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THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett) cook the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - JUVENILE OFFENDERS
Cautioning Policy Review - Child Welfare Act Amendment

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) 911.02 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia:
Request the Parliament of Western Australia through the Minister for Police and the
Minister for Community Services to urgently review the policy on 'Cautioning" of
juvenile offenders which we believe has the potential to greatly escalate juvenile
crime and we further request that the following action be taken:
1. Section Four of the Child Welfare Act be amended to include:

a. First offence for stealing or unlawful use of a vehicle, common assault
and wilful damage to property;

b. Second offence break and enters, stealing from private property, and
unlawful entry to private property.

2. Oral cautions not to be issued where an offence has already been committed.
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 10 530 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 95.]

PETITION - ROT'TNEST ISLAND LODGE QUADRANGLE
Garden Lake Area - Extensions Termination

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Housing) ri11.04 am]: I present the following
petition -

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned urge the State Government to terminate forthwith the
development and extensions to the Routnest Island Lodge Quadrangle and the Garden
Lake area. We believe that this development does not conform with the
recommendations of the Rottnest Island Management Plan. Furthermore this
development is not in keeping with the character of Rottuest Island and will have an
adverse effect on the island's natural environment.
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 48 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 96.]



STATEMENT.- BY THE SPEAKER
State Government Insurance Commission Accounts 1990-91 - Chairman's Review Errors

THE SPEAKER (Mr Mchael Barnett): It has been drawn to my attention that some errors
occurred on page 1 of the Chairman's Review of the State Government Insurance
Commission Accounts for 1990-91. Accordingly, under the provisions of Standing Order
No 233, 1 advise the House that I have authorised a replacement page to be inserted in the
commission's accounts which were tabled in the House on 20 August 199 1.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE

Report Tabling
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) 111.08 an]: I present for tabling the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee's report on the Government financial system, an
introduction to the financial operations of the State of Western Australia. I move -

That the report do lie upon the Table and be printed.
[See paper No 567.)
Mr CATANIA: This paper was undertaken as a research project on the Government
financial system. It was commenced prior to the dissolution of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee coincidentally with the Thirty-Second Parliament in 1989.
The intention of the paper was to provide a guide for new members of the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee and, indeed, for any new member of Parliament, and
was also, recommended to the older members, on the maze that is the Government financial
system.
The guide looks in detail at various parts of the financial systems in Western Australia. It
looks at the laws relating to finance in Western Australia, and at the operations and
management of the Treasurer's accounts; namely, the Consolidated Revenue Fund, the
General Loan and Capital Works Fund, the Trust Fund and the Treasurer's Advance
Account. It also looks at the operations and banker services provided through the public
bank account, and the control of public moneys held outside the public bank account. It
looks in detail at a tabulation of Government departments and statutory authorities indicating
their financial arrangements, as well as a description of the periodical financial statements
provided on Government finances and their use in monitoring the performance of
Government agencies.
Research has revealed that although many financial statements on Government finances are
produced and tabled in the Parliament, or printed in the Government Gazette, members of
Parliament do not have a single reference source on Government financial management.
This research paper is produced as a linking mechanism to explain the operation of
Government finances with the necessary references to tabled papers or reports. Many of the
tabled papers contain explanatory notes, and wherever appropriate these notes have been
directly copied into this paper with a reference to the source document. The paper is not
intended to be good bedtime reading; the plot is less than riveting, obviously. However, it is
hoped that it will provide an extremely valuable reference for members of Parliament and
anyone else with an interest in the Government financial system.
The committee would like to commend the work of Carol Davis, its former principal
research officer, who undertook the complex task of piecing together the paper, and who
continued to refine it after joining the office of the Auditor General. I must also commend
the work of the other research officer, Michael Baker, the other staff of the committee, and
obviously the members on the committee who undertook to examine the financial system.
The regular changes in departmental structures meant that in the two years over which the
paper was in production several updates were required. It was a long and onerous task, and I
commend the people involved in producing this report. I believe it will be a reference book
where members of Parliament can unravel all the financial systems and use it as a dictionary
to obtain sources of information. I hope members will find the guide a valuable reference
tool and I commend the paper to the House.
Question put and passed.
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON YOUTH AFFAIRS
Report Tabling - Extension of Time

MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo [1. 12 am]: I move -
(1) That the Select Committee on Youth Affairs have power to report from time

to time; and
(2) That the date for presentation of the final report be extended to Thursday,

5 December 199 1.
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [11. 13 amn]: It is important to indicate to members
what is happening. The motion will allow the Select Committee on Youth Affairs to report
to the House in stages with discussion papers. It has met and heard evidence from many
people, and it has received submissions from a large number of organisations. That evidence
and those submissions are, in effect, in isolation, and the committee intends to make sure that
those documents will become a blue print for establishing a picture of the situation in youth
affairs. In order to do that it is important to allow members to see what the committee is
doing rather than wait until the report is printed. We are creating a situation where the report
can be brought to this Parliament and circulated to those who have made submissions and
given evidence to allow them to gain an indication of what is in it. They will be able to
contact the committee if they wish to raise any further concerns or make priority type
statements.
This is a commonsense move to help the committee. keep in touch with the Parliament and
the people who have given evidence. As the chairman knows, we have met many people and
much valuable work has been done by this committee to unravel a very complex situation
and identify the overlaps and gaps in the present programs. We have been brought up to date
as members of Parliament as a result of talking to people at the grass roots rather than having
to rely on statements from people at the top who do not necessarily always report on what is
going on.
One thing we have learnt is that the system does not encourage people to report failures; it
encourages people to report only successes. When the whole system is geared up in that
way, while the network understands that there are problems and failures and tries to address
them, there is no formal focus on these failures. Because they are not focused on and
therefore not formally recognised, sometimes they are not properly addressed.
Question put and passed.

RANGE VIIEW REMAND CENTRE BILL
Introduction and First Reading

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

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Second Reading - Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 10 September.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [11. 18 am]: It is my privilege to follow the late Andrew
Mensaros as the member for Floreat. I knew and respected him, as did many in this place,
for his intellect and integrity and quiet and calm manner. Andrew Mensaros has set a high
standard for me to follow. In the electorate he worked unceasingly for his constituents. In
the Parliament his work demonstrated his dedication to Western Australia, free enterprise,
democratic principles, and a preservation of the powers of the Parliament. I hope that I will
be regarded in the electorate and in this Parliament as he was - a person of substance, of
principle, of excellent judgment and of compassion.
I want to record my thanks to the several hundred people who helped and supported me
during the recent by-election. I had spontaneous and genuine support from so many people,
many of whom had never participated in an election campaign before, and it was a most
humbling experience for me. Most of all I thank the electors of the seat of Floreat, citizens
from parts of City Beach, Floreat, Wembley, Wembley Downs, Scarborough, Innaloo,

4473



Churchlands, Double View and Woodlands, who have placed their trust in me as the first
person to be elected to this Parliament who is both a woman and an Independent. Personally,
I regard this as a great honour and responsibility and I wish to reflect on this for a moment
today.
In the 100 year history of responsible Government in this State, 485 people have been elected
to the Legislative Assembly, 15 of whom have been women. Two hundred and sixty-nine
people have been elected to the Legislative Council, of whom only eight have been women.
That is only 23 out of 754 in 100 years, or three per cent. Itris encouraging that in the present
Parliament, of the 91 members 15 are women, which is just over 16 per cent, slightly higher
than the average for Australian Parliaments. I am of the same view as Lady Astor, who
many people here would know was the first woman to be elected to the House of Commons,
in 1919, and who made some comments regarding the composition of Governments. Nearly
70 years ago she said that Government should be controlled by neither men nor women but
that the best Government would be one balanced in that regard. I am sure she would be
disappointed that her wish had not yet been fulfilled. Nevertheless, I look forward to the
day, in the not too distant future, when Western Australia has a balanced Parliament with
regard to gender. I hope it does not take another 70 years.
On the other hand, prior to my election 30 people, or just four per cent, have entered this
Parliament as Independents. There have been 23 in the Legislative Assembly and seven in
the Legislative Council. One other, Claude Barker, was elected to the Legislative Assembly
in 1939 but was never sworn in. I suspect he decided he could best serve his country by
joining the armed forces rather than by entering Parliament. Two of the 30 Independents
elected sewved in both Houses of Parliament and six went on to become Ministers. A further
16 members have been Independents at some time during their parliamentary careers, two in
the Legislative Council and 14 in the Legislative Assembly. The average period in office for
those serving in the Legislative Council is 18.8 years, with three serving more than 30 years.
Sir John Kirwan was an Independent member of the Council for 38 years, between 1908 and
1946, serving 20 of those years as President. The average period in office for members first
elected to the Legislative Assembly as Independents is just under nine years. Therefore,
members can see that the chances of someone who is both a woman and an Independent
being elected are very slight.
While Independents have been and still are few in number, the current role played by
Independents and balance of power members of Parliament round Australia is of
significance. No upper House in any Australian Parliament is controlled by the Government
of the day. The Governments of New South Wales, South Australia, Western Australia and
Tasmania rely on Independents or balance of power members of Parliament in both Houses
to pass legislation; so the role of Independents and the responsibility they carry at present in
Australia should not be underestimated.
I mentioned earlier that my predecessor, Andrew Mensaros, had an abiding commitment to
democratic Government .'nd the preservation of the powers of Parliament, and this is a view
that I share. Only a few weeks, before his resignation from this Parliament, he was quoted in
an article in the Sunday Times as saying that, "Times had changed quickly in his 25 years of
politics. The public had more faith in earlier Governments and these days many
developments were taking place without the consultation of Parliament." One of the
messages I bring to this House from my electorate is that of loss of confidence in
Government. While I have no desire today to comment on the events of the 1980s that have
led to this loss of confidence I stress that we must make sure we restore the public's
confidence in the Parliament and not allow the excesses of the 1980s to occur again.
This brings me to an issue I wish to address briefly today; that is, a matter related to open and
accountable Government. I believe there is an urgent need for freedom of information
legislation in this State.
Mr Macinnon: Hear, hear!
Dr CONSTABLE: Freedom of information legislation recognises the individual citizen's
right to access to Government documents, subject of course to certain possibilities of claims
for exemption. It gives the individual the opportunity to have incorrect or misleading
information corrected. It should require all Government departments and agencies to publish
details of their operations and the processes they use in making decisions. By granting
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citizens access to Government documents, freedom of information legislation aims to
increase the citizens' powers over the power of the State and it lessens the State's claim to
secrecy. As such, it is one of the instruments of accountability.
Traditionally only Sweden and the United States have expressly affirmed the citizen's right
to know. The Swedish Constitution enshrines the general principle that citizens should have
access to official documents. In Sweden the only exceptions are those of national security,
diplomatic activities and police matters involving crime. In the United Stares freedom of
information laws require agencies to publish information about their organisation and
activities. In the United States nondisclosure applies to foreign policy and national defence,
trade secrets and aspects of law enforcement. It is only in the past 10 years or so that other
democratic countries such as our own have begun to address this issue. On reflection, it is
quite an extraordinary fact that in democratic countries such as our own for so long
Governments have been able to keep information secret from citizens and have, until quite
recently, resisted citizens' access to Government information.
In Australia the first freedom of information legislation was passed by the Fraser
Government in 1982, and in Victoria in the same year. Similar legislation was passed in
New South Wales in 1989 and [ understand that is being amended at the moment, or is about
to be amended. In South Australia freedom of information legislation was passed this year,
and I understand that such legislation is before the Tasmanian Parliament at the moment. I
do not believe this is the occasion to detail what should be in such legislation, but one
important condition is that any fees associated with it should not be so high as to be
exclusive. Also, I believe the Ombudsman should be involved in all reviews of decisions
which involve refusal to disclose documents. Freedom of information legislation is an
effective tool to overcome a Government's reluctance to disclose information. The question
of public access, and therefore media access, to Government documents goes to the heart of
the process of democratic Government. In Western Australia we have been promised
freedom of information legislation since 1983, and as recently as March this year the Premier
announced that freedom of information legislation would be introduced during this session of
Parliament. It is encouraging that this legislation is part of the platforms of both the Labor
Party and the Liberal Party, and I understand that Bill H-assell, the previous member for
Cottesloe, introduced a private member's Bill a couple of years ago in this regard. The
introduction of such legislation in this State would not only bring us in line with other States
and the Commonwealth, but also would go a long way towards restoring the public's
confidence in this Parliament and ensuring accountability in Government.
I turn now to two issues related to education which are of particular interest to me. The first
concerns the provision of adequate support services in schools. It goes without saying that
during the past eight years in this State there has been a major overhaul of education at all
levels. We began with a major rethink of education with the Beazley inquiry and as a result
we have had a reorganisation of the curriculum, particularly at the upper secondary level.
This was the first major introduction of change in years 11 and 12, and it was followed fairly
quickly by the introduction of the unit curriculum in the lower secondary years. There is
much that is commendable about these developments, particularly at the upper secondary
level, where we have seen an improvement in the curriculum offerings and in the structure
and methods of assessment. I refer particularly to school based assessment, which I think has
been an enormous improvement on what we had before. Other developments have seen the
availability of a preprimary year for all five year olds. Consequently, enrolments have
increased from over 15 000 enrolled in the preprimary year in 1982 to over 25 000 in 1989.
At the other end of the school age range we have seen a dramatic improvement in the school
retention rates beyond year 10. This improvement reflects Government campaigns to
encourage young people to stay at school beyond year 10, but I think it also reflects to a large
degree the high levels of youth unemployment. According to information published by the
Secondary Education Authority, the retention rates have increased from 34 per cent in 1980
to 58-5 per cent in 1990 which is an enormous change and one with which we should be
pleased. Itris anticipated that by the year 2001, 95 per cent of students will complete year 12.
Traditionally the upper school curriculum has been geared to the needs of students who
aspire to further study at the tertiary level. The increase in the retention rate has led to the
need to differentiate the curriculum to suit the needs of all students. The pilot progrm for
years IlI and 12 which was announced at the weekend by the Premier, in response to the Finn
report, is both an important and timely development.
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Another major step forward in education in the past few years has been the move cowards
main-streaming of handicapped children, which has been particularly welcomed by parents
of these children, It also reflects important changes in attitudes of' educators and the
community. All these changes and developments in a relatively short time have placed
increased burdens and pressure on teachers and other school staff, and it is because of this
that I have a major reservation about al] these changes and developments happening so
quickly. My major reservation relates to the provision of adequate levels of suppont services
in schools. By the term "support services" I refer to professional services provided by school
nurses, psychologists, social workers, remedial teachers, and youth education officers. I
should make it clear that I am nor commenting on the quality of the service provided, only on
the number of support staff. It has been my experience over many years that the quality of
support staff in schools is second to none.
I will illustrate my concern with the example of school psychologists. School psychologists
provide support to students, parents and teachers in areas of assessment and diagnosis of
learning disabilities, the early detection of learning disabilities, behavioural management
problems, educational and personal counselling, subject and careers counselling, stress
management, parent education, and so on. In 1986 the ratio was one school psychologist to
every 1 143 students in schools. In 1989 the ratio had changed to one psychologist to 1 251
students - which means that the number of students went up slightly and the number of
psychologists at schools went down slightly. I have not been able to find details of staffing
levels of psychologists for 1990-9 1 but having been involved in the training of school
psychologists during the past few years at the University of Western Australia and having
followed the employment of those students, I have no reason to believe there has been an
increase in the number of psychologists employed. It would not be unreasonable to expect
that every large senior high school should have at least one full time psychologist.
Unfortunately many of our larger senior high schools do not have this level of support.
The increase in preprimary enrolments means that increased psychological services are
required in the early detection of learning disabilities. It is well recognised that the early
detection and remediation of learning difficulties is both educationally sound and cost
effective. The system we have requires that during year 10 students must make subject and
careers choices. My experience of counselling hundreds of students over the past few years
is that very few 14 or 15 year olds have sufficient life experiences and knowledge of careers
and the world of work to be making these decisions. I estimate that no more than 20 per cent
of year 12 students are certain of their career path at the beginning of year 12. All this points
to the -need for all students to receive professional careers counselling, which is a time
consuming exercise.
One of the major challenges facing the Government currently is to find short and long term
solutions to the high level of juvenile crime. The $20 million allocation in the Budget
indicates the beginning of a concerted effort in this area. It is well known that many juvenile
offenders are youngsters who have experienced school failure, often because of learning
difficulties. Well resourced support services, including psychological and remedial teaching
staff, would clearly be a cost effective long term strategy in the prevention of juvenile
delinquency. I am concerned that successive Education budgets have not adequately
addressed this growing need for support services. A weakness in educational budgeting and
planning is that support services have not kept pace with all the commendable changes.
I now wish to comment briefly on another important issue related to education, and that
concerns the Prime Minister's often quoted notion of Australia becoming the clever country.
I believe that this idea accepts the importance of a first rate education system designed to
equip our young people with the knowledge and skills to solve the problems they will face in
the future. If we arc to become more competitive as a nation it is obvious that the education
we provide in our schools must be of a consistently high standard. We must equip our young
people with skills, enthusiasm and a competitive edge if this country is to compete on a
world scale. Education is a key factor.
In this country we are quick to recognise talent and excellence in achievements in many
fields - in sport particularly, but also in the visual and performing arts. We tend to accept
this recognition without hesitation. Given this readiness to spend resources to develop an
elite in sport, for instance, with the Australian Institute of Sport in Canberra and with our
own Western Australian Institute of Sport, I have been concerned for some time that we do
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not also regard as a priority adequate provision for our most intellectually able students.
While I would be the first to recognise that attempts have been made in the past 10 or 12
years to provide some special programming for intellectually very able students, I believe
that much more could have been done. The history of the education of gifted children
indicates that provision for these students waxes and wanes according to economric
conditions. In economically buoyant times programs, for the intellectually able usually come
back into vogue; in tough times they tend to slip away from us. Educational research has
clearly demonstrated that the notion that intellectually able students succeed anyway is a
myth. Many intellectually able students do not realise their potential because they are bored
with inappropriate curriculums or because they find they can coast along with their studies
anyway. Because we do not always value intellectual achievements, adolescents often
develop strategies to cover up their abilities and achievements. This has often been the case
with intellectually able girls and it was pleasing to see a program introduced to encourage
gis into the areas of mathematics and science.
The Premier's announcement last weekend regarding the pilot program at year I I and 12
levels recognises the importance of differentiating the curiculum for students who are not
bound for tertiary institutions. I believe that further differentiation of the curriculum is
required at all levels to provide for the special needs of intellectually able students.
Another serious impediment to becoming a clever country is the deteriorating outlook for
graduates of tertiary institutions. We are well aware of the problems of high unemployment
in the 15 to 29 age group, but we have also a growing unemployment level of new graduates
from tertiary institutions. It is conservatively estimated that overall somewhere between one
in six and one in five graduates will not get jobs next year. In some areas, such as
architecture, the situation is very grim indeed. According to the State branch of the National
Association of Graduate Careers Advisors there will not be any improvement next year and
the situation will probably deteriorate further over the next couple of years.
Solutions must be found in the short term to provide these bright, young Western Australians
with the opportunity to develop their professional skills. Job sharing and work experience
schemes for graduates would go a long way towards assisting these young people to prepare
for full time employment when the economy improves, If we do not assist these bright,
young people to take the step beyond their studies at university, the clever country may not
be so clever after all and is at risk of becoming the disillusioned country.
To mark its fiftieth anniversary the Australian Institute of Management invited 40 prominent
Australians to write about what they think will happen in the next 50 years in Australia. in
that book, tidled Furious Agreement, Professor David Pennington of Melbourne University
wrote -

Education represents our commitment to the future. It must provide leadership, be a
powerhouse of knowledge and train people who will change the face of society - a
radical departure for a country renowned for its cavalier attitude towards academia,
knowledge and intellectual endeavour. We must change from a society whose heroes
are primarily sports and pop music idols and paper entrepreneurs, and learn as a
society to value the achievements of those whose world is the application of
knowledge to solve society's problems.

