may continue to affect the amenity of my property, as well
as that of other local residents.

Some time prior to that, a not dissimilar problem was brought to my attention from
elsewhere in my electorate. I took the opportunity to write to the Minister for Planning to
suggest that perhaps the time had come for the need for an explicit statewide planning
Statute which embodied this right to backyard privacy in state law. In other words, it
would no longer be an option at the local government level, but rather would be
obligatory across the entire State. It seems to me, therefore, that it is a good opportunity

1332 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 12 April 19951 13

for the Government, through the Minister for Planning, to consider sponsoring visual
privacy legislation of the kind I have outlined. If that does not occur, people will
experience that greater level of invasion in their own backyards and it will adversely
affect their lifestyles. It is true that the lack of a general law protecting privacy at a state
level is also giving rise to some unnecessary increase in hostilities between neighbours. I
commend the idea to the Government. People in South Perth are left with a council
which I know is conscientiously tryig to wrestle with it but, nonetheless, a policy has
yet to be determined for single residential developments. This means that effectively
there is no interim protection for these constituents, and in a constituency such as South
Perth the problem will get worse before it gets better. As the general level of financial
wellbeing increases so, too, does people's capacity to build a second storey, seeking the
view that may not be there at the moment. Into the bargain, they are causing, albeit in
most cases unintentionally, a fair bit of grief and disharmony to their neighbours. The
time has come for the Government to act, and I commend the idea to it. On that basis I
support the motion.
MRS PARKER (Helena) [4.27 pm]: While the member for South Perth is still in the
Chamber, I comment on and support his call for a change to the federal Constitution,
which he mentioned in his contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate, with regard to
allowing the State Governments to be involved in the ratification of international treaties.
It has caused some disquiet in my electorate and among people I know for some time
now. Should the member for South Perth introduce a motion to that effect, I would
support that motion, because it is another way in which the States are losing part of the
responsibility they have under the Constitution, as intended.
The member for South Perth also commented on the role of the High Court and said it
can no longer be trusted to act in the way we have always understood the Constitution
intended it to. In regard to the High Court decision on Mabo, I quote from an essay by
Geoffrey de Q. Walker to illustrate this point -

Most of the controversy has centred on how the Court's decision should be
'implemented', by federal or State legislation, or both. Yet the hallmark of a
genuine judicial decision is that it declares what the current law is, and applies it
to the facts
The public response to the case reinforces that conclusion. The function of the
courts is to settle the disputes that arise in a society, not to exacerbate them.

He also states -

Reform of the High Court is essential if there is to be any prospect for the revival,
or even survival, of any form of federalism in Australia....
The federalist principle is triumphing throughout the world. No federation, even
in this century, has ever changed to a centralised system except when it has fallen
under totalitarian rule.

Perhaps that is happening under our present Prime Minister. It continues -

Australia's constitutional reformers should recognise and respect federalism for
its positive values and cease their mindless striving for its destruction.

In a display of unity, rarely seen in this sitting of Parliament, I take up the issue raised by
the member for Kalgoorlie in his address this morning. That is, the crisis facing
gymnastics in Western Australia currently. I will outline a few other aspects that he did
not cover regarding the Government's support of the athletes, their families, the Western
Australian Institute of Sport, and sport being represented by the State as a whole.
The Western Australian Institute of Sport, through the Western Australian Government,
the Western Australian Gymnastics Association and the parents, has spent millions of
dollars in developing the current program. This includes a world-class training facility,
the recruitment of world-class coaches, and the provision of general program costs. The
WAIS program has been highly successful. I will outline some of the success in recent
years. The WAIS program has provided two recent national champions and three of the
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seven members of the 1992 Olympic team - the most successful result ever in Australian
Olympic gymnastics competition. WAIS also produced three of the original six members
of the 1994 Commonwealth Games team - and between 40 and 50 per cent of most
Australian teams chosen between 1988 and 1994. These are very impressive statistics
and achievements. I congratulate everyone at WAIS for those results. With all that
effort and that outstanding performance WAIS has received minimal funding from the
Federal Government. It has ranged between $25 000 and $35 000 per annum. With that
small amount of money WAIS achieved significant results, with between 40 and 50 per
cent of national team representation. While WAIS was producing half of the team
members in Australian gymnastics with funding between $25 000 and $35 000 per
annum, the Australian Institute of Sport in Canberra was being funded with $450 000 -
10 times the amount that our centre has received - and produced fewer athletes at elite
level. That illustrates the benefit of the courses here and the very significant results we
have achieved.
I turn now to a letter dated 3 March written by the state Minister for Sport and Recreation
after consultation with the parents, coaches and people involved at the institute. The
letter was written to Senator John Faulkner, the Federal Minister, requesting urgent
assistance in resolving the problem facing gymnasts at elite level in Australia today. It
reads, in part -

My Government objects to this plan for two reasons.
1. It is improper to expect the parents of young, female athletes to relocate to

a centralised training program for extended periods of time. Such a
proposal will inevitably be detrimental to the social and psychological
development of the children and clearly contradicts acceptable practices in
Australian society.

2. The threats that non-compliance with the National program will result in
funding being withheld and selection to National teams being
compromised, amounts to coercion and is un-Australian in its approach.

Further on, the Minister states -

It should be noted that the majority of the gymnasts preparing for the 1996
Olympic Games are based at the Victorian and Western Australian Institutes of
Sport. The problems identified in this letter equally affect the Victorian Institute
of Sport, which highlights the magnitude of the overall problem. The parents in
both States have made it quite clear that they will withdraw their children from
the sport if their only option is to continue in Canberra. This will decimate the
National program.
It would be appreciated if you could urgently take the necessary steps to resolve
this matter in a manner that is socially, culturally and athletically acceptable to
the majority of those involved in the sport. It would require only the minimum of
compromise and concession on the part of the AGF to resolve this matter.

Although that letter sought an urgent response, the Minister has not yet seen fit to reply.
In a letter to one of the parents, the State Minister states -

... the Western Australian Government fully supports the actions being pursued
by the WA Gymnastics Federation to prevent the relocation to Canberra of young
gymnasts under training here.

I express my appreciation to the member for Kalgoorlie, the shadow Minister for Sport
and Recreation, for his comments today in support of and in agreement with the
Government's position. Certainly we have done as much as we can at the state level to
support the parents, the athletes and the Institute of Sport. We have worked in
consultation with them. Perhaps the shadow spokesman could support our efforts in
urging Minister Faulkner to intervene. I trust I have the total support of this House when
I urge the federal inister to intervene and ensure that funding will not be cut if our
children choose not to relocate. I hope that the very successful state program will
continue. I hope that we will have successful representation at Atlanta, Sydney and
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beyond, as it is the right of Western Australians to expect and enjoy. I will see the
member for Kalgoorlie about this matter later. I am disappointed that he is not in the
Chamber.
In responding to the Address-in-Reply debate I will comment on an issue of importance
to the State - one of the two most significant issues facing Western Australia this year. I
will comment also on an issue of specific importance relating to heritage in my electorate
of Helena. In doing so, I will use a family occasion which occurred on the weekend, for
reflection and as a point of illustration of some of these issues. With my family on
Saturday night I had the pleasure of attending the golden wedding anniversary of my
parents-in-law. It was interesting to reflect upon their lives, to note certain aspects of
their life experience, and to relate that to Western Australia in 1995. My parents-in-law,
Rod and Ada, are essentially country people. Ada grew up on Black Flag station out of
Kalgoorlie, a pastoral lease, with her parents, brothers and sisters. Ada never attended
school. She was educated at home by a series of governesses. I am not sure whether the
quick succession of governesses was due to the naughty girls or naughty boys in the
family. Certainly they had a very interesting and fascinating childhood. My father-in-
law spent his childhood as an only child, by comparison. He spent years in Narrogin,
Esperance and Albany, and later moved to Kalgoorlie to operate an ore crushing battery
on the goldfields with his father. A comparison of the sort of gold mining technology
used in my father-in-law's time and those used these days would provide a stark contrast.
Even a contrast in the housing industry would be interesting to make. Both my parents-
in-law served in the armed forces during the war. One weekend after the war they had a
wvorking bee and knocked up a home very quickly. I am sure no building permits were
involved. The family moved to Perth. It spent much of its time in the suburbs of Perth
but its links with Kalgoorlie remained because my mother-in-law managed a station, on
behalf of the family, after her parents passed away. While she was managing Woolibar
Station the development of the Kambalda mine and townsite took place. The link with
the pastoral and mining life continued. With much community involvement and the
interests of family life, this couple has seen 50 years together. It was great to share that
night with them.
I will relate some of the elements of their life to that which is experienced in Western
Australia today. The mining and pastoral industries were essential to my parents-in-law.
How much has changed? Statistics from the June 1990 census, long after the
involvement of my parents-in-law had finished, show that employment in the mining
industry stood at 19 995 people. In 1994 it had increased to 36 000 people, an increase in
five years of 16 000 people employed in that industry. Indirectly 120 000 people are
involved in the mining industry in 1995. One in six people employed in Western
Australia obtains an income that is related either directly or indirectly to the mining
industry. This is a very large proportion of our economic and employment bases.
The Mabo decision represents a serious challenge to that industry. I do not wish to
dispute the issue of native title, but rather the challenge and the problem of the
workability of the legislation. In fact, the head of the tribunal has admitted that some
parts of the legislation are unworkable. The federal leader of the National Party, Tim
Fischer, has said that there is now a political responsibility to make Mabo workable for
all Australians. When we think of the mining industry and Mabo we think of something
in the far flung, isolated regions of Western Australia; whereas it affects one in six people
employed Western Australians. We have a responsibility to make Mabo workable for all
areas. Tim Fischer went on to say -

WA was particularly exposed to all that was going to go wrong with the native
title process in its present form.
It was not good enough that mining and exploration and pastoral pursuits had
been derailed and that security of title had been eroded ...

He criticised the lazy element of the Canberra Press Gallery with its social justice agenda
for brushing over the practical problems associated with Mabo. I challenge the
Opposition in this session of Parliament and in the process through which we must work
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this year not to brush over any of these issues. We are not just talking about a social
agenda; we are talking about a critical element of employment in Western Australia that
we must deal with. We have an urgent need to determine the status of pastoral leases,
and we have made that very clear to the Federal Government. Approximately 10 000
land titles have been approved annually until now and we could reasonably expect, given
the complexity of the legislation, to have that number reduced. An industry that is
critical to employment and to the export capacity of Western Australia is under challenge
by an unworkable piece of legislation. I look forward to seeing that issue dealt with and,
in some way, partly resolved.
I have referred to the fact that my parents-in-law now live in the suburbs. That family,
along with all the other families in the street would put out their milk bottles at night with
the cash to pay for the milk order, waiting for the milko to arrive. How curious and
different is that situation from what occurs today. Can any member imagine
householders leaving cash near the letterbox, with a street lined with available cash left
overnight from between 9.00 pmn or 10.00 pmn until the milko came along at about
5.00 am. My parents-in-law are not old. My father-in-law gave up breaking in and
training horses on a small block near Armadale only a few years ago. We realise that
with the sophistication and development of our cities, some things have been lost.
I will comment on how things have changed and what I trust we will see happen this year
in the area of law and order. I look forward to seeing the impact on offenders of the laws
that were passed in this Parliament late last year and have now been enacted. Recently
we saw the media coverage of the first conviction under the new antistalking legislation.
As time goes by, we hope to see some change and tougher penalties being handed out so
that there are more appropriate sentences for crimes that are committed. In this session
of the Parliament the sentencing Bill, the coroner's Bill and an amendment to the
Criminal Code will be introduced. I hope we have cooperation from the Opposition on
those pieces of legislation.
It gives me a great sense of satisfaction when we talk about law and order to know that
the tenders for the police station in Forrestfield were accepted last week. The tender
process has now been completed and the successful tenderer will soon be advised, with
work expected to begin this month. The people in Forrestfield have worked hard on this
project for more than 10 years. Today I congratulate them and give them some thanks on
behalf of all community members who have been awaiting that facility. I specifically
thank Doreen Southam, Nita Sadler, Rita Mahoney and Lomna Orr from the Forrestfield
residents' association who have worked tirelessly towards this project. It gives me
pleasure to see their delight in knowing this project has finally become a reality.
Despite the things that have been achieved during this Government's term in office, some
very disturbing matters must be addressed. Much has been said about law and order
during the Address-in-Reply debate, and I will not revisit those issues. I simply endorse
the remarks made by my colleagues. However, I do wish to comment about the
staggering rate of youth suicide in our community. It gives me great concern. What a
tragedy in our time this is. Our children, on outward appearances, have everything to live
for, yet they are taking their lives in unprecedented numbers. What an irony this is in
Western Australia, the land of milk and honey. It grieves the hearts of parents and it
should be of concern to all members of this House who, as responsible legislators, must
take this issue on board and examine the support we can give to the workers in the
relevant departments, the community and the industry who deal with these young people.
I exhort the Government to take note of what is occurring. It might be a silent epidemic,
but it is one that we must address.
Another matter of concern in my electorate, and I am sure in every electorate, which is
probably not such a hidden problem as suicide, is the problem of drug abuse. Although
the trade of hard drugs in this city is a problem, I focus my comments on the so-called
harmless drug, marijuana. Marijuana use is prevalent; it is obvious and it is becoming a
part of the experience of younger and younger children. In my electorate I am working
with concerned parents of not only high school children, but also primary school
children, who feel that this problem is encroaching on what seems to have become the
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norm for community life in their suburbs. We are putting together a community forum
where they can hear support speakers and find out how best to deal with the Problem
within their schools, family and community, and how best to equip their children to deal
with the problem.
Interestingly, in today's The West Australian an article from Sydney states that the new
Premier of New South Wales, Bob Carr, told ABC radio that he was interested in the
South Australian and Australian Capital Territory systems of on-the-spot fines for
marijuana users. The Lawyers' Reform Association president said the Premier was
takting a positive step towards legalising marijuana. The president supports the new
Premier's moves. I will address the problems of this so-called harmless drug. It poses a
health risk to our children. People will argue that it does not, but a great deal of evidence
indicates that that is not the case. In some places - for example, South Australia -
trafficking offences have doubled since cannabis was decriminalised in April 1987.
Great problems exist in South Australia. Since the ACT decriminalised cannabis in 1982
a treatment agency has recorded a 40 per cent increase in problematic cannabis abuse.
I could go on and talk about the risk to society. The Victorian Institute of Forensic
Pathology says that cannabis was detected in 11I per cent of road fatalities in New South
Wales, Victoria, and Western Australia between 1990 and 1993. We certainly do not
condone drink driving and we do not say that it is harmless to society, because in many
ways whatever we do will impact on other people. I give the last word on this matter to a
magistrate who says: "Before we start liberalising cannabis laws, we must ask ourselves,
'Shouldn't we be doing everything we possibly can to keep illicit drugs away from our
children?"' Although there is no move from this Government to do such a thing, there is
a feeling that this is a harmless drug. I am working with parents in my community to
help our children deal with this problem. I encourage others to do the same.
Mr W. Smith: Do you think there should be an education program?
Mrs PARKER: Yes, we should have a committed education program to help our children
deal with this, but I would be careful not to overload school systems with all matters of
social responsibility.
I welcome the reintroduction of the Swan Valley legislation into this House, specifically
in relation to my electorate. I look forward to seeing it passed this session. The Swan
Valley has great heritage value in environmental, cultural and viticulture terms. It will
give me pleasure tonight to dash during the dinner break to the end of vintage
celebrations with the industry and supporters in the valley.
If I can take any satisfaction in electorate matters, it is from the fact that the Forrestfield
Police Station will soon be opened. The project I would now like to take on board in my
electorate is the Guildford historic town site. There is much value in the town of
Guildford. It is very much the gateway to the Swan Valley. There are real problems in
transport issues. I have spoken with the Minister for Planning on this matter and I will
speak with the Minister for Transport this week.
I flag to this Parliament that I am working with the community and the shire and looking
at old plans which have never been acted upon, to deal with the real issues so that we can
be secure that the special qualities of Guildford will be retained. One need only visit the
National Trust property of Woodbridge to see what Guildford was in its heyday. I would
like to see its renaissance. On behalf of the people of Guildford I will continue to seek a
solution on this. In many ways the generation of my parents and parents-in-law laid a
great foundation for us in Western Australia in 1995. I intend to ensure that as we move
forward we do not lose some of the special things of the past. I endorse and support the
motion on the Address-in-Reply and thank the House for its time today.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [4.56 pm]: I commence with a brief comment on the
Governor's speech. I was disappointed that two things were not mentioned in that
speech. Firstly, the mutual recognition legislation which should be introduced into the
Parliament this year was not mentioned, given the Government's commitment to that. I
hope that was an oversight. Secondly, there was no mention of the introduction of
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legislation relating to competition policy. I expect that this Parliament will deal with that
in the next few months. Again, I hope that was an oversight. In the Governor's address
on opening day we learnt of three pieces of legislation which are to be introduced this
year. One is the new local government Bill. I congratulate the Minister for Local
Government on making a draft Bill available to members and interested parties for
comment. That is the sort of action we should see more often from Ministers so that
interested people in the community, other members of Parliament and, in this case, the
Western Australian Municipal Association, have the opportunity to comment to allow
changes and additions to the Bill before it comes before Parliament. The process the
Minister has put in place for this Bill is commendable.
Many pieces of legislation are mentioned in the Governor's speech in which I will take
an interest. One in particular is the planning legislation amendment Bill, which will
make environmental assessment of town planning schemes and amendments a statutory
requirement. I understand that this is to be a rewrite of a Bill that was withdrawn last
year. One Bill that particularly caught my eye was the complete rewrite of the Education
Act 1928. After nearly 70 years it is time that we looked at the Education Act. A lot has
happened in education at all levels, from the education of young children through to the
technical and further education sector and the universities. Many people will be waiting
to see what is in the rewrite of that Act. I hope the Minister for Education will take a leaf
out of the book of the Minister for Local Government and that the many people interested
in education as a state responsibility will have the opportunity to comment on draft
legislation before it is finalised and brought to Parliament.
So much has happened in 70 years in education that it is difficult to know where to start
to comment on the sorts of matters that might be addressed. The number of years of
schooling has changed. Children are now starting school earlier, so we might see a
change to the statutory starting age. The retention rates of children in their high school
years has been another major change. Curriculum change and changes in technology are
leading education at present. Because of that, enormous demands are being placed on
schools, on resources, on teachers in particular, and on parents, not to mention the
students who are the recipients of the education system. There has been a continuing and
rapid change in education since 1983. 1 expect that, with the changes and developments
in technology, we will continue to see a more rapid change in education to provide
students with the training and education they require when they leave school. One of my
great disappointments, not only with this Government but also with the former
Government, has been that not enough money has been spent on helping schools cope
with the technological changes and on providing computers as an everyday part of school
life to prepare students for the world after school.
One of the major topics of conversation in my electorate is the schools rationalisation
policy of this Government. City Beach Senior High School, City Beach Primary School
and Kapinara Primary School were three of the 59 schools named last September by the
Minister for Education as part of the rationalisation process. It is worth noting that, so
far, very few schools have opted to close. Those that have opted to close are small
country schools that were not viable and the parents realised that their children would get
a much better education if that school closed and their children went to neighbouring
schools.
Mir Cowan: You mean they thought they saw it that way.
Dr CONSTABLE: For whatever reasons, parents made that decision to change. Many of
the schools on that list of 59 schools were schools at which enrolments had dropped over
the years because of demographic changes in the catchment areas. The size of schools
seems to have been one of the major factors for rationalisation. The size of a school and
the quality of a school are worth debating. 'Me criteria for selecting the schools for
closing were wrong. They had nothing to do with quality of education, although one can
find those words throughout the rationalisation document. The criteria were more to do
with money and the cost of running the smaller schools rather than looking at the
advantages and disadvantages of schools of different sizes. If that were done, we would
find there are many advantages in having smaller schools. Before any rationalisation
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program of this magnitude was entered into it would have been worthwhile for the
department to conduct a study of the quality of education and the size of schools among a
number of other criteria. That might have directed the rationalisation of schools down a
different path.
There are clear advantages in our having smaller schools. There is a greater sense of
belonging for the students, particularly adolescent students. There is also a greater ability
to provide good pastoral care and support, not only to students, but also to teachers.
Smaller high schools have fewer behavioural problems among their students and teaching
smaller groups - although, not too small - means better education in the long term. The
disadvantage often referred to with smaller schools is the number of subjects offered.
City Beach Senior High School is a small school of about 350 students. However, last
year, two year 12 students were in the top 40 of the State and four year 12 students were
in the top 100 of the State. The 47 students who applied to go to tertiary institutions
achieved very high results. I do not think any of those students were disadvantaged
because their school did not offer as many subjects as some of the larger schools.
Therefore, I do not think in the long run that is a major issue.
There are advantages and disadvantages with larger schools. One of the major
disadvantages with larger schools to which I have already alluded are issues such as
bullying and a lack of a sense of belonging. There is often a major increase in
behavioural problems in large high schools. Larger classes lead to those problems and
larger classes mean that students with special needs do not get the attention that they
require.
The rationalisation process is peculiar by any standards. At the very least it could be
described as novel. However, many see it as quite extraordinary. Schools were selected
on a number of criteria which, in many ways, were sensible. They related to the cost of
schools, the number of empty classrooms, class sizes and cost per student. However,
quality of education was not considered; the schools were not selected on educational
criteria. Therefore, we are not closing our worst schools in terms of educational
outcomes and achievements; in many cases we are closing the best schools in the State.
Schools are being judged on a range of technical and financial criteria and there is a
pretence in the rationalisation document that it is all about quality of education. What do
we mean by quality of education? Quality of education is about levels of achievement,
literacy and numeracy, and it is about creating an environment which gives an
opportunity to young students in our State to develop intellectually, socially and
emotionally.
That is what good schooling is all about. It is about creating an environment which
provides our young people with opportunities to develop as citizens and which gives our
young people an opportunity to participate in and be contributors to the community, not
observers and spectators. On that basis, the three schools in my electorate to which I
referred should never be closed. They are outstanding schools and should be set up as
models for other schools rather than as schools for closure. The City Beach Primary
School, for example, has developed an excellent environmental science program for
primary schools that is used throughout Australia. Why are we considering schools that
develop that sort of curriculum?
The process of rationalisation demands that parents, staff and others spend much of their
time setting up an option for closure. Everything is back to front. They must work out
an option to close and then they are asked to vote on it. After going through that process
over several months of trying to come up with a reason why a school should close, each
family gets to vote on whether the school should close. Therefore, it is not surprising that
school after school is making the decision to remain open. However, that is not the end
of it for those schools. They are provided with a four year moratorium and, if they do not
measure up to a set of criteria after four years, I assume they will have to go through the
process again - if the Minister for Education at that time still decides he will not make the
decision! The process involves a huge amount of time and energy by parents and it is
causing a lot of anger, in many cases, in those communities and, in the end, parents are
voting against closure.
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I want now to turn my attention to the morale in educational institutions, particularly in
TAFE. I am sure that many members of this House have had constituents visit them in
their offices or stop them in shopping centres to draw attention to the low morale in
schools as well as in TAFE centres. My attention was drawn to a survey that was done at
the Central Metropolitan College of TAFE last year, the results of which were published
in October. I refer to a summary of that "Staff Human Resource Survey". A total of 384
responses were received and five major issues were highlighted in the staff's response at
that college. Their concerns centred, firstly, around the instability of the college
executive and, secondly, staff rnot being recognised or valued for their knowledge and
expertise. If staff felt like that, one would expect low morale. Their third concern was
that workplace changes were made without consultation with staff. Staff were faced with
changes without consultation and were given workplace agreements to consider and sign
without prior consultation.
Their fourth concern was the lack of ownership to make decisions; that is, decisions were
made for professional people without their being involved. Their fifth concern was
ineffective communication policies and practices. One of the responses to this survey
early in the new year was a most extraordinary waste of money in that same college.
At the beginning of February a memo was sent to all staff from the professional and
career development officer, about the setting up of a telephone courtesy training program.
All staff, including professional and teaching staff, were required to attend a professional
development course which in essence taught them to answer the telephone.
Mr Cowan: Is that better than bootscooting?
Dr CONSTABLE: I think it is an extraordinary waste of money.
Mr Cowan: It is another alternative they were given.
Dr CONSTABLE: That would be an even greater waste of money. A consultant was
brought in to develop a package and program, and each staff member was required to
attend a three and a half hour training program on telephone courtesy. I have a copy of
the training workbook which states -

Learning Objectives:
To enable Central Metropolitan College personnel to identify the skills required
to communicate in a courteous and professional manner using the telephone.

I cannot think of a greater insult to professional people at all levels than to require them
to attend such a training course. When they see money wasted on this type of course,
they have every reason to be concerned about the way the college is run. On one page of
the workbook is a drawing of a face with a smile on it and the question underneath -

How do we put a smile in our voice?
That is the sort of thing professionals are required to learn by this college. Many of those
people have been involved professionally with TAFE for many years, and this is an
insult. The policy and procedure section goes through the steps of how to answer the
telephone promptly -

Every call should be answered within 3 rings.
Let the telephone ring at least once and answer before the third ring.

Have members ever heard of anything more absurd? It continues -

Greeting
Always use a greeting first: 'Good morning or Good afternoon'.

The workshop continues in this way for three and a half hours, presumably to teach
intelligent adults how to answer a telephone. Most of those people have been answering
telephones from an early age. Towards the end of the book is the heading "Concluding a
Telephone Call". I amn sure that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), will like this
one -
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Confirm all the details with the caller of what will be done by when.
Check for the callers satisfaction
Give the caller your name and number
Thank the caller
Hang up last.

I use that as an example of the concerns expressed to me by professional teachers at
TAFE and in schools who are desperate because of the low morale in the institutions in
which they work. People are concerned about their jobs and their future. We all know
from our work in our electorates that many people are frightened of change. If change is
to be a continuing aspect of educational institutions in the coming years, managers in
those institutions must learn how to think about the people they work with and to include
them in that change, so that they are not personally insulted or demeaned by the
professional development that takes place and the decisions made by executives in those
institutions. It is absurd to waste money on that kind of program when we are being told
over and over again that this State has no money to waste.