In conclusion, Mr Speaker, I thank the officers and staff of Parliament House for the
assistance they have given me during the past few weeks in settling into my new role.
[Applause.]
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [ 11.41 am]: It would remiss of me if I started my
contribution to the Budget debate without acknowledging the member for Floreat's maiden
speech. [ am sure the member will find the Parliament an interesting place and she will look
forward to joining in with the interjections and the other contributions we make.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether members might consider affording the member
for Scarborough the same courtesy as that shown to the previous speaker.
Mr STRICKLAND: I take a practical and evenhanded approach to these problems; however,
this Budget could be called a wallpaper Budget When the walls of a house start to crack and
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the paint will no longer hide the cracks, wallpaper is glued on the walls so the cracks cannot
be seen. This provides a false sense of security thar the house is structurally strong. The
Budget papers are the wallpaper. I remember when the Premier was elected to that position
she indicated to the Chamber and the public at large that she would have an open and
accountable Government - those were the words we all wanted to hear. However, I am
beginning to wonder about this statement because the Budget papers do not provide the truth
or the full picture of the situation in Western Australia.
It is necessary to refer to last year's Budget papers and to make comparisons with this year's
papers to understand the true situation. Last year's Budget papers indicate that the
Government intended to borrow $152.7 million, and in the previous year it borrowed
$127.8 million. However, this year's papers indicate that instead of borrowing the estimated
$152.7 million last year. it actually borrowed $193.8 million. The Government is projecting
that it will borrow $318 million this year. Therefore, this State is carrying a .massive burden
of debt. This is in the order of $8 billion, which is very close to the total Consolidated
Revenue Fund over two years.
I was interested to hear the Minister far Microeconomic Reform reporting to this House with
a facade of confidence that the Government was getting the debt under control as it was
seven per cent of the State's gross domestic product. That figure is quite small. However, I
used the word "facade" because the State's GDP is an entirely different amount from the
State's Consolidated Revenue Fund. The GDP is the total State economy, and when
considering the State's debt we must reflect on where the money will come from to service
it. It is provided from the State's income, which is in effect the Consolidated Revenue Fund.
As a consequence the debt servicing should be considered as a percentage of CRY rather than
GDP. The State's GDP is at least five and maybe eight times the size of CRY; therefore, if
servicing the debt involves a cost equivalent of seven per cent of GDP, and the figure is
multiplied by five, this will involve 35 per cent of CRF. That is a large percentage. In my
previous position at the City of Stirling a serious level of concern arose when its debt reached
the level of one year's rates revenue. However, the State's debt is the equivalent of two
year's total State income. We are being signed up to a massive debt burden.
Later in my speech I will provide some information regarding the poor management
practices conducted by the Government. Page 34 of the Supplementary Budget Informnation
booklet contains table No 21, which refers to interest earnings on short term investments.
The table contains five columns which represent the previous years and provides an
opportunity to compare and assess the situation. The columns start in the financial year
1986-87 and finish in the 1990-91 year. However, the figures are provided for all years
except 199 1-92, and thus no estimate is provided for this financial year. The reason for this
omission is that for the first time ever the State will not receive any short term interest on
investments. Why did the Government not include an estimate column in this table - one
appears in all other tables - and why does the table refer back to 1986-87 unlike all other
tables? The reason is that the blank column would indicate that no interest would be earned.
However, to uncover the situation one has to read the fine print and go back to last year's
figures; that is a small deception within the Budget papers. In other words, we are on the
bones of -
Mr Kierath: Of what?
Mr STRICKLAND: We will leave that blank. Members on this side of the House have
realised the perilous situation that the State is in. An example is the loan terms that the
Government has signed up for the Alexander Library. A policy of businesses when trying to
attract new business is to say, "Buy one and get one free.' The Government's policy for
arranging loans is to pay for two and get only one! It is the reverse way of thinking. The
Government will pay for two Alexander Libraries and it will get only one. During last year's
Budget debate I sought some information about loans for the Alexander Library, and that
information was provided by the State librarian. Between 1983 and 1988 the loans amounted
to $30 million in round figures. At the end of the last financial year just under $25 million
was still outstanding. The principal is being repaid on a reducing balance based on a
minimum quarterly repayment of three quarters of a per cent on the debt outstanding at the
beginning of the quarter. If one multiplies the three quarters of a per cent by four - because
we have four quarters in a year - the principal is being repaid at three per cent a year. That
means that the loan term period must be at least 30 years, which means that we will be
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paying interest at the current race, which is under 14 per cent, for 30 years. I wonder if that is
smart9

I will put some ballpark figures on the record. Had the Government taken the Alexander
Library loan out over a period of six years and if the interest rate were taken into account,
that interest rate would have loaded about 50 per cent on the project cost and the $30 million
library would have cost $45 million, which is the repayment of the principal and interest. If
we are really fair and make an allowance for inflation, the $30 million library would have
been built for a real cost of $37 million on borrowed money over six years. In order to make
things look good this Government highlights the low debt servicing figure. This Government
has allowed loans to be repaid over periods in excess of 30 years. If one pays interest on
borrowings for 30 years one is loading 250 per cent on cop of the cost of the project. If that
figure were corrected for inflation - and that would be fair - in real terms a $30 million
library would cost $67 million. In dollar terms I calculate that a $30 million library would
cost $105 million. By the time we pay for a loan over a 30-plus year period we could have
had two libraries.
This State is finding itself locked on to a treadmill of debt. It is in the same position that the
City of Stirling found itself. It was on a treadmill of debt, but the council could not stop
borrowing because it needed money to keep the whole thing rolling along. When one
borrows one is adding to the debt by having to pay interest. This State is in a worse situation
than the City of Stirling, and that was considered serious. A 10 year debt management
program was implemented for the City of Stirling so that it could recover. My wife tells me
that when she listens to the radio she hears experienced economists making comments over
the air waves that this State has locked itself into an impossible financial situation. People
are very concerned about whether the State can recover. The Alexander Library is just one
example in the total State scene upon which members of this House can reflect.
Two years ago I raised some concerns about library services. As most members are well
aware, local authorities operate libraries with a book fund expenditure program funded by the
State that allows library books to be replaced. An annual replacement of books is necessary
to maintain the currency of the book stock in libraries around the State. However, there is a
critical book replacement level, and in order to identify that members must realise that the
shelf life of a library book is about seven years. That means that every year one seventh of
our library stock must be replaced, which is a replacement level of about I5 per cent per
year. In 1986 the replacement level was 263 000 books, about 12.25 per cent; that was just
holding up the stock level. The level of replacement has two components - the used stock,
which is about 10 per cent, and new stock, which is about 13 per cent. In 1989-90 I
expressed concern in this Parliament that because of the budgetary allowance there had been
no increase in the number of library books, and there would be fewer books. It was
explained to me - and I accepted that explanation - that the foreign exchange rate camne into
play because we purchased many books from overseas. We had a favourable exchange rate
so there would be more books. At that stage there were about 220 libraries and the number
of books Provided on the replacement program was 214 000. That was the lowest level since
1981-82. A Liberal Government was in office then. The exception was 1986-87 when there
was a foreign exchange problem and there was a devaluation of the Australian dollar by
35 per cent. This year we have 230 libraries, which is an increase, and what is the situation
with books?
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adjourned.

GRIEVANCE - EDGELL-BIRDS EYE
Pacific Dunlop Takeover

MR OMODEI (Warren) [12.01 pm]: My grievance is with the Minister for State
Development and relates to the Edgell-Birds Eye takeover which is of great concern to me as
the member for Warren and as shadow Minister for Agriculture. It appears the State
Government is not aware of the concerns of growers in the south west region because it has
failed to assist in stabilising the potato industry in Western Australia. Members will be
aware that in recent times there has been disagreement between potato growers and the
Edgell-Birds Eye factory about contracts and the setting of prices for the coming season.
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The price suggested by Edgell-Birds Eye is a marked reduction on last year's price. It has
been reduced from $215 a tonne to $178 a tonne. At this stage, growers are unable to
commit themselves to contracts for the low price because they believe they would be
growing for a price less than the cost of production. The matter is complicated by the fact
that Edgell-Birds Eye has been taken over by the international company, Pacific Dunlop. I
refer the Mini ster to an article that appeared in The West A ustralian headed, "Pacl)u n bid for
takeover funds" which states -

Giant industrialist Pacific Dunlop will issue a "medium weight" rights issue to help
fund its almost $400 million takeover of Petersville Sleigh, the company's managing
director Phillip Brass said yesterday.

It goes on to say -

The diverse Petersville empire -

Of which Edgell-Birds Eye is a subsidiary -

covers almost all areas of processed food production in Australia and houses brand
names such as Edgell, Birds Eye, Herbert Adams, Big Sister, Four'n Twenty. Peters,
Nanna's and Socomin International Foods.

Mr Brass goes on to say -

... intemnationalisation of Petersville had not been the major objective, although he
believed there must be enormous exporting opportunities in the western Pacific and
Asian region as well as in Europe and the US.

The Edgell-Birds Eye factory in Manjimup, which was constructed four years ago at a cost of
$30 million, could close unless negotiations between the growers and the company progress.
I want the Minister to take on board my comments in the right spirit and I want him to get
involved either in the negotiations or in talks with Pacific Dunlop to ensure that the industry
remains in Western Australia. The Edgell-Birds Eye factory at Manjimup is a very modern
facility with the required technology to produce high quality frozen potatoes. Its closure
would be a huge loss for employment in the lower south west, from Albany to Rosa Brook in
the Augusta-Margaret River area where the seed is grown, to the coast road where potatoes
are grown for the factory. At the moment, the factory employs between 110 and 120 staff.
Payments per annum amount to $5.5 million and there is a $2.5 million wages bill. A
multiplier factor of 2.5 per cent means that the industry is worth approximately $20 million
per annumn to the lower south west.
In considering this matter the Minister should take note of items that have appeared in the
local Manjimup Press and also in the city Ness. This stalemate in the potato industry has
been a headline issue in the lower south .west and I am surprised that, although I have
contacted the Minister for Agriculture's office, little or no effort has been made to intervene
in the matter or to offer support to the industry. An article which appeared in the Warren-
Blackwood Times on 21 August under the heading "Stalemate in potato dialogue" states -

Edgell-Birds Eye potato processing factory in Manjimup may close because local
potato growers and the company have been unable to agree on a price for produce.
The Warren area will be the biggest loser from the impasse.
Up to $23 million in turnover could be lost to the Warren area if the processing
factory is closed.

These Press releases have been supplied by courtesy of the editor of the Warren -Blackwood
Times who does a good job on these issues. He has been instrumental in making sure these
matters have a high profile in the Press throughout the State. The next item to which I wish
to refer appeared in the Warren-Blackwood Times on 4 September 1991 under the heading,
"Growers to press Crean for support." Growers have approached the Minister for
Agriculture's office, and indirectly Minister Crean's office, to request curtailment of the
importation of frozen produce which has compounded the problem. The article states -

Potato growers in the ManjimuplPemberton area want a solution to be reached with
Edgell-Birds Eye in the protracted argument over prices for their produce.
Growers at a meeting last week voted to continue discussions with Edgells in an
endeavour to keep the processing factory in Manjirnup open.
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One of the moves growers intend following will be a meeting with Primary Industries
Minister Simon Crean.
They want to impress upon the Minister the importance of the factory to the South-
West economy.
They also want the Federal Government to help prevent Edgells and other processors
from importing potatoes to replace those possibly not produced in the South-West.

That matter is of great importance not only to the Warren area, but also to the State. This is
the type of manufacturing industry that this country needs to get it out of the recession that
we had to have. We know from evidence before us that the State Government assisted the
Edgell-Birds Eye factory in a variety of ways to ensure that the factory was established and
able to run effectively. The Minister for State Development cannot say that he is unaware of
the Edgell-Birds Eye situation. I will be interested to hear his comments in response to my
remarks. On 27 September 1990. I asked -

Will the Government give details of any assistance given to Edgell Birdseye on the
takeover of -
(a) the Manjimup Cannery;
(b) the establishment of the Edgell Birdseye Potato Processing Plant?

The response from the Minister who was then Minister for Finance and Economic
Development was as follows -

(a) No assistance was given to Edgell Birdseye for the takeover of the Manjimup
cannery. It was necessary for the State to forgive debts of the Manjimup
Canning Co-operative Company to enable the sale to proceed.

Those funds amounted to more than $10 million. The answer continued -

(b) Assistance with half of the cost of a storage damn on site, a seven kilometre
pipeline and a weir and pumping station on Smith Brook was provided to
enable the establishment of a dedicated water supply for the potato processing
plant. This assistance was provided because the existing Water Authority
supply was incapable of providing the needs of the potato processing plant.

I commend the Government for its assistance to the factory. On the basis that taxpayers'
funds are being used to support the factory, the Department of State Development and the
Minister for State Development must be involved in negotiations and must ensure that
Pacific Dunlop, the new parent company of Edgell-Birds Eye, delivers to the potato growers
a fair price for their product to enable the factory to continue. The Minister for Agriculture is
well aware of the problem associated with french fries being imported from overseas and
officers from his department have discussed the matter with representatives from Edgell-
Birds Eye in both Sydney and Manjimup. To date the Government has not offered enough
assistance to the factory and the people of the south west.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for State Development) (12.11 pm]: I am aware of
the matter through a Press statement which was brought to my attention and not through the
efforts of the member for Warren.
Mr Omodei: I rang you on Saturday and you have not yet responded to my call.
Mr TAYLOR: Where did you ring me?
Mr Omodei: In Perth on your borne paging system.
Mr TAYLOR: It is very easy to contact me on a weekend. I happened to be in Kalgoorlie
on Saturday attending the Kalgoorlie Cup.
Mr Ornodei: I am sorry if you did not receive my message, but this issue has been going on
for a couple of months.
Mr TAYLOR: The member knows that we have had discussions on a similar issue involving
Albany and he also knows that I was less than impressed with the way he handled that issue.
I do not want a rerun of that event. After listening to the member for Warren for 10 minutes
about the potato growers, I am not sure what he was asking for.
Mr Omodei: Were you listening?
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Mr TAYLOR: Of course I was and that is the reason I have asked this question. I know how
serious the situation is and I want to know what the member is asking for.
Mr Omodei: I want the Minister to make contact with the parent company - Pacific Dunlop -
and alert it to the fact that the Government knows that there are problems in negotiations. I
want him to assure Pacific Dunlop that the State of Western Australia has assisted the
factory, which is to the company's benefit, and the State will expect a reasonable response.
Mr TAYLOR: I understand the essence of the problem is a disagreement between the
factory owners and the potato growers about the price for potatoes. What are the
expectations of the potato prowers as far as the price is concerned?
Mr Omodei: They would probably be satisfied with something simrilar to what they received
last year and that is not unreasonable.
Mr TAYLOR: A lot of wage earners would be satisfied with what they received last year,
but many of them do not have jobs now. It may well be that they cannot get what they
received last year.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I am having a proper discussion with the member for Warren and I do not
need the help of the member for Riverton.
Mr Omodel: Attempts at negotiation with Edgell and Pacific Dunlop have not met with any
success. The growers are prepared to negotiate. Messages have been sent to Edgell and
Pacific Dunlop, but they have met with little success. You, as Minister for State
Development, can assist the industry by ensuring that the necessary negotiations take place.
How can they reach a compromise without both parties getting together?
Mr TAYLOR: I am happy to take on the role of bringing the parties together. If the member
provides me with copies of correspondence about discussions that he may have had with
Pacific Dunlop and other correspondence relating to this matter, that might help me with this
issue. I am more than happy to try to sort it out, if I can. I repeat that I do not want a rerun
of what happened in Albany.