I now briefly mention the Government's urban bushland policy, which has not been
finalised although a draft was released last year. In many ways it received great
acceptance in the community. Although people argued about some parts of the policy, in
the main this Government has recognised the need for an urban bushland policy, and the
need to retain parcels and remnants of urban bushland for future generations for a range
of reasons. One of the first major announcements by the Government in this connection
was the establishment of the Bold regional park. That was announced as a draft major
amendment to the metropolitan region scheme a month or so ago. This major
amendment follows a public environmental review put in place by the former Perth City
Council. The Environmental Protection Authority responded and made its
recommendations in June last year, and in March this year a draft of a major amendment
was issued. This amendment, which I presume will come before the Parliament later this
year, covers a range of issues to which I will briefly refer.
Firstly, I refer to the establishment of the Bold regional park. People living in the Floreat
and City Beach area and beyond believe it is an excellent move to establish the regional
park in that area, for the enjoyment of not only those living in close proximity, but also
other citizens in this State. It covers an area of more than 450 hectares, is larger than
Kings Park, and has a great deal to offer. There is great disappointment about the
boundaries of that park. The northern part of the park, north of Oceanic Drive, has been
omitted from the regional park. People cannot understand why because the area between
Oceanic Drive and The Boulevard has always been known as Bold Park. Within that
boundary is the Bold Park swimming pool and Bold Park Drive, so one assumes it should
be part of the park.
Changes have been announced in the draft to the road reserve for the Stephenson
Highway. I am sure they will be under close scrutiny by the residents of that area I am
bewildered about the final road reserve, because when I was briefed on a draft late last
year, the Main Roads Department had recommended that Stephenson Highway follow
Bold Park Drive on the eastern side of Bold Park. In the meantime, it has been decided
that the municipal offices of the Town of Cambridge should be located on the site at the
corner of Bold Park Drive and Oceanic Drive. That means the road reserve has changed,
and instead of being in front, as originally proposed, it will now go to the western side of
the municipal offices. I cannot help wondering what deal was done between the
commissioners of the Town of Cambridge and the Government to change the road
reserve that had been determined and recommended. One can but imagine. The final
road reserve runs along the western side of the offices and along Oceanic Drive. It no
longer goes through the southern part of Bold Park, and in the main that has been greeted
very favourably by people in that area. One of the important aspects of this
announcement is the contribution of the Town of Cambridge and, therefore, its ratepayers
and residents, to the formation of this regional park. This is the essence of the major
weakness of the Government's urban bushland policy. The people of the Town of
Cambridge are gifting for $1 approximately 250 ha of bushland. I do not think many
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people will have a problem with that, because they have always wanted that part of the
bushland to be part of a regional park. However, in addition and for the same price,
14 ha near the Christchurch playing fields are to be sold to pay for the future upkeep ofthis land. One assessment is that the land will realise about $6m, and the interest fromthat amount will presumably be used to maintain the park. The p ark is to be administered
by the Kings Park Board. I do not know where that figr of $6m comes from becauseby all calculations it will realise a lot more than that. The people of the Town ofCambridge are giving not only bushland for this park but also further land to be sold forthe future upkeep of the park. I[remember clearly that it was stated during the debate onthe restructuring of the City of Perth that most of the land that has been earmarked for
sale would be sold to provide funds to be put towards the future upkeep of the Town of
Cambridge. Therefore, in essence the residents and ratepayers of the Town of
Cambridge are gifting a large amount of money to the State to pay for a policy of theState Government, and it is a park for the whole State, not just for that area. It is a bitmuch for the Government to expect local government authorities to pay for its urban
bushland policy. If the Government was really serious about it, it would come to terms
with the fact that it has a part to play in paying for the upkeep of urban bushland.
My final comment is a plea to the Government that in the coming months it will see fit tolook at the appalling and crowded conditions in Parliament House, and the lighting, theair-conditioning, and whatever - of which, once again, we were reminded during the hot
weather - which the staff, the members, the media and other people who work in thisplace day after day must entertain. It is time for the Government to bite the bullet and
make a commitment to extend and renovate this building so that it is a proper place
within which people can work.
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [5.21 pm]: In my comments on the Address-in-
Reply I will focus on two issues. Firstly, I will respond to letters calling for members of
Parliament to be more productive. Secondly, I will devote most of my time to the
electoral reforms and to some of the outcomes and problems with the recent electoral
redistribution. From time to time, I have noticed letters in the Press calling for more
productivity from members of Parliament. The Government is demanding greater
productivity from workers, and workers believe that perhaps this is an unfair situation.
We all know what we do as members of Parliament and I am sure we believe at times the
recompense which we receive is barely adequate.
I will put on record some background information, and I will round off the figures tohundreds because otherwise there will be so many digits that people will lose the trend.
In 1986, there were 17 900 electors on the electoral roll of the electorate of Scarborough,
which I represent. An electoral redistribution then occurred, and at the next election in
1989 there wre 22 200 people on the roll. That is a growth rate of 23 per cent. Most of
us realise that the size of the electorate has a great bearing on the work which members
have to do. There are now many more people on the electoral roll so more people
telephone me, write me letters and come through the door to see me, which gives me
more work to do.
The next redistribution for what will be called the electorate of Innaloo, although it
contains most of Scarborough, will put 23 500 people on the electoral roll, which is a
growth rate of 31 per cent from the situation in 1986. Therefore, I have calculated that
the annual productivity growth for members of Parliament is 2 per cent on the basis of
the increase in the number of people on the roll, and that does not take into account other
factors which are important when seeking an increase in salary, such as inflation and
other matters which occur from time to time.
My experience has been that it is common for members of Parliament to work 70 hours a
week, and 70 is, of course, two times 35. Members of Parliament also go out on
weekends and on week nights at all sorts of odd hours, which adds up to more difficult
circumstances than are experienced by most workers. Therefore, I believe members of
Parliament earn their salary. People may think that it is a high salary and they may
grizzle about productivity, but there is a productivity increase every year as the number
of people whom we try to represent increases.
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I have collected some figures about the history of electors on the electoral roll. In 1904,
there were 50 seats in the Parliament and the average number of electors in each
constituency was 3 276. Over the years, two things have happened. Firstly, there has
been an increase in the number of seats. The first increase was in the 1968 election when
the number of seats was increased by one to 51, and the number was held at 51 until the
1977 election, when the number of seats was increased to 55. The number of seats was
increased again to the present 57 in 1983. Over that time, increasing the number of seats
was one way of countering the problems that occurred because of the need to equalise the
number of electors on the roll when there had to be a redistribution.
In the year in which the number of seats was increased, although there was a small
increase in the number of electors per seat, the situation was stabilised for a short time,
and the implications were that the boundary changes did not have to be massive. That is
obvious when we consider the huge growth rates that we have had in Wanneroo and
Rockingham. If one of the options was to increase the number of seats, we could simply
place new seats in Wanneroo and Rockingham, and there would be less need to shift the
boundaries in all of the other seats and there would be less dislocation.
It is also of interest to put on record the electoral sizes for lower House seats in other
States in Australia. I will round these off to hundreds because we know they vary from
time to time, and I am talking about the average number of electors per seat.
In New South Wales the average number of electors is 38 400; in Victoria, 32 800;
Queensland, 22 100; South Australia, 21 200; Western Australia, 19 000 - because we
have just undertaken a redistribution; the Australian Capital Territory, 11 500; Tasmania,
9 000 and the Northern Territory about 3 700. The large populations in New South
Wales and Victoria mean that the number of electors in seats has almost doubled that in
Western Australia, whereas the smaller electorates reflect the sizes of the electorates in
Western Australia in the 1960s and in the case of the Northern Territory in the early
1900s. Australian electorates have a range of seat sizes, and extra resources are allocated
to members in New South Wales who have two electorate officers to help with a seat of
38 000 voters compared with the WA allocation which is one electorate officer.
In debate on the Acts Amendment (Electoral Reform) Bill on 8 July 1986 the then
Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, Mr Mal Bryce, stated in his opening
remarks -

The essential purpose of this Bill is. to create an electoral system which is fair to
voters, candidates, and parties, and which will produce a responsive Parliament
that accurately represents the will of the voters.

I am sure that all sorts of opinions were expressed in the debate that ensued. On 23 July
1986 in response to debate on the second reading speech Mr Bryce made the following
comments -

We can argue in this context about our differences of opinion concerning what
will happen, but other people will, with the benefit of hindsight, discover things
which happened subsequently and perhaps they will seek to gloat over some of
the errors of judgment which we made in this process.

He also said -

Despite the enormous amount of time and care which has gone into the
preparation of this Bill, I have never suggested that it constitutes a set of tablets
which are somehow sacrosanct and cannot be improved.

They were wise comments, because things do change over time. The Commission on
Government has started to present papers for discussion and raised the question of
electoral reform. This Parliament has had access to those papers. The general public in
Western Australia has been alerted to that question by an article by Joe Poprzeczny in
the Sunday Times of 9 April 1995 headed "Libs rocked but COG makes sure the wheels
won't fall off'. I will quote important points in that article, which the journalist has taken
from the original COG document. The article states -
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This week the Commission on Government (COG) released an interesting
discussion paper that is set to impact on them.
Titled, Electoral System, it shows the Liberals cannot be inconvenienced by a
fundamental change to WA's electoral system by adopting one vote, one value.

It continues -

In the interests of fairness and equity, therefore the number of seats gained by a
political party should be proportional to the number of voters who support that
party.

It continues -

The bad news for Mr McGinty's Labor Party is that one vote, one value means a
fall in the number of safe Labor seats in the outback and North-West.

It continues -

Add to this the fact that last year Mr McGinty filed an application in the High
Court asking that WA's current electoral laws be declared invalid.

Finally, the article states that under present electoral arrangements Mr McGinty could
win government at the 1997 election with less than 48 per cent of the vote. That
information is part of the public domain, and a flow on from the COG paper which is
calling for discussions.
On 3 March an article in The West Australian headed "State electoral system corrupt -
former head" refers to Mr Doug Coates, a former WA chief electoral officer who has
made some submissions to COG. He has called for compulsory voting to be scrapped,
and has also attacked the preferential voting system as a manipulation of the electoral
process which gave rise to corrupt practices, such as running dummy candidates to ensure
preferences which can result in the defeat of a candidate who is the first choice of
electors. He did not see any merit in that device. The issue of electoral reform is well
and truly on the agenda, not just because there has been a redistribution, but also because
COG is having its meetings and pushing the issue. COG has come out with what appears
to be a preferred option, which is one-vote-one-value. It is not a recommendation, but
something about which it has provided background information.
I will indicate some problems with electoral redistribution. Before these problems arose,
when the commissioners made the division for the various districts and regions they were
required under the Act to give due consideration to factors such as community of interest,
the means of communication and distance from the capital, physical features, existing
boundaries of regions and districts, existing local government boundaries and the trend of
demographic changes. The Western Australian Governent Gazette No 168 of Monday
28 November, 1994 contains the final report of the electoral commissioners. Point 28
states that the criterion of the trend of demographic changes was an important
determinant in the initial elector populations of districts. This provision led the
commissioners to fix the initial elector population in each district which, having regard to
the trend of' demographic changes, will produce approximate equality of elector numbers
as far as practical in each district in four years' time. Point 36 sets out tables of the
elector populations of electoral regions and districts as at 7 February 1994, as well as the
projected elector populations in 1998 being the midpoint of the period for which the
division of the State will apply. That also indicates the districts which are included in
each region. One of my fundamental concerns is that the main factor that has driven
boundary redistribution in the metropolitan area and elsewhere is the trend of
demographic changes.
I will explain what I mean by that. The metropolitan area is defined by some physical
boundaries, such as the river and the coastline, and an artificial boundary, which is called
the metropolitan region boundary. The commissioners have examined the shifts and the
likely shifts in population. I have no argument with their doing that to bring seats into
balance. Naturally if one is to draw boundaries within an area such as the metropolitan
region, one must start somewhere. The logical place to do so is at the boundaries of the
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region and other boundaries such as the river. The implications are simple. If one looks
at the seat of South Perth, one sees that most of its boundary is river foreshore. If one
wants to adjust the boundary which determines the electorate, one is fairly limited in
what he can do in aiming for a certain size electorate. The boundary will fall on the
streets within which the commissioners have added up the population, and there are
limited ways of doing that.
Likewise, starting from the outer metropolitan boundary and working down the coast, the
tendency would be to start from the defined boundaries, such as the river, and work
north, and then from the outer northern boundary to the middle. That means the greatest
dislocation and problems are in a ring in the middle of the metropolitan area. My
predecessor, Graham Burkett, was most concerned when the last lot of boundary changes
hit because he believed there were significant changes to the seat of Scarborough, which
was one of the middle ring seats. In that ring the seats of Balcatta, Glendalough, Helena
and Melville have been abolished. In my view they are the leftover bits in the middle
where a line has been drawn on the map to make the numbers work. We now have four
members who do not have a seat. I guess their constituents, the people who elected them,
will be wondering who they will get.
The seat of Scarborough will change from having a population of just under 21 000 to
just over 23 500, and become the seat of Innaloo. There is a net gain of 2 587, but the
commissioners have got that by taking out 4 000 voters and adding 6 500. That change
has impacted on 10 500 constituents, who will definitely have a different member after
the next election. Nearly half an electorate has been put into different electorates. If one
examines the map closely, the question arises as to how the commissioners arrived at
these boundaries. They did not use the suburbs. They have drawn lines down minor
roads in the middle of suburbs. I have lines dividing Trigg and Karrinyup, I have a little
bit of Osborne Park, and a little of Balcatta. It is a crazy mess. In my view the
commissioners have had little regard for existing boundaries, regions and districts, or for
physical features. The biggest physical feature in my electorate is the freeway. It has a
train line in the middle of it, and there is absolutely no community of interest between
east and west of the freeway.
We all know that in our electorates there is no one community of interest; each electorate
has several communities of interest. There is no problem as regards the quality of the
people on different sides of the freeway, but it is a different community of interest. I was
quite amazed that the boundary crossed the freeway.
I believe the Act that controls all of this is severely flawed. It will cause massive
dislocation at every second election. Every eight years a large number of members will
not have a seat at all, while other members will be taking on one-third or one-half of
another seat, and the people will be represented by totally different members. That is not
in the best interests of representation for the people of the State.
The boundary changes have been driven by a numbers exercise. I do not believe
anywhere near enough regard has been held for community of interest, existing
boundaries and so on. One of the big flaws in the Act is an issue which COG is raising -
the fairness of it. When one reads the Act, one sees that the flaw is that there is
absolutely no requirement for the commissioners to have any regard for the political
implications of their decisions.
I have some interesting information to put before the House. The COG paper on page 22
raises as an issue, under the question of what is an ideal electoral system, the following -

Fairness Between Political Parties. When they vote at elections, voters are
primarily choosing between alternative political parties. In the interests of
fairness and equality, therefore, the number of seats gained by a political party
should be proportional to the number of voters who support that party.

I have gone to the trouble of looking at the implications of the redistribution. I will put it
on the parliamentary record because I believe there are strategists in this Parliament and
elsewhere who will have come to conclusions similar to mine. If we define seats as super
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safe, I am talking about 70 per cent plus; very safe, I am talkting 60 per cent to 70 percent; safe, 56 to 60 per cent; safe-ish, above 53 per cent; and marginal, under 53 per cent.This is the result of the redistribution: The coalition has 12 super safe seats, one of thembeing an Independent with a coalition leaning; the ALP has none. The coalition has eightvery safe seats, one being the new Independent, the ALP has six; safe seats, the coalition
has five, the ALP six; safe-ish seats, the coalition has three, the ALP eight; and marginal
seats, the coalition has six, the ALP three.
The last election saw a record vote for the coalition parties of 55.4 per cent. With a2.4 per cent swing, the coalition could lose six seats because there are six seats with amargin of 2 per cent or less. That means the ALP would gain government with 47 percent of the vote, and it would have a three seat margin. With a swing of 4.4 per cent the
coalition would lose eight seats and the Australian Labor Party with a vote of 49 per cent
would have a seven seat margin.
Dr Watson: That is justice.
Mr STRICKLAND: The member may say it is justice. The challenge that might bebefore the Opposition is whether it will pursue one-vote-one-value. It has here a politicalopportunity to pick up government with only 46.5 per cent of the vote. If it had a goodswing of 4.4 per cent, it could have a massive margin with only 49 per cent of the vote.The test will be on- the Opposition should the High Court rule in favour of its case.Perhaps the Leader of the House could indicate whether he is sticking to that principle of
one-vote-one-value.
Mr Ripper: I am the shadow Leader of the House, although I am looking forward topromotion at the next election, especially on the basis of the figures you have given to the
House. I and my party very much support one-vote-one-value.
Mr STRICKLAND: Will the Opposition be pursuing it should the High Court rule in its
favour?
Mr Ripper: If the High Court rules in our favour, there will have to be a redistribution in
Western Australia.
Mr STRICKLAND: That is very interesting. I have examined the electoral shifts overfive elections in my electorate. It really amazed me when I graphed the margins againstthe time over the election years; it did not matter whether it was a Liberal box, a Labor
box or a marginal box, the trend lines were almost the same everywhere, with two smallexceptions. When the member for Marmion was in Kamrnyup he recorded a vote beyond
the trend.
[The member's time expired.]
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [5.53 pm]: The Address-in-Reply is one of those few
occasions during the year when we as members have an opportunity to talk about
anything we think appropriate. I will comment on a matter that occurred recently inrelation to the Director of Public Prosecutions and which was raised in the Senate. In the
course of raising that issue I will place a few matters on the record, because it is an
extremely difficult area in which a lot of members try to be holier than thou and adopt aposition that strict and easy to understand rules are in place. However, the issue is notsimple, and the end result comes down to an individual moral choice for most of us. Iraise these matters with my sensitive background of the matters raised last year. I
emphasise that my opinion on those matters has not changed and I accept fullresponsibility for what was complained about and recognise that it was a proper matter to
be raised. I do not in any way shy from the statements I made in here and elsewhere atthe time. However, because of my personal situation I regard the question of raising
matters of personal affairs with a fair degree of hesitation. I do so primarily from what I
regard in my case as a fairly sincerely held Christian belief.
Those who have read the Gospels know what Christ did about the fallen woman. He
simply purported to write in the sand and invited those without sin to cast the first stone.
At the end of the process no-one was left but Christ and the woman. He said, "Go and
sin no more." Sometimes we forget the request that she must sin no more. Christ was in
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no way endorsing her conduct but saying that no-one present was entitled to stone or
condemn her for what she had done. She had to acknowledge she was doing wrong and
then go away and sin no more. Another important story is that of the good Samaritan.
That story demonstrates that those who appear to be good people because of their religion
or personal beliefs should not be presumed to show themselves to be truly Christian when
others are in difficulty. The obvious emphasis was that the good Samaritan was least
likely to assist. However, he assisted and then went out of his way to make sure that on
his return journey he squared things off with the landlord and others who assisted the
person. We tend to believe that because people appear to obey all the rules and
externally appear to be religious, somehow or other they can always be picked to do the
right thing. That is not always the case. Quite often people who have faults are seen to
do the right thing when those without fault are not. In public office we need to bear that
in mind. One's history does not automatically exclude one from office. The public will
judge whether one should be elected, and that is where a proper judgment should be
made.
Coming up to Easter another appropriate example from the Gospels is that of St Peter. St
Peter told an untruth on three occasions when he denied he was a disciple of Christ, yet
Christ had already chosen Peter to be the rock on which he would establish his church,
and that happened on the death of Christ. Again, the clear inference is that someone,
obviously out of the interest of his safety, who has told an untruth on three occasions
when pressed was still thought by Christ to be a worthy person to be the rock upon which
he would establish his Church. I mention those three things, not because I am any more
religious than anyone else here, but to make the point that if one looks at the Gospels one
does not find an immediate affirmation that bad people should not be elected to office or
that they will not reform. In no way did Christ attempt to justify what occurred or
condone it, but in the end he was able to see beyond it. That is my personal view and for
that reason I will stand by what I said when matters concerning me were raised, which
was that no matter what I know about the personal lives of members opposite I would
never seek to use that in any political way. The only occasion on which such a matter
would be raised by me is when the problem seems to be obviously affecting a person's
ability to carry out the duties of office.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 730 pm

Mr D.L. SMITH: Prior to the dinner suspension I said I would not wish to use anything I
might know about the personal lives of anyone else in politics. The reason is that, firstly,
I am not without sin; secondly, there are, and have been, many great people around the
world who have personal faults, but they do their job enormously well; thirdly, people are
capable of reform; and, finally, even those people who appear outwardly to be perfect are
not always capable of the compassion, concern and empathy that good members of
Parliament are required to bring to their job. I must emphasise that when using personal
information about members of Parliament and those who purport to represent others or to
be involved in government, one's assessment must be impeccable. Members must
continually review their behaviour to assess whether it is up to the mark.