GRIEVANCE -GRAND CENTRAL HOTEL, DUNBURY
MR P.1. SMITH (Bunbury) [12.15 pm]: My grievance is to the Minister for Heritage and
it concerns the old Grand Central Hotel in Bunbury. It appears there is a move to partially
demolish this building of heritage significance and to remove some of the fittings from it for
sale. The building is of heritage significance to Bunbury and to the State and I am appealing
to the Minister to see what he can do about the problem which has arisen. Recently an
advertisement appeared in the local newspaper with the heading, "Old Grand Central Hotel,
85 Victoria Street, Bunbury" and it stated that in order to satisfy demands from the Bunbury
City Council and the Western Australian Government for the payment of rates on that
property certain items from the building would be offered for sale. Those items were a large
ornate colonial staircase and landing; a big quantity of turn of the century door skirtings and
architraves; a very old and large commercial cast iron stove; and a large quantity of roofing
iron approximately two years old. Those items will be available for inspection on site on
16 September.
For many years I have been involved in trying to preserve the building and I have been in
contact with one of the owners, a Mr John H-ay. I will not name the other owners at this
stage; however, they have been frustrated over the years because they have been unable, for
one reason or another, to sell the hotel. It appears that people do not want to buy it or that
the price is too high. Articles in the Press indicate that the owners believe that while they
may not be permitted to demolish the building under the Heritage of Western Australia Act
they can take the fittings out of it. The staircase is an essential part of the building and
without it one cannot go from the pround floor to the first floor. I do not believe that the
staircase and the roof iron, another important part of the building, can be considered as part
of the fittings. I believe the owners are planning to commit an act of vandalism against this
building which is of significant heritage value.
Mr Hay approached me two years ago to see whether I could assist him in selling the
building or getting the Government to take it over either to lease it or use it for community
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purposes. The building has not been leased for almost a year and it has been accumulating
local government rates and State Government charges. The owners cried to sell ihe building
by auction, but it failed to reach the reserve price. In February 1991 the owners, out of
desperation, asked the Bunbury City Council for permission to demolish the building and the
council refused because it believes it has significant heritage value. In fact in 1978 the City
of Bunbury recommended that the Victoria Street streetscape and the building be preserved.
The council asked for assistance from the Western Australian Heritage Council, which is
undertaking a study of the building.
The building is very important; it was built in about 1899 during the gold boom. Bunbury
and other coastal towns prospered from the gold boom with people visiting those towns for
their holidays. Charles Egglestone, who was later a Bunbury City councillor, had the double
storey, low cost building erected for itinerant people and holiday makers. The verandah,
which was added to the original building in the 1920s, is of important heritage significance
and I will refer to it later. One of the most interesting things about the building is that it and
the present Ming Village Chinese Restaurant are the only two original double-storeyed
boarding houses still standing in Bunbury.
It is also very important as part of the streetscape and that area is part of a significant
architectural group. In fact, it is considered by Mr Ian Molyneux as probably the most
significant architectural group in the State for the historical continuity, harmony and quality
of buildings. Unfortunately, almost 20 years ago it was spoilt by one group of buildings
being demolished and in its place a modern, four story building being constructed. Perhaps
in the future that will be demolished and the area can be restored. 'he wooden verandah is
also significant because it is one of the few that survives intact from the previous policy of
removing these verandahs. Members involved with country towns may recall that in the
1950s and 1960s there was a policy throughout the State of removing the wooden verandah
posts. With the advent of angle parking there was a danger of cars bumping into these posts
and the verandahs collapsing. This building is listed by the National Trust and is on the
interim list of the Register of the National Estate. If the owners are allowed to remove the
internal fittings - I do not believe the roof could be included in that category - it will be the
beginning of the end. The building will he regarded as derelict, and certainly no one will
want to purchase it in that state because of the costs associated with repairing the interior. It
will be an excuse for demolishing the building.
I appeal to the inister to intervene under section 9 of the Heritage of Western Australia Act
to stop the gutting of this building. I hope that he can then have discussions with the owners
in an endeavour to help them in some way. I believe that the actions being taken are a cry
for help from the owners. I have had a long association with them and they support the
preservation of heritage buildings. They were very proud of that building when they
purchased it some years ago and in the bicentenary year of 1988 they contributed funds to
enable the Bunbury joint heritage group to put a heritage plaque on the building. I have been
associated with efforts to preserve the building in the past couple of years. Discussions have
been held with a number of Government departments. Homeswesc looked at the building at
one stage to determine whether it could be used for single accommodation. However, it
opted for a more modern building at Yanget House. Consideration was given to using the
building for museum services through the South West Development Authority but that was
not favoured. Many local groups would lie to use the building, particularly for live-in
working areas for artists and crafts people, for example. That would be an ideal use for this
buildng in the main street of Bunbury. It may be possible to set up a joint venture
development between the Government and private enterprise. The important point is to
preserve and restore the building, and to keep it as part of the swreetscape and of Bunbury's
heritage. I know that the local authority would like to help and I am sure that if the State
Government supported this project, the council would also offer its support. I am aware that
the Minister will be in that area at the weekend and I ask him to take another look at the
interior of the building. I appeal to the Minister to do whatever he can in this matter.
MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Heritage) [12.24 pmj: I shall be only too pleased
to take up the offer of the member for Bunbury to inspect once again the Old Grand Central
Hotel, located in Victoria Street in Bunbury. It was at his initiative that I first viewed the
property two or three months ago, and on that occasion it impressed me as a turn of the
century building of great heritage significance. I shall be happy to take another first-hand
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look at the building to ensure that the heritage values of tbis important building are retained.
Members may be aware chat in February of this year the owners applied to the City of
Bunbury for permission to demolish the building. I hope the City of Bunbury will not
countenance that, and certainly it should not be allowed to occur. In order to ensure chat the
building would be dealt with in a proper way the Bunbury City Council took the correct step
of referring to the Heritage of Western Australia Council the question of the Old Grand
Central Hotel for assessment of its historical value. It requested the Heritage Council to
determine the cultural heritage significance of this building. In section 3 of the Heritage of
Western Australia Act, which was proclaimed only in February of this year, "cultural
heritage significance" is defined as the relative value of a place in terms of its aesthetic,
historic, scientific and social significance, both for the present community and future
generations. The report prepared for the Heritage Council, and which has also been referred
to the City of Bunbury, on the assessment of the cultural heritage significance of the building
in Bunbury stated that the Old Grand Central Hotel was within a portion of the central
business district of Bunbury which should be defined as an historic precinct, pursuant to
section 48 of the Heritage of Western Australia Act. The report, which is very current and
was prepared by the Chairman of the Heritage Council, states on page 2

This precinct has a similar character, albeit less dense through attrition by demolition,
to that of the west end of Freman tle.
The existing streetscape and the townscape for some distance about the site is
dominantly a survival of a turn-of-century Victorian and Edwardian gold-boom
reconstruction of the former colonial village-cum-town.

The report also observes that the city centre is now subject to redevelopment pressures
consequent on the city's future as a Government promoted growth centre. I believe that
places on the Government an obligation to resist that pressure to allow this important
building, located as it is in an important precinct of the central business district in Bunbury,
to be demolished. With regard to conservation questions the repont states -

Nevertheless changing attitudes and realisations have lead to conservation of several
buildings of cultural significance, at a commendable, relatively high level in
Bunbury.
This has been accompanied by some enlightened town planning action projects
including plans for enhancing the amenity of Victoria Street with traffic calming, tree
planting, seating, etc.

The report concludes -

The hotel is therefore an integral part of a significant surviving historical cityscape
with potential to be of considerable special interest and value to the present
community and future generations. The Hotel contributes in no small way to this
valuable cityscape.

The member for Bunbury has shown a great interest in heritage matters in that city over a
considerable time, and he has raised with me a number of important preservation concepts.
It is pleasing to see that he is supported in this important endeavour by the City of Bunbury
which has shown great foresight in its approach to heritage preservation in the Bunbury city.

in 1984 the Bunbury town planning scheme came into effect, and one of the schedules to that
scheme referred to the Old Grand Central Hotel as a building "the preservation of which
should be encouraged". That was started seven years ago, and the scheme precludes the
demolition of the building without planning and development approval. Not only does the
Bunbury City Council recognise the heritage value of this place, but also it is listed by the
National Trust of Western Australia, and on 18 April 1989 it was entered on the Register of
the National Estate of the Australian Heritage Commission. Every heritage body in the
country which has any relevance to this building and Western Australia has acknowledged
that the place is of great cultural heritage significance to the State and, therefore, the obvious
and undeniable conclusion is that the building should be preserved, certainly as far as its
heritage values are concerned.
Mr Bloffwitch: Are the owners compensated in any way?
Mr McGINTY: The Heritage Act provides for limited compensation. In this case the owner
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bought the building after it was incorporated in the Bunbury town planning scheme,
therefore, it cannot be said that the owners have been ambushed or been caught by surprise.
Generally in such circumstances no compensation is payable. If the owners wished to
develop the hotel they would furst have to comply with the Bunbury town planning scheme,
which prohibits its demolition without planning approval. Every endeavour will be made to
preserve the building, which is on the register of important buildings, so the owners cannot
have a legitimate expectation they can develop it by way of demolition. In such
circumstances no compensation is payable.
Mr Ian Molyneux, Chairman of the Heritage Council, prepared a report which concludes that
the Old Grand Central Hotel in Bunbury is a place of cultural heritage and is significant
within the meaning of the Heritage of Western Australia Act. He says that it is of value for
the present com-munity and future generations, and that the protection afforded by the
Heritage Act is appropriate. He also says that its significance is of sufficient relative degree
to warrant inclusion of the building in the register on a permanent basis pursuant to part 5,
division 2 of the Act. Therefore, we have a wholehearted endorsement by the Heritage
Council of this important building.
The Western Australian Government will not allow the heritage value of this important place
to be compromised. The Heritage of Western Australia Act is a powerful one. It provides
significant powers to both the Heritage Council and to me as Minister. I intend on this
occasion to use those powers to their fullest extent to ensure that this building is preserved
and its heritage value is in no way compromised. Thec powers contained in the Act broadly
fit two categories: Firstly, those described as incentives that can be offered to the owner of a
building to encourage the preservation and conservation of that place. We have been
exploring, and will continue to explore, the offering of incentives by way of exemption from
local and State Government rates, charges and taxes, and planning approvals and planning
bonuses to ensure that the owners of this building preserve it and do not do as they have
indicated by way of advertisement in the Bunbury Mail of 7 September - gut the fixtures
from the building- We will not stand by and allow that to occur. If need be, we will use the
compulsive powers contained in the Act to issue a conservation order against the owners to
prevent them, through the full force of the law, from acting in a way inconsistent with the
heritage value of the building.
I compliment the member for Bunbury on his diligence in pressing hard on matters important
to the preservation of places of heritage significance in this State and I assure him of the
State's full support in the preservation of the Old Grand Central Hotel. Conservation orders
will be issued to protect the building, including its fixtures, if necessary. I hope the matter
can be solved amicably to protect the heritage value of this building.

GRIEVANCE - ABORIGINES
Foster Children, Newmian

MR COURT (Neclanids) [12.33 pml: I appreciate this opportunity to raise my grievance
with the Minister for Community Services. It relates to two foster children at Newman.
Many members would have seen the magnificent photograph of three beautiful sisters by
Ken Maley in this morning's The West Australian. The Minister has issued a directive that
two of these children be sent to different foster homes from the ones in which they presently
reside. The story appearing in the media does not fully disclose the situation. I visited
Newman last weekend to learn first hand what is happening. I talked to the people involved.
A serious situation has arisen relating to the physical1 wellbeing of these children, which is at
risk because of the Minister's proposal.
I will explain the situation briefly. There are three sisters. The eldest has been in the custody
of a family in Newman for five years. The middle sister, who is about three years of age, has
been fostered by the same family for some years. The youngest sister is fostered by a
neighbouring family. The middle sister went to her foster home after she was born and has
stayed with her foster parents on and off since.
Mr Minson: And the mother stays with them when she goes to Newman.
Mr COURT: Yes. After the youngest child was born she was fostered by a neighbouring
family under temporary care for a few weeks and has been with them for about 12 months in
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all. The Government is now directing that the faster parents be changed and that the sisters
be split up. One sister is supposed to go to Jigalong, which is about 100 kilomnetres from
Newman and the other to foster parents at an outstation nearly 200 Icilometres from Newman.
Some people might say it is right and proper that these children be sent to Aboriginal foster
parents. However, the Minister does not seem to understand the full situation. The natural
mother wants the children to stay with their present foster parents in Newman. This
Government presides over what I think is a racist law which, under the Aboriginal child
placement principle, means that in theory Aboriginal children cannot be removed from their
parents. In practice they can be moved against the wishes of their birth parents if the primary
care giver is non-Aboriginal. The primary care giver for these two children is a white family
at Newman.
The natural mother wants the children to stay with the foster parents in Newman. If the
Minister goes to Newman he will find that she is presently in prison as she has a drinkcing
problem. She has been extremely well looked after by both foster families. In fact, when she
is in Newman, which is quite often, she lives with the foster parents. She is free to live and
sleep there and visit the children as often as she likes. These people are not only looking
after the children but are genuinely concerned about the mother and are trying to assist her
with her problem. The father of the youngest child lives and works in Newman and is a
responsible member of the community. He wants the child to stay with the foster parents in
Newman. Therefore, the natural mother and father both want the child to stay with the foster
parents in Newman. We are concerned that the middle child has gone out to Jigalong on and
off to be looked after by the Government's proposed foster parents. Sometimes it is only for
a few days, but every time that child has come back to Newman there has been a health
problem, in some cases a major health problem requiring hospitalisation. So this beautiful
little girl, whose picture we can see in The West Australian this morning, will be told by this
Government that instead of her remaining in a situation which is stable, where she is being
well cared for and educated, and where her health is being looked after, she will have to go
out into an environment which the Federal Labor member for Kalgoorlie, Hon Oraeme
Campbell, has described in terms that I had better not repeat. He has made it very clear to
me and to the media that the wellbeing of these children will be seriously threatened if they
go to this place. We could not have a better cultural situation for this child than that at
Newman, because the foster family is learning the language spoken by the local Aboriginal
community and is bringing up this child to learn both that language and English. The family
is making it very clear that there will be free movement; it is not as though the natural mother
is not allowed to come in.
It is interesting that the former Minister for Community Services, the member for Mitchell,
went to Newman and spoke to the people involved. HeI came to the conclusion that he could
not see any reason why the children could not stay in their current situation. However, the
reaction of the Department for Community Services, now that Hon David Smith has gone,
has been to say, "Now we have the current Minister, and he is the one who calls the shots." I
urge the Minister to go to Newman and not just accept the word of his officers about what is
the right thing to do and about what would be better for these children in the long term. I
urge the Minister to have a first hand look at what he is committing these children to. These
three beautiful girls have some hope and a future in Newman, but the Minister would have
one girl live at Newman, one at Jigalong and one at an outstation. If that were the situation,
neither their natural mother nor their maternal grandmother, who is also in Newman, would
be able to have the ready access which they currently enjoy.
I believe the current situation achieves all that we are seeking to achieve. We all want to
ensure that these children have as much access as they can to their natural parents and to
their culture. The Minister should think twice if he thinkcs that sending these children to
Jigalong, and placing them in the circumstances which have existed there in recent years,
will improve their culture. Does the Minister think it is right that these children have to
come back to Newman when they require hospitalisation and medical care because they have
not been looked after properly? Is it in the children's best interests for that to happen? There
are sonic ideologues inside the Department for Community Services, whom the Minister is
supporting, who will split up this family. The situation will occur where two of these
children, one of whom is already in the custody of a family and is being well looked after,
could have their physical wellbeing threatened because of the action that is to be taken. I
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urge the Minister to not worry about his advisers and to go to Newman and see for himself to
what he is committing these children.
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Community Services) [12.43 pm]: I am pleased to
have the opportunity to explain the circumstances of this case. This is a very interesting
case, with some important arguments which would direct one to leave the children with their
foster care givers in Newman, and some important arguments which would direct one to
place the children with Aboriginal care givens in the Jigalong community. I turn first to the
assertion made by the member for Nedlands about health matters. The member for Nedlands
has slated the whole community at Jigalong in a fairly outrageous manner.
Mr Court: Be constructive about it.
Mr RIPPER: There is not much point in a member grieving to me to seek information and
then interjecting on me before I have even had an opportunity to explain the situation.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Mr RIPPER: The level of sophistication which the member for Applecross has demonstrated
in this House does not qualify him to debate child welfare issues. He does not seem to have
the level of sensitivity which would enable him to understand and grasp the issue, If
members opposite want me to explain the situation, I suggest they listen and they may learn a
few things. 1 listened to the member's grievance in silence in order to understand the point
of view he was expressing, and perhaps he could listen to me and give me the courtesy of
explaining what is a fairly complicated and sensitive situation. If the member does not want
to do that, why did he bother to grieve to me in the first place? Mr Deputy Speaker, I will
address my remarks to you and then I may have an opportunity to explain the situation.
I want to take up the member's assertion about the circumstances at Jigalong. He cannot just
slate a community like that. He cannot say that just because there are some cases of child
abuse or neglect in a particular community, all parents and care givers in that community are
to be condemned. That is like saying that because there is a case of child abuse in Subiaco,
we should not place children with care givers in Subiaco. That is an absolutely outrageous
viewpoint. The proposed care givers in Jigalong have been assessed by the Department for
Community Services as responsible people. One set of care givers belongs to the council.
Mr Court: They have been bringing the children back sick.
Mr RIPPER: The member has talked about the situation and health of the children in the
past. He must remember that the children were under the guardianship of the biological
mother when those circumstances occurred.
Mr Court: That is incorrect. They were being looked after by your proposed foster parents.
Mr RIPPER: Her care of the children resulted in a Children's Court declaration that the
children are in need of care and protection. I said they were under her guardianship. None
of those circumstances has occurred since the children were removed from her guardianship.
Several Opposition members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! One interjection at a time.
Mr RIPPER: Mr Deputy Speaker, I would have thought one speech at a time.
Several Opposition members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I can understand that this is an emotional topic, and
clearly some of the Minister's remarks are provoking that sort of response, but it is
impossible for any sort of rational debate to occur; the level and volume of interjections just
drowns out the speaker on his feet. The Minister has offered to address his remarks to the
Chair, and that is a constructive way around the problem, but I suggest also that Opposition
members control the level and volume of their interjections, no matter how emotional they
may feel about this topic.
Mr RIPPER: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker.
The process of decision making in this case has been as follows: A case conference was
organised by the Department for Community Services in February this year, which made a
decision to place the children with care givers at Jigalong. A second case conference was
held later in the year, which confirmed that original decision. The foster care givers in
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Newman then appealed against the case conference decision. The Department for
Community Services has an appeal system. It has an independent case review board, which
comprises three people, two of whom do not come from the Department for Community
Services. The board is chaired by a lawyer who is in private practice. That board went to
Newman, heard the evidence from all the parties, and heard the sorts of arguments that have
been put by the member for Nedlands and the sorts of arguments that I will outline in my
comments to the House. The board examined the circumstances. I agree that there are
compelling arguments on both sides of this case and that it is not a clear cut case, but the case
review board has considered all of the arguments and has confirmed the case conference
decision.
What members might be asking me to do is to overturn the decision of the independent case
review board. I have examined the files on this matter from cover to cover, and I have
spoken to numerous people about it. 1 see no reason why I should overturn the decision of
the independent review board. We need to go back to the circumstances which existed in
this country until almost the middle of the 1960s. A terrible record of welfare practices with
regard to the Aboriginal community existed in this country until the middle of the 1960s.
Aboriginal children were removed wholesale from their families. There is still a bitterness
between the Aboriginal community and the welfare authorities. Difficulties were created for
the Aboriginal community and the non-Aboriginal community. In some instances where
Aboriginal children were placed with non-Aboriginal care givers, things have worked out
successfully, but there has been a bitter experience as a result of adolescent breakdown and
identity crises in teenagers, and this has been very distressing for Aboriginal children and
non-Aboriginal care givers. We must recognise that in a significant proportion of cases we
have this crisis in adolescents which is terrible for the care givers and for the children. That
sont of crisis is the result of not paying attention to the need for cultural consistency in care.
It is not something which is ideological; it is based on bitter experience in this community in
Western Australia over many years until the middle of the 1960s. That is why every
Government in the country has endorsed the Aboriginal child placement principles; not just
this Government but every Government in the country, including Governments of the
opposite political persuasion to this Government.
Mr Court: So the mother has no say?
Mr RIPPER: For the very reason -

Mr Minson: What does the natural mother say?
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! All I can do is draw attention to the remarks I made a
couple of moments ago. As members know, interjections are disorderly in terms of the strict
letter of the Standing Orders. I am not going to try to enforce that; it would be foolish to do
so. However, I ask members not to interject together in that manner, or shout down the
speaker on his feet. If the member for Nedlands, who raised the grievance, wants to make
occasional interjections, that is fine, and if other members want to do the same, that is fine;
but when everyone is interjecting together and the member on his feet must raise his voice
level, as is happening, it may be that I shall head for an early lunch.
Mr- RIPPER: I was explaining to the House that the Aboriginal child placement principles
were specifically adopted by every Government in the country in response to the bitter
experience which this community had 'had, both Aboriginal members and non-Aboriginal
members, when Aboriginal children were placed wholesale with non-Aboriginal care givers.
That bitter experience has been reflected by the crises which have occurred in adolescents.
That has happened in a significant proportion of those Aboriginal children. That was one
factor in the decision to place the children at Jigalong, and it would have guided the
independent case review board in its decision on these matters.
The member for Nedlands suggested that the Aboriginal child placement principles mean
that the wishes of the biological parents are not to be considered. Aboriginal parents are in
no different a position from that of non-Aboriginal parents with regard to consideration of
their wishes in the placement of their children when they cannot be cared for within their
own families. There are plenty of circumstances where children cannot be cared for in their
own families. In the decisions which the department must make about the placement of
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those children, account is taken of the parents' wishes, but not to exclusion of every other
factor.
Mr Minson: What does the parent want this time?
Mr RIPPER: We must remember that the reason children become wards of the State and
come under the care of the department is that they have been subjected to neglect or abuse.
If parents have neglected or abused children, does that give them the ultimate and only say in
the placement of their children?
Mr Court: Would you go up yourself and have a look? That is all we ask.
Mr RIPPER: Most of those parents would probably prefer that the department was not
involved with their children at all, but there is a court decision for the department to be
involved because the court has found that these children are in need of care and protection.
Are members opposite saying chat a parent whose care of the child has resulted in a court
Order stating that the child is in need of care and attention should have the only determining
say on the placement of that child? That parent would dearly love the department not to be
involved, but because of the neglect of the child, which was confirmed by the court, the
children are wards of the State and a sensitive and proper decision must be made about the
placement of those children. That decision has been confirmed by an independent review
board.
[The member's time expired.]

Sitting suspended from 12-56 10 2.00 pm

GRIEVANCE - HOMESWEST
Flat Dwellings

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [2.00 pmJ: My grievance is addressed to the Minister for
Housing and relates to Homeswesc's policies with regard to flat dwellings. My concern with
the present Homeswest policy relates particularly to the number and occupancy of flat
dwellings in my electorate. Kwinana, with a population of approximately 15 000 people, has
1 437 Homeswesc dwelling units, of which 427 are flats; so flats represent about 30 per cent
of the total number of Homeswest dwellings in Kwinana. I believe that the environment
being created in and around the flats in Kwinana must be changed by Homeswest, through
the Minister, considering a change in its policy of allocating those flats. It is not desirable
that families live in those flats, and I will give reasons for that in a moment.
Presently the vacancy rate for Homeswest accommnodation flats throughout the metropolitan
ara is about 30 per cent. As Homeswest has a waiting list of some 16 000 people, that
vacancy rate demonstrates that people are voting with their feet because the reputation of
Homeswest flat-type accommodation and the socioeconom-ic mix of people housed in that
accommodation are causing problems. People do not want to become involved in those
problems, so they are moving out of flat-type accommodation and opting for mortgage relief
and rental relief from Homeswest.
I commend Homeswesc for the housing policies it applies in Kwinana. In the past six months
Homeswest has acted on a request I have made for the past two years; that is, to begin
handing flats in Kwinana over to the private sector. At the moment we are running an
experiment with a block of flats called Mawarra which presently has 12 vacancies. Instead
of filling those vacancies with people from Homeswesc's list, we have decided to hand that
block of flats to a private agency with the proviso that it let them to tenants from the private
rental market. That experiment has been running for the past three months and already a
number of those flats are occupied by residents from the private sector, so Homeswest has
demonstrated a willingness to recognise the problem we have with flat dwellings.
However, the next step must be taken. Those of us who have a large mix of Homeswesc
units in our electorates know that we are dealing in the main with people who receive social
security benefits. I am advised by the Kwinana office of Homeswesc that each of the
427 Homeswest flats in Kwinana is occupied by people who are on some kind of social
security benefit. In the main they are single parents and, by definition, those single parents
are mostly mothers with young children. In my humble opinion, putting young families who
are desperate for care and attention and proper community facilities into that type of
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accommodation does not assist them to improve their way of life. In the private sector rental
market people have a choice of living in a flat and having a mix of people on different levels
of income around them; a different atmosphere is created simply by having that mix of
people. However, in the Homeswest situation, because of the nature of the people we are
trying to assist, we bring together people who have all the social problems of being single
parents on low incomes. In many cases they do not have the family support they require, and
once they are grouped together in a block of fiats they star attracting many unruly elements
to that area. I come across that mixture of problems every day in my electorate, as I am sure
do many other members who have a similar situation in their electorates. Some of the most
horrific stories that have come into my electorate office have come from Homneswest flat-
type accommodation in the Kwinana region.
I suggest to the Minister that in the 1990s we as a State Government, and Homeswest, must
examine this policy. I do not know whether the Labor Government has even built a block of
flats in the eight years it has been in office, although I know it has purchased some in and
near the City of Perth. If we have built any flats, certainly we have not done so to the extent
that they were being built in the 1960s and 1970s, when they were seen as the cheapest form
of providing State housing. In the 1990s we must recognise the major social problems
attached to those types of dwellings because of the types of people we place in them. It is
time to initiate a policy that families not be placed in that kind of accommodation in the first
place. I know it is asking a lot of the Minister and the Government, but I suggest that we
move quickly to get rid of these flats altogether, by either selling them on the private market
or strata tidling them and selling them individually. I am open to options in that regard, but I
believe that in the main we should move away from the policy of putting young families with
very few resources, certainly no money and no income to carry them from one week to the
next, into that kind of accommodation which attracts all those undesirable elements to that
environment. I hope that by the end of the 1990s the Government would be able to ensure
that families were placed in appropriate Homeswest accommodation. Urgent action is
needed to achieve this. A community such as Kwinana should not be expected to continue to
accept the sorts of social problems that it is currently experiencing.
I wish now to refer to the social problems and needs of Aboriginal families.
The SPEAKER: Perhaps the member could ask the Minister for Housing to indicate if he
has a point of view on that matter.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Thank you for your assistance, Mr Speaker. I will ask the Minister
to do that. We are seeing a large migration of Aboriginal families from country areas to the
metropolitan area. At the lower end of the scale, we tend to put Aboriginal families into flats
and I do not think that is an appropriate type of accommodation for them.
MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Housing) [2.10 pm]: I thank the member for Peel
for raising this important issue. It is appropriate that this Parliament debate this matter
because it is one of the most significant causes of a number of social problems with which
we are confronted today. A number of mistakes were made by the State Housing
Commission, the predecessor of 1-omeswest, none of which was more stark than that made in
the late 1960s and 1970s when the SHC constructed a significant number of medium density
units - whether called fiats, apartments, bedsitters, or town houses. It was a mistake to
proceed with that construction. It is a mistake now admitted by Homeswest and we will face
up to the challenge of correcting that mistake.
A fortnight ago the member for Peel was kind enough to take mne to Kwinana to see the flats
and to speak with a number of residents and I was able to gain first-hand appreciation of the
difficulties. We spoke to both Homeswest staff and to the residents of the flats. The first
problem is the very extensive waiting list for Homeswest rental accommodation, amounting
to something like 17 500 Western Australians. The medium density units are areas of low
demand so currently we have a high vacancy rate. We have also a high turnover rate and a
high maintenance bill. We have also experienced an increase in antisocial behaviour in
connection with those units.
Again, it was a midstake to construct those units. However, we are setting about addressing
the problem. Not all blocks of flats which constitute Homeswest accommodation have
worked out that way. The Graham Flats in Hay Street, West Perth, is a perfect example of a
block of flats in an inner city setting which is working extremely well. As indicated by the
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member for Peel, those units work so well because of the mix of people in residence.
Accommodation at that block of flats is equivalent to aged persons' units; the people who
have been placed a-e aged and they have a lot in common, and the social atmosphere is
convivial.
Mr Lewis: It is called compatibility.
Mr McGINTY: That is right. The problem is that when some people are placed in a
homogeneous group in a block of flats - whether young people, single parents, Aboriginals,
and groups others than the aged - in confined living quarters, that gives rise to significant
antisocial behaviour and problems.
The sorts of problems at the Kwinana and Medina flats include their location. Another
problem is the site attributes, often with one flat looking into another and often with a very
harsh and prohibiting exterior. More often than not the flats are poorly designed. The major
problem is the heterogeneous customers being housed together. It is a problem of great
concern and one that I believe we must turn our minds to in an attempt to find some solution.
As a result of the visit to Kwinana, instigated by the member for Peel, I have undertaken
discussions with Homneswesr about ways to overcome the situation. I would much prefer to
spend what money we have available in Homneswest on the construction of new units, but we
need a diversion of funds to rectify past mistakes, in particular the flats erected some
25 years ago.
The policy options under consideration are, first, to look at the flats as simply short term
accommodation for people in crisis; in other words, to put them into the flats not as a long
term proposition but as a place where they can be assessed for more permanent placement in
more suitable housing elsewhere. Experience has shown that for a significant number of
Aboriginal tenants the problem is the same: Rats are not conducive to good living. We
should not leave these people in that accommodation for the long term unless we can
organise a social mix such as at the Graham Flats.
The second option for consideration flows from what I have already indicated; that is, to
change the general allocation policies to house different client groups. For instance, to
simply not allow families with children to be housed in Homeswest flats. That idea runs into
problems with the Residential Tenancies Act and it may be necessary, if indeed it is possible,
to seek an exemption from the operations of the Act or to amend it because, notwithstanding
the good intentions of the Act, it simply does not work when applied to Homeswest. We find
that to place families with children in large blocks of flats is destructive to the long term
interests of the people. Therefore, we need either to seek exemption or to review the Act.
The third option is to counsel what I broadly describe as unsuitable applicants to apply for
alternative accommodation. Again, we could run into difficulty, this time with the Equal
Opportunity Act. To deny access to accommodation to classes of people would run foul of
that Act. We need to look at practical consideration of the interests of l-omeswest tenants
and the principal provisions of its Act if we are to embark on a program which will be
successful and in the interests of the tenant.
The fourth option under consideration is to increase the human resources available through
Homeswest, to provide increased security at flats because of the growing problem of
lawlessness at Homeswest flat sites, to provide people who will facilitate improved tenant
involvement in the management of Homneswest flats, and to expand the current program to
provide assistance to dysfunctional families. We have also given consideration to reducing
the number of units allocated to each accommodation manager, to provide Homeswest
officers on site at major complexes, and to introduce State managers, to allow for Aboriginal
tenants to increase housing development officers' allocations, and to provide Officers to
facilitate tenant management groups in Homeswest complexes. Each of those really fits into
the area of an increase in human resources to help overcome the problems to which the
member for Peel ably alluded. The fifth option in grappling with the problem caused by the
mistake is to upgrade this block of flats to soften the institutional appearance, and to improve
the security and amenities of the flats - this would apply mainly to the ground floor residents.
In that way the flats would be more amenable to the tenants. It has been established that no
correlation necessarily exists between density and tenant satisfaction; this has much more to
do with the social mix, to which the member for Peel referred.
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The sixth option is to consider private lease arrangements. This was trialled with the block
of flats in Kwinana which were deemed to be unsuitable for Homeswest tenants and were
leased out on the private market. The seventh option is to sell the complexes and land on the
private market, which would resurrect the idea of the strata titling and sale to tenants. The
eighth option is to redevelop the estates with modem housing acutely designed to meet the
needs of the tenants. If that and all other options fail, the ninth option involves the
demolition of these flats. That may seem to be an extreme option, but frankly the
Government cannot ignore the social cost incurred with the blocks of flats at Kwinana,
Lockridge and other such areas. I will endeavour to bring back to the Parliamnent in the not
too distant future the decision made from the nine options I have outlined today, or any other
options which may arise in the meantime.
The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS - ORDER OF BUSINESS
Private Members' Day - Notice of Motion Nos 22, 6, Order of the Day No 45

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [2.22 pm]: I move -

That Notices of Motions Nos 22 and 6 and Order of the Day No 45 be now taken.
It is my practice to move the order of business on private members' day in accordance with
requests made by the Leader of the Opposition. I understand that the Opposition parties
gather to decide what is important to them in the course of the day. I notice that notice of
motion No 22 is the appropriate matter to be dealt with frst. I also notice that an additional
notice of motion calls for a Minister to stand down from the Cabinet; however, the
Opposition has not brought on that motion today. It is my understanding of the precedents
and practice of the House that a motion which calls upon a Minister to stand down from the
Cabinet is such an important matter that it would normally be dealt with on the first available
opportunity. I express considerable surprise that the Opposition did not request to bring on
this motion among the three items to be dealt with today. Censure of a Minister of this kind
normally asks that the person stands down from the Cabinet.
Despite my considerable surprise, I move the order of business as requested by the
Opposition; however, it seems that the Opposition treats a censure motion of a Minister in a
very frivolous manner. The Opposition seems prepared to give notice of a motion asking a
Minister of the Crown to stand down, yet it is not prepared to bring it on for debate. This
shows a lack of seriousness. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to counsel himself and his
colleagues about these matters. Standards in this House dictate that if members want to
attempt to censure a Minister, it should be done at the first available opportunity. The Leader
of the Opposition asked me not to deal with this motion, so we will not deal with it today.
However, if the Leader of the Opposition had any integrity he would seek to substitute the
second censure motion as the second item to be dealt with today - I now give him the
opportunity to do so.
Mr Macinnon: You have the order of business.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition does not want to do that. The Opposition gives
notice of a motion to censure Minister Hill, yet it believes it should not be debated! If that is
the view of the Opposition, the House should note that point: If ever we debate this motion,
the House should be aware how seriously the motion was treated by the Opposition.
Question put and passed.

MOTION - ATTORNEY GENERAL
Resignation

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [2.29 pm]: I move -

That this House calls upon the Premier to stand the Attorney General down from the
Ministry or give good reason why she will not do so, as recognition of his failures in
his duty as a Minister by -

(a) deliberately failing to inform himself of the contents of a legal opinion which
had a direct bearing on the responsibilities of the State in the then proposed
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purchase of 19.9 per cent of the shares in the Bell Group, which he himself
had introduced to Cabinet and, together with the simultaneous purchase of
Bell Group convertible bonds, resulted in a loss to the State in the order of
$300 million;

(b) advising two ocher Ministers who had expressed the desire to view the opinion
that they should not do so, even though this opinion had a direct bearing on
the matters being examined by Cabinet;

(c) continuing to refuse to view the opinion over a month later, even though the
National Companies and Securities Commission was conducting an inquiry
into the conduct of the State in the matters to which the opinion was addressed
and was on the verge of finding that the State had engaged in "unacceptable
conduct"; and

(d) failing to use the resources available to him as Attorney General to obtain
further legal opinion as to the position of the State, either before or after the
purchase of the shares;

and furthermore requires the Premier to cable, within six sitting days of the House, all
written legal opinion obtained by Government or the SGIC pertinent to the purchase
by the SGTC of 19.9 per cent of the shares of Bell Group and the subsequent
investigation by the NCSC, whether such opinion was obtained prior to the share
purchase and NCSC investigation or subsequent to them.

Contrary to what the Leader of the House has said, the Opposition views this matter as very
serious and important.
Mr Pearce: Just not serious enough to debate it today.
Mr LEWIS: It is a very serious matter.
Mr Pearce: Bring it on for debate then; the Minister is here.
Mr LEWIS: This is not a political stunt. This motion is designed to remind the Premier to
honour her undertaking to the State when she assumed the Premiership. I now quote from
the Premier's letter, which reads -

It is an honour and privilege for me to be Premier of Western Australia.
As Premier, it is now my responsibility to set new standards, new priorities and a new
direction for Government.
My first priority is to make sure that trust, openness -

The Premier should listen to her own words.
Dr Lawrence: I am amazed that you are so impressed by the words that you read them out
about every two weeks.
Mr LEWIS: The Premier's letter continues -

My first priority is to make sure that trust, openness and confidence in Government is
restored.