I have said publicly that when I came to an appreciation that I could not control my
failings, it worried me, and it continues to worry me, that I should continue to hold public
office. If I had been left to my own devices, I would have left public office a long time
ago; however, it was inconvenient to the Government of the day and my party for me to
do so. If my problem remained out of control, I would not accept that I should remain as
a member of Parliament. Despite the concern by some of my family at the way the
matter was raised it seems to have had the desired effect. As far as I am aware since the
matter of my failings was raised in September last year, I have not been guilty of any
conduct that could be questionable. To that extent I suppose I should show some
appreciation to those who raised the matter because they were successful when a number
of other people, including professionals, had not been able to assist me in the past. It is
an issue on which I continue to assess myself, and I will continue to make my assessment
on whether I should remain in this position.
Having said that I am not prepared to throw any dirt and that one must be continuously
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conscious of the need to maintain a higher standard than one would normally expect of a
person in public office I cannot be too critical of people who, like the Leader of the
House, raises issues that can be genuinely raised. Occasions will arise when despite my
attitude to an issue I cannot, in effect, complain that others raised matters in an
appropriate way and at an appropriate time in their judgment. That is where the whole
issue gets confusing in respect of standards, both for the media and for members of
Parliament. Despite the fact that it will not come from me, there will be appropriate
occasions when other members will raise those sorts of issues.
Where does that take me in regard to what I said at the beginning of my remarks; that is,
that I wanted to discuss these matters because of my concern about issues which have
been raised concerning the Director of Public Prosecutions? Firstly, if these matters are
to be raised at all, they should be raised in the interests of good government. Those
people who raise them for other base motives should not be allowed to get away with
that It is all right for someone to raise an issue like this in the genuine belief that
somehow or other it must be raised in the interests of good government and the quality of
the Parliament; but if he raises it from the point of view of a base motive, he should be
condemned. Secondly, as a principle, those who raise matters not relating directly to a
member, but to his or her family, should be judged very harshly by all members. It is one
thing to make an assessment about one's performance, control and behaviour, but none of
us is in a position to control the behaviour of members of one's family. It is absolutely
wrong for any person in this place to raise matters over which a member has no control.
That is even more true of those people who hold not an elected office, but public office.
The motives of anyone who raises matters relating to the family of a public office holder
are very questionable and will always bring a very harsh judgment from me. That is
doubly true if there is an ulterior motive.
In fairness, for a public officer who uses his or her public office in an inappropriate way,
irrespective of whether it relates to a family member, there must be an avenue for that
matter to be raised. It is usually raised under privilege in a place like this. I do not think
any members should lad themselves about that. If a Minister is advantaging family
members or friends, those issues must be raised. The same applies to people who hold
other office. We had the recent rather harsh example of a police officer in Kalgoorlie
who used his office inappropriately in an incident where a hotel had dismissed the
services of his daughter. The case led to a criminal prosecution. I disagreed with some
of the comments the judge made and I thought his comments were a little harsh.
Nonetheless, there must be an appropriate way to raise these issues of concern. The real
test to decide whether a matter has been properly raised is to determine whether there is
genuine concern about the issue. All members must be very firm in saying that before
these matters are raised in those instances, one must be absolutely convinced that there
has been a misuse of office or that there is a clear case that the implication might be
raised that a misuse of office has occurred.
Knowing Mr McKechnie as I do, I am absolutely certain he would not have misused his
office in the way that has been suggested, that is, to obtain for a member of his family a
favourable dealing with a law enforcement agency, namely the police. I say emphatically
that John McKechnie is a man of integrity and well deserves to be the Director of Public
Prosecutions. He would not use his office to in any way intentionally influence the
police. He was in a difficult position for a person in public office. He is a father and
wants to be seen to be concerned about his family, and, therefore, he was honour bound
to do whatever he could to assist, and that includes attending at the police station. It is
true that if the DPP, a Minister, or a member of Parliament turned up at a police station,
inevitably one could raise a concern that even if that person went out of his or her way to
ensure that there was no influence, there would be an opportunity for the police officer to
be impressed by the fact that the person held such an office and for there to be some
unstated influence. However, I guarantee that John McKecbnie would have gone out of
his way to ensure that the police understood that he was at the police station as a father
and that they were to disregard entirely the fact that he was the DPP.
I want to publicly dissociate myself from the disgraceful manner in which the matter was
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raised and from the fact that John McKechnie's daughter was named in the course of the
matter being raised. That is not to say that I do not have a great deal of respect for
Graene Campbell in a host of other ways; but we need to say publicly that we dissociate
ourselves from people who overstep the mark when they have the advantage of
parliamentary privilege. That is not to say there will not be occasions when I say in this
Parliament that I disagree with decisions of the DPP. If I get the opportunity this year, I
will raise my grave concerns on behalf of a constituent who was affected by the memory
recall case in Bunbury about the way that matter was handled and the fact that the
charges got to court at all. I am concerned also about the manslaughter charge in regard
to the person who ran into another person in a driveway, and about a case where the DPP
has been critical of the integrity of one of his workers. Those are two situations where
the job has not been done as well as I would like it to be done and in the process some
injury has been caused to individuals. However, I want to publicly dissociate myself
from any impugning of Mr McKechnie's integrity or capacity to do his job.
The Leader of the National Party said by way of interjection earlier, which I am not sure
Hansard recorded, that of course I have been quite pious about my position and perhaps I
do not always abide by my own rules. I want to be the first to acknowledge to the Leader
of the National Party that I am human. Some people who are close to me have
complained to me that when I state publicly that I will never use information about other
people but will always forgive other people for raising issues of that kind if it relates to
the office, I leave myself in an open position because people know that they can attack
me with impunity and that I will never respond in kind. However, that is the way I prefer
to do things. At the same time, I am the first to acknowledge that it is one thing to have
high ideals in these matters and quite another to carry them out in practice and
acknowledge that I will not always be perfect in regard to following my own rules of
conscience; but they are my rules of conscience, and, as far as practicable, I will abide by
them, and if any people think at any time that I have departed from them, I would be
happy to receive that criticism and take it as constructive in the way that I hope it would
be.
I move now to some remarks made by the member for Bunbury in the course of the
debate on 29 March. He said, in effect, firstly, that people in public sector jobs who
complained about losing their jobs needed to know that they were not their jobs but
belonged to the people of Western Australia and it was up to the people of Western
Australia, through their Government, to decide which people could have those jobs. He
said, secondly, that any good public servants who were told that their jobs had to go or
that some function of the Public Service which they had previously performed was no
longer required had an obligation as good public servants to accept that as fact and to get
on with implementing the decision of the Government, even if that meant the loss of their
current employment. He said, thirdly, that in his view many public servants sadly forgot
that the most important persons were the taxpayers who were paying for the job to be
performed, and that often those in the public sector forgot that the paramount concern
was the customer and many public servants did not discharge their jobs in the interests of
the customer, that is, the public.
When a member of Parliament makes those comments, one can presume only that he
makes them from the perspective of his own experience in the areas in which he has
worked or in terms of the electors whom he represents, and if that is his perspective of
the public sector and public servants in Bunbury, I want to immediately dissociate myself
from those remarks. The public sector and public servants in the Bunbury region do a
tremendous job in circumstances where central governments, including Perth-based
governments, have not always been willing to resource or support them in the way in
which they deserve to be supported. I will not go chapter and verse through the examples
this year where there have been vacancies in Bunibury for periods of up to nine months
and where single officers have had to perform the jobs and duties of two or three officers
while this Government decided whether it would replace the people who had left or took
so long to replace them that it caused enormous stress to the people who were doing the
jobs of two or three people in addition to their own job.
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I am a great admirer of the public sector. Like any other member of Parliament, from
time to time I will criticise individual performance and outcomes, but in general terms
the Public Service in Bunbury is outstanding. I dissociate myself from the notion that
somehow or other public servants can never describe the jobs which they are performing
as their jobs. Many people choose early in their lives to make the Public Service their
career. They do that because they want to contribute to the community through public
service. I do not think we as members of Parliament should ever be seen to be criticising
people who choose to take up a Public Service career out of a genuine sense of wanting
to serve in a public way the community in which they live. In the course of performing
those jobs, many people give their utmost Many people have a vision of what they
should do, how it should be done and the outcomes that should be achieved, and they
perform their job in a way which has nothing to do with their relationship with their
employer the Government or what they are paid. They do it because they genuinely want
to perform their task and provide a valuable service. Whether the person is a teacher, a
nurse, someone interested in decentralisation or planning, a policeman, a gardener or a
cleaner, if he thinks he has a vocation - it is what the person wants to do with his life and
he receives great personal satisfaction from discharging his duties - he is entitled to call it
his job, his career or his profession. He is entitled to say that it is critically important to
him. If people come to office as part of the Government, as Ministers, or as members of
Parliament, and decide for whatever reason that the job is no longer important, that the
service to which the person has devoted his life is no longer important to the community,
as a public servant that person has a right to tell the Government that the situation stinks.
That person will think his job is worth preserving; that his loyalty demonstrated over the
years is worth something in return. He may think that the opportunities he has forgone in
pursuing public service rather than private enterprise deserves some loyalty from the
people he has served - the Government of the day.
To say to such people that they should stand aside and accept the decision of the
Government of the day just because it happened to be elected at the last election - not
because the issues affected the job but somehow the person must accept the situation and
move out - is wrong. The statement by the member for Bunbury that the best thing to do
to protect the job is to do it to the utmost of one's ability, is simply wrong in the context
of this Government. The truth is that many people in the public sector who have done the
job to their utmost ability, when told by the incoming Government to lift their
performance or output, have been willing to adapt to the changes and to work harder. For
the people who have filled in for the people who formerly worked beside them, those
who have responded to every enterprise direction possible, to be simply told -
notwithstanding that they have done their job to their utmost ability and have responded
to every call for greater productivity and effort, and change in the workplace - that
someone has decided the job should go, is wrong. The person may be told that he should
be grateful that the public has allowed him to have that job for this long, that he should
accept the decision that he must go because it is a decision of the Government. He may
be told that any public servant must accept that decision. Any person who approaches
public sector employment in that way needs to be told that it is wrong-headed and an
unjust view of real life.
I have been interested in the different attitudes displayed by some Ministers regarding
these matters. In the end, many of the decisions being made air purely philosophical.
Considering their personal backgrounds in the private sector or otherwise, I expected
some Ministers to have a harsher attitude, but the differences have been surprising. That
indicates that they know the value of good service; they are prepared to make an
assessment about what is going on in the public sector, on the basis of fairness, equity,
and a recognition that a Government, regardless of its colour, should have some loyalty
and obligation to its work force. I do not think that the Leader of the House is perfect but
I single him out - even though he has got on with his own views about restructuring and
the like - as a person who has acted with a degree of equity, fairness and consultation.
That is certainly not true of all Ministers.
I will not reiterate the remarks by the member for Collie yesterday but I endorse many of
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her comments. If her comments regarding attitudes to the Public Service by the Minister
for Education are true, they are certainly true of the Minister for Health. I take this
opportunity to oppose the Address-in-Reply motion, and I say directly to the Ministers
for Education, Health, Water Resources, Transport, and Services that the way in which
they have been treating public servants, and continue to treat them, is wrong. In the end,
that will lead to much poorer government and public service in Western Australia.
MR BLAIKIOE (Vasse) [7.56 pm]: The people who attended the Rolling Stones'
concert on Saturday night were treated to a wonderful spectacle. It was well run and well
organised and a credit to the organisers and the people of Western Australia. It is a
spectacle that I would like to see in my electorate, but that will not be the case. I must
compare it with the disgraceful situation that occurred at Dunsborough on new year's eve
when the town was turned into what was described as a war zone. The unfortunate
situation was of grave concern to the community and to me as the local member. The
Busselton-Margaret Times on 5 January ran an article headed "Town aghast at night of
terror". It reads -

In Dunsborough, local police and reinforcements from Bunbury in riot gear used
shields and batons to push back rowdy crowds in the town centre.
Police described it as a "warzone" and said it was incredible that nobody had been
seriously injured as the crowd turned ugly before midnight.

Further on, it reads -
"Imagine Beirut or some place like that - it was just like a war zone," said Sen
Const Geoff Stewart.
"Anything that wasn't nai led down was used as a missile or destroyed.
"You couldn't see the bitumen for glass.
"It wouldn't have mattered if we had 100 police - there was nothing you could do
against 5000 people.

One hundred police were not there!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLAIKIE: I have told the Minister for Police. I wish to make my comments in this
place because I do not want to see this happen again. People expect benefits from events
such as the Rolling Stones' concert. My community expects just that.
Parents were blamed. Newspaper reports were that one businessman said that he saw a
young woman walking around during the riot wearing only a T-shirt. Another woman
was naked and other people were having sex on the lawn at the local hotel. I have much
concern about these matters. The prelude to the New Year's eve revelry was that the
Commissioner of Police spoke on the radio. He said, to the best of my recollection, that
if people were at Scarborough, Lancelin, Fremantle or Rottnest, and they played up they
would be put in the slamnmer. How many members heard him say that? The
Commissioner of Police did not mention the situation at Dunsborough. My thoughts are
well known and I have expressed my concern that Dunsborough was left off the police hit
list.
Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: Members will get their turn.
I have been assured that this will not happen again. However, it was a similar situation
two years ago at the Wildwood concert.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLAIKIE: These problems should have been addressed over the years. They need to
be addressed continually. It all gets back to -
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Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Thornie! The member for Mitchell spoke for
24 minutes without one interjection - as I recall. As soon as the member for Vasse began
to speak several members thought it was their right to interject every couple of minutes.
That is not reasonable. If the member for Vasse chooses to answer the interjections - as
occurred when the member for Eyre was speaking - it will be acceptable. This behaviour
is not.
Mr BLAIKIE: The member who is leaving the Chamber might think my comments are a
repeat of those on the Margaret River Hospital, but while I am in this Chamber I will
continue to make these comments until the law and order situation in my electorate is
rectified. The member for Mitchell will recollect my comments when he was a Minister
that the circumstances at the Busselton courthouse were deplorable. In fact, while he was
the Minister he agreed with that statement. I am delighted that late last year the Attorney
General was prepared to look at the courthouse and is proposing to take action. I am
quite satisfied that the Attorney General was shocked when she saw the circumstances
that prevail in that courthouse. In a rapidly growing district like Busselton, a subregional
centre, the deplorable circumstances that the member for Bunbury described as being
deficient three years ago are even worse now. The previous Government refused to do
anything about the conditions at the Busselton police station, and that is the nub of the
problem.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: I acknowledge that. The member understands how bad the situation is
there. This state of affairs relates not just to the courthouse; the police station facilities
are equally as bad. This rapidly growing community needs more police, but no more can
be accommodated at the police station. When it was built in 1974 it was outmoded, and
it is even more so today.
The events that occurred in Dunsborough in 1995 must never be repeated. Law and order
is the biggest single issue in my electorate. We need new court facilities and more police
officers. That will go a long way to address what the community knows to be a problem
and that should have been addressed a long time ago. As chairman of a task force, I
made a submission about the behaviour of the New Year's Eve revellers. We recognised
the difficulties with people illegally parking and illegally camping. The task force's
recommendation was to increase substantially the penalties for people who were illegally
camped in parks. On New Year's Eve at Dunsborough thousands of people were
illegally camped and illegally parked. The task force reported that by substantially
increasing penalties, these occurrences would be minimised and recommended multiple
infringement notices. If people were subject to an infringement notice and were subject
to another notice an hour or so later, a higher penalty as well as the original one would be
imposed; thereby giving a multiple penalty. The task force also recommended that the
infringement notices should be issued against either a person or a vehicle. If there was
some difficulty in identifying the offending person, the vehicle could be identified in
much the same way as occurs with parking offences and the collection of parking fines.
The task force I chaired saw that recommendation as providing a penalty that would go a
substantial way to deterring people from illegally parking and illegally camping which
resulted in the circumstances that have occurred in Dunsborough. I hope to goodness
that we can reap similar benefits to those gained by the Perry Lake stadium concert
organisers the other night. The Leeuwin concert and the Abbey-Vale concert are well
organised and controlled. When mayhem breaks loose we need additional police officers
and additional penalties. The community I represent does not want to see a recurrence of
the problem.
Earlier today the member for Balcatta raised a matter which caused me some concern.
He referrd to a sausage sizzle that had been arranged by local police officers in
Busselton. Following the New Year's Eve crisis the police realised that there was a
problem with communications. The Dunsborough chamber of commerce, of its own
volition, purchased a mobile telephone for use by the local police. The community
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wanted to redress the communications problem. Police officers were using their own
bicycles at the commencement of the school year to ensure that children were wearing
bicycle helmets and recognising the road rules. I attended a chamber of commerce
meeting which was advised that the police officers who were using their bicycles had
been transferred and that the service could not be continued because bicycles used were
privately owned and were not provided as part of the usual stock in trade at the police
station. The next morning a person came forward to provide the local police with a
bicycle. I am aware of an offer from another family to donate $500 to equip the police
with another bicycle. In addition, another bicycle has been donated from within the
community. The police have received two, and another is on offer. The sausage sizzle
raised funding to assist the local police to purchase equipment. The local police used this
event to create community awareness and to be seen as an integral part of the community.
I compliment the police for heading in that direction. We must ensure, however, that
police officers and police stations are adequately resourced This Government has
inherited a legacy of the police being underresourced. We are in a catch-up period. I
want to ensure that the Busselton police station and courthouse within my community are
given top priority for funding in the forthcoming Budget.
I refer also to a matter about which I have a very real concern. It relates to Western
Power which was formerly the State Energy Commission of Western Australia.
Mr Thomas: Part of it.
Mr BLAIKIE: It was part of the SEC. I see this matter as a significant problem for
Western Power and the State. I raised this matter approximately four years ago when I
was concerned about whether the level of maintenance of the existing power grid
throughout the State was adequate, but more specifically in the areas I represented. My
concerns have been further heightened because only last year a major power collapse
occurred within the Perth metropolitan area attributed to a storm of unprecedented
proportions. Although power lines will inevitably break and fall as a result of storm
damage, I do not accept the premise that a pole will simply fall over of its own accord.
With all my farming experience I know that a pole can be broken, but when it simply
falls over it must be completely rotten as a result of a lack of adequate maintenance. I
hope the Minister will have some regard for my concerns and find out for me how many
poles that were blown over during the last major storms simply shattered at ground level
rather than broke off as one would expect them to do in a storm. I represent people in the
south west who have lost property or livestock for virtually the same reasons. I raised
this matter approximately four years ago, and subsequently the SEC made good the
losses. The poles were not the subject of wind damage; they were rotten and simply fell
over.
Another matter which I believe is a more insidious problem for Western Power and
people in agricultural areas is the number of fires attributed to pole fires caused by
shorting between the insulator and the top of the pole. The shorting creates considerable
heat which, if it continues, starts a fire, which drops to the ground and can cause
considerable damage. That is exactly what has happened on a number of occasions in the
south west. I do not have the capacity to go to shire after shire and tally up where
damage has occurred. However, I am very mindful of the fact that in a number of areas
fires have caused damage which have cost people tens of thousands of dollars. As a
result of a fire at north Jindong, I think the damages claims to SECWA will amount to
more than $400 000. However, it is one fire for which SECWA is not admitting liability.
A branch of a tree hit a powerline and fell on the ground, causing the fire. I understand
Western Power is claiming it was an act of God. One thing is certain, God did not put
either the power poles or the wires in place. Some responsibility must be accepted for
maintaining the clearance of that line. That is only one example.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The issue of clearance is difficult, particularly in the hills areas.
Together with the members for Darling Range and Swan Hills last Friday I spent some
time in the hills trying to sort out the issue. I think we have made progress. It is also a
difficult issue for local government; nonetheless, it is a real issue.
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Mr BLAIKIE: The matter may pose a problem for local government; I am not sure of the
wider ramifications. However, it must be further investigated and resolved. Western
Power has indicated it is probably the shire's responsibility because the tree was growing
on a road reserve and the branch fell 20 metres onto the powerline. We can be pedantic
until the cows come home. The certain thing is that a Western Power wire fell down,
created a fire and caused damage. That is only one fire over which dispute continues
about who is responsible. Other pole fires have occurred; one fascinating example
resulted from a cow rubbing its back on a Western Power guy wire.
Mr Thomas: That is what started the great fire of Chicago.
Mr BLAIKIE: No-one knows whether the cow gave a vigorous rub or otherwise.
Nonetheless, the pole fell over and caused a major fire for which Western Power has
since paid compensation. On the outskirts of Brunswick another fire for which I
understand Western Power has not accepted liability burnt out many hectares of land.
The resultant dispute will continue and in due course a decision will be made. I can give
members many examples of pole fires. Only as recently as yesterday, Western Power
wrote me a letter in response to representations I have made on behalf of one of my local
bush fire brigades. It said in part -

Thank you for your facsimile dated 10 April 1995 relating to the recent power
pole fires.
The fires are an obvious concern to us as they disrupt the network as well as
causing damage to property. We have several procedures in place that are
designed to reduce the incidents. These include: Insulator washing, to get rid of
some of the dust and contaminants; structure tightening and crossarm bonding, to
reduce electrical leakage; and in some cases insulator change.
However, it has to be appreciated that there are in excess of 200 000 poles
supplying the South West and the Great Southern areas. Most of these are located
in farming properties.

This is the very concern I raise: There are 200 000 poles which are mainly on farming
property areas. Any farmer worth his salt must be petrified about the damage that might
be caused to his property as a result of fire caused by an electrical breakdown on Western
Power lines. Whatever fire control measures property owners may have in place, they
cannot determine whether a pole will be the cause of a fire which will cause damage to
their property. This is a new hazard and it is a real hazard.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am not disputing what you are saying. A big part of the problem,
particularly in country areas, is people shooting at conductors on the tops of poles. I have
seen that in Albany.
Mr BLAIKIE: I understand the Minister's concern. I did not realise there were people
like that; they are not like that in the electorate of Vasse. The letter also said -

In terms of potential damage the fires are a serious problem but only 100 or so
have occurred in the region this year, which has been a bad year. To put it in
perspective, this represents a very small proportion of the total power pole
population. As the outbreaks occur on very much a random basis a systematic
approach has to be taken in attending and fixing each pole. It will take some time
to deal with all districts.

Western Power has said that there have been only 100 or so outbreaks this year and it has
accepted that number. On the other hand, how many fires were there that it has not
accepted but which the community believe were caused by or resulted from an act of God
or some other circumstance? I have been obliged in this House on several occasions to
put the case for farmers who have suffered damage because SEC WA was not prepared to
meet costs. It is not a new matter, it has existed for some years. The transmission lines
and poles are getting older and the problem grows. I believe that, because of the
representations I have made over previous years, SECWA has gone around the State
steel-staking many of its poles. I said at the time that that was all very good for the time
being. However, the time will come when total replacement will be necessary.
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Unfortunately, we went through a period of government which the people of this State
will never forget. One of the previous Government's major problems was that it did not
like cutting down trees and hence it did not replace poles along SECWA powerlines. I
hold the previous Government responsible for the lack of maintenance that has occurred.
However, that does not get over the present problem, which is growing. I plead with the
Minister in charge of Western Power to have a look at what is happening and to see what
can be done to ensure that the number of pole fires is minimised and to put in place what
needs to be done to ensure that these transmission line faults do not occur. The Minister
said that he went to the hills area recently and found that people there do not want to have
their lines cleared. In that case, they will have to accept the full consequences of the
damage to their properties that may occur as a result of this problem. By and large, the
area I represent accepts the need for maintenance. I regard the matter with some
seriousness and I hope the Government will take note of my concerns.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I will ask Western Power to respond.
MR McNEE (Moore) [8.25 pm]: I support the motion. My electorate is enjoying the
change of government. The people in that electorate have just realised the reality of a
change of government and that the nightmare has passed. I could pick any Minister and
thank him or her for the things he or she has done in my electorate since corning to
office. It is time to recognise that. I am prepared to recognise it on behalf of my
electorate. New fire trucks have been delivered and business enterprise centres; have
been opened. These are things that will assist my electorate achieve its goal of increased
production.
Two areas in my electorate have celebrated their centenary this year. Some weeks ago
the Deputy Premier joined in the festivities to celebrate the centenary of the Goomnalling
Shire. Last weekend, the Premier joined in the celebrations of the centenary of Moora.
Dr Hamnes inteijected.
Mr McNEE: His wife and baby joined him. The people of Moora were delighted to
welcome them.
I was in Dalwallinu the other night attending a reception for a retiring councillor. He told
us that he went onto his farm at Goodlands which is north of Clany some 30 years ago
when it was virgin country. Members can imagine what that must have been like. Thirty
years later, the district produces a million tonnes of wheat. That is a significant
contribution and is something which the former Government failed to recognise. It
kicked the producers in my electorate in the guts as hard as it could and failed to
recognise their contribution to this State. I am pleased to say that the Minister for
Education has recognised that contribution. Although he has been maligned by some
people, who make ridiculous claims about him, he continues to work for the good of this
State. Some members opposite were dopey enough yesterday to say that they did not
care whether they paid their water bills. That was my assessment of their comments.
That is their brand of economics! Because of this Minister for Education, Wongan Hills
school received $1 .2m last year, Cunderdin Agricultural College will get $1 .2m this year,
Dalwallinu will receive $300 000; and Moora Primary School will receive $100 000.
The list goes on. A lot of that money is being spent doing work that the previous
Government failed to do. The last repair and renovation work done at Moora Primary
School was in 1982. There was a change of government in 1983 and for 10 years not a
nail was driven into a wall or a screw was screwed into a door. To its credit, this
Government is picking up that slack and starting to repair things. At Northam, in the
electorate of Avon, the C.Y. O'Connor TAFE College was opened a fortnight ago. That
college will have some bearing and influence on my electorate and will provide very
worthwhile facilities. I could go on about the achievements of this Government in my
electorate. Getting funds from the previous Government to do work in my electorate was
like drawing teeth.
We are concerned, as is everybody, about law and order. People in my electorate talk
about it a lot and to some degree the issue has been blown slightly out of proportion. If
we were able to analyse the situation and put all the wrongdoers in one corner, I am sure
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there would not be very many of them. However, the Press prints only the bad stories
because it thinks they are newsworthy, and it does not print the stories about young
people who have done good things. What is the problem? I doubt that we could solve
the problem by legislation, although it would be good if that were the case. It is like the
belief that if all the doors are locked, it will keep the thieves out; therefore, if everybody
locks their doors there will be no thieves. However, the thieves get past the locks. I do
not think the problem can be solved by legislation or by beating people and imposing
harsher penalties. Something is missing in the basic character of the people who do some
of the things reported in the Press. Is it because our standards have dropped? Is the
standard lower today than it was 25 or 30 years ago? I think it is. If we accept a
reduction in standards, we must accept the product of that reduction in standards. Most
members in this House have passed the time when they have a direct influence, although
some members have young families and will influence them with their standards. If the
standard is slack, one can expect the person to be slack.
This morning I listened to a radio station discussion on a simple matter such as Easter. I
recognise the Tight of people to have an opinion and express their view. That is fine, but
it seems to me - and surprises me - that the oddball view is more readily accepted than
the views of those with a more affable nature. If a person stated that he was a Christian,
some people would think there was something odd about him although, strangely enough,
71 per cent of people in the last census said they were Christians. We must try to
reintroduce to our families and young people a better standard. We must train them to a
far better standard. When I was young a single parent family, for example, was a matter
of concern. It generally occurred because one of the spouses had died or some other
event had occurred. However, these days it happens by choice. I do not say that is
wrong. I do not particularly approve of it, and it is not necessary for me to do so. I
recognise that it must be extremely hard to rear a family under those circumstances. It
must also be extremely hard to rear a family when both parents work, for whatever
reason. Is it to survive or is it because they need a lot of material possessions? I do not
know. I make no judgment, but I draw to your attention, Mr Speaker, the issues we
should consider. I often wonder when children are placed in day care centres at an early
age, whether that is the best way to raise them. It must be very difficult. What influence
does it have on a child? Surely, the greatest influence on any child is its mother. I
wonder why so many youngsters seem to have no end in sight. I also wonder whether we
have a commitment to what we do. Without total commitment, the system will not work.
I wonder about those situations.
Somebody recently told me that when the Pope visited Australia for the beatification of
Mary MacKillop, the Church had to pay for that program to be televised. I have no query
with that. However, I query whether the gay and lesbian parade was televised for
nothing. Is it true that it was considered an event of national and international
importance? If that is the case, we have lost our way. We do not need to seriously ask
ourselves why some of our youngsters are doing the things they are doing; it is not
because of their basic badness but because we have lost our way. We must stop and look
at the way in which we are heading and the quicker we do so, the better. If that is an
example of the morals of our national broadcaster, God save me from it.
The wheat industry in particular is going through a relatively good time but it is a time of
change. The wheat industry fund is a mechanism through which 2 per cent of the gross
proceeds of wheat growers are confiscated by the Australian Wheat Board and invested
at its whim on the growers' behalf. The merits or demerits of such a plan may be argued,
but I believe many farmers do not wish their money to be compulsorily acquired, and
they certainly want some say in how it is spent.
Afts van de Klashorst: Do they take it every year?
Mr McNEE: T1he board takes 2 per cent from the gross proceeds for every tonne sold.
Mrs van de Klashorst: How long does it keep it?
Mr McNEE: That is a question no-one can yet answer. At the moment the board has
about $238m, and its target is $500m. To my knowledge, no-one really knows what
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happens after that. Of course, the money is invested but the investment return is verypoor. It runs at about 3 or 4 per cent, so very little is made on the investment. Money ismade on grain trading.
Mrs van de Klashorst: What is the money taken for?
Mr McNEE: Many things. For exmple, $lIm was taken for a program at Moora wherepeople were looking at establishing a cardboard box factory. I have no complaints aboutthat. As I said, the wheat industry is going through a time of change. Perhaps theAustralian Wheat Board is facing a change. I do not say that is entirely bad because weshould be looking actively at such statutory authorities. There is nothing wrong withbeing sure what any statutory body is doing. We do not necessarily need to makechanges, but just have a look at the situation and guarantee that the body is doing whatthe producers want, because they pay large amounts. If the Government were to talkabout the privatisation of the Wheat Board we would have no argument about that if itwere done properly. It might be quite beneficial. However, in simple terms, if the boardwere privatised and the growers had to provide $500m free capital it would be wrong. Ifthat were to be the case, the board should be listed on the Stock Exchange, and allpeople - whether farmers or not - should invest in it. There would be no problem then.That is the way it should be. The simple fact is that when farmers retire from theindustry they cannot get their money out - unless they go broke or die, and it is no good ifthey die. I am unashamedly opposed to the confiscation of anyone's property, be itmoney or anything else. That is not the proper way for people to conduct themselves.
Rural industries need to consider changes when examining where they are going. InEngland recently, I had the opportunity to look at agricultural practices. I visited a hugeenterprise dealing in vegetables, primarily potatoes. Quality control at that establishmentwas beyond description. People there could tell me where a bag of potatoes - perhapscontaining only four potatoes - had been produced, and what chemicals had been used. Arange of information was available. The vegetables were for the high price market, say atMarks and Spencers. People pay big money because they want potatoes of the sameshape and size as well as colour.
Mr Board: They are boutique potatoes.
Mr McNEE: Yes. When I returned to Western Australia, my wife asked me to buy somepotatoes. I looked at the potatoes and I decided that they could have come fr-om the pigbucket; they were not up to scratch. We should have strict quality control. In France andEngland I looked at grain. Consistently in those places, people talk in terms of the worldprice and quality. We need to be able to ensure that our growers receive the top worldprice; that they are able to take advantage of all quality aspects. Producers must be ableto produce the grain that the market needs.
I support the motion. I congratulate the Government on its efforts in my electorate. Theyare much appreciated. From time to time we may express different points of view butwith reasonable discussion we usually come to a satisfactory resolution.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [8.46 pm]: Earlier today we debated an anmendmnent to theAddress-in-Reply which dealt with the weak and indecisive leadership being offered tothe Government by the Premier. It is interesting to look back on that debate and to notethat the Premier was not defended by either the Deputy Premier and Leader of theNational Party, or the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, the Leader of the House. It isextraordinary that when the Premier is attacked about his weak leadership the two mostsenior people in the government ranks fail to offer any defence of his actions. It is not asif those people have had nothing to say about recent events. The Deputy Premier wasquite happy to join his National Party colleague, the member for Collie, in criticising theperformance of the Minister for Education. Likewise, the Deputy Leader of the LiberalParty - the Leader of the House - had plenty to say to the media about recent events,establishing for himself a different position on matters such as domestic violence andwhether that should be viewed as a personal or public matter. He has established adistinct position on the subject of the non-preselection of the member for Moore, PaulFiling. He has raised the prospect of federal intervention by the federal Liberal
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organisation in the Western Australian division of the Liberal Party. In each of those
three areas he clearly, deliberately and consciously established a position distinct from
that of the Premier. He has had plenty to say outside this place but when offered the
opportunity inside to defend the leadership of the Premier he conspicuously failed to
contribute to the debate. All we had was a fairly weak defence from the Premier which
consisted largely of an attack on the Opposition related to events of more than two years
ago, before the last election. I do not think we have heard a convincing defence from the
Premier or from the Government over the Premier's actions in dealing with the very
divisive events occurring within the Liberal Party over the past two weeks. I1 repeat that
it is interesting that the two most senior members of the Government failed to rise to their
feet to defend the Premier.
I made reference to the comments of the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party regarding
the way in which domestic violence should be treated, the preselection for Moore, and
the prospect of federal intervention. The Leader of the House has established for himself
a much more publicly acceptable stance on the three issues than the Premier has been
able to establish. However, in another capacity the Leader of the House has not done the
right thing. I move on here to discuss the royalty concessions granted to Portman Mining
at its Koolyanobbing project. We dealt with this matter to a limited extent last week
when the Minister for Resources Development - the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party -

announced in a brief ministerial statement the royalty reductions on iron ore production
from Portman Mining's Koolyanobbing project. The reductions over the life of the
project would give the company a $3.6m windfall gain.