Dr Lawrence: It still is.
Mr LEWIS: It still is?
Mr Pearce: That is why we have a Royal Commission, my friend.
Mr LEWIS: That is the very reason that this motion has been moved in this House today. It
is designed to remind the Premier and the Government that we operate under the
Westminster system, with its inherent conventions arid traditions.
Mrs Beggs; Why did you not stand down after you lied to the Parliament about your car?
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, I ask that -
Mrs Beggs: I withdraw, Mr Speaker.
Mr Blailde: This is a pretty serious afternoon, it is not "Comedy Playhouse'.
Mr Pearce: Then why are you running Charlie Chaplin?
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The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: Is the Leader of the House finished?
Mr Pearce: Have you? The member for Applecross would do us all a favour if he had
finished.
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the House should listen to what I am going to say rather than
acting like the congenial idiot char he is.
Mr Pearce: "Congenial" means friendly, I will cop. that.
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the House is a friendly idiot, that is the nonsense of it.
Mr Clarko: He meant to say congenital.
The SPEAKER: Order! I know what he meant.
Ms LEWIS: This motion will remind the House, the Government and the public of Western
Australia that we operate under the Westminster traditions and conventions.
Mr Pearce: Indeed we do and one of those is that you do not move a motion -

Mr Macinnon interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am beginning to wonder what members had for lunch. I think
perhaps it must be different from what I had. I can accept that members interject from time
to time, but when I call for order that should achieve a result fairly quickly.
Mr LEWIS: We need to return to those conventions and traditions. Itris very much about
probity, propriety, and competence and about dealing with gross negligence. It is about a
dreadful set of circumstances that occurred from 23 April 1988 through Anzac day to a
Cabinet meeting on 26 April 1988 when the Bell share deal was hatched. It is interesting to
note that I I Cabinet Ministers - the Premier, the Leader of the House, the Minister for
Mines, the Minister for Transport, the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations and the
Deputy Premier - attended that Cabinet meeting and are still serving as Ministers of the
Crown today.
Mr Gordon Hill: How do you know?
Mr LEWIS: They had the opportunity to attend that meeting and they have refused in this
Parliament, on questioning, to have the guts to tell us whether they were even present.
Mr MacKinnon: Mr Gordon Hill will not tell us; he does not have any credibility.
Mr Pearce: The Leader of the Opposition is not even prepared to bring that matter on for
debate.
The SPEAKER: Order! While I do not think we could call what was happening grave
disorder, on the next occasion it happens I will consider it a grave disorder and I will leave
the Chair until I feel like returning. That will mean that members will have to stay here until
I decide to return. If members want that to happen they should keep going the way they are.
I am nor saying, "Don't interject", but when I call order, members must accede to my request
immediately, and that includes members on both sides.
Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. This motion is about malfeasance by the Government
and gross dereliction or neglect of duty, principally by the Attorney General of this Strate who
holds the highest legal office in this State.
Mr Pearce: He is a very competent officer too and very honest. There has never been a more
honest Attorney General.
Mr LEWIS: This motion is also about the loss of an asset of approximately $300 million
from the State Government Insurance Commission.
Mr MacKinnon: Does the Leader of the House think Brian Burke was honest?
Mr Pearce: I said that Mr Berinson was the most honest Attorney General this State had ever
seen. I have no doubt about the honesty of the former Premier, either.
Mr Macinnon: Which one?
Mr Pearce: Any of them. I caught out one Liberal Premier lying to the Parliament - one of
the Opposition's former Premiers.
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Mr Clarko: In your opinion.
The SPEAKER: The member for Applecross should interject and get his speech going
again.
Mr LEWIS: The Government members do not want to sit in silence and listen to what the
Opposition believes are the reasons why the Premier should take action and give reasons to
this Parliament why the Attorney General should not stand aside. The constant interjections
are obviously aimed at upsetting my line of thought and the debate, but I will persevere and
what I have to say will be said. I would like to think I will be heard.

The motion is about the loss of a capital asset to the value of about $300 million on a deal
that was not done for the benefit of the SGIC or the State, but principally to prop up and
infuse money into a merchant trading house - not a bank but a doer of deals. The secret deal
to purchase Bell Group shares and convertible notes was done principally to infuse
$100 million into Rothwells. That is the seriousness of this matter. Can any member
opposite imagine how much money $300 million is? People opposite sat at a Cabinet
meeting and nodded their heads and agreed with the deal. Those people are accountable.
Members opposite have not heard of the Westminster tradition. The Opposition has not
called willy nilly for the resignation of the Attorney General. We have thought seriously and
considered our actions in bringing to this House the reasons the Attorney General should
stand aside. If the Attorney General had any honour he would stand aside, If he will not it is
up to the Premier to stand here today and tell us why he should not be stood down. From the
Attorney General's own reflections before the Royal Commission, he has apologised
profusely and has all but admitted his incompetence and neglect of duty.
Mr Pearce: He did not.
Mr LEWIS: I will walk the Leader of the House through the evidence.
Mir Pearce: For the member for Applecross to attack the integrity of the Attorney General is
like a pygmy attacking a giant - small of stature, small of mind.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: Other people have been called upon to resign by the Opposition. Those calls
were not made frivolously; they were made with reason and aforethought and the same
factors were behind the motion calling for Dowding, Parker and Grill to stand aside. They
were all forced to stand aside because of the weight of argument. That same weight of
argument is here today for the Attorney General to be called to stand aside.
The Opposition does not make this call lightly. We know the seriousness of the situation and
it is only right and proper that the Premier should stand down the Attorney General on the
basis that he will not stand down of his own volition. The Premier may say in defence that
the Royal Commission is looking after this matter. She may say that she is waiting for the
Royal Commissioners to make their findings before taking the appropriate action. However,
the Westminster conventions accepted by other State and Labor Governments in this country
have been applied in cases where a Minister has been under a cloud, has had allegations
made against him or has faced an inquiry at a court.
Dr Lawrence: Which court?
Mr LEWIS: The Premier is not listening. The conventions have been properly tested when
other Ministers of Labor Governments in this country have been subject to similar
allegations. I remind the Premnier of Premier Neville Wran who stood aside until allegations
made against him had been cleared; of Minister Lane in Queensland who stood aside and
was subsequently convicted; and, of Minister Mier who only three weeks ago, over what I
consider to be a petty situation, called a person a name and was forced to resign. However,
the Attorney General was allowed to present a proposition to the Government and cause the
loss of $300 million. Is that not incompetence? It is nefarious that the Attorney General will
not stand aside while that incompetence is tested.
Mr Maclcinnon: Even though he admitted himself that he was derelict in his duties.
Dr Lawrence: He did not.
Mr LEWIS: He admitted it. I challenge the Premier to give solid reasons, in the light of the
Westminster conventions, that the Attorney should not be stood aside. It is the Premier's
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problem. Does she not have the initiative or the power within Cabinet to make such a
decision? Even the Premier's own brother has more credibility than she has.
Dr Gallop: Look at the opinion polls. When it comes to credibility Premier Lawrence is top
notch.
NIT LEWIS: The Premier should stand down the Attorney at least until he has been tested
and exonerated by the Royal Commission. I remind the Premier that the Opposition has been
correct on every occasion on this matter. The Opposition has brought every single WA Inc
matter to the Parliament. A re-enactment of everything that has happened in this place over
the past three years is now occurring in the Royal Commission. The Premier and the public
of Western Australia will see that incredible things have happened. Perhaps that is why the
public could not accept previously what the Opposition had been saying because those events
seemed beyond belief. They were incredible. However, everything the Opposition has said
is true and everything it predicted would happen has happened. Once again the Opposition
will be proved to be right. The Opposition calls on the Government to stand the Attorney
General aside and when he is stood aside the Government will be seen as tardy in its actions
because once again it will have followed the lead of the Opposition.
The Premier has also defended this matter on the basis chat there is nothing new about it. I
heard her on radio yesterday saying that there was nothing new and asking why she should
cake any action. Is the plea that there is nothing new any defence to impropriety,
incompetence or malfeasance? The cry that there is nothing new hurts me and I am sure it
annoys the public of Western Australia when the media pick up that cry. What must happen
in this State before something is done? Where is the sense of propriety in this Government?
What happened to the undentaking given by the Premier to this Parliament and to the people
of Western Australia that new standards would prevail? To come out with the same line that
we have heard it before is no defence. What was wrong five years ago, six years ago or even
six minutes ago is still wrong now. The Federal Labor Government has even gone to the
extreme of dragging to the courts an immigrant to try him for war crimes he was alleged to
have committed 50 years ago. Therefore, the Premier's saying that what the Opposition is
calling for is based on old news is irrelevant. The fact is that if it is wrong, it is wrong and
should be dealt with in the appropriate way.
There have 0~een the precedents of the Wran case, the Lane case, the Fordham case - he was a
former Victorian Treasurer - the Mier case, the Chris Sumner case in South Australia and so
on. Those people had allegations made against them or had been charged by the courts and
while the cloud of uncertainty was hanging over them they all did the proper thing and
resigned or stood aside. However, that will not happen in Western Australia because the
convention of this Government is to tough it out. It does not matter how bad something is, if
$300 million has been lost and if a person has acted in secret. The Government simply
toughs it out if that person has done things that are grossly inappropriate, although not
illegal. The Government has no sense of decency or propriety. The tactic of the Government
is to ridicule the Opposition which properly brings these matters to this Parliament. I am
sure that when this Government is eventually thrown out of office the true Westminster
traditions and propriety will return to this Parliament. If the Attorney General had any
semblance of propriety he would do the honourable thing and resign. He would not need to
put the Premier under any pressure. We would not hear the cry that we have heard it all
before because there is a difference. Often people hear but they do not listen and that is what
has been wrong with this Government - collectively they have heard and they have not
listened.
I want the Government, the Premier and the members of the 1988 Cabinet who sit in this
House to listen to the reasons that the Attorney General should stand down from his position,
even though they may have heard them before. The first reason the Attorney should stand
down is by virtue of the fact that there is a Royal Commission inquiring into the business
dealings of the Government. If the Attorney General had been carrying out his duties I
suggest that there would not have been the need for a Royal Commission. Why is this
Government spending tens of millions of dollars inquiring into the nefarious dealings of this
Government?
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The dealings were nefarious; collusion was involved.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: The Premier finally admitted that the allegations were so grave that there should
be a Royal Commission into the business dealings of this Government. It is a Royal
Commission into this Government.
Mr Pearce: No, it is not.
Mr Taylor: Look at the terms of reference.
Mr LEWIS: The person who was Attorney General in 1983 is still the Attorney today. If he
had been doing his job properly there would not need to be a Royal Commission and on that
fact alone he should stand aside because he has not done his job properly.
Mr Pearce: Did you write this yourself)
Mr LEWIS: No, did the Leader of the House not know that Bevan Lawrence wrote it for
me? I rang him and asked him to write it for me. The Premier made a stupid comment
yesterday.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: In total, there are seven reasons that the Attorney General should stand aside.
The second reason is that the Attorney General when giving evidence at the Royal
Commission said that he had introduced to Cabinet on 26 April 1988 the deal involving the
BeUl Group share take out and the convertible bonds deal. He admitted that he presented the
deal to the Cabinet and that deal eventually caused a loss to this State of $317 million. The
interest on that capital asset which has been forgone is about $30 miffion and that is the
reason for the increase in the third party insurance premium of 30 per cent this financial year.
Last year the increase was 12 per cent, but this year the motorists in this State will be faced
with an increase in their third party insurance premium of $45.60. The Attorney was the
person who introduced the deal to Cabinet. Was it a good deal?
Mr C.J. Barnett: The Minister for Transport laughs. That is an indication of her sense of
responsibility.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister for Transport should know because she was a member of that
Cabinet.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The Attorney General knew very well that the deal was not done for the benefit
of the State Government Insurance Commission or the State; it was done to keep propping up
a private company which was insolvent. He knew that it had chronic liquidity problems and
the shame of it all is that the Cabinet of the day knew and that has come out in evidence to
the Royal Commission.
Mr Pearce: It has not. That is untrue. We are happy to wait for the results of the Royal
Commission on this.
Mr LEWIS: The evidence has come out in Mr Berinson's own words; that is, that the
Cabinet of the day knew of the severe liquidity problems of Rothwells Ltd.
Mr MacKinnon: And covered it up deliberately.
Several members interjeced.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: I am obviously getting members opposite uptight - the Leader of the House has
his arms crossed. The Attorney General presented the deal to Cabinet and it turned out to be
an absolute lemon. It was hatched out of the need to prop up, not the State Government
Insurance Commission, but a private company that was going broke at a million miles an
hour and the Attorney knew it. The deal which was questionable was contrived on the basis
that the SCIC would pay $2.50 per Bell Group share - a total of $160 million - while the
market price around Australia for the same share was $1.80. The Attorney recommended to
Cabinet that it enter into the $300 million deal on that basis. The Government paid
$160 million and gave Mr Holmes a Court a bonus of 70o a share or $45 million in total.
That was one part of the deal. The second part, which was consequential to it, was that
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150 million convertible $1 notes were underwritten by the SOIC on the irnprimatur of the
Cabinet and that deal totalled $139 million. The same notes were selling on the European
marker at 63e each, but this Government paid 93g. Again, there was a premium of 300 a
share - a 47.5 per cent premium - which totalled $45 million. In that two part deal a
premium of $90 million was paid to Holmes a Court on the 19.9 per cent rake our of Bell and
the underwriting of notes. The Attorney recommended that deal to Cabinet and every single
dollar of that deal, and more, has subsequently been lost.
The third reason for the Attorney General standing aside is that he invited Mr Kevin Edwards
to address the Cabinet. In his evidence to the Royal Commission Mr Berinson said that he
was not sure in what capacity Mr Edwards attended. At the time he was Chief Executive
Officer, Department of Premier and Cabinet and also Deputy Chairman, State Government
Insurance Commission as the Chairman, Mr Wyvern Rees, was overseas. In his evidence to
the Royal Commission Mr Berinson said, "I am not sure what hat he had on. I do not know
whether he was acting for the Government, the SCIC, or both." However, he was invited to
address Cabinet about the legal situation that would pertain if 19.9 per cent of Bell Group's
shares were purchased by the Government and Bond Group so that they would not be in
breach of the Companies Code or transgress the country's takeover code. I understand that at
that Cabinet meeting Mr Berinson queried whether Mr Edwards had a legal opinion on the
matter. This came out in evidence at the Royal Commission. Mr Edwards said his legal
opinion was that nothing illegal was occurring. Mr Berinson did nor bother to look at that
opinion.
Mrii MacKin non: Who is the principal law officer in this State, Mr Edwards or Mr Berinson?
Mr LEWIS: Mr Berinson was the principal law officer of this State, yet he did not bother to
look at that legal opinion and did not consider whether the deal contravened the corporate
laws of this country. He also did not inquire whether what was happening was improper. It
may have been legal, but he did not bother to find out whether it was improper. The bottom
line was that the deal was being done on the basis of a $50 million infusion into the SGIC
and a $50 million infusion into the Government Employees Superannuation Board.
Evidence shows that those mattens were discussed and that Mr Edwards briefed the Cabinet
on the precarious financial position of Rothwells at the time, saying that it had chronic
financial problems and the deal needed to be done to repatriate - if that is the right word - the
$50 million lent by GESB to Rothwells and the $50 million lent by the SGTC. That is the
reason the deal was done. The Minister for Health knows that is the case because he was at
that Cabinet meeting and heard what was said. Where is his conscience? That is the third
reason why the Attorney General should stand aside; he took no countenance of how legal or
improper the deal was, or why the deal was done. He did nor even bother to look at the legal
opinion prepared by Mr Edwards.
The fourth reason why the Attorney General should stand down is that he was the responsible
officer in this State for the National Companies and Securities Commission. He was this
State's representative on the Ministerial Council which oversees the corporate laws of this
country. The most diabolical thing of all is that the Attorney General, the principal law
officer of this Stare, met secretly on the Monday afternoon of the Anzac Day public holiday,
25 April 1988, with Mr Kevin Edwards, Acting Chairman of the SGIC and Mr Peter
Mitchell, Executive Director of Bond Corporation, Mr Bond's right hand man in those sorts
of deals. The Attorney General was supposed to be overseeing the corporate laws of this
country at that time, yet he sat and colluded with these people - and there is no other word for
it.

In his evidence to the Royal Commission Mr Berm son said that they talked about the price
that should be paid for the Bell Group shares. Was that an appropriate action for the
Attorney General of this State to cake - to get in bed with other parties to take our
19.9 per cent of Mr Holmes a Court's interest in Bell Group knowing that if they took out
20 per cent they would breach the Companies Code and be caught by the takeover
requirement requiring them to offer minority shareholders the same price per share, which
meant offering $2.50 a share, at the same time those same shares were on the market for
$1.80? That is the fourth reason why the Attorney General should stand down; he wilfully
colluded with a third parry to do this infamous deal contrary to the corporate laws of this
country while he was a member of the Ministerial Council overseeing the propriety of
corporate law in this country.
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Mr Taylor: Are you suggesting that that Ministerial Council did not do the right thing?
Mr LEWIS: The Ministerial Council did the right thing after the fact because it saw that
what had happened was wrong and improper and against the corporate laws of this country.
It therefore instituted a private inquiry into the deal.
Mr Taylor: The Attorney General was a member when the council agreed to do that.
Mr LEWIS: How embarrassed Mr Berinson must have been when as a member of that
council he had to sit with other Ministers and listen to them say, "You people have done the
wrong thing and we are gong to inquire into what you did."
Dr Lawrence: The trouble with you lot is that you cannot tell the difference.
Mr LEWIS: We know the difference between propriety and impropriety.
I turn now to the new evidence we have not heard before. The Government discounts the old
evidence saying, "It does not matter how serious it is. We have heard it before. It does not
matter that it was wrong." Therefore, let us hear the new evidence from the Royal
Commission; that is, that the Attorney General, the chief law officer of this State, while
negotiating the Bell Group share purchase did not bother to look at a legal opinion on the
propriety of the transaction. The Attorney General admitted freely at the Royal Commission
that he did not look at that opinion. I will quote part of the evidence from the Royal
Commission, which is in question and answer form, the answers coming from Mr Berinsan -

TEMPLEMAN MR:
Did he say who the opinion had been obtained from? --- No.
Did you inquire about the opinion? --- Not then.
Did you inquire subsequently? --- Not really but I came to see it on a later occasion
briefly. I think perhaps I should elaborate if you do not mind.
By all means do?---On the fact that there was a response to his statement about the
existence of a legal opinion along the lines which I have always regretted ...

Mr Berinson, in his own words, has said that he regretted he never looked at that opinion. He
is the Attorney General of this State, yet he did not bother to look, and he has subsequently
admitted that that was the case. He regretted it, and he has apologised for not having done
so. That is the fifth reason, and it is a very substantial reason because it is tantamount to
negligence or incompetence.
Sixthly, as the Attorney General, in that presentation to the Cabinet which the Premier, the
Deputy Premier and the Minister for Transport attended, a couple of members of Cabinet, the
more honourable ones, asked, "rThere is a recent opinion; you have not looked at it. Do you
not think we should put it aside and perhaps recommit this matter so that we can consider the
opinion?" Guess what the Attorney General said? Hie said, "You don't need to; don't worry
about it." The member for Eyre, Mr Grill, who was then a Minister in the Cabinet, and
former Minister Hodge, knew what they should do. They said, "Perhaps we should
reconsider it on the basis of the legal opinion, or take time out to make our considerations on
the basis of the knowledge of the legal opinion." Mr Berinson's advice to his colleagues
was, "You don't need to,"
To emphasise that, let us examine Mr Berinson's own evidence. The question was

..one or two ministers may have asked if they could see the opinion or should see
the opinion - is that right - to your recollection?

Mr Berinson replied -

I think they asked whether it wouldn't be a good idea to have that opinion made
available for further consideration.

Mr Singleton said -

And I think the Premier indicated that perhaps they shouldn't because it was an SCIC
matter not a government matter?

Mr Berinson said -
I wish he had but it was actually me.
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Mr Berinson said he wished it had been the Premnier who advised them not to look at the
legal opinion but it was actually him. The Attorney General told his Ministers, "It is not
necessary to look at the legal opinion; don't worry about it, it does not matter," That is the
sixth very compelling reason why the Attorney General should stand aside. Perhaps it is
tantamount to a breach of duty. I would like to quote what the commissioner, Mr Brinsden,
stated. This is a direct quote from the evidence -

BRINSDEN C:
So I take it that, so far as the legal opinion is concerned then, there was simply no
discussion as to what it was about and why it was obtained?

Mr Berinson said -

No. Well, I think that the assumption was that this question of possible difficulties
with the takeover code having been raised - - that that is where it would have been
directed but I don't think that it was restricted to that.

A bit of gobbledegook; obviously he had difficulty answering. He continued -

I think that it was put in more general terms and answered in more general terms.
The crux was that Brinsden asked, "Why did you get the opinion? Don't you think it was
appropriate to have looked at it?" Berinson said, "No."
The seventh reason why the Attorney General should stand himself aside is that when a
hearing was instituted by the National Companies and Securities Commnission into this deal,
the NCSC was on the verge of making a declaration that the State Government's
involvement was unacceptable conduct. Even at that time the Attorney General had still not
looked at the opinion, and he gave evidence to the Royal Commission that he had still not
looked at the legal opinion. He is the Attorney General of the State. The NCSC is inquiring
into the dealings of the State with a private company and the takeover code, yet the Attorney
General, Mr Berinson, who happens to sit on the Ministerial Council, had sent Eric Heenan
QC to defend the Government. Despite that, Mr Berinson told the Royal Commission that he
still had not looked at the legal opinion. If that is not gross incompetence I do not know what
is. By his own words that is what he told the Royal Commnission. I suggest that those are
seven very good reasons why the Attorney General should stand aside.
Perhaps I should remind the Premier that this deal cost the State $300 million. It is costing
the State ongoing losses of $30 million a year on the forgone interest. It will cost each
motorist in this State an extra $45.60 this year as a result of a 30 per cent increase in third
party insurance. For that reason alone the Attorney General should stand aside..-
I should re-emphasise the reasons why the Attorney General should stand himself down. He
presented the deal, and he was aware of it. Even this Cabinet should consider its own
position and its own conscience. These Ministers sat there and they were party to it. They
had a collective responsibility. The Premier wa's there; she is not clean either. She might
pretend to the public of Western Australia that she is clean, and that she and her Government
had nothing to do with it, but let me put it on the record that she was there and she was in the
thick of it. She knew what was going on.
What did the Cabinet of the day know about it? They knew secret deals were being made.
They knew hundreds of millions of dollars were being infused into Rothwells. They knew
that Rothwells was in a chronic financial position. They also knew that the SGIC, on the
approbation of the Cabinet, acted in concert and covertly colluded with Bond Corporation to
put in place a deal in direct breach of the Companies Code of this country. This Cabinet was
party to other decisions to infuse money into Rothwells from all those other agencies. They
did not heed the legal advice; they did not speak out. That is the most damning thing of all;
they did not speak out. Probably only one member of the Government had the honesty and
integrity to do the right thing, and that was the member for Perth, whose conscience would
not allow him to be a part of this Government any more. The Premier has a collective
responsibility for what has happened. She cannot hide behind it any more because the truth
has come out in the evidence and she must recognise that this has been evidenced by the
Attorney General from his own lips. He has convicted himself and he has convicted the
Government. The Premier should heed her own words. She wants to set new standards, to
bring in new priorities, trust and responsibility. If the Premier were responsible she would
take the appropriate action.
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The Attorney General presented the Bell deal to Cabinet but on his own admission he did not
look at the legal opinion. We would not have a Royal Commission had the Attorney done
his job properly. The Attorney was a member of the Ministerial Council and he knew that
what was done was improper. Even though an inquiry was under way he still did not look at
the legal opinion. He advised his fellow members of Cabinet not to bother with the legal
opinion; he said that it would be okay - that is, $300 million later. The most damning feature
of all this is that the Attorney General failed dismally and breached his duties by taking that
opinion and advising his colleagues that they should not be bothered with that pan of the
deal. I call on the Premier to stand by her statement on ethics and what should properly be
seen to be done. She should take note of the evidence given by the Attorney General to the
Royal Commission; she should take note of the facts as presented. They are not allegations;
they are facts. The Premier should take a proper course of action; in line with the true
standards of the Westminster system she should stand down the Attorney General if he does
not possess the honour to resign or stand aside pending the report of the Royal Commission.
MR HOUSE (Stirlig) [3.22 pm)l: I formally second the motion. It is not for us in this
Parliament to do the job of the Royal Commission which was properly constituted and set up
under the terms of reference of this Parliament. We are not here to sit in judgment on the
deliberations of the Royal Commission. We are here as the elected representatives of the
people of Western Australia to make judgments about the Westminster system of
Government, about the Cabinet responsibilities of Government, and about how members of
Parliament should behave in the light of the proper jurisdiction and responsibility given to
them as members of Cabinet.
We should all recognise that the motion is not a call based on an allegation by a member of
Parliament; it is not based on an allegation by someone outside Parliament. It is based solely
on the Attorney General's admission to the Royal Commission constituted properly by the
Parliament. Under oath, the Attorney General admitted that he had made a serious mistake.
He has told the people of Western Australia, through the Royal Commission, that he made an
error. In this case, it is an error of judgment that has cost the State millions of dollars. It is
an error of judgment that would cause any Minister trouble in attempting to substantiate his
continuing in office after he had realised his mistake. We would all agree that at the time the
Attorney may not have realised his midstake, but he has now admitted it. Not only has the
Attorney General admitted his mistake but also he admits negligence in his responsibility to
read a legal opinion relating to an issue he took to Cabinet. For someone who is not only a
lawyer, not only the Attorney General, but also a solicitor and a Queen's Counsel, that
constitutes negligence beyond belief. This is not a personal attack by Opposition members
on a member of Cabinet; it is a fact that no-one can deny. No lawyer with the ability of a
Queen's Counsel should make that sort of mistake without paying the full price. The motion
is about honour and accountability; honour to the parliamentary system, accountability to the
people whom we represent in this place. It is accountability not only to other members of
Parliament and members who have served in the past and the honour that those positions
hold but also that we bear as elected members of Parliament - and in the case of the Attorney
General, as an elected representative of the Cabinet and the Government.
It is particularly unfortunate that in some Westminster systems of Government it has become
the norm to tough out any situation, to hope the heat will go from the belly, that people will
become sick of any argument being rerun, and finally that the problem will go away. That is
probably one of the saddest things that has happened in our system of government because
above all else we must maintain an honourable standard and accountability. No amount of
toughing it out on the part of the Attorney General will overcome the serious mistake he
made. No-one could rightfully or honourably stay in the position - as the Attorney General
has chosen to do - after acknowledging such a mistake, and still uphold all the things that we
believe we stand for in this Parliament. Members of Parliament are held in low enough
regard by the public as it is. We all have the responsibility to do something about raising that
standard. One positive action that we can take is to admit it when we make mistakes. At
least in this case the Attorney General has had the courage to admit that he made a mistake.
However, he has not had the courage to carry that one step further and stand down from
Cabinet until the Royal Commission makes a decision about the evidence he gave. Indeed, I
am prepared to go one step further The Attorney General should step down from Cabinet
and retire gracefully, having admitted his mistake. In that way he will restore faith in
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himself, in the Cabinet, and in the Government. Perhaps also that would give members of
Parliament the opportunity to point out to the public chat many members of Parliament cry to
do the right and honourable thing.
The motion is very simple; it is very clear, it is based on the Attorney General's own
admission, not on an allegation. Hon J.M. Berinson is a senior member of Cabinet and
because he is a lawyer and a QC, he understood very well what he was doing at the rime, He
did not read a legal opinion before taking a serious matter to Cabinet, and that is inexcusable.
I support the motion because it is right and proper. Under no circumstances can any Minister
rightfully maintain his position in Cabinet, or involve himself in further decisions about the
future of this State, having made such a serious admission regarding his inability to make a
correct decision at such a time. The case has been well outlined to Parliament by the
member for Applecross. He has demonstrated clearly to the Parliament the reasons that this
motion has been brought forward.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.30 pm]: I can understand the Opposition's
disappointment that, with the Royal Commission being under way and the concerns
expressed in this Parliament being addressed in a systematic rather than a bush lawyer
fashion like the member for Applecross has done, it cannot sensibly address those matters in
the Parliament. I understand the frustration. The Opposition spent a number of years with
this matter as its sole thrust. With the exception of the member for Floreat, one must look
only at the quality of the debate to which I have been listening very carefully as Treasurer, to
get a very clear indication that the Opposition is totally rudderless. What does it do? It takes
the first oppontunity it has in its view to put the matter on the agenda of the Parliament. Its
motives for doing that are very transparent.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition has called for the resignation of every man and his dog. It
has called for the resignation of anybody who has walked through the doors of this
Parliament at various times. That is why it is hard to take the matter seriously and why no
members of my party are listening to the debate. We have heard it all before. The
Opposition's argument had the same level of intensity and sense it always has - absolutely
none. If members on this side of the House are asleep they could be forgiven. It is very
important that members opposite do the fair and decent thing. During the member for
Applecross' pious presentation we heard lectures from several members apposite by way of
interjection that we should know what decency is. I hope members opposite will take that
advice to their own hearts.
[ refer to a number of the propositions in the motion: Firstly, in bringing the motion into this
House at all, members opposite brand themselves as cowards. Why did they nor introduce it
in the upper House where the Attorney General is in a position to answer specifically -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! One interjection at a time perhaps.
Dr LAWRENCE: In the upper House the Attorney General is in a position to rebut the
specific allegations. The Opposition is, in fact, avoiding a very fundamental principle of
justice which it claims it wants to underline and uphold; that is, that those people accused - it
is making accusations - have the right to face their accusers. It is a very simple proposition;
one that the Opposition seems incapable of grasping. I know the reason the Opposition does
not want to put that motion before the upper House in another form and why it does not want
to make those allegations to the Attorney General directly. It knows it will get done lie a
dinner. The Opposition has no-one in the upper House who can match his argument or his
wit. Therefore, it is quite prepared to introduce a motion in this House where the person who
is accused has no right of reply.
Quite frankly the Opposition's reasons for wanting me to take action have not been very
convincing either. This motion is like much of what the Opposition has done before,
although this is the most recent example. Ir is a thoroughly unprincipled attempt to influence
the deliberations of the Royal Commission. I am sure the Opposition wants - I know it does -
to preempt -

Mr Lewis: Who wrote your speech? We know B~evan Lawrence didn't.
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Dr LAWRENCE: I would not mind seine of my brother's arguments; they are quite clever.
But when I listened to the member for Applecross I was quite convinced my brother bad
nothing to do with his argument. I sincerely apologise to him for ever having suggested that
may be the case.
To digress a little; it was of some interest to me that during the weekend my brother told me
that this argument would be raised. When I asked him where it would be raised he said that
he would raise it and it would probably be raised in the Parliament. What happened on
Tuesday when Parliament met? Up jumped the puppets. Members opposite have no spine of
their own. A lobby group in the community run by my brother is calling the tune for
members of the Opposition. That is fine if they want to be in that position. I do not mind
that they are in that position;, it shows the community very clearly the depth and breadth of
their thoughts. However, I do think members opposite should be very -

Mr Court: Do you think your brother's arguments are sound?
Dr LAWRENCE: Some of them are. However, I do not think that is the case in this matter.
At least my brother is capable of mounting an argument and I do not give members opposite
the credit I give my brother. I am trying to say to members opposite over the interjections
that this motion is yet another unprincipled attempt to teUl the Royal Commissioners what
their business should be. It is an attempt to quote selectively from some evidence and put it
in a context which is quite wrong and to reach conclusions which are, of course, inimical to
the Attorney General. He would not be giving that evidence if they were not, but it is quite
capable of other interpretation. The Opposition's attempts to pre-empt the commission's
findings is understandable. As I said, it must be frustrated because it has nothing else to talk
about. The Royal Commission is the only matter with which the community identifies
members opposite and the Leader of the Opposition. Although they may give him some
credit for his doggedness and persistence, they do not give him credit for having anything
else on his mind. He seems to have no other policies to put before the Parliament and seems
unable to suggest any way to address the problems the community confronts. I understand
the situation; it is to be expected from the Opposition. It is very important the community
should recognise that the Opposition is quoting selectively from evidence and is trying to
pre-empt the commission's determinations and its report.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will get to that in a minute. I am talking about the broad principle of the
Opposition's argument before this House. I have a bit of rime. I do not have to spill all my
argument in the first 30) seconds, unlike the member for Applecross, who ties his shoelaces in
knots every time he stands up.
Firstly, the Attorney General is given no right of reply; secondly, the motion interferes with
the Royal Commission, there is no doubt about that. Members opposite would do well to
remember that the Attorney General, without being subpoenaed, and as I understand it,
without legal advice, gave evidence for over 13 hours on the matter. He was then subjected
to cross examination by lawyers representing other clients. That is the context in which his
evidence, given over 13 hours, must be viewed. The opportunity was given to many people
to test his evidence and he came through it with flying colours. He gave a very clear
exposition of what happened and, as is characteristic of the man, showed a willingness to
acknowledge that he made mistakes and that with hindsight he wishes he had looked at the
legal advice. It is a decent human being who will acknowledge mistakes of that kind. Often
it is with the virtue of hindsight that many of us, if we are honest and look at OUr lives as
politicians, inisters, members of the Opposition or as members of a family, from time to
time will admit we made mistakes and apologise for that. It is very impontant the Opposition
acknowledges that.
Mr Clarko: The Attorney General is a master of equivocation and always has been.
Dr LAWRENCE: He is exactly the opposite. He plays with a very straight bat and has
always done so. He has certainly earned the respect of the legal fraternity in this State
precisely because he is so straight.
It must also be said that if this motion were successful - it will not be - it is impontant that
members opposite use the same precedent, if they are honest, for members sitting in the
House now, former Ministers of previous Governments and some of their colleagues, and
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former Premiers such as Ray O'Connor and Charles Court. They will be the subject of
allegations before the Royal Commission and will be required to give evidence. I have no
doubt that in many cases the allegations will prove to be unfounded, but others will prove to
be correct. Despite what the member for Applecross said, the Royal Commission is not a
court.
Mr Macinnon: None of those people is still in Government.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite fancy themselves as potential Ministers and they were
Ministers at the time. I ask that members opposite similarly prejudge the issues about which
those people are likely to be questioned and about which they are likely to give evidence. I
hope that if members opposite are being consistent, they will move equally to condemn them
before they have been fully heard.
I want to make a couple of points about the general proposition put by the member for
Applecross. Like at least one television station in this town, he insists on referring to the
Royal Commission as if it were a court; it is not a court, it is a commission of inquiry.
Mr Clarko: You have told us that several times.
Dr LAWRENCE: I need to emphasise it.
Mr Clarko: We are not deaf and we understand,
Dr LAWRENCE: There are other reasons for people not understanding things apart from a
lack of hearing.
Mr Clarko: You are looking overly defensive.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not think so.
Mr Clarko: Your arm being held akimbo shows how defensive you are.
Mrs Beggs: Not only does the member have a certificate for aerial excellence; he is now also
a psychologist.
Mr Clarko: She knows all about body language.
Dr LAWRENCE: I know enough about body language to know that the member for
Marmion would not be an expert.
Dr Gallop: He is the member for Vienna.
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes, Sigmund Freud. He might be an interesting subject for Sigmund
Freud. I am not being defensive. The fact of this debate is that there is no need to be
defensive.
Mr Kierath: It looks it.
Dr LAWRENCE: If the member is interested we can have a discussion about body
language, but I doubt whether this is the time or the place. I understood by the very serious
tone that was adopted by the member for Applecross that this is a matter of grave
importance.
Mr Lewis: It is.
Dr LAWRENCE: All right, I ask the member to take it seriously. I am not joking about it
because I think it is very important that the member be told the reasons that his proposition is
so absurd. I have given two reasons.
Mr Lewis: Say that again. Are you suggesting that the proposition is absurd?
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes, it is.
Mr Lewis: I am glad that is on the record.
Dr LAWRENCE: Does the member think that Hansard selectively omits statements that I
make in this House? I1 doubt it.