I now refer to how the project came about, and some of the factors which bear on
whether the company should receive a royalty concession, before I discuss what action
the Minister should take. My understanding is that Portman Mining went into the project
following a call by the previous State Government for expressions of interest in the
project. The company made a bid via the expressions of interest process. Its bid was
successful. The important point is that it did not have to take up the project. At least
potentially it was in competition with other organisations; that might have taken up the
project. Portman Mining knew the terms and conditions, in particular, the royalty rates
which would apply to the project. It thought the project was worth going ahead with on
those terms and conditions. This Government has seen fit to vary the termis and
conditions and to give Portman a windfall gain of $3.6m. It might be that the
Government will argue that the project was not going well and needed some particular
assistance. I will come to the attitude which the Government has previously expressed to
assistance to specific companies. I do not see any evidence that the project has not been
going well. I understand that the demand from the Chinese for the iron ore produced by
this plant has been maintained, and in terms of its expectations and plans for export
tonnages the project has been going well. If the Minister for Resources Development has
a different view, he should advise the House. His brief ministerial statement did not give
any indication that the project had run into any unforeseen difficulties which would
justify assistance.
Assistance for this company is not justified because it has already had substantial
taxpayer funded assistance. For example, to facilitate the project the Federal
Government spent $16.5m on upgrading the railway line from Koolyanobbing to
Esperance. In addition, the State Government gave the Esperance Port Authority
permission to borrow substantial sums for port facilities associated with the project. The
taxpayers have come to the party already for this project. The Minister has arrived.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I thought you were saying some nasty things about me.

Mr RIPPER: I said some nice things about the Minister. I said the Minister had
established a more commonsense view than the Premier on recent issues. I also pointed
out that the Minister had failed to defend the Premier in debate on his leadership this
afternoon. I thought that was a reasonably conspicuous failure.

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you have passed all the nice parts and I missed them.

Mr RIPPER: It was only a brief period of my speech.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: It was a fleeting lapse.
Mr RIPPER: I did not want to give the Minister an inflated perspective of his role. I amdealing with the question of the Minister's unjustified assistance to Portman Mining in itsKoolyanobbing project via royalty reductions on iron ore production. The Minister hasconfirmed in the House that the windfall to Portman is $3.6m. It knew the terms andconditions of the project when it went into it, and I am demonstrating that it has alreadyreceived considerable taxpayer assistance, principally through the CommonwealthGovernment via the upgrade of the railway line to Esperance.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Which is used also for the entire nickel and agricultural industries.
Mr RIPPER: It might well be, but it has benefited this project. The Minister's argumentfor the royalty reduction was that it somehow established parity with other iron oreproducers, in particular, Pilbara producers. That ignores the fact that those producersinvested substantial sums in infrastructure. They paid for their railway lines. Theycertainly did not receive taxpayer funds for an upgrade. They have also constructedtowns and other infrastructure.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They paid them off 20 years ago.
Mr RIPPER: They had to take that risk, and make those substantial investments. Thiscompany has not made similar investments; in fact the taxpayer, firstly, has provided therailway link and, secondly, has upgraded it to the advantage of this project. Additionally,the Minister made the comment that this helped put the project on a comparable basiswith other iron ore producers. That implies that without this sort of concession from theGoverniment this project is uncompetitive, but on advice I have been given it is doingwell. It is not failing to sell its product. It is meeting its expectations in export tonnages,so there is no evidence that it is suffering a competitive disadvantage. If it was not ableto sell the product, the Government might have an argument, but there is no evidence it isin any trouble.
Mr C.J. Barnett: One of the difficulties the project faced from its initial start up, was thefear of the people of Esperance about dust problems.
Mr RIPPER: I am aware of that fear, and I camped at the caravan park next to the portand saw all the trucks coming through.
Mr C.J. Barniett: The project is bearing substantial costs through the building of that shedto enclose the iron ore and the conveyor system and fans. That is desirable from thepoint of view of the industry and the township; that was at the back of my mind.Portman is bearing that cost. It is creating jobs and we want the project to continue. Wedo not want to see the project struggle; we want it to pay substantial royalties. It will pay$15m in royalties.
Mr RIPPER: There is no evidence that the project would have failed to continue if it hadnot received these unjustified royalty concessions. There is every evidence that it wouldcontinue and the State would have received the $3.6m rather than this mining company.Secondly, while the company has been required to expend extra money on thoseparticular aspects of the project, I doubt that the extra expenditures would match the sortsof expenditures that were required at start up for the Pilbara iron ore producers. Thoseextra expenditures would be greatly outweighed by what has been spent on the railwayand the borrowings of the port authority.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are comparing about 124m tonnes of ore in the Pilbara with 1.5m.from this project; it is a David and Goliath situation. I do not shy away from the fact thatwe have given assistance to this project over its first three years. I will be doing similarthings in other projects. It is good economics and good business. We are trying to makesure that all projects pay royalties on an equivalent basis. One does not necessarily getthere on day one.
Mr RIPPER: I contrast those views with the Minister's views previously expressed onthe subject of assistance to industry. On 5 November 1992 in dealing with the thenGovernment's assistance to the Simcoa Operations Pty Ltd smelter, the Minister stated
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that other businesses in Western Australia had been ruined or were losing money, and if
there was something different about Simcoa, he wanted to be told. The Minister was
displaying a general hostility towards the idea of government assistance for specific
projects or industries. That view was backed up when he answered a question on notice
in the House on 6 July 1993, by which stage he was the Minister rather than the
opposition spokesperson. He was asked about state support for business and he stated
that he was not interested in subsidies, or handouts or other short term measures. That is
the Minister's general view, which was not acted on in practice with Portman Mining,
Tiwest Pty Ltd and ROC Mineral Sands Ltd. Royalty concessions for Tiwest and ROC
were discussed in December 1993, and although the Minister did at least seem to show
some reluctance he was quoted in The West Australian as saying that it was not
something the Government liked doing, but it was an acceptance of the reality of an
depressed market, but the prognosis was that it will pick up.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will contrast the two situations. What you are saying sounds fine; why
wouldn't it, you are quoting me!

Mr RIPPER: Some inconsistency is revealed by those statements.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Tiwest and RGC were in trouble because the international price for
their product plummeted. They were given a royalty concession for a period which has
now come to an end. They are required under that concession to pay back in the future,
which they are now doing, any forgone royalties. We have deferred some of those
royalties over time. In this case, we have created for Portman Mining a regime that is
roughly equivalent to, but not as good as, that for iron ore producers in the Pilbara.

Mr RIPPER: It is better for lump iron ore.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It works out that if it has the royalties, this new arrangement that has
been offered still means that it will pay higher total royalties than the big producers.

Mr RIPPER: I dealt with the question of the comparison with the Pilbara. Significant
differences exist between the Pilbara situation and Portman Mining, and Portman Mining
knew exactly what it was getting into when it bid through the expressions of interest
process for the right to deal with this project under the previous Government. The
Minister says he does not like giving specific assistance to companies, except in certain
instances. Every time some assistance is given the Minister expresses his general
distaste, but the assistance continues to be offered in certain circumstances.

Mr C.J. Barnett: As you work in your portfolio area and become involved with the
agreement Acts you will find that the agreement Acts are full of assistance and all sorts
of rights and privileges for companies. Portman Mining operates under the Mining Act;
it does not get any of them. There is an element of trade-off to get it going.

Mr RIPPER: The point remains that Portman Mining knew what it was getting into; it
knew the terms and conditions. The Minister has given the company a windfall gain.
There is no evidence that the project would not have continued or would have been
downgraded were it not for this assistance. The taxpayers would have had the $3.6m. By
virtue of a decision which the Minister has made, it is now the company which gets that
$3.6m, even if the project was not floundering and did not need assistance, or there was
nothing else going on with the company that may have justified assistance.

I do not know whether this justifies any assistance, but it is interesting to note that this
company was the subject of an interesting battle among shareholders when the board -

which includes chairman Charles Copeman and Brian Johnson, whom The West
Australian describes as a colourful Perth businessman - tried to place $37.8m of shares
with China International Trust and Investmei Corporation Australia, a Chinese owned
company. That placement of $37.8m worth of shares would have given CITIC control of
Portman.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And then along came Kerry Stokes.

Mr RIPPER: As the Minister points out, along came Kerry Stokes, who convinced
sufficient of the shareholders to scuttle this move. It is interesting to look at some of the
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comments about this shareholder battle. An article by John Mc~lue entitled "Stokescould block Portman-China deal", dated 4 February, states: "Sources close to CITIC saythe deal makes eminent sense because Portman will be unable to develop Burton withoutthe Chinese cash injection." Burton is a coal project in Queensland. We have a companywhich was looking for $37.8m to go ahead with the Burton coal project, and an allegationthat without that cash injection it would not be able to develop Burton. It failed to get the$37.8m. Perhaps it is looking for additional sources of finance to replace at least aportion of that 937.8m which it missed out on. Did it ask for this royalty concessionbefore or after 6 February when the CmTc placement fell through?
Mrt C.J. Barnett: From memory, it was well before that.
Mr RIPPER: In a while I will ask the Minister to demonstrate that is the case because itappears possible that the royalty concession offered by the State Government on behalfof Western Australian taxpayers will assist the development of a coal project inQueensland. No doubt Wayne Goss will be grateful for that; however, WesternAustralian taxpayers may question the wisdom of the Minister's judgment. It is mycontention that there is no adequate explanation for the handing over of this royaltyconcession to Portman Mining.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a level playing field - as level as I can make it. It is not favoured somuch these days, but I believe in it.
Mr RIPPER: The community must ask questions when a Government can give no goodreason for offering concessions. In particular, the community must ask questions whenthe company involved has made a donation to the governing party. As a result of aquestion I asked in the House last week, we all know that a subsidiary of this companymade a donation of $10 000 to the Liberal Party nine weeks before the last state election.If there is no adequate explanation for the handing over of this revenue windfall to thecompany - I do not believe there is - the community must ask whether there is a linkbetween this company's donation to the Liberal Party nine weeks before the state electionand the favourable treatment it has now received.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Let me assure you that there is no link. I wasn't aware that Portmanwas a donor. Even if I was, it wouldn't have made any difference. The company firstraised the matter of unfair royalty treatment compared with the Pilbara producers withme on the occasion of the opening of the new facilities at the Esperance Port Authority.From memory, that was late last year or early this year.
Mr RIPPER: I am pleased to hear the Minister say that there is no link. He mustdemonstrate that to the public. He should table in this House all the documents relatingto this decision. That should not be too difficult for him. It would be the sort of evidencethe Opposition is looking for.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The only documents are a recommendation to Cabinet to adjust royaltyrates in the Mining Act and part of this recommendation to put in place the transitionalarrangement for Portman.
Mr RIPPER: There must be letters between the Minister and the company.
Mr C.J. Barnett: There would be some correspondence, but it is probably more with theMinister for Mines.
Mr RIPPER: Perhaps the Minister for Resources Development and the Minister forMines should get together and bring the documents along to the House so they candemonstrate the contention that in the absence of adequate explanation, there is still noreason for the community to link the donation to the Liberal Party with the windfallconcession the Government has offered this company.
Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no reason to suspect a link and there is nothing in any of thecorrespondence that relates in any way to donations.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister denies something; he should demonstrate that. It is a simplematter: He should bring in the papers and show us the evidence.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no evidence to show what you want to show.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister is saying that the Opposition should take him on trust: "Trust
me; I believe in a level playing field. I don't believe in assistance to specific industries
except on the few occasions when I have done it Believe me that there is no link, despite
the questions you have asked. I do not know whether I can bring the documents in."
That is not adequate, Minister.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am not going to disclose all the financial details of Portman Mining.

Mr RIPPER: The Minister has not yet indicated that confidential commercial
information is enclosed in those documents. It will be interesting if the Minister stands
on commercial confidentiality because that was one of the great criticisms the
Government when in opposition levelled at the former Government; that is, that it used
commercial confidentiality to keep secret information that it did not want to reveal.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will give you a copy of my correspondence to Portman.

Mr RIPPER: Will the Minister table it?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will send you a copy. It is no big deal.

Mr RIPPER: The Minister is still saying that he will not give us all the documents.

Mr CiJ. Barnett: I am not sure what is in there, to be honest.

Mr RIPPER: Perhaps tomorrow when the Minister has looked at the documents I can ask
him whether he is yet prepared to table all the documents relating to Portman Mining.

I want to comment on the native title legislation because it is an important matter in
Western Australia so far as the resources industry is concerned. The Premier has said
over and over again that the federal Act is unworkable. There is nothing so unworkable
as an invalid Act, and that is the situation with the State Government's legislation which
he so vociferously sponsored. The High Court's decision on the Western Australian
legislation was quite predictable. There was no doubt that it would be found to be
invalid. What was the Premier on about? Was he, as he asserted, protecting the interests
of Western Australia, or was he, as we think, involved in a politically motivated con
trick? Given all the academic and other advice available on the legal and constitutional
position, I think he engaged in an unconscionable political act which wasted taxpayers'
money and fanned divisions in the Western Australian community between Aborigines
and others. The interests of the resources industry were placed at risk because of the
uncertainty created by the passage of the Western Australian legislation, the period in
which both pieces of legislation were, in principle, in operation;~ and finally the High
Court decision. The Premier has exploited regrettable sentiments hostile to Aboriginal
people which can be found in the Western Australian community, as well as the
traditional anti-Canberra sentiments here. It has been at great cost to taxpayers in legal
fees and taxpayer funded propaganda sent to members of the community. Although it
allegedly was done in the interests of the development of Western Australia, I do not
think developers, particularly miners, were advantaged at all. I think their interests were
put at risk because titles issued under the state Act are now exposed to uncertainty, and
there may be a risk of compensation which must be paid where native title is
demonstrated to exist on the other titles issued under the state Act. As a result of the
Premier's ideologically and politically driven actions on this issue, we have missed an
opportunity to integrate native title determination with the state land titles system. We
have missed an opportunity, and still are missing it, to establish a state native title
tribunal.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you think we should have a state native title tribunal?

Mr RIPPER: Yes, I do.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a moot point.

Mr RIPPER: That would assist in the integration of the administration of native title with
the rest of the land title system.
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The mining industry has same requirements with regard to native title matters in thisState. It needs certainty of title, speedy processing of title applications, and a set ofpractical solutions to the problems that will exist with native title in this State. It does notneed the sort of political opportunism displayed by the Premier. I call on the StateGovernment to work cooperatively with the Commonwealth to search for those practicalsolutions. The State Government should give an assurance that it will not try to sabotagethe native title regime established by the commonwealth legislation, for political reasons.If it embarks on that course of sabotage, it will be at the expense of development inWestern Australia. The Government may think it can pin the blame on theCommonwealth or on the Labor Party for the loss of development, but the end result willbe, if development is frustrated, that Western Australia will miss out as a result of anunnecessary political argument.
I believe changes can be made in the commonwealth Act, but not to the fundamentalprinciples of the Act because I do not believe the Commonwealth would support thosechanges. Neither do I believe those changes should be advocated. However, it ispossible to achieve changes to the operational detail of the commonwealth Native TitleAct. That prospect will be put at risk by politicking by this State Government at theexpense of the State's major industry. The State Government must represent WesternAustralia's interests responsibly in this matter. I call on the Minister for ResourcesDevelopment to give an assurance that the State Government will proceed on native tidlematters without hype and in a cooperative spirit, and in the interests of achievingpractical solutions for all Western Australians, in particular the resources industry. I urgethe Government not to make the resources industry and Western Australian developmentthe sacrificial victim of the Premier's ideological and political commitment on this issue.
Question put and passed; the Address-in-Reply thus adopted.

INDUSTRIAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
Committee

Resumed from I11 April. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Day) in the Chair,Mr Kierath (Minister for Labour Relations) in charge of the Bill.
Progress was reported after clause 27 had been agreed to.
Clause 28: Section 80E amended -
Mr BROWN: This clause is similar to the previous clause in that it seeks to makechanges to the Act which would exclude the arbitrator from making decisions similar tothose that would otherwise be made by the Industrial Relations Commission under theprevious clause. I do not intend to put a the argument we raised yesterday, not becausewe are convinced of the merits of the Government's case, but in the interests of time. Wedo not want this clause to go through with people believing that we have been convincedof the merit of the Minister's argument.
Mrs HENDERSON: I have no desire to re-canvass the arguments we went throughyesterday, but I would appreciate the Minister's comment on one issue. Althoughmembers on this side of the Chamber have expressed their dissatisfaction with the notionof public sector standards being promulgated in a range of areas that were traditionallymatters for the Industrial Relations Commission, this clause disallows the commissionfrom being the appeal body to which people can refer if the standards are breached.
There is nothing to stop the Government from using the Public Sector Management Actto promulgate the standards or from having the Commissioner for Public SectorStandards, to which the Government is committed, and allowing breaches and disputesabout breaches of standards to go to the Industrial Relations Commission. There is nocontradiction in that notion. The Government has been strong on the fact that the royalcommission recommended that there be these standards, that they should be broader thanindustrial matters and should extend to matters of ethics and standards of behaviour forpublic servants. We do not quarrel with that; we quarrel with the notion of mattersrelating to promotion, determination, appointment, and transfer - all the traditional
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industrial matters which are covered by the standards. Even if we were to accept that,
there is no reason to set up a whole new appeals process. We already have a structure - a
body and people who are appointed to the commission and are in receipt of substantial
salaries. I understand these people hold life commissions and they have a considerable
amount of expertise. These people have been drawn from both sides of the political
spectrum and the Minister recently appointed people to that commission. It turned out
that they came from one side of the political spectrum, but nevertheless the people in the
commission are representative of all points of view. It is wasteful to set up another
process, of which the Opposition does not have the detail, to resolve allegations and
disputes about breaches of standards. The Opposition understands from the debate
yesterday that the Minister cannot tell it what the process will be because the
Commissioner of Public Sector Standards will make recommendations to him and he will
bring them to this place.

Mr Kierath: He will make them to the Premier as the Minister for Public Sector
Management

Mrs HENDERSON: That may be the case, but we must consider whether it is necessary
to set up a whole new structure when one is already in place. It is an extremely wasteful
step to take. I urge the Minister, despite the fact that he has had a longstanding disdain
for the commission - he said that openly in this Chamber on a number of occasions -

Mr Kierath: Rubbish!
Mrs HENDERSON: It is in Haunsard. The Minister has even made derogatory
statements about the commissioners and their background. Nevertheless, they are
appointed to serve the public interest. They take an oath of office and hold a commission
given to them by the Governor on behalf of the people of this State. It is a backward step
to ignore their expertise, particularly their capacity to determine conflicts in industrial
matters. Most of them have done that for many years. This clause provides the
opportunity to allow them to continue to do that, while allowing the Commissioner for
Public Sector Standards to set the standards.

Mr KIERATH: I cannot predict what the process will be. It has been brought to my
attention that this issue was raised with the Crown Counsel who determined that there
was nothing in the regulations stipulating that it could be the Industrial Relations
Commission. If the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards wanted to make the
Industrial Relations Commission that body, he could do so.

Mrs Henderson: That would be good, but by ousting the jurisdiction as you are doing in
this clause you are making that extremely difficult. You would have to reinstitute the
jurisdiction of the commission.

Mr KJERATH-: I am advised that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, by way
of regulation, can stipulate what that can be. I am not trying to pre-empt him and neither
do I have any control over what he does. The Government sought advice on whether it
could be the commission and that is the case. The Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards has a range of options and if that is the process he settles on, the commission
can be part of that process.

Mrs Henderson: The Comnmissioner for Public Sector Standards can make
recommendations, but the Minister for Labour Relations and the Premier are the
Ministers responsible. They make the ultimate decision, not the commissioner. The
royal commission was strong on the point that Ministers ultimately take that
responsibility. No matter what the commissioner recommends, at the end of the day the
Minister and the Premier make the decision. The Minister should not lightly dismiss the
expertise of the Industrial Relations Commission to deal with these matters. If the
Minister wishes that to happen I have no doubt that the Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards will see his way clear to use that mechanism.

Mr KIERATH: The Premier, as Minister for Public Sector Management would be
accountable if he did not acknowledge the recommendations by the commissioner. I am
not a full bottle on the Public Sector Management Act, but the commissioner sets the
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standards. If the Minister of the day does not agree with them he must revoke them by
way of regulation. Any attempt to influence the commissioner would render the Minister
of the day accountable.
Mvrs Henderson: My understanding is that where there is a dispute about the standard in
the appeal process, the commissioner makes recommendations to the Minister only on
the kind of appeal mechanism that should be put in place. That is what we have been
debating for the past two days.
Mr KIERATH: I am looking at the application of part 7.
Mrs Henderson: Therefore, there is nothing stopping you or the Premier -
Mr KIERATH: It would not be me, it would be the Premier as the responsible Minister.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 29 and 30.put and passed.
Clause 31: Division 4 of Part HIA repealed.-
Mrs HENDERSON: This clause repeals that part of the Industrial Relations Act which
refers to promotion on merit. This is the part of the Bill which is highly repugnant to
members on this side of the Chamber. The whole of division 4 of the Industrial Relations
Act will be repealed and it is headed "Promotions Appeal Board" and it defines a system
whereby an independent mechanism is established through which public servants who
have applied for promotion can appeal against other recommended applicants if they
believe they should have been the recommended applicant. It is a very detailed part of
the legislation and it includes a number of sections relating to the structure and the way in
which vacancies should be advertised. It outlines how the board will be constituted.
Section 8OZA refers to the basis on which appeals can be made. It refers to the
jurisdiction of the board to hear and determine an appeal by an eligible employee against
the recommendation of another employee's promotion to a vacant office. Subsection (5)
reads -

In determining whether an appellant has a better claim to promotion than the
employee who has been recommended for promotion, or than any other appellant,
the Board shall have regard to special qualifications and aptitude for the discharge
of the duties of the officer to be filled together with merit, diligence, experience
and good conduct.

Members should be aware of what this clause deletes. The division that will be deleted
includes the subsection that clearly sets out on what basis a determination shall be made
to ascertain that one person has a better claim to a promotional position than someone
else who has been recommended for promotion. The board is clearly directed in what it
shall look to - special qualifications, aptitude for the discharge of duties, merit, diligence,
experience and good conduct. Those words should not be taken lightly. They were
drafted and put into the legislation, before there was an appeal system, as a result of
concern about the way in which people were promoted and concern that people should be
able to appeal against what they regarded as favouritism, nepotism or cronyismn in the
Public Service. This is the kind of safeguard which the royal commission talked about at
great length.
Subsection (6) states -

For the purposes of subsection (5) the Board shall, subject to subsection (7), have
regard to all service, experience and qualification gained prior to the expiration of
the period fixed for the receipt of applications for promotion to the office.

It goes in detail into, for example, the circumstance where a person has the opportunity to
act in a higher position and states that will not count because that may be a fortuitous
event that has occurred just because some other officer happens to be on leave or ill. The.
section is very detailed. It has worked extremely well over the years and has stood the
test of time. I hazard a guess that literally thousands of public servants have utilised
those provisions, initially to go before the appeals board and, in more recent times, to go
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before the panel which was set up as an informal arrangement similar to the appeals
board. That is one of the safeguards to ensure that the Public Service is independent and
does not have within it the opportunity for people to promote and mentor others into
positions by means of their influence.
The Minister is proposing to get rid of this 100 year old provision, and he tells us not to
worry about that because at some future timne he will bring to this Chamber a series of
standards. We have not seen those standards. No-one knows what they will be. Judging
from the Minister's comments tonight, he thinks that this independent commissioner will
be a law unto himself or herself and will in his or her wisdom devise these standards
which will control the integrity of the Public Service. The Minister gives the impression
that neither he nor any other Minister will have any control over that commissioner. The
commissioner will, with all impartiality, devise these standards, which will be perfect,
fair and reasonable, and there wI be no need to talk about appeals on the basis of merit
because the processes established by these standards will be so worthy and so carefully
drafted that merit will be considered at every step of the process.
The Minister uses the tautological argument that if the standards and the procedures are
working properly, the right people will be selected and merit will be considered, and
there will be no need for anyone to appeal at the other end because if anyone does need to
appeal, the system will not be working properly. I may be wrong, but my understanding
is that human intelligence has not changed dramatically over the last 100 years and that
the people who initially set up the promotions system within the Public Service sought to
do exactly what the Minister is talking about, but it did not work. They needed an appeal
system because there were allegations that from time to time the system was susceptible
to being rigged or set up in order to favour particular candidates for promotion. I have no
doubt the same thing will happen again, but the Minister is seeking to say, "We will
never know whether people will want to allege that they were not promoted on merit
because they will never be able to come forward and argue that that was the case. There
will be no system for them to argue that. All they will be able to do is come forward and
argue that procedures A, B, C and D were not followed exactly."
I am sure that the procedures will be followed. If the procedures say there shall be a
panel of X number of people and they shall be drawn from these areas, then that is how
the panel will be constituted. However, who will decide who will go on the panel? Who
will decide what questions will be asked or, and sometimes more importantly, what
questions will not be asked? Who will make decisions about the job description, the
necessary prerequisites for the job and the necessary experience? Who will give weight
to the various qualifications and attributes of the person who presents a case before the
selection committee?
In the past, those are exactly the matters which have given rise to claims that people have
not always been treated fairly; and at the end of the day, when the merits of the
candidates have been considered, people have been able to argue that despite the
procedures being followed, the candidate with the best merit was not selected. The fact
that some people won those appeals based on arguments that they had greater merit
indicates clearly that even when we set up a system with all the goodwill in the world, we
do not always get a system which produces the outcome that we want.
Our argument has always been that there should be an independent body so that
promotion is not only done openly and fairly but is seen to be done openly and fairly and
so that people have the opportunity to put their case and seek to convince an independent
body that they were the right candidate for the job and should have secured the position.
It is a backward step to get rid of this section. I understand that we will be the only State
in Australia that does not have appeals in regard to promotion based on merit.
At a time when we should be moving forward, this will be a giant step backwards, and it
is indicative of an approach that states, "I will put my head in the sand and ignore what is
going on. I am setting up structures which will be perfect and there will be no need for
any appeal process because there will never be any mistakes." I am amazed that anyone
would have the audacity to put that kind of argument, but that is basically the argument
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put in regard to the proposed deletion of this section. We find that repugnant. We do not
believe that it was done intentionally in order to damage the integrity and independence
of the Public Service, but that is what it will lead to. It will lead to complaints that
people have been promoted when they should not have been promoted on the basis of
merit, but there will be no avenue for appeal.
This is contrary to the arguments which the Liberal and National Party coalition members
put when they were in opposition prior to the state election, when they claimed
constantly that they were the champions of the integrity and independence of the Public
Service. This is one of the most fundamental methods of undermining the integrity of the
Public Service. It is in direct contradiction to the undertakings and promises given by
members opposite when in opposition, when they said that the Labor Party was involved
in parachuting people into the Public Service and in promoting within the Public Service
people whom it favoured. They constantly made those allegations, yet when in
government they want to remove one of the key safeguards - promotion on merit. I am
amazed that any Minister could bring to this Chamber legislation that is so openly
designed to remove appeals about promotion based on merit. For that reason, we
strongly oppose this provision of the Bill.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I fully endorse the comments of the member for Thornlie. In these
days when the royal commission has lectured us on accountability, when the Commission
on Government is reviewing the public sector in a variety of ways, I find it a completely
retrograde step to take any appeal based on merit out of the system. The Minister is
saying that chief executive officers will be free to manage, as long as there is an
appearance of due process which they select for a promotion and which will be entirely at
the discretion of the chief executive officers. There will be no challenge unless there has
been some breach of due process in the appointment and in the public sector standards
that are set.
Under the reviews introduced by this Government, chief executive officers are placed in
a position of insecurity. In general terms chief executive officers will be subject to a
contract with the government of the day for a fixed term. All chief executive officers
will know that, unless their performnance is satisfactory to the Ministers and the
government of the day, they cannot expect their contract to be renewed. This does not
just rob the chief executive officers of the independence that used to be a major safeguard
for proper advice being given to Ministers and proper procedures being followed by
Ministers and governments; these insecure arrangements are the antithesis of that. In
effect, they do not encour-age the chief executive officers to have any independence, or to
make a commitment to good government; but simply because of their insecurity of
reappointment, they must toe the government line. We have already seen two examples
by this Minister who is in charge of industrial relations in his Health ministry. Although
the Minister takes the position that chief executive officers act independently, the
Minister conveyed to them his view about what should happen, and that was complied
with in both cases: In one case which led to the removal of a person from the Health
ministry and in the other which led to the return of an officer to a position from which he
had been removed because the chief executive officer thought he was compromised by
his own position.
They were not promotional positions; they were removals. The same would be true in a
promotional situation. It would be open for the Minister, without giving any formal
direction, to make his or her views known to chief executive officers. Chief executive
officers could act on that and appoint to a promotional position someone whom the
Minister favoured but who, in terms of merit, was quite inferior to other applicants. As
long as, on the face of it, all of the applicants have had equal notice, equal opportunity to
apply and to be interviewed, whatever motivates the decision maker in the final
determination about who gets the job cannot be questioned. If there is due process, the
outcome cannot be questioned by the applicant and cannot be challenged by anyone
outside. There is no appeal on the basis of merit. I believe appeals based on merit have
always been the greatest guarantee of due process. All those who are involved in
appointments within the Public Service know that if they act under political influence or
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under a personal preference, it will be overturned if it results in a person who is less
qualified on the basis of merit criteria being appointed to the position. Under this
amendment that is changed and gone forever.
We are left with the situation where, as long as chief executive officers can demonstrate
that they complied with whatever public sector standards are in place and the due
process, the motivation for the decision about who was appointed cannot be reviewed in
any way. That cannot lead to goad appointments or a situation where there will be
genuine process, as distinct from due process - and there is an enormous difference.

Everybody can go through the motions of listening to people, giving them equal
opportunity to place relevant details before him and therefore think they have given the
applicants equal weight; but at the end of the day decisions can be made which were
intended before the start of the process. Not only does that allow for substantial
interference by chief executive officers in the appointment process, but it also gives rise -

it would not be exercised too often if chief executive officers were left to their own
individual choices - to where nepotism, personal friendships and the like can be the
reasons for promotion rather than merit.

Any government that cannot guarantee that those who have merit will be promoted
simply has no real commitment to good government. Good government will always be
achieved if we know we have the best possible public servants. The way to do that is to
guarantee that those who have merit get the promotion; those who work hard will be
rewarded for it; and those who are prepared to commit themselves wholeheartedly to the
task of good government will get their rewards.

Under this process there is no such guarantee. For the life of me, I cannot see why the
Minister and the Government are adamant about trying to achieve the abolition of
promotion on merit. There can be only three explanations. First, that there is a hard-
headed view that chief executive officers must be given absolute control in the
employment and promotion of staff. In effect, chief executive officers should be free to
manage their department or agency as though it were their own, as though they were in
the private sector and would have the absolute say about who gets promotions and who
does not, as long as they, on the face of it, accord with the due process set down.

The second reason is that the Government believes it should be in a position, through the
influence that the Minister can exert on chief executive officers through their insecurity
for reappointment, to get its own people appointed to positions, and there is no
opportunity for anyone who is concerned for people who are less meritorious than
themselves to be reviewed. The third possibility is that this Government believes
somehow or other all old appeal processes encumber the public sector in a way that leads
to some inefficiency and delay in appointments.

I urge the Minister that if it is his argument that the old system of appeal based on merit
leads to delays and inefficiencies, that is a very small price to pay for guaranteeing the
best possible people will get the job. I do not believe delays and inefficiencies have
occurred. Most people are usually willing to concede that the person who got the job was
better qualified for it than they were. From my experience in Bunbury the primary delay
in appointments being made has to do with the Government restricting agency's budgets.
Every time a vacancy arises through resignation or otherwise the department must
consider whether it can afford to replace that person, or a person of similar grade, to the
vacancy or deliberately delay the filling of that position to achieve some savings with the
department for that financial year. The central managers - certainly at Bunbury - have
been using vacant positions to save money. How long did it take the Minister to fill the
vacancy in his Department of Labour Relations in Bunbury when it occurred? It took
almost six months. I cannot believe the appointment process had anything to do with
appeals or inefficiencies. It had to do with a deliberate decision by someone who could
save money by delaying the reappointment at Bunbury.

Mr Kierath: The person raised that with me and I raised it with the acting chief executive
officer. There is nothing sinister on my part.
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Mr D.L. SMITH: The sinister part the Minister played was in not resourcing the
department properly. It had to save money somewhere. It is not uncommon for agencies
to look to the country to make savings first.
Mr Kierath: I agree. When I visited that office I saw the information technology it had
to use. It was not much good for anything more than an anchor for a boat. As a result I
have made it a policy to visit every country town.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I urge the Minister to recognise that the delays in appointments are not
being caused by the appeals process but in some cases by agencies making deliberate
decisions to delay reappointments to save money. In the end this is a great attack on the
accountability and integrity of the public sector and the appointments process. The
Minister and the Government should reconsider it.
Mr KIERATH: In fairness, the Opposition is rehashing the arguments we have been
debating in the previous clauses. However, it is important I stress again that if the proper
process is followed, the most meritorious applicant should get through. If the proper
process is not followed, the person has a legitimate right to take the appropriate action.
The State is not alone with this measure. South Australia is legislating that way;
Queensland has a report recommending something similar and Victoria has gone that
way in part.
Mrs Henderson: It has not abolished promotion on merit.
Mr KIERATH: I am advised that it has externally, but not internally. In 1992-93, 1 438
recommendations were made of which 294 were appealed. Of those, the number of
successful appeals was 2.8 per cent of the total. Less than 3 per cent appealed
successfully. Members opposite are arguing to sustain a large, cumbersome, complex
arrangement for less than 3 per cent of cases. That is the main reason people felt the
results did not justify the costs and the complicated nature of the system. Hinged on all
of this is the important issue that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is a
totally independent body. We are now redebating the Public Sector Management Act.
The commissioner reports to not only the Minister, but also both Houses of Parliament.
In so doing he must report on compliance with the standards from time to time as well as
annually. If we take the point of the member for Mitchell that someone was hard done by
and that the chief executive officer had appointed a family friend or a not so meritorious
candidate the obligation on the commissioner would be to report the non-compliance
with those standards to not only his Minister, which happens to be the Premier, but also
both Houses of Parliament.
Mrs Henderson: You miss the point. Thbe commissioner will not examine every single
appointment across the whole Public Service.
Mr KIERATH: I am convinced that if someone were aggrieved, he would bring it to the
attention of the Commissioner of Public Sector Standards.
Mrs Henderson: They can do it only on the basis of that process.
Mr KIERATH: The members of this Chamber can write letters to the Commissioner of
Public Sector Standards on the basis of inquiries. That leads me to believe the process is
working extremely well.
Mrs Henderson: What kind of process is that?
Mr KIIERATH: T'he member for Mitchell gave an example, but my example concerns
the approximately 19 associate directors in TAFE who took 18 months to be appointed as
a result of the appeals process. At the end of that protracted experience - I use the work
experience carefully - Commissioner Sally Kennedy said that she had no confidence in
the ultimate outcome.
Mr D.L. Smith: If you go through some of the original appointments, you might start to
understand why there are so many appeals.
Mrs Henderson: There are other factors involved in that. That was not a normal process.
It is not a typical example.
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Mvr KIERATH: Even the member for Thornlie would admit that 18 months is over the
top.
Mr D.L. Smith: If you want to debate what happened with TAFE, I would be more than
happy to have an open debate about that.
Mr KIERATH: Iamn just pointing out the frailties of the system.

Mr D.L. Smith: I know that we lost a very good officer from Bunbury to Mandurah who
should have succeeded on appeal without comment.
Mr KIERATH: On the member for Mitchell's comments, I rest my case.

Mr BROWN: One of the sections this clause will delete is section 80Y. That section
provides that the notice of a vacancy that occurs in an office is circulated generally so
other members in the public sector may have the opportunity of applying for that vacancy
where a promotional position arises. Will that be the arrangement under the proposed
system under the Public Sector Management Act?
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 32 to 35 put and passed.
Clause 36: Section 8CR amended -

Mrs HALLAHAN: I have raised the issues contained in this clause previously in the
second reading debate and earlier in Committee. I raise the same issues again tonight in
the hope that the Minister may be somewhat better briefed than he has been on the two
previous occasions. It is clear that Westrail. on the instruction of this Government is
handling its industrial relations in an appalling way. The discussions I have had suggest
that industrial relations in Western Australia is being handled in a more renegade and
cavalier way than anywhere else in Australia. I was surprised to have that said to me, so
I asked around nationally in two or three forums to have that observation confirmed. I
am told that the way negotiations are proceeding under the Court Govemnment indicates
that it is less careful about government employees and other employees and that less
recognition is given to the role of unions. Even though the unions did not necessarily
like what Jeff Kennett's Government did in Victoria, nevertheless they were involved in
the negotiations.
What happened in Western Australia on 22 March when Westrail informed the rail
unions that the enterprise bargaining agreement mark II negotiations were off has not
occurred in any other State. That will be a long term legacy for the Court Government to
overcome. It is also the ultimate in arrogance that we see from this Government in so
many ways. Not only does it treat the work force - the government work force in
particular - in an abominable way, but also that is parallelled by the way it is presently
treating community organisations and those who provide services to people in greatest
need. How does the Minister see his performance in industrial relations compared with
New South Wales under the conservatives and with the quite crazy Jeff Kennett in
Victoria? It is a sobering thought to think that in Western Australia industrial relations is
being handled in a more excessive and callous way than anywhere else in the country,
and in a harsher way than anyone can remember.
I would be interested to hear the Minister's response - if he deigns a response - about this
question of Westrail; its enterprise bargaining agreement and its statement that all the
negotiations, notwithstanding that they have taken place over 18 months and more, are
off the table. The Minister indicated that he had a meeting with the Minister for
Transport and Westrail. He presumed they were of one accord when they met him to
brief him on what they proposed. The Minister said that he did not have a mind on the
matter - I do not know whether he is saying that he is indeed mindless - and that he
would agree with whatever they said to him, provided it was harsh enough on the
workers.
The Minister has said more than once that the unions were in agreement with the
amendment to the Railways Classification Board, despite the Minister being given
updated information. I point out to him that when the unions were consulted about this
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amending Bill, they were part of the negotiations for the second stage of the enterprise
bargaining agreement. They thought there was to be put in place an internal Westrail
mechanism about which they would be consulted. The situation has changed since
22 March. I read a letter dated 4 April that came from Westrail. An error in that letter
referred to 22 March 1994 when it should have been 22 March 1995. That letter
indicates that virtually everything is off. What we are talking about in part 4, clause 36 is
already redundant. Will the Minister tell us whether this is truly the case or does he still
not know what he will do?
Mr Kierath: I will respond.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Good, because I do not know whether we are talking about anything
for the future or not. The amendment appears to take away what exists in the current
Act. Interestingly it does not seek to delete subsection (2a) onwards but to insert. It does
not refer to new subsection (2a). I presume the drafting is reasonably accurate. It does
not refer to the existing sections in the Act. Perhaps the departmental officer with the
Minister might indicate whether this is an adequate way of dealing with legislation. It
seems to me a little unusual. Are we, however, debating something in this Bill that will
never be proclaimed?
Mr KIERATH: Before answering the member for Arm adale, I can assure the member for
Morley that I certainly support advertising vacant positions across the entire public
sector. The member was right when he said that this would be subject to the minimum
standards and the recommendations of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards. I
place on record that the provisions enable a far wider form of advertising than in the past.
The minimum I suspect would be that vacancies would be advertised right across the
public sector.
In answer to the member for Armadale, I checked with the Minister for Transport
whether he wanted these provisions to proceed. He does. I also had a preliminary
briefing. I am not in the habit of giving confidential information, but I can say that today
I met with an officer of Westrail. My recommendation has not been ratified through all
the appropriate processes, but certainly Westrail and I and, therefore, the Minister for
Transport and the Minister for Labour Relations have agreed to recommend to others that
the life of the agreement be extended. Certainly we were not attempting, to use the
member's words, to abandon the agreement but to extend it. Even if some of the
conditions have changed with part of that 6 per cent - the member will remember that I
interjected last night - the strong wish of Westrail is that the agreement be continued. I
hope that satisfies the member's query.
Mrs Hallahan: Are you instructing them to re-enter negotiations about the second stage
of the enterprise bargaining agreement? As I understand it that is what is so arbitrary an
approach and amazing to people outside this State.
Mr KIERATH: That I do not know. They did not indicate anything about the second
stage. They sought my approval to extend the life of the agreement.
Mrs Hallahan: Of 13 April?
Mr KJERATH: Yes. I think the recommendation is to the end of February next year.
Mrs Hallahan: What will happen in the meantime?
Mr KIERATH: As I said, I had preliminary discussions about initiatives to which they
are working. They have not been for final approval, so I am not in a position to say.
They gave me a preliminary overview and they will be seeking my or Cabinet's approval
in the future if they wish to make any changes.
Mrs Hallahan: I read the letter to you last night. I assumed you would have interested
yourself enough to read it. You are saying the letter Westrail sent to the unions does not
stand.
Mr KIERATH: I have not read the letter in detail. I said that today I and officers of my
department had meetings with Westrail on whether the agreement should be extended.
An agreement was reached between Westrail and me to continue it to early next year.
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That gives the parties the time to seek other negotiations if they want to change it and to
try to get the parties to agree. I indicated that there was no threat to the agreement. The
member is right that they are contemplating some initiatives which are called "Right
Track", which cover a whole range of reforms in transport. I have not received them
formally.
Mrs Henderson: In relation to what has gone on before, that is the intention. It is quite
clear from the letter.
Mr KIERATH: I cannot give a 100 per cent answer as I have had only a preliminary
briefing on those reforms. Certainly the agreement has not been put to me in detail. It
will need to be put to me for it to be adopted.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I appreciate the information the Minister has just made available.
What he has related to the Committee tonight is very arbitrary. Even Victoria which is
regarded as absolutely troglodyte territory, and where there is no decency or commitment
to processes in the industrial relations field, would not conduct its affairs in the same way
as the Government in Western Australia. It is amazing that the Government in this State
is carrying on its affairs in such a way as to outrage everybody's sensibilities. The
Government can achieve its ends and follow reasonable processes to do so. Although I
appreciate the information given by the Minister about today's meeting, at some time I
hope that he and the Minister for Transport will instruct Westrail to get back to the
negotiations.
We are in a double bind at the Committee stage. The Minister constantly indicates in this
Chamber his sheer delight at anything that tears the union movement apart.
Mr Kierath: That is not true.
Mrs HALLAHAN: That is how I read his conduct in this Chamber. I have tried to be
generous in my observation of his actions. Does the Minister deny that he wants to
destroy the unions?
Mr Kierath: I have never wanted to destroy the unions. I only want them to be more
accountable to their members and to reflect their members' views more accurately.
Mrs HALLAHAN: The Minister's behaviour in the Chamber is not consistent with that
statement.
Mr Kierath: I think you will agree that some members of the trade union movement give
me so much ammunition, I do not know what to do with it. Some of them do outrageous
things, and you may be referring to them.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Not at all. I have observed the Minister's behaviour and listened to
his speeches. Others were quicker to judge him than me, but I certainly believe it is his
intent to destroy the unions. If he does so, he will destroy something very important in
our democracy.
Mr Kierath: I am giving them greater democracy. When I went to the north west and
visited some of the mining companies in that area, despite all the fear that is spread down
here and the misinformation, they treated me like a hero. They said that they had
received pay rises they could not have achieved before. It is interesting that the people
who have experienced this first-hand have a different attitude from the people in Perth
where the fear campaign has been run.
Mrs HALLAHAN: If the Government involved people in the process, it would have no
difficulty achieving some of the things it wants to achieve. The Minister is either naive
or is misleading the Committee. I do not mind his being treated like a hero - although I
find it amazing - nevertheless it must have been enjoyable for him. I do not think many
people in the industrial relations field want to treat the Minister like a hero. He should
try speaking to the people who come to my office in tears. I have never seen that before.
I think it is an abysmal statement about the way the Minister is making change. If he
does not care about the agony involved, he should say so.
Mr Kierath: I do care. I could perhaps have the argument with you that other people are
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putting out misinformation that is creating a fear of change. In all the changes we have
made - they have been major changes - not one person has been forced out against his
will.
Mrs HALLAHAN: How can the Minister say that? It is nonsense. I do not think he
understands the choices that people face. The trade union movement should be re-
engaged in negotiations with Westrail. To take it a step further, if Westrail has been
instructed today to extend the current EBA, that is welcome. The next step required is to
involve the unions in the negotiations for what is to follow in February 1996, if that was
the outcome of the meeting today. The union movement in Victoria has not agreed to the
outcomes, but it has been part of the process. That at least gives people some
commitment to the changes taking place and provides an opportunity for some of the
excesses to be ironed out. After seeing the letter from Westrail management and the way
in which it has handled personnel matters, it appears the excesses of that management
should be watched. If that does not happen, the Minister stands condemned. This
Minister is excessive enough and I cannot believe the department is even worse. I shall
be interested tomorrow to hear what the unions think.
Mr Kierath: I have given you the information early. I have said that a recommendation
will be made, but it has not been finally agreed by others. The Minister for Transport and
I will make a recommendation to our ministerial colleagues that will extend it to
February. I do not expect anyone to object to it. The member asked if anything is being
deleted. I am advised that proposed subsection (2a) will insert a new provision and
nothing will be deleted.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Westrail's actions are absolutely inconsistent with this legislation,
which it apparently recommended. I cannot understand the way industrial relations is
handled by that sector.
Mrs HENDERSON: When we debated this issue yesterday, the member for Armadale
and I referred to the letter from Westrail management which went much further than the
EBA. It referred to the EBA and the fact that it would expire on 18 April. The key to the
understandings developed between Westrail and the union was that other initiatives
would be associated with the enterprise bargaining agreement, including the registration
of a new enterprise award. The union wanted a common award across the enterprise,
registered in the commission. It had been working towards that for more than two years.
This letter, for the first time, dropped a bombshell. It states -

Allow any action on initiatives associated with the current Enterprise Bargaining
Agreement ... including registration of a new Enterprise Award, to lapse.

That was the greatest breach of faith with the unions which had agreed to all the deletions
before us tonight, in return for certain undertakings. One of the undertakings was a new
enterprise award. Unilaterally Westrail decided to allow discussions and negotiations to
lapse. The letter continues -

Specific award rationalisation now forms part of the "Right Track" agenda.
The big proviso is that -

...site and workstreamn specific arrangements will generally be pursued with
such arrangements being underpinned by specific industrial or workplace
agreements.

That was never part of the agreement or the negotiations. None of the unions sought
workplace agreements. It is anathema to most trade unions in this State.
Mr Kierath: No agreement could exclude them.
Mrs HENDERSON: They did not want or ask for that. They wanted an enterprise
award, and that is what the agreement was to develop. It was to be an umbrella
enterprise award. It would cover all occupations, and would replace all existing awards
which were argued to be cumbersome, time consuming, inefficient, and based on old
trade distinctions. The arguments were based on inflexibility, rigidity and so on. We
have heard them a hundred times. The unions came to the party, negotiated and agreed to
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have an enterprise award. That was to be the final goal; it was to be registered in the
commission as a safe, secure set of conditions. That is where the breach of faith
occurred. The Minister carries on about allowing the EBA to continue as though he is
making some great concession. However, that is not the issue.
Mr Kierath: It was not intended to be a concession. I was having a discussion with the
member for Armadale. I gave her information which perhaps I should not have given
her, but she was being so reasonable.
Mvrs HENDERSON: I heard the discussion with the member for Armadale. The Minister
was so generous when he told us that he had a discussion today, and that the EBA would
be allowed to continue! The Minister, other people here, and I know that was not the key
issue faced by the trade unions. They wanted a new enterprise award. More specifically,
the fifth point in the letter was that -

Westrail will not be seeking to negotiate a new global EBA ...
A new EBA was wanted. The Minister knew that was part of the negotiations. To state
here that he will extend the existing EBA is no great concession. People want an
enterprise award and they want a new EBA. That is what the negotiations were about.
They did not want workplace agreements. How many unions, how many individual
members, asked for workplace agreements in Westrail? I bet it was not one, because
despite everything the Minister has said, despite the Minister's making a ministerial
statement every time one more person signed a workplace agreement, in reality people
out there do not want workplace agreements. People tell the Minister clearly in
negotiations that they want an award. The Minister thinks people do not know the
difference; he thinks people are being duped. He should have been present today to hear
what union members by the thousands said about him. He thinks he is duping people but
people know exactly what is going on. They are not that stupid. They know what an
award is; they know what a safety net is; they know the conditions that are encompassed
in their awards. They know that workplace agreements are designed basically to
undermine their conditions. They do not believe any of the claptrap about free choice
because they have seen what has happened to people who have signed workplace
agreements. People know exactly what it is all about. The Minister should pay people in
the public sector some credit for their intelligence.
The letter was read into Hansard last night. The Minister had the opportunity to seek
advice and consult overnight. He could have answered the questions raised by the
member for Armadale. Instead, he says that he had a discussion today. He offers some
advance news. He has let us into a secret that perhaps he should not have told us about!
It is nothing!
Mr Kierath: I wish I hadn't.
Mrs HENDERSON: It would not have made a lot of difference what the Minister did,
because the issue being negotiated by the unions has been breached. The Minister knows
it has been breached. I suggest that the Minister for Labour Relations and the Minister
for Transport are most anxious that the workers do not have an enterprise award. The
Minister does not want people to be employed under a new award. He chokes on awards
because awards provide protection for people. They provide the minimum standards of
employment that people want, and know will protect them in their employment.
Mr Kierath: I did not express a view on an enterprise award.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister has expressed his views on awards in this Chamber on
many occasions. He has expressed his views on awards in Cabinet, and in the labour
relations committee of the Cabinet. No doubt his colleagues have a clear understanding
of what he does not want, and he will ensure that any suggestions on new awards do not
get through the subcommittee. The Minister wants people to move to workplace
agreements. He will do anything to bring people under his system to prove it is working
and to prove that is what people want.
I am sorry that the Minister, having received the full text of the letter yesterday, did not
take the opportunity to inform himself about the agreement reached on the deletion of
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this part of the Act. I am amazed that the Minister has left in this part. The Bill was
obviously drafted at the time the agreement was reached. It has been breached but the
words remain in the Bill. It reads -

Where the Westrail Enterprise Bargaining Agreement provides that an industrial
matter is to be included in an umbrella enterprise award established in accordance
with that Agreement, that industrial matter -

(a) is, for the purposes of enabling such an award to be made by the
Commission, taken to be an industrial matter in respect of which
the Board does not have jurisdiction ...