The point I was making about the court question is very important because, as I said, a
television station in this town, the member for Applecross and others believe that people who
appear before the Royal Commission are on trial; they are not. They are being asked to give
evidence before a commission that this Government established under terms of reference that
were agreed -
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Mr Lewis: To your great shame.
Dr LAWRENCE: - I know with some embarrassment to the members of the Opposition -
and with resources provided on a scale which the Opposition now seeks to criticise but which
give the commission the opportunity to fully inform itself of all the matters that are referred
to in the terms of reference. This term of reference is likely to run until the end of the year or
close thereto. To have members of the House jumping up and down about five minutes of
evidence in a total of 13 hours of evidence given by the Attorney General and seeking to
force my hand - they should believe that they will never be in a position to farce my hand on
the Attorney General - is a joke. The Attorney General is not on trial, the Government is not
on trial, the Opposition is not on trial and the business people appearing before the
commission are not on trial, It is a separate matter if charges emerge from this Royal
Commission, whether those charges relate to members of the Government, members of
Parliament, members of the public or anyone else. That has always been the position of this
Government. The Royal Commission will examine impropriety as well as illegality; it has
the capacity to do that and I have no doubt that it will do that. If members opposite take the
view that we in this Parliament should sit in judgment on each and every witness on each and
every term of reference before the commission's completion, we part company on that point,
although I doubt that we ever keep company on many matters because we are so far apart on
most issues.
Members opposite should be very careful about the way they deal with the Royal
Commission. They talk about people being in a defensive mode, before courts and facing
allegations as if they were on trial; they are not. The Leader of the Opposition in particular
should be very careful. He appeared on radio a little while ago. I am Sorry he is not here
because I do not like saying things in people's absence. However, he said on radio that he
had had a cosy chat with officers of the commission and that they had told him that charges
would be laid against members of the Government. That so annoyed the commissioners and
the staff that they contacted the Leader of the Opposition to make him withdraw the
statement. He has never had the good grace to do it publicly, but has admitted that they did
not say any such thing to him Or, indeed, to the member for Applecr-oss T imagine because
they conduct themselves properly and they do not communicate with me or with members
opposite. The commissioners keep their own counsel and they are the only people in this
town who have heard all of the evidence and will hear all of the evidence. That is why they
were appointed. They are three good men and true whom we trust; apparently the
Opposition does not. That is a very important matter for this Parliament to consider.
Mr Lewis: Withdraw that.
Dr LAWRENCE: No.
Mir Lewis: That is outrageous.
Dr LAWRENCE: Itris not outrageous.
Mr Lewis: It is a direct untruth.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is not a direct untruth.
Mr Lewis: We have never reflected on the integrity of the commissioners.
Dr LAWRENCE: Oh no; have you not?
Mr Court: Are you suggesting (hat we have reflected upon their integrity?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition is doing so by this motion. By bringing this motion
before the House, the Opposition is reflecting on the commission. I am sufficiently
convinced of the commissioners' independence and integrity (hat I am not really worried
about the Opposition's attempt to influence them, though no doubt that is what this motion
is.
The other important point which needs to be made about this motion, because it calls on me
to table legal opinion which is pertinent to the purchase by the SOIC of the 19 per cent of
shares in Bell Group - is that what the motion says?
Mr Lewis: Yes.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member must know that that matter is the subject of legal action - not
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peanuts either, I might say - directly affecting the SGIC, and the tabling of that legal advice
would almost put it at a grave disadvantage in the claim of approximately $4 million against
it and a counterclaim of approximately $200 million. Is the Opposition really serious when it
expresses, concern about the loss of funds to this State? I doubt that when, in the same
breath, it comes in here and asks me to insist that the SQIC provide for the tabling of legal
advice which will almost certainly prejudice its case before the court and might result in a
loss of funds to the SQIC and probably, therefore, to the taxpayers of this State. If
Opposition members have a brief with the Bond Corporation and its successors or with the
liquidators who are acting for it, they should say so in this House. Why do they not stand up
and argue that point because there is no other reason why they would ask for that advice to
be rendered. Ocher people have seen that legal advice, including the National Companies and
Securities Commission, which has satisfied itself about that advice, It may not have agreed
with it, but that advice clearly exists and itris clearly pertinent to a major case against the
SOIC and a counterclaim by the SOIC which the Opposition seeks to blow out of the water,
not to the advantage of the people of Western Australia or to the taxpayers, but to the
advantage of the Beli Group and a few individuals who would benefit from that. The SGIC
has advised me, because it has seen the motion, that disclosure of that opinion would
seriously prejudice that case. Therefore, I will not table it and will claim legal privilege,
quite properly, in order to back that up.
Another matter that needs to be drawn to the Opposition's attention is that, in some cases, it
wants to pre-empt the findings of the Royal Commission and in other cases it wants to wait
and see what the commissioners say. This Government wants to debate the whole question
of the disclosure of political donations. It has been on its agenda for a long time. The
Government has pushed the Opposition on this question. What has been the Opposition's
response to chat proposition? I will be interested to see, when we discuss the legislation on
the disclosure of political donations, whether it wiUl adopt the same attitude on that matter as
it is adopting on this matter. It is suggesting now that I pre-empt the Royal Commission and
selectively use its findings to reach a conclusion and ignore the fact that substantial sums are
being spent on the Royal Commission to make sure it is fair and independent. On the other
hand, the Opposition is suggesting that, when it comes to the disclosure of financial
donations, we should wait until the commission reports and find out its assessment of the
position, before it acts in opposition- In that case, it does nor have an opinion about
something which is quite independent of anything that the commission might or might not
report. There is a total lack of consistency in the argument put forward by the member for
Applecross. I could go through the seven specific points the member raised, but most of
them are absolutely bizarre and amount to an acknowledgement that, for instance, the
Attorney General was a member of the Ministerial Council. I am sure the Attorney General
would not disagree with that and I would nor have thought that in the normal course of
events that could be seen as a reason for asking him to stand down.
It is important that if n embers opposite are serious about motions like this they will bring
them into the House in L form that is accurate. It is possible to go through this motion and
point out the errors in it. For instance, the motion suggests that the Attorney General has
admitted dereliction of duty, or something of that kind. He did no such thing. He indicated
that in hindsight it would have been desirable not only to see that legal advice, but also to
obtain more legal advice.
If there is a single person in this House who can claim never to have regrets about
undertaking a certain action, then let him stand up, for all the world to see, and acknowledge
his unsullied perfection. I would nor believe anyone who said that he had never made a
mistake and never had regrets of that kind.
The Attorney General, in 13 hours of evidence before the Royal Commission, laid out his
position very clearly. He is a man in whom I have the utmost faith. All of us can say with
hindsight that we wish things had been otherwise and that is precisely what the Government
has said in relation to some of those investments. I know that many people in this town have
the same attitude about some of the players who have subsequently been shown to have been
less than honest in the way they dealt with the community and other businesses. Many
people in this town have burnt fingers and some members opposite include themselves in that
group.
Mr Lewis: When did we say that?
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Dr LAWRENCE: It is absolutely correct. Is the member for Applecross crying to tell me
that there is a member opposite who has not been touched by the financial collapses of the
past several years?
Mr Macinnon: Through our taxes!
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will accept that the member for Applecross has not been affected by it.
The motion before the House is the same sont of nonsense that we have heard in this place
over the past few years. It indicates the Opposition's desperation because it has nothing else
to talk about. The Opposition already knew what my position was with regard to the
Attorney General because I have expressed it on many occasions since I became Premier.
Nothing has been said in this debate or at the Royal Commission that will change my mind.
Therefore, I have no intention of standing down a man of reputation and integrity simply
because a bunch of ratbags on the Opposition benches call, as they have in the past, for him
to be stood down.
Mr Lewis: Did you call us a bunch of ratbags?
D-r LAWRENCE: I am not usually given to using colourful language.
Several members interjected.
Mr Lewis: Is that your defence - because you consider us a bunch of ratbags?
Dr LAWRENCE: I have gone through my reasons for dismissing this motion and if
members go back and read Hansard they will discover that I have already given the reasons
for ignoring the puerile motion before the House.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Not for defending him.
Dr LAWRENCE: I would have thought that this is a public forum and 1 have not been
whispering up my shirtsleeve that I am defending the Attorney General and I have no
intention of standing him aside; that I urged members opposite to support the Royal
Commission and its processes; that they ensure they apply the same standard of judgment to
people on their side when they are called before the commission to give evidence and make
allegations as they appear to want to apply to members on this side of the House; that they
ensure that they do not make the mistake of equating the Royal Commission with a court,
which it is not; and that they do the commissioners the service of waiting for them to make
the decision, otherwise we could have had the debate in this House. We could have made
this place a kangaroo court and called each person who is the subject of the terms of
reference of the Royal Commission before the Bar of the House and castigated him.
However, we did not do that, and, as a Parliament, we chose to appoint a Royal Commission
and I understood that it had the general support of the Opposition. although listening to the
member for Applecross today I began to have my doubts.
I advise members opposite that the legal advice will not be tabled, precisely because it would
put at risk some clear court cases which members opposite know are on foot and which the
commission recognises are on foot and has behaved accordingly. However members
opposite want it to be blown out of the water so that their friends, the people who look after
them, can have their pockets lined again at the expense of the taxpayers of Western
Australia.

Amendment to Motion

Dr LAWRENCE: I move -

To delete all words after "calls" with a view to inserting the following words -

on all members of Parliament not to use the Parliament as a forum to pre-empt
or attempt to influence the deliberations of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) [3-56 pmn): I formally second the amendment
with pleasure because it outlines the proper way to handle this situation; that is, not to use
this Parliament as a forum to pre-empt or attempt to influence the deliberations of the Royal
Comimission inquiring into various activities.
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Mr Macinnon: You rake all the benefits, but no responsibility.
Mr TAYLOR: I will come to the Leader of the Opposition in a minute.
This is no more than a stunt on the part of the Opposition and if there is one person in this
Parliament who stands out as a person with honour and integrity, it is certainly the Attorney
General. That is absolutely beyond question.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: For members opposite to suggest that he should have known better is almost
beyond belief. The Attorney General has played a key role when it comes to the issue of
sorting out the problems of the 1980s in Australia. He can hold his head high under any
circumstance whatsoever.
The fact is that Opposition members are not very happy about the way the Royal
Commission is turning out. They are not happy that in recent weeks the Royal Commission
has shown that this Government has nothing to be ashamed of on these issues. They are not
very happy that things have gone quiet at the Royal Commission, so what have they done?
They have had a couple of weeks to wander around the State and have decided to try to
sharpen things up by coming into this place and making speeches like the one just made by
the member for Applecross. It was a typical member for Applecross speech.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I do not think we will hear from the Leader of the Opposition because he has
been very quiet in recent times. Perhaps they are looking for another Leader of the
Opposition and I will come to that. Prior to his election as Leader of the Opposition he
trotted off down the Terrace to obtain his riding instructions from Mr Connell. When he
knocked off Bill Hassell the Leader of the Opposition went straight to Laurie to make sure
that he was happy with the way things were going. This Leader of the Opposition found it
most appropriate to have a chat with Laurie before he put his hand up for the position of
Leader of the Opposition. The Leader of the Opposition may smile, but he knows that I am
spot on and that when it comes to issues like Bunbury Foods Pry Ltd, he was not pleased to
see it included in the terms of reference of the Royal Commission.
Mr MacKinnon: Happy as Larry.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition may say that he is happy about it. I listened to
him say on the question of legal advice that he had heard it all before, and that the
Government hides behind legal advice when it is not appropriate to do so. Let us go back a
decade to the time when the Leader of the Opposition was Minister for Industrial
Development and Commerce. What did he say about Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd, which is one
of the terms of reference for the Royal Commission, in answer to questions asked on notice?
He was asked the following questions in relation to the output of the Bunbury edible oil
refinery -

(b) what amount is used for local processing; and
(c) to where is the rest shipped?

Mr Macinnon replied that the information was confidential to the company. Another
question asked whether he would table the security documents supporting the guarantee
between the Western Australian Government and Bunbury Foods Pty LUd, as well as the side
agreement collateral to the security documents. He replied -

The side agreement is a comm ercial agreement between the Government and the
company.

As Minister, he refused to table the document He was asked a further question -

How long has the Bunbury edible oil refinery been in operation?
He replied -

The plant was officially opened in October 1979.
He was further asked -

What percentage of the Western Australian market for edible oil does Bunbury Foods
Ltd have?
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He replied that the information was confidential to the company. In reply to another question
he said that the information was unavailable due to statistical confidentiality. The replies
indicating that information would not be supplied on the basis of confidentiality go on and
on. However, the Leader of the Opposition has the hide to sit in the Chamber today, to talk
about this issue before the House and say that he has heard ic all before with regard to legal
advice. We certainly have heard it all before from the Leader of the Opposition when he was
a Minister dealing with the matters to which I have referred.
I also take the Leader of the Opposition and some of his colleagues back to the arrangements
made for the North West Shelf gas project. At that time the Leader of the Opposition, as a
member of the Government, counselled the Government against entering into contractual
arrangements with the joint venture partners of the North West Shelf project for the extra gas
with a back to back contract with Alcoa of Australia Ltd. Despite that advice, the Cabinet of
which he was a member pressed on and forced the signing of a contract for that extra gas. It
cost the State not $3 million or $4 million, but at least $1 billion.
Mr Macinnon: You now take credit for the North West Shelf gas project.
Mr TAYLOR: It is not at all surprising that the Opposition in Western Australia is in
disarray. Let us consider the sorts of comments made by the Liberal Party in the past couple
of months when its own members were calling the party process corrupt. That happened at
the time of the floreat by-election and not much has changed since then. Only one thing has
changed: When times get tough in the Liberal Party its members call out the old war horse,
Sir Charles Count, to sort things out. They call on him time and time again -

Points of Order
Mr LEWIS: As I have observed that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Donovan), have at all
times been quite vigilant in keeping the debate close to the motion before the Parliament, I
ask that you reflect on the way the debate is proceeding and give a ruling on whether the
comments made have anything to do with the amendment before the House.
Mr PEARCE: I draw your attention, MIT Acting Speaker, and that of the member for
Applecross to the question before the House: The amendment deals with people not
pre-empt matters currently before the Royal Commission. Those matters include Bunbury
Foods, the North West Shelf gas project and all the matters the Deputy Premier has
canvassed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (NIr Donovan): I thank the Leader of the House for doing my job
for me. The question before the House is no longer the original motion as printed in the
Notice Paper, but is in fact the amendment. I have listened to the arguments and the
interjections going back and forth. The argument being put is that items before the Royal
Commission implicate political parties and, therefore, the debate is broadly related to the
amendment. I use the opportunity, however, to caution members on both sides of the House
not to stray too far from the parameters of the debate.

Debate Resumed
MIT TAYLOR: Of course this debate is about the sorts of issues associated with the disarray
in the Liberal Party, and the lack of leadership in the Liberal Party. Of course it is a matter
associated with the leadership of that Liberal Party from the point of view of these motions
rolling up before this Parliament. The Opposition knows full well that the Royal
Commission is not going the way it anticipated, and that it has something to look forward to
when the Royal Commission deals with matters involving formner Ministers of the Liberal
Government. If the Opposition were serious about the motion moved by the member for
Applecross. today and the motion of which he gave notice yesterday in relation to the former
Minister for Police, who is now the inister for Mines, without doubt it would have brought
them on for debate today. The Opposition introduced the same type of motion last year in
connection with me and the Premier but did not proceed with them. I doubt very much
whether it will proceed with the motion of which notice has been given relating to the
Minister for Mines.
MrT Lewis: No-one knows what you are talking about; you are talking gibberish.
MrT TAYLOR: A motion which appeared on the Notice Paper last year called on me and the
Premier to resign for reasons similar to those set out in this motion. The member for
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Applecross knows they are nonsensical, and they have no basis for support. The member for
Applecross has not even bothered to read the transcript of the 13 hours' testimony the
Attorney General gave in relation to this and associated issues before the Royal Commission.
He should go to the trouble of reading that and discussing the issue with some of the people
involved; he should talk to the Attorney General about the matter. He knows full well that he
cannot touch a man with the standing of the Attorney General with a barge pole.
Mr Lewis: He is a crook and you know it.