In other words, the board will not have jurisdiction over industrial matters. Those
matters will fall within the jurisdiction of the commission because there will be a new
enterprise award. This provision remains in the Bill. That was the deal, and the letter
from Westrail totally contradicts that. The letter states that the deal will lapse; it will not
move to register an enterprise award in the Federal Industrial Relations Commission or
anywhere else. That agreement has gone by the board. We asked the Minister to
consider the situation. It is the responsibility of the Minister for Labour Relations. He
did not face his responsibility. He said that he would extend the life of the agreement.
That was not the issue raised yesterday. We expect the Minister to take this debate more
seriously. We expect him to take the trouble to inform himself, and to ask his colleagues
questions if he does not know the answers. We expected him to return with the
information required for this debate.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I refer the Minister to his second reading speech. When was the
speech written?
Mr Kierath: It would have been updated before it was introduced. It was based on the
second reading speech delivered in the upper House.
Mrs HALLAHAN: When was it introduced here?
Mr KIERATH: It was before Christmas, during the last Parliament.
Mrs HALLAHAN: The words of the second reading speech cover the points raised by
the member for Thomnlie regarding the amendments to this clause. The speech reads -

The aim of the parties is to develop and foster a culture which cements a complete
team approach to the competitive business challenges confronting Westrail.
The vehicle for achieving this approach will be the creation of a new and
additional enterprise-based umbrella award covering all Westrail employees. The
new award encompasses all those clauses in the multiplicity of existing awards
which, in broad terms, deal with the way that work is arranged, including those
clauses associated with pay and classification structures.

Given that, I cannot understand why the Minister for Labour Relations is persevering
with this. He has met with the Minister for Transport and with Westrail and has totally
rejected the approach to this Bill. One has only to look at this legislation to see why
people are getting somewhat cynical and developing a very strong aversion to the Court
Government. On the one hand, it is setting out a rationale for a piece of legislation which
is in accord with discussions that have gone over 18 months; on the other hand, within
weeks of this Bill being proclaimed Westrail met with unions and told them it was all off
the table, and then confirmed it in writing on 4 April.
I do not see how the Minister for Labour Relations can think it is anything other than
outrageous. Why should the Minister wonder why the unions and people in the work
force think of him as having no credibility? If the Minister intends sitting there wide-
eyed and incredulous about people being critical of him, he need only reflect on this
legislation to see why he has a huge credibility gap. On the one hand the Minister says
that he does not want to destroy the union movement, that he simply wants to make
unions accountable, that he wants to provide a competitive atmosphere for industry, and
transport is basic to that. On the other hand we see Westrail take off the table over 18
months of work despite a Bill that has just about completed its passage through the
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Chamber. I find it unbelievable. I will now believe anything that people tell me about
the Court Government and the high jinks that the Minister for Labour Relations gets up
to in industrial relations.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 37: Section 6, Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 amended -

Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister made public statements when he introduced this Bill
that members of Parliament should sign workplace agreements. He said that he would be
one of the first to sign a workplace agreement and that this legislation would allow that to
happen. So much confidence does this Minister enjoy among his colleagues that Hon
Peter Foss in the upper House could not move quickly enough to distance himself from
this crazy notion of members of Parliament signing workplace agreements. As fast as
Minister Foss was trying to tell the upper House that there was no question of members
of Parliament signing workplace agreements, the Minister for Labour Relations was
issuing press releases saying that he would sign a workplace agreement because he
thought they were an excellent idea for members of Parliament. Minister Foss said in
debate in the upper House that the biggest difficulty was that it would not be lawful. He
said that it was not possible because MPs were simply not employees. He then declined
to discuss the subject any further because the issue was purely hypothetical and a waste
of the time of the Chamber. The issue was pursued because the Minister for Labour
Relations was quoted as saying that the idea of putting members of Parliament onto
workplace agreements would be shelved for a year because the proposal was not urgent
and he was prepared to take it out of the industrial legislation Bill so the Bill could pass
through the Council. Such is the arrogance of this man that even when his Cabinet
colleagues told him his idea was crazy -
Mr Kierath: Cabinet approved it.
Mrs HENDERSON: Has the Minister read the debate in the upper House?
Mr Kierath: The member for Thornlie of all people will know that to get a Bill into this
Chamber it must go to Cabinet. It was deleted because the Labor Party in the Council
was threatening to extend debate indefinitely.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister cannot have read the speech of the Minister in the
upper House who had carriage of the Bill if he is telling me that the only reason it was
taken out was that the Labor Party was taking too long in debate. I will tell the Minister
for Labour Relations what Minister Foss said.
Mr Kierath: I can only tell the member for Thomnlie about my communication with the
Leader of the House.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister should try to read Hansard, to dip into it every now
and again, because when Hon John Halden quoted what the Minister for Labour
Relations said in the media about what a good idea it was for members of Parliament to
sign workplace agreements and that this Minister was quite determined to ensure it would
happen, Minister Foss said -

I stray from standing orders by engaging in hypothetical discussions ...

Hon John Halden: They are not hypothetical; they are the Minister's statements.
Hon PETER FOSS: They are not part of this Bill. My understanding is that they
were never to be part of this Bill.
Hon John Halden: This is not what the Minister says.
Hon PETER FOSS: I cannot help what Hon Graham Kierath says.
Hon John Halden: Nor can anyone else!

The Minister tries to tell us that he got through Cabinet the ludicrous notion that
members of Parliament could sign workplace agreements with themselves, with their
electorate, with the Speaker of the Chamber, with their preselection panel or with their
mothers-in-law to guarantee their conditions of employment.
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Mr Kierath: It would be with the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.
Mrs HENDERSON: Minister Foss said that the biggest difficulty was that it was simply
not lawful. He is a lawyer and he is obsessed with the law, but it is fundamental when it
comes to signing one of these agreements. He says -

It has all sorts of potential for unusual differentiations between members of
Parliament, which may not be desirable.

He does not share the Minister's view that all people in the workplace should be on
different agreements, and all having different conditions of employment.
Mr Kierath: If the member for Thomlie were obeying standing orders, she would not be
debating this issue. It is not part of the Bill. It is not before the Chamber.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Johnson): Order! We are in Committee. The member
on her feet should be addressing the Chair. I have allowed considerable interjections in
the time I have been sitting in this Chair, but it is getting out of hand and very often into a
three-way conversation. I ask members to pay attention to the standing orders.
Mrs HENDERSON: I anm pleased to accept your guidance Mr Deputy Chairman. This
section refers to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. The original amendments
proposed by the Minister were subsequently amended in the other place to remove the
opportunity for members of Parliament to sign workplace agreements. I asked that
question because the Minister clearly is on the public record as indicating that, as far as
he is concerned, that is not the end of the matter. He plans to come back with further
proposals.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Mrs Hallahan interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, member for Armadale! The member can ask a
question and the Minister must wait to answer until the member has resumed her seat.

Points of Order
Mr~ KIERATH: The member for Thomlie is quite right, it was mentioned in a Bill before
the Legislative Council but it is not in a Bill before this place. It may well come before
this place later in the year.
Mrs HENDERSON: It is true that the section before us has been amended; it is a very
complex section which refers to a number of subsections of the Salaries and Allowances
Tribunal. I am trying to ask the Minister a question about some of those subsections. If
he will allow me to finish my point, I am happy to ask my question.
The CHAIRMAN: I am happy for the member to finish her question. If she strays from
that point, I will draw it to her attention.

Committee Resumed
Mrs HENDERSON: If it is the Minister's strong view that it is appropriate under this
section that members of Parliament should be able to sign workplace agreements, does he
plan to bring that back to this Chamber in a further piece of legislation? What sort of
guidelines does he plan to issue in relation to members of Parliament? Will they be able
to negotiate -

Mr Kierath inteijected.
Mrs HENDERSON: I am asking the Minister a question. He is particularly sensitive to
this section. He has not responded in this way to questions relating to other sections.
Mr Kierath: I get jacked off when you debate Bills that are not before the House.
Mrs HENDERSON: I can understand the Minister's sensitivity, but he raised the issue.
What sort of mechanism does he plan to regulate the fact that members of Parliament
could negotiate a workplace agreement and give themselves a $20 000 pay increase
under their workplace agreement based on a measure of their own productivity and
worth?
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Mr Kierath: You are asking me to debate something hypothetical and not before the
Chamber.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister is on the record as saying it is not hypothetical and
that he plans to do it.
Mr Kierath: When it comes here you can debate it then. I wish you would debate the
Bill.
Mrs HENDERSON: It is interesting that the Minister who alluded to this in his second
reading speech and who put it in his original Bill wants to pass over it quickly because he
is loathe to discuss it - and no wonder; it is a ludicrous notion that is embarrassing to his
colleagues as it is embarrassing to any sensible minded person in the community. The
Minister will not give us an undertaking tonight that he has abandoned the idea even
though his colleagues will not support him. His colleague in the upper House handling
this legislation thought the idea was totally nonsensical.
Under normal circumstances the salaries that persons in chief executive officer positions
command mean that they do not require the same protection as others or warrant concern
on our part about their negotiating abilities. However, they have a very close relationship
with the Minister of the day and they are susceptible to substantial pressure and influence
about their working conditions. Everyone knows that chief executive officers are
particularly vulnerable. Recently the chief executive officer of the Water Authority was
given the sideways push, as were a couple of very senior persons from the Health
Department. The Minister of the day did not particularly like their point of view, or did
not think they were likely to promote the changes he wanted enthusiastically. These
persons are vulnerable because the workplace agreements that have been promoted in the
public sector have borne no resemblance whatsoever to the debate we had in this
Chamber about workplace agreements. They are npt the result of two equal parties
negotiating conditions of employment. They are standard, printed agreements drawn up
by the chief executive officer setting down standard conditions. In most cases they have
removed conditions of employment that people have previously enjoyed. There has been
a deliberate program of removal of benefits in those workcplace agreements. In some
cases offers have been made up-front of substantial increases in salary to get people to
sign those agreements. The main reason for that is that the Minister is anxious that as
many people as possible move away from the award system into the workplace
agreements system so that he can count them as part of his success rate. Having got them
into the workplace agreement system their chances in the future of receiving a wage
increase will be much less than if an independent umpire were making those
determinations.
Coercion has occurred, particularly in relation to new employees. Positions have been
advertised in the daily newspapers for new employees which have been quite clearly
labelled as workplace agreement positions. In other words new employees have no
choice other than to sign a workplace agreement. All the Minister's rhetoric about choice
for employees was hollow. When we debated the issue of new employees the Opposition
moved an amendment to include the words "prospective employee". The Minister
laughed at our amendment and said that it was not necessary; the word "employee"
covered a new employee. He said that the same protection was available to a new
employee as is available to an employee. On ABC radio with Gerry Gannon, when
someone asked what he should do if, when applying for a job, he was told that he would
not get it unless he signed a workplace agreement, the Minister went so far as to tell him
to sign the workplace agreement, get the job and then go to the Commissioner of
Workplace Agreements and say that he was coerced into signing a workplace agreement.
I have the transcript of the Minister's comments. Even when he was saying that, he knew
it was not true: He knew he had no intention of providing a choice to new employees.
New employees, whether they are chief executive officers, as is covered by this clause, or
other employees, have been subject to coercion. That is one of the issues the Opposition
is concerned about in this clause.
Mr BROWN: This clause will provide that categories of employees in section 6(1)(d)
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and (e) of the Salaries and Allowances Act may enter into workplace agreements,
whereas currently their terms and conditions of employment are covered by the. Salaries
and Allowances Tribunal. The two classes of employees referred to are officers of the
Public Service holding office, including the special division of the Public Service, and a
person holding any other office of a full time nature created or established under a law of
the State that is prescribed for the purposes of that section. This clause will give
legislative authority for chief executive officers and other senior officers to enter into a
workplace agreement with their employer. The Public Sector Management Act sets out
who the employer is. The employer of chief executive officers, unless a board is in
place, is the Minister. The employer of senior ranking officers who are under a chief
executive officer is the chief executive officer. What does that tell us, and what are the
traps involved in agreeing to this change?
We need to know the rational of the Minister for the change because it is significant. It
will allow Ministers to determine the salaries and other conditions of chief executive
officers and take that away from the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. A Minister of the
day employing his or her mate as a chief executive officer under this arrangement could
employ him or her on a workplace agreement of $150 000, $180 000, $250 000, or
whatever figure one likes to pull out of the air. There is no proposed consistency of
remuneration under this arrangement. This is a naked grab to enable the Government to
pay its mates whom it appoints as chief executive officers anything it likes without regard
for the views of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. That cannot be justified under
any circumstance.
The tribunal in the past and up until the present has had the role of determining
appropriate remuneration for senior members of the Public Service. That is an
appropriate role for that tribunal. It is inappropriate for individual Ministers to do a deal
with a person -

Mr Kierath: It is not individual Ministers: It is the Minister under the Public Sector
Management Act. The definition of the Act states that Minister means the Minister of the
Crown to whom the administration of this Act is for the time being committed by the
Government.
Mr BROWN: That is the Public Sector Management Act.
Mr Kierath: Yes. It is the employer of the chief executive officer. That is the only
person the CEO can have a workplace agreement with.
Mr BROWN: Whether it is that Minister, who happens to be the Premier -
Mr Kierath: Yes, it is the Premier currently. Under the Public Sector Management Act
the Minister for the Act - in this case, the Premier - is the employing authority of all the
CEOs.
Mr BROWN: It has been the practice in this State in the appointment of CEOs that their
terms and conditions are examined by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. The
Minister and I know that representations have been made to the Salaries and Allowances
Tribunal which the tribunal has not accepted and has said are excessive. This clause will
simply allow for those things to be cast to one side and all sorts of exorbitant salaries to
be agreed to.
Mr Kierath: It would have to be agreed to by the Premier.
Mr BROWN: Yes, but being agreed to by the Premier does not provide the same
independent scrutiny that chief executive officers' salaries and terms and conditions of
employment have been subjected to in the past. When talking about the senior
administration of the public sector, it is appropriate for those terms and conditions of
employment to be scrutinised by an independent body to ensure that no untoward matters
are taken into account in determining them. This is a most unsatisfactory arrangement
which is fraught with difficulties. I can see that cosy deals could be struck away from the
public glare between CEOs and the Government of the day. That is inappropriate.
I oppose this provision also because it seeks to extend the operation of the Workplace
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Agreements Act when already that Act contains considerable flaws, particularly when we
consider the commitments made by the Government prior to the last election and what is
reflected in the Act. It was said that employees who refused to enter into workplace
agreements could not be dismissed, and the Western Australian public was given to
understand that that was the case. We now find in answers to questions in this House that
that is not the case. We find out that the Minister has commented publicly that it is
possible for an employer, whether government or otherwise, to restructure its operations
and to employ new employees at the expense of existing employees. That is confirmed
by way of questions and answers from the Mfinister in Hansard last year. We find that
the Government's alleged commitment to choice is simply not there. We find that
whereas prior to the election the Government maintained that employees would have the
option of being employed under the award or entering into a workplace agreement, in
answers to questions recorded in Hansard, that is not the case and that new employees,
new CEOs and senior officers can be employed on whatever terms and conditions the
employer thinks appropriate and reasonable. We find also by way of questions that the
Government's policy favours workplace agreements. It is pretty clear that this change
means that CEOs will be employed under workplace agreements, because the Minister
will recall that last year he addressed a meeting with CEOs and he made it clear to the
CEOs that he wanted to put in place workplace agreements in their departments. When
he was asked whether that was government policy or his personal view, the Minister said
that it was not government policy but his view. The Minister also said in answer to
questions that he told the CEOs it was his personal view and not government policy.
Despite all that one can imagine how CEOs might respond, bearing in mind that they
have no right of appeal and that they hold their positions per the good grace of the
Minister. If they do one thing wrong which the Minister finds objectionable, they could
be out with no right of appeal or redress - gone tomorrow. It is pretty clear that this
change is designed to push CEOs into workplace agreements, for reasons best known to
the Minister. Why is the Government keen to have them in workplace agreements if it is
not for doing some deal? We asked a range of other questions last year on workplace
agreements. We asked whether workplace agreements had led to greater productivity,
and the answer was, "We do not know the answer." We asked whether workplace
agreements had led to more jobs, and the answer was, "We do not know the answer to
that." We asked whether workplace agreements had had some other positive spin-offs,
and the answer to that was, "We do not really know about that." From the information
available, there is not too much that indicates clearly and categorically that the public
will benefit from this change. It is simply an ideological commitment by the
Government to go down this path and to push CEOs and other people at senior levels in
the Public Service into these workplace agreements. What is the motivation for this
change? The Minister must not insult us by telling us that the CEOs are clamouring for
it.

Mr Kierath: It came about because two chief executive officers asked for agreements.
Mr BROWN: What were they seeking in workplace agreements that was not available at
the time?
Mr Kierath: They sought a more flexible package. Some of them have been overseeing
workplace agreements. They asked why they should not have the same conditions.
Some of them believe in the principle of leading by example. If members of Parliament
could have them, I would have one. Some people believe that if they are offering them to
other employees they should take one up themselves.
Mr BROWN: One of the factors a number of CEOs have written into their performance
appraisals for consideration whether they must be kept on is whether they have been able
to convince their employees to undertake workplace agreements. I suppose at least if
they say, 'We have one workplace agreement. That is mine. You had better not put me
off because I have achieved one" -
Mr Kierath: That is leading by example.
Mrs HENDERSON:* I started to make some comments about my concerns that the
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motivation behind this clause is to reduce over time the working conditions for CEOs in
the same way as the motivation of workplace agreements in general is to reduce the
workplace conditions of employees. In support of that position I refer to a document
called the workplace bargaining network developed by the Department of Productivity
and Labour Relations and circulated at meetings. This network meets, as I understand it,
every month. It is designed to encourage people to talk about and explore ways of
developing workplace agreements and enterprise agreements and discuss the relative
benefits of each. It talks about all sorts of industrial issues that can be tackled in these
agreements. The suggestions that are made by DOPLAR to people participating in this
network are interesting. A chart called the framework for developing a workplace
change agenda talks about the implications for change and such things as employment
conditions, work practices and procedures and work organisations. Under the
employment conditions listed for consideration are hours, penalty rates, ban of ordinary
hours, RDOs, overtime or time in lieu and annualised hourly payments. Under contract
of employment, consideration can be given to casual, part-time, contracting out, short
term or temporary contracts, and notice periods. Under leave, consideration can be given
to sick leave, leave loading, long service leave, family leave and leave flexibility. Under
the heading "salary", it refers to annualised or productivity based salaries. Those are only
the headings for discussion in relation to those issues. The document refers to the inds
of policy considerations that should drive consideration of the various elements I have
mentioned. One section talks about the so-called emerging agenda for employment
conditions in the public sector, in other words, "This is the agenda we are aiming
towards, and this is what we hope will be embodied in workplace agreements." Long
service leave entitlement will be reduced from after every seven to after every 10 years.
Annual or long service leave will be able to be paid out in cash. That is a total
contradiction of what long service and annual leave is all about. Annual leave was
brought into existence because of the view that people working all year needed at least
four weeks' rest. The notion that it should be paid out in money instead of leave and that
it can be incorporated in a workplace agreement is a total contradiction of why it was
ever granted. However, it is typical of the kinds of things that this Minister represents as
reforms. Of course, it is cheaper if someone takes his annual leave in cash and does not
take holidays because, when somebody takes holidays, somebody else must do his job
and that person must be paid for higher duties because that person is usually moved from
a lower position. This document suggests that it is part of the Government's agenda to
try to get people to take their annual leave in cash as part of their workplace agreement.

It also suggests that people should be encouraged to take their long servi ce leave in cash.
Again, that is a total contradiction of the basis upon which they were granted long service
leave in the first place. Annual leave and sick leave were seen as major reforms when
they were introduced. The notion of paying workers cash for that leave is a total
bastardisation of what the leave is all about.

Another item on the emerging agenda for change in employment is the increase in hours
from 37.5 hours a week to 40 hours a week. This emerging agenda for change is about
lowering living standards. In the past, we have moved forward. People got better
conditions and better wages. They did not spend every waking hour earning their living
in order to survive. This agenda is a major step backwards. It suggests also that people
who perform higher duties should be paid only for those duties if they work for two
weeks or more in that position. A long list of conditions that are currently regarded as
standard conditions in the public sector have been achieved over many years. Some of
them have been seen as major achievements. However, this Government is seeking to
cut back or reduce those conditions by making them less attractive.

The agenda also suggests that people should work annualised hours, which includes
working up to 12 hours a day. No doubt, some people will welcome that if they can work
for four days a week and get the fifth day off. However, if they work for a sector of the
economy that provides a service to the public five days a week, it is another matter. Even
travel allowances will be cut. There is a long list of things that are to be attacked as part
of this process of negotiating workplace agreements. The document goes on about how
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people should tackle this problem. It says that past productivity should not count foranything. It says that pay increases should never be based on past productivity increases.However, even though there is no salary increase for productivity gains that have alreadybeen put in place, the document says that, nevertheless, they can be mentioned inagreements to give recognition to the fact that people have made these changes that haveresulted in productivity increases. It also says that productivity and efficiency increasesof significance which have been implemented in the recent past can and should beincluded in the agreements. It says that, while these do not justify a salary increase,when coupled with relevant measures of a prospective nature, they will be recognised.
The document says also that agreements should not rely primarily on improvements thatresult from good management. In other words, if a manager improves productivitybecause he is a good manager, that productivity improvement is not* counted. If thoseincreases result from new technology, efficiency reforms or from initiatives put in place,they also do not count. It will be very difficult for people to produce any kind ofproductivity change that will give them a pay increase because the document seeks torule out most of the ways that people improve productivity. Why should people not getincreased pay for improved productivity from better management?
The CHAIRMAN: I have consulted the Act and have tried to reconcile that with whatthe member said relates to the matter before the Chair. I cannot because the Act refers toa selected group of people at the CEO level. I bring that to members' attention.
Mr BROWN: I was hoping the Minister would respond to my questions.
Mr Kierath: I inteijected at the time to give you the information. I gave you the answersto the question about CEOs. I do not intend to respond to the questions about the secondreading speech.
Mr BROWN: I will not get into that. The Minister said that this clause had beenintroduced because some CEOs wanted more flexibility. My understanding is that mostCEOs work reasonably long hours but also flexible hours. How will this change theexisting arrangements for CEOs?
Mr Kierath: I told you previously that some of the CEOs said that, following discussionswithin their workplace, they felt they should lead by example and go into workplaceagreements, even if it did nothing more than turn their existing conditions into workplaceagreements. I was approached by two CEOs in that regard.
Mr BROWN: So it is not about flexibility?
Mr Kierath: I told you how it began.
Mr BROWN: I am trying to find out the rationale for it.
Mr Kierath: I have told you twice.
Mr BROWN: The rationale for it, as I understand it, is that a couple of CEOs suggestedto the Government that it would be good if it provided the legislative framework for themto enter into workplace agreements and lead by example.
Mr Kierath: That is how it began. There are other factors.
Mr BROWN: What are the other factors?
Mr Kierath: The total salaries and allowances package and the total cost to governmentand the rearranging of a position that better suits individuals. I do not think the memberlistens to me. I referred to long service leave and other things that they could look at.
Mr BROWN: Is the Minister suggesting that some of the workplace agreement peoplemay trade off long service leave and annual leave for cash?
Mr Kierath: I did not refer to annual leave.
Mr BROWN: Are you talking about their trading off long service leave?
Mr Kierath: Long service leave in some of the workplace agreements has gone fromseven years to 10 years and some of them have said they are prepared to do the same.
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They will trade off long service leave for cash. Until we negotiate we cannot tell what
the CEO will put up with. All this does is facilitate a CEO if he wants a workplace
agreement.
Mr BROWN: It does more than that. I will not repeat what I said, but it is clear that the
Minister was not listening to that point. This clause will provide the opportunity for
those people at the top of the tree to have workplace agreements which will be negotiated
with the Minister. It is a totally different concept from workplace agreements which are
negotiated with an employer who happens to be a chief executive officer. Will this
change to the Act mean that new people coming into the government employ as chief
executive officers will be employed on workplace agreements?

Mr Kierath: It may well do.

Mr BROWN: The result will be that the Government will make a unilateral decision that
only those people who are prepared to agree to enter into a workplace agreement will be
eligible for employment.
Mr Kierath: It is possible.
Mr BROWN: The Minister's interjection indicates another reason that the Opposition
has serious concerns about this change. It will allow for negotiations at an inappropriate
level and it will not allow for proper scrutiny. In addition, it will allow for the cashing in
of conditions that would otherwise be provided and it will create a situation where new
people comning into the public sector may have the choice of either accepting a job on a
workplace agreement or not being employed in the public sector. In some instances it
provides no choice at all. The Opposition does not support this clause.

Mrs HENDERSON: I have very serious reservations about the intent of this clause. The
reason I read from the document has been more than demonstrated by the comments the
Minister made. This clause will allow, for the first time, chief executive officers to sign a
workplace agreement. The kind of issues that the department has signalled should be
part of the subjects for negotiation for a workplace agreement. I, asked the Minister
whether these are the kind of things he plans to negotiate in relation to CEOs. In his
reply and in his reply to the questions raised by the member for Morley he made it clear
that he does plan to put these things into workplace agreements for new CEOs - for
example, less attractive long service leave, cashed in annual leave and the other things I
referred to in the departmental document. It means that the new CEOs will not get a
great deal of choice in taking those inferior conditions. Having taken them, it is highly
likely that they will not be favourably inclined to those working underneath them who are
enjoying conditions that are more favourable under the award than they enjoy. For
example, if the CEOs get long service leave after 10 years and their employees get it after
seven years, they will not be very happy. If -the workplace agreements state that the
CEOs will get two weeks' annual leave and the other two weeks have been cashed in -
the agreements are probably losing value over time unless they receive annual salary
increments - they will be keen for the employees in those departments or agencies to sign
workplace agreements in which they relinquish their four weeks' leave for one or two
weeks. I was disturbed by the very long list of things that have been targeted for
workplace agreements and the fact that they have been committed to paper and discussed
in the network. It is a serious Government agenda.

Mr Kierath: The network is a group of people who put ideas forward.

Mrs HENDERSON: These are ideas from the department and they have been put
forward to the network which concerns people from many departments. It is the
emerging changed agenda. The document talks about the Government's policy relating
to what will be negotiated. I have no doubt that not one new CEO will get a workplace
agreement which includes an annual leave loading. The Minister is obsessed by that
notion. More fundamental than that are the issues of long service leave, annual leave,
sick leave and others that are basic conditions of employment that have been won over a
long period.

This clause of the Bill is designed to ensure that the change starts at the top with the
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CEOs being committed to workplace agreements. They will not get a job withoutsigning workplace agreements. At the next election we will not hear any of the rhetoricwe heardl at the last election about the freedom of choice in respect of workplaceagreements because it will be a joke in the community. The Minister will not use thatterminology. Over time the public sector working conditions will be whittled away untilit becomes standard practice that people will get two weeks' annual leave and will work40 hours a week. It will mean a lower standard of living for Western Australian families.
I was interested to hear the Minister's comments to the question asked by the member forMorley about the rationale behind this clause. The Minister said we must look at cost;that is, the cost to the Government of the salaries of CEOs. The Minister is being open.The Government wants salary packages that are cheaper. It wants to reduce the costs ofCEOs in the same way as it wants to reduce the salary costs of the whole of the publicsector. The Minister believes that workplace agreements are a vehicle by which thosecosts will be reduced. The other mechanism is by contracting out services and abolishingjobs and that is something he has been busy doing to the tune of 5 000 jobs.
The Opposition opposes the clause for reasons that have been outlined. While normalpeople are capable of negotiating contracts, CEOs will not get that choice. They willhave to apply for a position which is a workplace agreement position. The agreementwill already have been drawn up by the Minister and it will not be negotiable. Theworkplace agreements I have seen presented to people in the public sector have not beennegotiable. They have been printed agreements which reduce working conditions inreturn fr a pay rise.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 38 put and passed.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for
Labour Relations).

PRISONS AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House),
read a first time.

House adjourned at 11.42 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

DISABILITY SERVICES - COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL TENANCY
PROGRAM, HOMESWEST AND DIRECTOR OF PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES

AGREEMENT
99. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the Minister aware of an agreement signed by the Manager of
Community Housing Services (Homeswest) and the Director of
Psychiatric Services (Health Department) of August 1994 under the
community residential tenancy program?

(2) If yes -
(a) do the requirements of this agreement contribute to the stigma of

having a psychiatric disability;
(b) will the Minister enforce this agreement in the case of those people

who are already in Homeswest accommodation;
(c) will the Minister confirm whether Western Australia is the only

State in the Commonwealth to have such an agreement between
the relevant health and public housing authorities with regard to
services for people with a psychiatric disability?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) No. The agreement is a specific program in which Homneswest

agreed to give HDWA clients with a psychiatric disability the
highest priority access for 21 residential places in return for the
transfer of title for Eden Hill Cluster Homes to Homeswest. This
agreement has provided an opportunity for people who would not
normally be able to live independently in ordinary community
housing to maintain themselves in accommodation of their choice
in the community with support. This agreement does not replace
the ability of people with psychiatric disability gaining access
through normal application, including normal priority access, to
Homeswest housing. Further, when they feel that they are able to
live independently, they may move out of the community
residential tenancy program and become tenants under normal
Homeswest arrangements. The original number of places agreed
has been exceeded and currently 36 people have been placed in
30 housing units in the metropolitan area.

(b) No. Any person with a psychiatric disability who already has a
placement in Homeswest housing will not be included in this
program and will be treated as any other client of Homeswest.
People who access housing through normal application, including
normal priority access, will not have this agreement enforced.

(c) Similar arrangements exist in NSW, South Australia, Queensland
and Victoria, although each state is at a different stage of
development or implementation. The different arrangements
reflect different views with respect to financial responsibility for
provision of capital, tenancy management, and client support.

MEDICAL HEALTH ACT - NEW LEGISLATION

148. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

When does the Government intend to introduce legislation revising the Mental
Health Act 1962?
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Mr KIERATH replied:

I a t c i p a t t a t n e w l g s a i n t r e a c t h M n a l H a l t h A c t 1 9 6 2 w i l l b e
inrdcd duigte 195primntary yar Hwever, it is essential that anynew mena healt legisl atin effctvel adrese the srous concerns that have

bee n rase in reation to te provisio ofmna elh services in WesternAsrla. That s the Govermenti not prepad to comnpromise its
comittment to effetive menta health refr by prmaturely introducing

legislation which will not comprehensively address the problems relating to the
delivery of mental health services to the community.

WORKPLACES - TIME LOST DUE TO STRIKES, INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES,
WORKPLACE INJURIES, WORK RELATED DISEASE AND ILLNESS

Deaths Caused by Exposure to Physical and Chemical Hazards
238. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) How much time was lost due to strikes and industrial disputes in 1993-94?
(2) What was the estimated cost?
(3) How much time was lost due to workplace injuries?
(4) What was the estimated cost?
(5) How much time was lost due to work related disease and illness?
(6) What was the estimated cost?
(7) How many people died as a result of work related exposures to physical

and chemical hazards in -
(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94?

(8) How many of them were women?
(9) How many women are employed in senior management at the Department

of Occupational Health Safety and Welfare?
(10) How many women are employed in senior management at Workcover

WA?
(11) What proportion of women are members of workplace health and safety

committees?
(12) What proportion of women have attended occupational health and safety

courses in -

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) This information is provided in the Australian Bureau of Statistics

catalogue No 632 1.0.
(2) There is no reliable way of estimating the cost of industrial disputes.
(3) Latest available data is for 1992-93. Estimated 665 241 working days lost

due to lost time injuries in 1992-93.
(4) Latest available data is for 1992-93. Estimated $ 173.7m direct cost for

lost time injuries which occurred in 1992-93.
(5) Data available only for compensated work related disease and illness in

1992-93. Estimated 64 585 working days lost due to lost time diseases in
1992-93.

(6) Data available only for compensated work related disease and illness in
1992-93. Estimated $15.7m due to lost time diseases in 1992-93.
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(7) (a) One - asphyxiated by solvent fumes in a confined space.
(b) One - asphyxiated by incorrect air supply.

(8) Zero.
(9) Six.
(10) Four.
(11) Not available.
(12) Not available. A considerable number of occupational health and safety

training courses are conducted in both the private and public sectors.

RITZ DRYCLEANERS - PUBLIC HOSPITALS DRY-CLEANING CONTRACT
288. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has Ritz Drycleaners been awarded any dry-cleaning contract with public
hospitals?

(2) If not, is the Government proposing to award them any such contract?

(3) Who owns Ritz Drycleaners?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) No.
(2) The Health Department of WA is not proposing to award them any such

contract.
(3) Unknown.

HOSPITALS - PRINCESS MARGARET
Private Patients, Admissio'ts; Public Patients, Waiting Lists for Operations

298. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many private patients were admitted to Princess Margaret Hospital in

1993-94?
(2) For what treatment/procedures were these patients admitted?

(3) What are the current waiting lists for the various operations performed at
PMH for public patients?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) 5022.
(2) Refer to the attached. [See paper No 202.1

(3) Public patients on waiting list by speciality at 28 February 1995 -

Cardiology 7
Developmental paediatrics 1
Gastroenterology 9
General paediatrics 2
Neurology 7
Oncology 46
Renal 2
Respitory I
Haemnatology 14
Cardiothoracic 13
Dental 92
ENT 461
Ophthomology 140
Orthopaediatrics 142
Plastics14
Paediatric surgery 199
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HEALTH SERVICES - PUBLIC RADIOLOGY CLINICS, PRIVATISATION
305. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

(1) How many public radiology clinics were privatised in the last two years?
(2) How many full time employees, or equivalents, have been lost at each of

the public clinics so privatised?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Two.
(2) Bentley Health Service - 16.3 FTE; Kalamunda District Community

Hospital - 2.0 Frh.
HOSPITALS - MT HENRY

Accomm'odation
330. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Health:

(1) In reference to the Mt Henry Hospital complex, what is the total number
of rooms and/or units of accommodation existing on the site?

(2) How many of these are occupied by patients and how many are
unoccupied as a result of the Government's plans?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) 12 units plus 109 rooms.
(2) 11 units and 79 rooms occupied; one unit and 30 rooms unoccupied.

WATER AUTHORITY - INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM
Contracts

345. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) How many infill sewerage contracts did the Water Authority of Western

Australia successfully tender for in 1994?
(2) What was the total cost of those contracts?
(3) What was the value of the combined total of the next lowest tenders for

each of those contracts?
(4) How much money did WAWA save in 1994 by using the construction

branch to undertake those contracts rather than accepting the lowest
private sector tender?

Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply-
(1) Five.
(2) $10727336.
(3) $11788621.
(4) The difference between the tendered price and the next lowest tenderer for

the five contracts is $1 061 285. It cannot be assumed that this represents
a saving because, like any tenderer, the construction branch may make a
profit or loss on a tender. This is measured on a per contract rather than
an annual basis.

WATER AUTHORITY - CONSTRUCTION BRANCH
Proft

346. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
What has been the profit made by the construction branch of the Water Authority
of Western Australia since 30 June 1994?
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Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

The estimated net contribution of the construction branch, based on internal
Water Authority costing, for the period 1 July 1994 to 10 February 1995 is $1 .8m.

WATER AUTHORITY' - CONSTRUCTION BRANCH
Competitive with Private Sector

348. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
Is the construction branch of the Water Authority of Western Australia
competitive with the private sector?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
It does compete if that is what the member means by competitive.

WATER AUTHORITY - ASSET CREATION PROGRAM, VALUE
350. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) What is the monetary value of the Water Authority of Western Australia's

asset creation program for 1994-95?
(2) What is the monetary value of the construction branch's work in this

program?
(3) How much money will the construction branch contribute to the overheads

of the Water Authority as a result of undertaking their component of the
program?

(4) If the services of the construction branch are outsourced, how much
money will the branch be able to contribute to Water Authority
overheads?

(5) How much money is it anticipated that the construction branch will be
able to contribute to the Water Authority's overheads in 1994-95?

Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) $230m.
(2) Estimated outturn for 1994-95 is approximately $37.5m.
(3) The notional charge on construction branch for indirect expenses - that is,

authority overheads - for 1994-95 is approximately $0.3m.
(4) Nil.
(5) See (3).

WATER AUTHORITY - CONSTRUCTION BRANCH
Employment Statistics

351. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources
(1) What number of people were employed in the construction branch in each

of the following years-
(a) 1992;
(b) 1993;
(c) 1994?

(2) Approximately what number of people will be employed in the
construction branch after 30 June 1995?

1389



(3) Approximately what number of people will be employed in the
construction branch after 1 January 1996?

Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) Project management and construction branch section employed
220 staff at June 1993, to which were added -

Perth north construction 140
Perth south construction 80
Total 440

(b) July 1993 - 385; December 1993 - 283.
(c) July 1994 - 238; December 1994 - 222.

(2) Depending on options available and employee decisions, current proposal
is 188.

(3) Depending on options available and employee decisions, current proposal
is 75.

WATER INDUSTRY REFORM IMPLEMENTATION GROUP -
ESTABLISHMENT

377. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Water
Resources:

(1) When was the Water Industry Reform Implementation Group established?

(2) What is the role of WIRIG?
(3) Who are the members of WIRIG?
(4) Does a Peter Jones have a role with WIRIG?
(5) If so, what is that role?
(6) What remuneration, accommodation, staff or government facilities of any

kind are provided to Mr Jones?
(7) Is this the same Peter Jones who was a former liberal member of

Parliament and a former President of the Western Australian Liberal
Party?

Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister forWater Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) 11 January 1995.
(2) To guide and facilitate the implementation of reforms to the water

industry.
(3) Mr Peter Jones

Mr Ian Kuba
Mr Tony Wood
Mr Ken Webster
Mr Don Young

(4) Yes.
(5) Chairman.
(6) No accommodation, staff or government facilities of any kind are

provided to Mr Jones. The remuneration to be paid to Mr Jones has not
yet been finalised.

(7) Yes, and a former Minister for Mines, Fuel and Energy, Conservation and
Environment, Housing, Fisheries and Wildlife, Education and Cultural
Affairs.
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WATER AUTHORITY - REVIEWS
383. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Water

Resources:
(1) What Water Authority of Western Australia reviews are currently being

undertaken?
(2) Who is conducting each of the reviews?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) The authority is currently undertaking business activity reviews in the

following areas -

(a) Analytical services
(b) Drilling and testing
(c) Meter reading
(d) Regional engineering support

(2) (a) Coopers & Lybrand
.(b) PA Consulting Group
(c) Water Authority - project team
(d) Coopers & Lybrand/Productive Edge

WATER AUTHORITY - LAND INFORMATION SERVICES BRANCH,
CONTRACTING OUT WORK

395. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Is it intended to contract out the work of the land information services

branch of the Water Authority of Western Australia?
(2) What cost savings are anticipated?
(3) Is it anticipated that the contracting out of the work of the land

information services branch will cost more?
(4) If so, how much more will it cost?
(5) How 'many WAWA jobs will go from this section?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) Yes. Parts of the land information services branch will be put to tender.
(2) Savings will depend on prices tendered.
(3) The initial analysis was based on some very preliminary price

comparisons. It is expected that prices received from the private sector in
response to formal tenders will result in outsourcing being more cost
effective than in-house provision.

(4) Nil, for reasons stated in (3).
(5) The branch will downsize by 43 positions.

WATER AUTHORITY - SEVERANCE PACKAGE
397. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) What severance package will be offered to the Water Authority of

Western Australia staff who become surplus to the Government's
requirements because of privatisation?

(2) Will there be any forced redundancies?
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Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply
(1) The Water Authority is not being privatised, however, various functions

are being reviewed for contracting out to the private sector. Should there
be authority staff surplus to requirements as a result of contracting work
out to the private sector, standard government severance packages will
apply as follows: Two weeks' pay for each completed year of continuous
service not exceeding 46 weeks' pay; pro rata annual and long service
leave, calculated for each completed year of service.

(2) No.
WATER AUTHORITY - INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM

Complaints
398. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) How many complaints has the Water Authority of Western Australia

received concerning the implementation of the infill sewerage program?
(2) What is the nature of the complaints?
(3) Which suburbs have the complaints been from?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1 )-(2) Many complaints are received, for example, objections to paying
sewerage rates, property disturbance, the position of property connections,
damage to property, time taken to restore the property, dust and other
matters. Most complaints are resolved to the customer's satisfaction.
Some, such as paying rates, and in some cases the position of the property
connection, cannot be resolved to the customer's complete satisfaction.
The majority of customers accept that the work has to be done, and are
pleased that sewerage is being provided. As relatively few complaints are
in writing a complete record is not available.

(3) All suburbs in which infill work has been done.
WATER RESOURCES - PRIVATE CONTRACTORS, BREAKING WATER

MAINS AND SHUTTING OFF WATER MAINS
399. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) Is the Minister aware of whether private contractors have broken water

mains and have, at their own discretion, shut off water services to groups
of up to two hundred houses with no notice to householders?

(2) Is it permitted for private contractors to shut off water services?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) No.

WATER AUTHORITY - INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM
Contractors Using Lower Grade of Copper

400. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
Are some infill sewerage contractors using a lower grade of copper than that used
by the Water Authority of Western Australia?
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Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

No copper pipes are used in infill sewerage.

WATER AUTHORITY - INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM
Inspectors

401. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) How many Water Authority of Western Australia staff are allocated as

inspectors to inspect the infill sewerage program?
(2) How long have each of those inspectors been doing that job?
(3) What experience in sewerage and construction do each of those inspectors

have?
(4) How much time each week does each inspector spend on site inspecting

the infill sewerage program?
(5) What check is made on the compaction done after infill sewerage pipes

have been laid?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) Nine. There are also three inspectors on contract who are directly

employed on inspection of infill sewerage.
(2) Since July 1994 inspectors have been involved progressively as the

various contracts have commenced.
(3) Considerable.
(4) Variable, up to 40 hours per week.
(5) Standard Perth penetrometer tests are done.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - LOCKRIDGE, HIGH
RISK BURGLARY ASSESSMENT

411. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance:
(1) Is the Minister aware that Lockridge has been defined by the State

Government Insurance Office as a suburb that has a high risk of burglary?
(2) Is the SGIO assessment accurate?
(3) If so, what additional police resources will be provided in the area in the

immediate future?
Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

The State Government Insurance Office became a private sector
organisation trading as SGIO Insurance Limited on 31 March 1994 and, as
such, I do not have a portfolio responsibility for this organisation.

HOMESWEST - EVICTION THREATS
414. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Housing:

(1) With reference to answer to question on notice 53 of 1995, will the Minister
advise how many Homeswest tenants have been threatened with eviction in
1995?

(2) How many were threatened with eviction in 1994 and 1993?
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Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Homeswest has taken 42 tenants to court on eviction action to 28 February

1995.
(2) 237 tenants were taken to court on eviction action in 1994. Information

relating to previous years is not available.
ANCHORAGE PROJECT, NORTH FREMANTLE - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

ASSESSMENTS
428. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment:

(1) With reference to the proposed Anchorage development in North
Fremantle, what environmental impact assessments, if any, have been
undertaken?

(2) If none, does the Government propose to undertake any environmental
impact assessment and if not, why not?,

(3) Have the det ails of the proposed Anchorage project been referred to the
Minister or any of his agencies for comment or consideration?

(4) If so, what was the response of the Minister or his agencies?
Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(l)-(4) I can answer all parts of the question at the same time.
To facilitate development of the site it is necessary to rezone the land from
industrial to urban under the metropolitan region scheme. The
Department of Environmental Protection under delegated authority from
the Environmental Protection Authority gave advice on the environmental
issues during the public review period of the amendment to the
metropolitan region scheme for the site. The main environmental issues
associated with this development are: Risk and safety from port related
activities; site contamination; odour from the wool scouring plant on site
and from the sheep ships; foreshore protection; and noise from port
activities and from the two major roads which go around the site.
The proposed subdivision of part of the site (excluding the wool scouring
plant site) was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority and
level of assessment was set at informal review with public advice. I have
recently determined appeals on the level of assessment seeking a formal
assessment by the EPA by concluding that a formal assessment is not
necessary; the issues can be handled by the planning process.

NATIONAL PARKS - MT ROE PROPOSAL
Gazetted; Area

430. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Has the proposed Mt Roe national park been gazetted?
(2) If not, why not and when will it be gazetted?
(3) What is the area of the proposed park?
Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) Mt Roe National Park was proposed in the 1992 draft forest management

plan. The final forest management plan 1994-2003, approval of which
was gazetted on 22 March 1994, amended the purpose of this proposed
reserve to be a multipurpose reserve under section 5(g) of the
Conservation and Land Management Act 1984. No action will be taken to
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make the area a national park for the period of the forest management plan
1994-2003 to allow a 10 year phasing out period for wildflower harvesting
on the proposed reserve.
Areas on the Denmark and Kent Rivers have been excluded from the 1992
proposed national park to provide for future dam sites and reservoir areas.
The resultant Land Act reserves will be vested in the Water Authority of
Western Australia.

(3) The area of the proposed section 5(g) reserve will be 80 300 hectares.
NATIONAL PARKS - MT ROE PROPOSAL

Wildflower Harvesting Licence
431. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has the Minister granted a licence for wildflower harvesting in the
proposed Mt Roe national park?

(2) If yes -

(a) what are the terms and conditions of the licence;
(b) for what duration has the licence been issued;
(c) to whom was the licence issued;
(d) when was the licence issued?

(3) On whose advice was the licence issued?
Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) Commercial purposes licences for the taking of protected flora from
Crown land are issued pursuant to section 23C of the Wildlife
Conservation Act 1950 by the Department of Conservation and Land
Management under delegation from the Minister. In respect of CALM
managed lands, commercial purposes licence holders apply for
endorsement for particular areas. There are 69 people who in recent years
have held commercial purposes licences with endorsements to operate in
the proposed Mt Roe National Park.

(2) (a) I have arranged for a copy of the standard licence conditions to be
sent to Dr Edwards. Specific licence conditions for the proposed
Mt Roe National Park are being developed in consultation with
industry.

(b) Licences are issued for one year.
(c) It is not normal practice to release the names of individuals who

hold licences.
(d) Commercial purposes licences are issued upon application or

renewed upon expiry of previous licences. They they may be
issued at any time through the year.

(3) The forest management plan 1994-2003, approval of which was gazetted
on 22 March 1994, states that no action will be taken to make the Mt Roe
area a national park for the period of the plan in order to provide a 10 year
phasing out period for the wildflower industry based on the area.

FORESTS AND FORESTRY - CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FOREST REGIONS
Conservation Reserves Gazetted

432. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment:
(1) What conservation reserves have been gazetted in the central forest region

and the southern forest region since February 1993?
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(2) What is the area and representative characteristics of each gazetted
reserve?

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

(1) Central Forest Region:
National parks
Nature reserves
Southern Forest Region:
Nature reserves
Section 5(g) CALM Act

(2) Central Forest Region:
National Parks
Reserve 30346 113 ha
Reserve 41692 76 ha

Reserve 42732 16 ha

Reserve 43059 265 ha
Nature Reserves:
Reserve 18789 * 150 ha

Reserve 42942 * 4 ha
Reserve 43031 399 ha
Southern Forest Region:
Nature Reserves
Reserve 18789* 150ha

Reserve 43056 9 ha
Section 5(g) CALM Act
Reserve 11959 0.4 ha

Reserve 11993 0.4 ha

Reserve 42255 67 ha

4 new reserves
3 new reserves

2 new reserves
3 new reserves

Native heath complexes
Transitional zone between coastal
heath and inland jarrah/marri
Transitional succession of vegetation
across Kilcamup dunes
Tuart, peppermint trees

Jarrah, marri and diversity of
understorey vegetation
Contains declared rare flora
Jarrah, marri, yarrn, flooded gum.

Jarrah, marri and diversity of
understorey vegetation
Marri, kanri regrowth

Trigonometrical reserve surrounded
by CALM estate
Trigonometrical reserve surrounded
by CALM estate
Predominant jarrah forest

* Reserve 18789 is bisected by region boundary; that is, Southern Forest
Region = 90 ha, Central forest region = 60 ha.

A major addition within the time frame also occurred in Southern Forest
Region to D'Entrecasteaux National Park (about 80 000 ha) - coastline,
dunes, karni, jarrah.
YOUTH PROGRAM - SUMFUN PROGRAM, FUNDING

Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) How much has the Government allocated to what the Minister described
as "a major new State Government Youth Program"?

(2) How much was allocated to the Sumfun program in the financial year -

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94;
(c) 1994-95 to date?

(3) Exactly how will the new programs differ from the previous Sumfun
program?
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Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) $20000
(2) (a) $200000

(b) $200000
(c) $200 000.

(3) The program targets young people in high school only - not 6 to 12 year
olds. The emphasis is on providing opportunities for young people to
enhance their self-esteem and to improve their personal development
through a range of indoor and outdoor activities which provide challenges.

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - REGISTRATIONS
457. Mr BROWN to the Mnister for Labour Relations:

(1) How many workplace agreements were registered with the Workplace
Commissioner on first of each month from 1 January 1994?

(2) How many agreements registered each month had a duration or life of
twelve calendar months or less?

(3) How many agreements registered each month with a life of 12 calendar
months or less contained a provision that the workplace agreement remain
in force until replaced by another workplace agreement?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) The following figures show the number of registered agreements at the

beginning of each month since January 1994. These figures include
individual and collective workplace agreements, and agreements to be
added to collective agreements.
Month Total for Cumulative

Month Total
January 1994 4 4
February 1994 1 297 1 301
March 1994 324 1 625
April 1994 290 1 915
May 1994 345 2260
June 1994 452 2712
July 1994 457 3 169
August 1994 538 3 707
September 1994 661 4368
October 1994 912 5280
November 1994 523 5 803
December 1994 684 6487
January 1995 1 100 7 587
February 1995 1078 8665
March 1995 2757 11422
It should be noted that an adjustment of 1 330 additional agreements was
made in February 1995 to include agreements to be added to collective
workplace agreements which had not been contained in previous monthly
figures. This adjustment is reflected in the figure for March 1995.

(2)-(3) This information is not available at this time but a database is being
prepared which will produce this and other information on workplace
agreements. It is expected that this type of information will be available
in June 1995. In respect of (3), it should be noted that a workplace
agreement cannot remain in force after its expiry. However, expired
agreements can contain an agreed arrangement which can remain in force
until replaced by a new workplace agreement.
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WATER RESOURCES - WATER QUALITY SAMPLES
466. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water

Resources:
(1) Did 2.2 per cent of water quality samples which were taken in 1993-94

fail to meet current guidelines?
(2) Where were the failed samples taken from?
(3) How many samples failed to meet the guidelines?
(4) On what criteria did the samples fail?
(5) How many samples taken since 30 June 1994 failed to meet current

guidelines?
(6) On what criteria did those samples fail and where were those samples

from?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) During 1993-94, 2.2 per cent of samples failed to meet health related
microbiological criteria, as stated in the 1993-94 annual report.

(2) The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 203.1
(3) 131
(4) All on faecal coliforms.
(5) 110
(6) Faecal coliforms.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS - FAILURE TO MEET DISCHARGE
CRITERIA

467. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) For 1993-94, how many country wastewater treatment plants failed to

meet current effluent discharge criteria?
(2) What are the locations of those country plants?
(3) In what aspects did each of the plants fail to meet the criteria?
(4) What remedial action has been taken to improve those plants?
(5) Are all those plants still operative?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) Nil
(2)-(5) Not applicable.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS - FAILURE TO MEET DISCHARGE
CRITERIA

468. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) For 1993-94, how many metropolitan wastewater treatment plants failed

to meet current effluent discharge criteria?
(2) What is the location of those plants?
(3) In what aspects did the plants fail to meet the criteria?

1398



[Wednesday, 12 April 19951 19

(4) What remedial action has been taken?
(5) Is it expected that the plants will meet the criteria in 1994-95?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) Nil
(2)-(5) Not applicable.
All metropolitan wastewater treatment plans met DEP licence conditions for
effluent discharges.

WATER AUTHORITY - SURPLUS; CONTRIBUTION TO CRF
469. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water

Resources:
(1) What was the Water Authority of Western Australia's surplus in 1993-94?
(2) After transferring funds to the Capital Replacement Reserve and providing

for unfunded superannuation liabilities, what was the surplus for 1993-94?
(3) What was the Authority's contribution to the Consolidated Revenue Fund

in 1993-94?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) Operating profit for 1993-94 was $110O.650m. This was after transfer of
$2.807m which completed the phasing in of the funding of the authority's
superannuation liability.

(2) $97 695m was transferred to the capital replacement reserve, resulting in
an operating profit for 1993-94 of $12.955m. Closing balance of
unappropriated profits as at 30 June 1994 was $1.010m.

(3) Statutory contribution (5 per cent levy) for 1993-94 was $23.866m.

WATER AUTHORITY - COMMUNITY SERVICE OBLIGATIONS
FRAMEWORK

470. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Has the Water Authority of Western Australia yet developed a framework

to identify the need, number, level and costs for Community Service
Obligations?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, will the Minister provide me with a copy?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -
(1) The Water Authority of Western Australia identifies its CSOs on page 38

of its 1994 annual report which has been tabled in both Houses of
Parliament. The process of identifying, costing and funding CSOs has
been the subject of extensive discussions with Treasury and other
government agencies. Draft discussion papers have been produced. The
process is subject to change with corporatisation of the water utility and is
currently being investigated by the water industry restructuring
implementation group.

Not applicable.
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WATER AUTHORITY - DRAINAGE SERVICES, DEFICIT
472. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Water

Resources:
(1) What was the deficit of the Water Authority of Western Australia's

drainage section in 1993-94?
(2) How much of that deficit was on country operations?
(3) What was the financial impact of the abolition of country drainage rates?
(4) Is it planned to pass on costs for future growth in demand for new

drainage services to local authorities?
(5) Is it the Government's ultimate aim to get WAWA out of drainage

ownership and to get communities to own and foot the bill for drainage?
Mr McNEE replied:
The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following reply -

(1) The deficit on the Water Authority's drainage services in 1993-94 was
$5.368m.

(2) Of this deficit, $4.867m, was on country operations.
(3) The financial impact of abolishing drainage rates was the revenue forgone.

Country drainage rates raised $1.037m in 1992-93.
(4) Yes, if they occur, although demand for new drainage services has not

occurred for many years and is not anticipated.
(5) Yes, a Cabinet decision was made in June 1993 to devolve existing rural

drainage services to local authorities and farmer and community groups
where possible.

AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS - ILLEGAL IMPORTATION
SBS ]AMA Ltd Concerns; Health Department Measures

479. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:
(1) H-as the Minister received correspondence from SBS IAMA Limited

concerning the illegal importation of agricultural chemicals for use on
Australian crops?

(2) In some cases have chemicals been imported that have not been properly
tested for toxic compounds?

(3) Is the Health Department concerned about the possible health hazard
involved with such importation?

(4) What steps will the Minister take to address the concerns of SBS [AMA
Limited?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Yes. Correspondence has been received from SBS IAMA Limited

regarding the importation of agricultural chemicals.
(2) Not known. Clearing imported agricultural chemicals for-use in Australia

is the responsibility of the Commonwealth Government.
(3) To protect public health, the Health Department requires a pesticide to be

registered under the Health (Pesticides) Regulations 1956 - regulation 19.
The Health Department would be concerned at the use of an unregistered
pesticide.

(4) This 'matter is under investigation. In the meantime the Health
Department is monitoring imports of pesticides which may not be
registered.
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MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES - PATIENTS, MEDICATION CHARGES
485. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

(1) when did the Government introduce a policy requiring all patients treated
by mental health services to pay for their medication?

(2) Are there any exemptions?
(3) If yes, who is exempt from payment?
(4) For those not exempt from payment, what charge is imposed?
(5) Can, patients claim any reimbursement of medication charges from

Medicare or private health insurance?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) The policy for charging psychiatric outpatients for their medications was

introduced on 25 April 1994. This policy is in line with the outpatient
medication policy introduced in all other areas of health and is consistent
with national practice.

(2) Yes.
(3) Patients exempt from charges include -

(a) those receiving depot injectable medications administered at the
unit or by staff on domiciliary visits. This groups is exempt from
payment for all (oral and injectable) medications;

(b) people on aftercare (section 43 of the Mental Health Act 1992).
In addition, exemptions may also be made in cases where -

(a) raising a charge may cause the patient not to take his medication
and result in imminent risk of readmission, or, put himself and/or
the community at risk;

(b) raising a charge may cause extreme hardship.
The status of individual exempt patients is reviewed at six monthly
intervals.

(4) The general charge for medications is $13 per item at a hospital pharmacy
and up to $16.20 at a community pharmacy (plus a brand price premium
where applicable). Concession card holders pay $2.60 per item.
Pharmaceutical safety net arrangements may apply. Once a general
patient's family expenditure on medications reaches $400 in a calendar
year, he becomes eligible for a concession card which entitles him to pay
the concession rate for the remainder of that calendar year. The
pharmaceutical safety net for existing concession card holders is $135.20
in a calendar year, after which he becomes exempt from payment. These
charges are revised from time to time by the Commonwealth Government.

(5) No reimbursement from Medicare. In some circumstances reimbursement
for some medications may be available to people with ancillary benefit
entitlements under their private health insurance.

FAMILY COUNCIL - GOVERNMENT FUNDING
490.. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for the Family:

(1) Did the Government or any of its departments provide any funding to help
establish the Family Council of Western Australia?

(2) If so, how much and in what form?
(3) What funding, if any, has been granted to the Family Council of

Australia?
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(4) Has the Australia Family Association received any Government grants this
financial year and, if so, how much?

(5) For what purpose have they received such grants?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable.

HEALTHWAY - ORGANISATIONS AND FUNCTIONS, FUNDING
498. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister For Health;

Will the Minister provide a list of all organisations and functions that the
funding body "Healthway" financially contributed to in 1994 and to date
in 1995?

Mr KIERATH replied:
For details of the 1994 financial year, please refer to the Western Australian
Health Promotion Foundation (Healthway) 1993.94 annual report.
Details relating to funding in 1994-95 -

The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 204.]
RACING AND GAMING, OFFICE OF - YORK, TOODYAY, NARROGIN

RACECOURSES, REOPENING SUPPORT
503. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

What support and/or guarantees have been given to the Western
Australian Turf Club or the local racing bodies to allow the reopening of
the York, Toodyay and Narrogin racecourses?

Mr COWAN replied:
The Minister for Racing and Gaming has provided the following reply-
The Government has not provided any special financial support.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TEACHERS - INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE
89. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:

I refer to the extraordinary attack yesterday by the Deputy Premier and the
member for Collie on the Minister for Education for his inept handling of the
protracted teachers' dispute and the resultant widespread community anger.
(1) When will the Premier show a scintilla of leadership and act on the

member for Collie's demand that the Minister immediately commence
negotiations with the teachers - a demand, incidentally, also supported by
the Primary Principals Association, the Secondary Principals Association
and the union?

(2) On yet another issue, why has it been left to the National Party to show
leadership on such a crucial community concern?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) The member for Collie is quite within her rights to express concern about

some of the difficulties out their in the education system. That is what
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this Parliament is about. There is a difficulty in the education system, and
if the Leader of the Opposition wanted to do something constructive, be
should suggest that the union sit down and -do some negotiating on the
matter.

HEALTH SERVICES - MISCELLANEOUS WORKERS' UNION SURVEY
90. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does the Minister place any credibility on the recent survey carred out by
the Miscellaneous Workers' Union regarding health issues?

(2) Are the conclusions of this survey genuine or is this merely another
campaign of misinformation and scaremongering?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(2) 1 do not think there is any foundation at all for that so-called, alleged

survey. I think it is fabricated. When one looks at it, one must understand
where the Miscellaneous Workers' Union has most of its membership. In
the public sector the union has an average of 60 per cent membership,
compared to the private sector membership of less than 20 per cent in this
State. Therein lies the key. What annoys me more than anything is the
blatant misinformation put around in this debate. We should ask the
Leader of the Opposition where he stands. Does he really want better care
for patients, or is he prepared to waste money and have people on waiting
lists? That is what this comes down to. It comes down to a question of
whether the Opposition wants to waste money on its union mates -

Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is totally unacceptable to interject in that way.
Dr Gallop: There is a lot of passion in the issue.
The SPEAKER: Order! I would normally call the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition formally to order for interjecting while I am on my feet. I cannot
tolerate interjections of that nature. I accept some interjections, as the member
well knows.
Mr KIERATH: In my view there is no reason to support extensive waiting lists.
Every member of this Parliament has an obligation to do whatever he or she can
to reduce waiting lists. If that means allowing someone else to do a job - let us
face it, the jobs still must be done; it does not matter whether it is in the public
sector or the private sector - that is what we are about. In the health reforms I
have announced we have said to the hospitals and the health services that if they
can find savings we will not take them off them. We want them to put the savings
into better health services. The main focus is on better services for patients. This
Opposition would have the Government deny those services to patients. I gave
members opposite the best example of that, which they hate; namely, Hollywood
Private Hospital. Under public ownership - Federal Labor Government
ownership - it had a waiting list of 12 months. The average wait now has dropped
to six weeks. More operating theatres and better facilities have been put in at the
hospital. The Government now saves $3m. on treating the public patients there.
Whichever way we look at it, the patients and the people of Western Australia are
better off. This troglodyte of an opposition would deny those services to people
and patients in the health system. However, this Government is not about that:
We want to do the best that we can.
Another example is Albany where a computerised tomography scanner was not
available in the public system. Under a privatised arrangement the hospital got a
CT scanner for the first time. Now 10 to 15 people a week do not have to travel
to Perth; they are diagnosed in Albany. The Government is simply about getting
better services for patients.
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Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition, order!
Mr KIERATH: Only a few hundred people attended the rally today despite the
best intentions of the trade unions involved and the Opposition. Obviously they
do not have the rank and file support for their campaign. The challenge to
opposition members is: Do they support better services or not?
Several members interjected.
Thbe SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Glendalough.

DAVIDSON, JANET .- SECONDMENT TO FAMILY AND DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE TASK FORCE

91. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Women's Interests:
I refer to the Minister's claim to the House yesterday that she was not aware of
Janet Davidson's potential nomination for Liberal preselection for Cowan at the
time the Minister put forward her name for secondment to her secretariat of the
family and domestic violence task force. Given that the Minister's husband has
been actively stacking Liberal Party branches in Cowan in support of
Mrs Davidson -

(1) Does the Minister maintain this unbelievable claim, or will she continue to
mislead the House about her intimate involvement with the
Court/Crichton-Browne junta?

(2) Can the Minister guarantee that Janet Davidson has during all her working
hours been confined to duties relating to the task force and has not used
taxpayers' money to campaign for preselection?

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition should be wary about
using words which refer to the member continuing to mislead.
Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1) The Leader of the Opposition's premise is wrong.
(2) Yes.

EASTON PETITION - LAWRENCE, DR CARMEN
92. Mr JOHNSON to the Premier:

Some notice has been given of this question.
(1) Has the Premier seen the report in today's The West Australian which

states that 11I Ministers in the Carmen Lawrence Cabinet were not
prepared to support her claim that she knew nothing of the Easton petition
until it was tabled in November 1992?

(2) Will the Premier now invite those members opposite who served in the
Labor Cabinet at that time to come forward and tell the truth about
Dr Lawrence's sordid involvement in this tragic affair?

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: I normally take a liberal attitude to the eligibility of questions in
this place. However, I ask you, Mr Speaker, to make a ruling on whether that
question relates to the Premier's ministerial responsibilities. After listening to it
carefully I cannot see any relationship to his ministerial responsibilities.
The SPEAKER: The question is admitted.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr COURT replied: The media are calling the cover up of Carmen Lawrence's
involvement in the Easton affair the immaculate deception.

1404



[Wednesday, 12 April 19951 10

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: That is exactly what it is. Bit by bit we are starting to put together
the jigsaw that has become known as the Penny Easton affair.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition.

Mr COURT: The members opposite are trying to cover up the direct political
involvement of Carmen Lawrence in this exercise. I ask the Leader of the
Opposition a simple question: Was Carmen Lawrence telling the truth?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition.

Mr McGinty interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.
Others members are interjecting in an unacceptable way. Naturally, I must take
action if it continues.

Point of Order

Mr RIPPER: With regard to your ruling, it is clear that the Premier in his quest
for any diversion from any Liberal Party woes is seeking to ask the Leader of the
Opposition a question. It will be difficult for the Leader of the Opposition to
respond to the Premier if your ruling is maintained in the way it has been given. I
ask you to advise the Opposition on how we should respond when the Premier in
his quest for a diversion seeks to question us all.

The SPEAKER: There is great merit in the point raised. Anyone who was
observant would have noticed that although I have been calling for order, and it
would have included in a general way the Leader of the Opposition, when the
Premier turned the question around in a sense and fed a question to him and he
began to reply with another question interestingly enough, I did not call for order.
From my experience in this place, if a person is speaking or answering questions
and he directs something at a person, I must give some tolerance to that person to
give some sort of an answer. I cannot let the answer go on for very long, as the
member will appreciate. Ultimately, if the answer goes on for too long, I must do
something about it.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition sets the standard as the leader for his
side of politics.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The Opposition may shout it down: Is Carmen Lawrence telling the
truth - yes or no?
The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Armadale.

Mr COURT: If one asks the Opposition, "'Is Carmen Lawrence telling the truth?'
no-one will say yes or no.

Several members interjected.
Mr McGinty interjected.
The SPEAKER: I formally call to order for the second time the Leader of the
Opposition.
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Point of Order
Mrt KOBELKE: I understand that standing orders require speakers to address theChair, in which case they have your total protection. When the Premier asksmembers on this side to interject, how can we respond to his questions if, whenwe try to do so, you simply name members on this side? Is there a standing orderthat requires all speakers to address the chair and have your protection or are younot applying that standing order?
The SPEAKER: Obviously the member must be having some hearing problems.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The previous dissertation I gave was expressly to answerthat point. When the Premier turned the question around and changed it to aquestion to the Leader of the Opposition, I gave him the opportunity to saysomething. When he continued at great length and ignored me after calling himto order, having allowed him to make the first reply, I felt it essential I takeaction. The member has obviously missed that point.
Mr Kobelke: You have missed my point.
The SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Nollamara.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr COURT: I want to refer to comments by a former Minister, Mr Wilson, aboutthe Leader of the Opposition's defence yesterday.
Dr Gallop: Tell us about the Deputy Leader in the Cabinet.
Mr COURT: I think there is a bit of sensitivity. Mr Wilson claimed -
Mr Mcolinty: You are a hypocrite, Premier.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition referred to the Premier in an
unparliamentary way. I ask him to withdraw.
The SPEAKER: What word did he use?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: He called him a hypocrite.
The SPEAKER: I am loath to formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.It is difficult for me to rule out the expression "hypocrite" as it is used in Australiatoday. It is used in a variety of ways, not all of which are what I would calloffensive, which the word used must be under our standing orders. I do notintend to ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw that word. However, I askmembers to be careful about words of that nature. They are a grey area of offenceand if it is done repeatedly, I will ask members to withdraw.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr COURT: I want to quote three comments made by the former respectedMnister. Mr Wilson said that Mr McGinty's oath of confidentiality was a"morality of convenience". He said that it is not an oath, but a convention. Healso said that it should be weighed up whether it is in the public interest,otherwise a small group of people could get away with anything and that cannotbe in the public interest. These people opposite are trying to get away with acover-up. He also said today, after members opposite have all said that he has gotit wiong, that nothing would change his mind because his memory is crystal clear.He said he knows what happened and he knows what was said. He said also that,apart from anything else, he could not believe that those who were privy to thatevent and to the subsequent suicide of Mrs Easton should have no remorse. Aformer Labor Minister said that.
He also said this morning on another radio station that the logic backs up hisrecall. He said that members knew that the course of events was as he described
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them. He had no doubt about it and said that it was vivid in his memory. He said
he has no reason, having gone over it a number of times, to doubt it in any way.
This man is a former highly respected colleague of members opposite. Did the
member for Armadale discuss the matter in Cabinet?
Mrs Hallahan: Read Hansard, Premier.
Mr COURT: Hansard shows that the question that was asked of the member for
Armadale was whether she knew when the petition would be tabled. I asked
whether she discussed it in Cabinet. Did she discuss it in Cabinet? Members of
the Opposition are now collectively locked behind Carmen Lawrence. Just as
happened with WA Inc, they are prepared to follow like sheep and they are all
being led down the wrong path.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! [ formally call to order the member for Morley.

Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has set the standards and those
standards have not changed since the WA Inc years.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley for the
second time.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - GRACEY, DR MICHAEL, KIMBERLEY TOUR

93. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

I refer the Minister to the recent tour of the Kimberley by a team of Health
Department officials led by Dr Michael Gracey.
(1) Is the Minister aware that a friend of Dr Gracey's accompanied the health

team in the capacity of a tourist?

(2) Is it true that Dr Gracey's friend met the health team in Broome where
they boarded a taxpayer-funded charter flight visiting remote Kimberley
Aboriginal settlements?

(3) Is it true Dr Gracey's friend spent most of his time fishing and taking
holiday snaps, prompting complaints from some Aborigines?

(4) Is it true that one of the health team later lodged a written complaint about
the use of taxpayers' money for junkets?

(5) What action is the Minister taking to recover the costs of the charter flight
from Dr Gracey's friend?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(5) This is a perfect question to put on notice.
Dr Gallop: Don't you know the answer?

Mr KIERATH: In all honesty, I have no idea. I do not know whether members
opposite realise, but Health accounts for nearly one third of the Budget and it
covers 27 000 employees. I could not name half the employees, let alone tell
members what they have been up to. If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
wants a genuine response to his question, I am more than happy for him to put it
on notice and I will make sure I fully answer it.

Fancy expecting me to know what is going on in the Kimberley when the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues cannot even remember what went on
in Cabinet when they were in Government! If they cannot remember what
happened when they were there, how do they expect me to know what happened
in the Kimberley when I was not there? I advise members opposite that to my
knowledge the people concerned have not submitted a travel application to me for
approval. I read all my outgoing correspondence before I sign it, unlike the
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former Premier who used to sign correspondence without reading it. I have not
received a complaint about this matter, but I challenge the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to put the question on notice if he wants me to give him a full answer.
If he has a written complaint about this trip, I ask him to send me a copy of it so I
can follow it up. If a complaint is in the bowels of the Health Department, I will
make sure it is found and will give a full and responsible answer.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - ADELINE YOUTH
CENTRE, CLOSURE

94. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Community Development:
Will the Minister explain to the House the events surrounding the closure of the
youth drop-in centre at Adeline?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
A week or so ago the issue of funding to a youth centre in Kalgoorlie was raised
and I told the member for Kalgoorlie that I would follow it up. I thank the
member for Avon for the question.
The sponsoring body for the Adeline youth group is the Goldfields Youth Action
Centre Inc and it received one-off funding of $19 462 to assist with wages and
operational costs to 31 December 1994. There was no guarantee or commitment
of recurrent funding. Discussions were held about the possibility of additional
funding through the transfer of funds from the defunct Kambalda youth centre.
The members for Kalgoorlie and Eyre are aware of this and I advise them that thesubmission requesting the transfer of funding was prepared, but on 9 February1995 the department was asked by the Goldfields Youth Action Centre to put thesubmission on hold because it was considering the future of the service. I make itclear to both members that the request came from those people; the department
did not make a decision to prevent it. At a meeting on 13 February the committee
decided to close the centre from 28 February. The decision was made after thecommittee knew that the transfer of funding was being recommended and that it
was likely to happen.
Mr Grill: This is completely at odds with the information we have.
Mr NICHOLLS: That is the reason I am raising this matter now. The
information provided to me by the member for Kalgoorlie suggested that thegroup did not know. I am advising members that the information and the recordsI have show that the group knew that the transfer was being processed. On9 February a request was made to put it on hold and at the subsequent meeting on
13 February, it was decided to close the centre.
Mr Grill: This is amazing to me. Who made that request?
Mr NICHOLLS: I understand it came from the Goldfields Youth Action Centre,
and I will try to identify the individual concerned. As the matter has been raised
in this House, I advise members that it appears a request came from a
representative of the group, which led the department to put the funding on hold
pending the outcome of the meeting.
Mr Grill: When I wrote to you and you replied, you did not mention any of this.
Mr NICHOLLS: I followed this up after the comments by the member for Eyre.
I followed it up to find out what had happened, and I was interested to know what
had happened.
Mr McGinty: It is just incompetent.
Mr NICHOLLS: The comment from the Leader of the Opposition talting about
incompetence -

Mr McGinty: I was not taIking about incompetence, I was just calling you
incompetent.
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The SPEAKER: Order! This is a classic example of the situation.
Mr McGinty: He's going round and round in circles.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call the Leader of the Opposition to order for
the third time. He knows of the process following that. The member for Eyre has
raised some questions to which the Minister is prepared to respond. That is a
classic situation in which a member interjects on the person answering the
question, and it very much fits the processes of this Parliament. However, when
two or three other members subsequently start interjecting, and make comments
which do not add to the answer, it is inappropriate.
Mr NICHOLLS: Members may be interested to know - even if some of their
colleagues are not - that the group is still interested in receiving the funds and in
delivering youth services in that area. I understand a meeting will be held
between departmental and agency personnel today, and we will receive feedback
from that meeting to determine the types of services the centre can deliver as a
result of that transfer. I hope that the community in the electorates of Eyre and
Kalgoorlie benefits, and that the member for Eyre's involvement is maintained
and the information clarified.

POLICE - BUSSELTON
Patrol Bicycles, Fundraising

95. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
I refer the Minister to an article in the Busselton-Margaret Times of 23 March
which reports that the Busselton police ran their own sausage sizzle to raise funds
for a second patrol bicycle, and that the Busselton police are using their own
bicycles for patrols.
(1) Does the Minister feel it is appropriate that police must raise funds

themselves to buy a push-bike to perform their duties?
(2) When will the Minister rectify the situation?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(2) Is it not marvellous? *I can recall when members on this side of the House

were in opposition, and opposition members were in government, that the
police did not have the funds to pay for petrol to run their motor vehicles.

Mr Catania: You will not even give them push-bikes.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta.
Mr Catania: You have taken their cars and you will not even give them push-
bikes.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Balcatta.
Mr WIESE: Even though the police did not have the petrol to min their motor
cars, the then Government did not provide them with bikes.
Mr Catania: You should read that article. It is disgraceful.
Mr WIESE: The member for Balcatta has brought to light something that must be
appreciated, especially by members opposite. The article illustrates the enormous
dedication of those police officers to the job they do in the community. Every
member of the House should praise those officers for the work they have done
and are doing.

HOSPITALS - BENTLEY
Privatisation, Tender Process

96. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:

Will the Minister guarantee that when he undertakes to privatise Bentley Hospital
he will exclude the Ramsay health group from tendering, on the ground that the
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group has gained inside knowledge of the hospital from its health consultancy and
consequently will have an unfair advantage over other tenderers?
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: Paul Keating said that this Opposition is holding up reform in health.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH replied:
The Premier's remarks are spot on. The Opposition is holding up reform. It doesnot matter whether we are trying to build a beautiful new hospital in Bunbury, oranywhere else, the Opposition is negative. Members knock the St John of God
order.
Mr Court: It affects the Opposition's union base.
Mr KIERATH: Yes. In the Peel electorate we want the best hospital facility, butmembers opposite knock that We want to build a new hospital in Wanneroo, but
the Opposition knocks that also.
The Ramesay group was commissioned by mental health services to produce areport. The group looked at both Graylands and Bentley Hospitals. The reporthas not been delivered to me so I cannot give any details.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Armadale!
Mr KIERATH: I assure the House that whatever we do, whatever proposals aremade as a result of a government decision regarding Graylands or Bentley, wewill go through the proper independent process; we will go to tender with fullintegrity. We will not do deals for our mates, as members opposite did when in
government.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to or-der the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.
Mr KIIERATH: It hurts, Mr Speaker. When in government, members oppositedid disgusting deals. They did not go to tender. If we make a decision regardingBentley Hospital - and I do not have any plans at this stage - it will be a process
with full integrity. We will ensure that whatever information is provided will bemade available to all tenderers whether they have undertaken any consultancies
for the Government or not. Therein lies the difference between this Government
and the Opposition when in government. We have a commitment to honesty and
accountability. When in power, members opposite did not.