Withdrawal of Remark
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order!
Mr LEWIS: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr TAYLOR: That is typical. The member for Applecross makes snide remarks about
people and he knows full well that he has no choice but to withdraw them. He also knows
with regard to the nature of debate in this place that this motion is no more than a cheap shot,
and it is not worthy of him to make those comments about the Attorney General. The Liberal
Party should start addressing the issues that concern the people of Western Australia, such as
the consumption tax.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You refuse to accept your responsibility.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Cottesloe pretends that he is from private enterprise, but he
has spent his whole life in academia. Does he support a consumption tax? Does the Leader
of the Opposition support a consumption tax? At least the Minister for Microeconomnic
Reform does not pretend in relation to this issue.
Mr Macinnon: If you want a debate about a consumption tax, bring it on.
Mr TAYLOR: Where does the Leader of the Opposition stand in relation to a consumption
tax? flat is the issue which concerns Western Australians, yet the Leader of the Opposition
will not stand up in relation to a consumption tax. He knows that his abuse will get him
nowhere. He is not prepared to have his say about the difficult issues facing Western
Australia today. The reason the Leader of the Opposition has to roll up with these sorts of
motions is that he hopes they will deflect attention from the struggles within his own party,
but he knows he will fail because the people of Western Australia can see right through him.
The member for Applecross knows that also. The role of the Attorney General as a Minister
pales into insignificance when we consider the contracts that were entered into for the North
West Shelf and the reasons for entering into those contracts, which at that time were related
directly to a Federal election. Members opposite know that the Opposition will be pegged to
the wail when these matters are examined by the Royal Commission. It is absolutely beyond
belief that members opposite can suggest that the Attorney General has some guilt in relation
to this issue. The member for Applecross cannot even find out what happens to the nuts on
his motorcar, and for him to suggest that the Attorney General should stand down because he
is without honour is also beyond belief. The Opposition knows that these issues will be
properly resolved by the Royal Commission. They will not be resolved by debate in this
House because the member for Cottesloe. knows in particular that it is a second rate debate
and that the Opposition cannot even put together the facts to make out a decent case. That is
the reason the motion will be rejected by this House, and quite properly so.
MR COURT (Nedlands) (4.12 pm]: The Deputy Premier's argument is weak, so he brings
on Sir Charles Court and the consumption tax! We are talking about a very serious situation.
It is hardly worth my commenting on what the Deputy Premier had to say, but I want to refer
briefly to his comments about the North West Shelf. When Burke and Dowding first became
the leaders in this State, they inquired into that deal and stated publicly that it was a terrific
deal, and the Deputy Premier and Minister for State Development stands at every resources
function around this State and says what a magnificent project it is. Therefore he had better
make up his mind about whether it is good or bad. However, I do not want to waste my time
on the Deputy Premier. The person about whom I want to talk is the Premier, who stated
when she first came into this House that we needed to raise the level of debate in this
Parliament; yet the best she could do today was make a snide comment and call us a mob of
ratbags. The Premier said that we have heard this all before. The Government may have
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heard this all before, but we have nor. Last week, after 13 hours of evidence, we learned a
number of facts of which we had nor previously been aware. A huge deception took place in
this Parliament in 1988. We were never told at the rime that the deal was done with the Stare
Government Insurance Commission that secretly $100 million had gone into Rorhwells
through the SQIC and the Superannuation Board. Mr Berinson's evidence last week was the
first rime a Minister has publicly admitted that fact; yet all we have been told today is that
because a Royal Commission is on, no action should be taken. If that were the case,
members opposite could do some disastrous things for this State, and should under the
Westminster system resign, but they will not because they will say a Royal Commission is
on. The Premier said that the Royal Commission can recommend that charges be laid.
However, it is the Attorney General who will make the decision about whether charges
should be laid. Is it not about time the Government set up some formn of independent
prosecutor so that charges could be laid now? During the Fitzgerald inquiry in Queensland,
charges were laid before the report was finished. It should not matter whether a Royal
commission is on.
The Attorney General has said publicly that he did not get independent legal advice before he
recommended to Cabinet that these decisions be made. We have an incredible situation
where the Government did not tell us that it had secretly put this additional money into
Rorhwells. It is now four years later, and only last week were we told for the first rime that
the Bell Group share purchases took into consideration the future security of the additional
money that the SCIC and the Superannuation Board had in Rothwells. That is the first time
the Government has admitted that the share purchases had anything to do with the Rorhwells
rescue.
Mr MacKinnon: What would have been the consequence had that been made public at the
time?
Mr COURT: That is right. I asked the former Deputy Premier, Hon David Parker, in 1988 -

(1) Has he any knowledge of who are the depositors in Rorhwells Ltd?
(2) If yes, who made this information available to him?

He replied -

(l)-(2)
I am aware of the alleged identity of a number of depositors. The source of
that information includes the member for Cottesloc and the depositors
themselves. However, I have never been aware of either a full or even a
partial listing of the depositors of Rothwells as this is rightly a matter for the
institution alone.

Cabinet was told in May that the SGIC was a depositor. I can list 100 examples of where
members opposite denied in this Parliament at the time that the Government had additional
funds in Rothwells. The facts had to be squeezed our of them, The Attorney General took
this deal to Cabinet for its approval, yet last week was the first time we knew that he was the
person who had presented that deal to Cabinet. In June 1990 Hon Peter Foss asked the
Attorney General -

Without referring to the particulars of the transaction, or transgressing any sub
judice rule, would the Attorney General describe what his role was in the
Bell/SGIC transaction?

The Attorney General replied -

I had very little to do with that transaction other than what was part of the
general Cabinet role involved. I was informed a couple of days before the
presentation to Cabinet of the proposal that the SGIC was interested in that
transaction.

He went on to say that he had very little to do with that transaction; it turns out that he
actually presented the transaction to Cabinet. The Attorney General now admits that he did
not make an inquiry into the value of the transaction that was involved. If that were not bad
enough, members of Cabinet have collectively deceived the public. All members of Cabinet
have argued repeatedly in this House and in the other place that that share deal had nothing
to do with Rothwells. I have sat in this House year after year while members opposite have
03660- I
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told us that that share deal had nothing to do with Rothwells. Last week the Attorney
General, after his 13 hours of evidence, said that that was the consideration in doing the deal.
The third thing I want to say is that the Attorney General told the Royal Commission that, at
the time the then Premier, Peter Dowding, got him to introduce it into Cabinet, he knew that
the State Government Insurance Commission and the Government Employees
Superannuation Board had that additional money in Rorhwells. He knew that the guarantee
had been drawn down and they had needed the additional money. He must have known that
that money was gone and the additional $100 million was pumped in, because he has now
admitted in what he said to the Royal Commission that when he introduced it to Cabinet he
knew these things. He says that he was told about these things on 24 April yet on 26 April,
two days later, he introduced yet another deal. One does not have to be a mathematical
genius to work it out. It is about time we simplified this.
When they did the Rothwells rescue the Government put in $150 million, the private sector
put in $150 million and Laurie Connell put in $70 million, so that $370 million went in to
improve the liquidity situation, out of a book of roughly $60 million. One would have
thought that that would have solved the liquidity problems, but the Attorney General has said
that on 24 April, six months Or so after $370 million went in, the Government secretly put in
another $100 million. One would not have to have too much of a commercial brain to say
that that was a lot of money to go into Rothwclls. What did members opposite do about it?
They knew that $470 million had gone in, so they went to Cabinet and put in another deal.
That is how damned incompetent members opposite are, and last week was the first time that
we had anyone tell us - and he was put under pressure and kept saying that he was sorry it all
happened. He said he was sorry it had all happened. What will happen, now that the
Attorney General has started telling what really took place, and as it all starts unfolding bit
by bit, is that the collective responsibility of Government Ministers as a Cabinet will start to
come out. That will happen because it is the Cabinet which makes those decisions. I would
have thought the Attorney General, who Government members say is the very model of a
perfect Attorney General -

Several Government members: He is.
Mr COURT: Members opposite keep telling us he is a great person. When he was notified
of it on that Sunday, 24 April, surely he would have said, "We have already put in
$370 million, plus another $100 million. Perhaps the time has come to look closely at this."
Not only did he not do that, but also he put up the next deal and did not even bother to have a
valuation carried out. He was the first law officer of this State and he had the responsibility
to say to the Cabinet that it was a legitimate deal. It was his responsibility to put that
proposition to the Cabinet. The Deputy Premier has said on "The 7.30 Report" that it was a
proper deal. Members opposite have all supported it but they seem to be oblivious to it.
They come in here today and treat it in a frivolous manner, yet this is the first opportunity
following that evidence last week that we have had to raise the matter.
To sum up, what had taken place should have been made public at the time. Government
members had started step after step of a cover up and they became so entrenched that they
did not know how to get out of it. When they say their Attorney General is a you-beaut
fellow I say to them that back in April, when he had full knowledge of the situation in
Rothwells he, along with the Cabinet, was a party to going into this deal. Members opposite
have always maintained it had nothing to do with Rothwells, but that has all been blown
away by what was said last week, and I suggest that members opposite read the 13 hours of
evidence, as I have done. Today I started going back through some of the old questions in
Hansard, and it gives me a good laugh to see what members opposite were trying to cover up
at the rime.
Finally, I turn to the Attorney General's involvement in the National Companies and
Securities Commission inquiry. As members know, I presented the report to this Parliament
last year in some detail. At that time we showed beyond doubt that there was collusion
between the two parties - and the NCSC itself has proved beyond doubt that there was
collusion between the two parties, if members opposite want me to read it out of the reports.
The Government put this deal together and I am glad the Royal Commission is looking into
it. It was so deceptive that, in the end, everyone was trying to cover up. The chairman of the
SOIC, Wyvem Rees, gave evidence to the NCSC that there had been no discussions with
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Bell Group or its representatives regarding board representations, and so it goes on. Now
chat we have forced information to be tabled in this Parliament, it has come out that the SGIC
people themselves gave false evidence to the NCSC.
Mr Taylor: Who said so?
Mr COURT: There is no dispute about it.
Mr Pearce: Yes, there is.
Mr COURT: There is no dispute whatsoever.
Mr Taylor: That is your version.
Mr COURT: We have already tabled in this Parliament what the NCSC has said, the letters
and correspondence. Members opposite should remember that I asked about the $1 million
which the NCSC was going to fine Bond Corporation for what it had done. Someone said, "I
cannot believe this. We have been arguing about how to resolve this for a couple of days.
We have fined them $1 million and the Stare Government has said 'Don't pay them the
fine.' They said, "We will not take your word for it", so they had to confirm in writing that
they had been instructed by the Deputy Premier of Western Australia, Hon David Parker, that
"the Western Australian Government does not desire any payment to be made by Bond
Corporation as a condition or element of the resolution between your commission.. ." So
many deals were going on that one thing I hope does come out in detail in this inquiry is
why, at the time, the Attorney General was able to be involved with the Ministerial Council
and the NCSC, to the point where it was decided that they would not proceed with further
actions, one reason being that they said they did not have any money to pursue the case. I
think that was a pretty pathetic reason.
In conclusion, members opposite should not come into this House saying, "We have heard it
all before." They might have heard it all before, but we have not. We have gone through the
evidence from last week and for the first time we have been told chat members of the
Government knew all along that secretly the Government had been pumping money in when
that deal was put to Cabinet, and they went ahead with that transaction. This is the first time
we have been told that the Government did not bother even to get a proper valuation of those
convertible notes, and now the combined deal has cost about $300 million, as members
know. Members of this Government do not have any option but to accept collective
responsibility.
The Premier says that we are trying to force her hand. We should not have to force anyone
in this matter, because under the Westminster system when the Minister himself has come
out and explained what has been his involvement and his role ir is not up to us to force the
situation. The Premier knows damned well that we cannot force her to make that move
unless we have the numbers in this House, and I do not think we have the numbers. People
cannot be forced to do things. When Lord Carrington gave false information to Margaret
Thatcher about the possible invasion of the Falkiands, he was not forced to resign; he
resigned as part of the principle that he had done wrong. In this case the name of the game is
to say, "I am sorry that it happened, we have lost a lot of money, but we will still tough it out
and stay in Government." The Attorney General can do that because members opposite are
in it with him, and if he goes everyone would go.
The Government has amended this motion and it is crazy. The Government members should
face up to the reality that whether or not we have a Royal Commission, the truth has come
out. It is not that the Opposition is making a judgment; members opposite have admitted
their role at the time. When the Premier says that the Opposition is less than honest in what
it says, that is an absolute farce. Every time we have debated these matters in this Parliament
we have done so on a factual basis. It usually takes about two years before the Government
comes out and agrees that we were right in what we said.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) (4.22 pm]: The speech by the pretending
Leader of the Opposition is a real demonstration of why the amendment moved by the
Premier should be supported. The Opposition's version of the evidence of the Attorney
General given at the Royal Commission as portrayed by the member for Nedlands bears
almost no relationship to the truth. To suggest that what the member for Nedlands has said is
a fair summary of the 13 hours of evidence given by the Attorney General is simply a joke.
Not only did the member misreport many of the things which the Attorney General said in
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his evidence, but also he drew the wrong conclusions. He failed to recognise any of the
explanations which were given by the Attorney General for the things on which he reported.
Mr Lewis: Has the Leader of the House read the evidence?
Mr PEARCE: I have read much of the evidence given by the Attorney General, and I know
perfectly well - and I have discussed it with the Attorney General - that the version of events
given by the member for Nedlands and the member for Applecwoss is simply not a fair
reflection of what the Attorney General told the Royal Commission.
Mr Macinnon: Which part do you dispute?
Mr PEARCE: Further than that, the member for Nedlands sought to say that what the
Attorney General said before the Royal Commission was what all Ministers had said before
the Royal Commission. As far as I am aware none of the Government Ministers who was in
the Cabinet at the time, including me, has been asked to go down to the Royal Commission
and discuss these particular matters. All of us have said that if so invited we would attend.
That is a simple fact.
Mr Macinnon: So you should.
Mr PEARCE: And we will. We should, and that is why we have moved an amendment to
the motion before the House this afternoon to say that is the course which members should
follow. The Opposition sought time and time again to have a Royal Commission when there
was not one on the basis that there should be a non-partisan investigation of all of these
things. T'he Leader of the Opposition made the point that a partisan Parliament is not the
place for these kinds of investigations. He said the Opposition wanted a non-partisan
investigation down the Terrace where these things could be looked at. The Government
argued the alternative to chat. It said the Parliament is the place if there are any concerns
about these things. "No, no" said the Opposition, "that is not what we want. We want to get
away from dealing with these things in the Parliament. We would be happy if only there
were a Royal Commission". In due course a Royal Commission was set up, but that did not
mean that all the amateur detectives on the other side had given up on their efforts. Now
they seek to plough through all the evidence which is given at the Royal Commission and if
it does not make a splash in the Press the Opposition tries to grab it, twist it, distort it, slime
it and pop it up before the Parliament to try to give a view of events which is not being given
before the Royal Commission. There are three people whom this Government has set up to
make judgments about these matters -

Mr C.1-. Barnett: Is the Leader of the House suggesting that ministerial responsibility is
suspended because there is a Royal Commission?
Mr PEARCE: The commissioners are hearing all the evidence given by all the people.
Some of it is true, some - I regret to say - is not. The Royal Commissioners will make their
judgement about the truth or lack of truth in these things. I suggest the Opposition is falling
into a trap in pressing for these matters. I ask the Leader of the Opposition if he is going to
stand aside when allegations are made before the Royal Comm-ission about Bunbury Foods
Pty Ltd?
Mr Macinnon: I am not a member of the Government, and that is the significant
difference.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition was a Minister.
Mr Macinnon: But I am not now.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition will be under scrutiny by the Royal
Commrission.
Mr Macinnon: It is collective responsibility, my friend.
Mr PEARCE: It is collective responsibility for the Cabinet in which the Leader of the
Opposition was a member.
Mr Macinnon: You will not take your fair share. Were you at the meeting?
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition can ask me that at question time.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): That is an example of the kind of behaviour that
Speakers in this place have referred to as not lending a good perception or public image to
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what goes on here. I draw the attention of members to a problem I am having with this
debate. The question before the House seeks to proscribe members of Parliament from using
this House as a forum for doing certain things which both the present speaker and the speaker
immediately before him have done. I am in members' hands and in the hands of Standing
Orders, but it seems to be difficult to conduct a debate within the Standing Orders that seeks
to stop the House doing what it is currently doing. I draw members' attention to that
anomaly.
Mr PEARCE: It is a fair point. We are saying that the House should not be seeking to make
these judgments in a partisan political way in advance of the judgments to be made by the
Royal Commission. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to indicate some level of consistency.
The Leader of the Opposition is prepared to say that if an allegation is made against a
Minister at the Royal Commission, the Minister should be stood aside.
Mr Macinnon: The Minister should resign. On his own evidence he has admitted that to
the Royal Commission.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition says that he admitted it, but that is not the view
the Attorney General has of the evidence that he gave. He gave very comprehensive
understandings and statements for the reasons that he acted as he did. The Attorney General
did not accept before the Royal Commission that he had acted improperly. He made that
quite clear in the evidence he gave. I ask the Leader of the Opposition, in pursuit of that
attitude, will he stand aside when the spotlight falls on him at the Royal Commission when
Bunbury Foods Pry Ltd is investigated? He was a Minister at the time; what action will he
take when the spotlight falls upon the Cabinet in which he was a Minister when it moved into
the North West Shelf gas deal which has cost the taxpayers of this Stare huge sums of
money?
Mr Clarko: The Opposition's motion is based on what the Attorney General has admitted.
Mr PEARCE: No, it is not. The motion is based on what the Opposition says he said, and
does not take into account many of the other things he has said, and quite specifically said.
That is the problem with having a partisan approach to this rather than the non-partisan
approach which has been taken at the Royal Commission. I ask a more serious question:
When the Royal Commission has played the tape on which a former very senior Liberal
Party person says that he took $30 000 from the Bond Corporation and paid it to people who
are Liberal members of this current Parliament in both Houses, is the Leader of the
Opposition going to stand aside?
Mr Macinnon: Give us your evidence or has it been made up?
Mr PEARCE: That tape will be played before the Royal Commission and we will all hear it.
Mr Macinnon: Every time the Leader of the House gets into one of these situations he
drums up something and every time it is proven to be absolutely baseless.
Mr Court: We like your tape about the $6 million you got.
Mr PEARCE: I would like Hansard to get that comment of the Leader of the Opposition,
because thar tape will be played before the Royal Commission and we will all hear about
that. I ask the Leader of the Opposition: When that tape is played, will he stand aside from
his front bench colleagues or will he say we should wait to hear all the evidence before the
Royal Commission before we leap to judgment on these things? T'he Government is saying
that we should wait to hear all the evidence given to the Royal Commission and then read the
report of commissioners before leaping to any judgments. The Government is prepared to
rake a very consistent line on This- It will not be calling for front bench Liberal members to
be stood aside under these circumstances because it believes all the matters before the Royal
Commission should be heard and determined before judgment is reached on them. The
Opposition should also take a consistent stance on these matters. If the Leader of the
Opposition is serious about calling on the Premier to stand down the Attorney General he
should announce that when serious allegations are made against front bench Liberal members
he will immediately stand them down.
Mr Minson: He will not have to because they will stand aside.
Mr PEARCE: Will they?
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Mr Minson: They are not official positions.
Mr PEARCE: So it does not matter if a member is in the shadow Cabinet and allegations are
made against him because he is not in public office? The Government will take the
necessary action when the Royal Commission makes its findings. It will then be time to
consider the consistent evidence and not the claims made by various people in their own
distorted ways. The only way to deal with this matter is to leave it to the Royal
Commissioners. If Opposition members want to stand down Ministers as allegations are
made against them they should be prepared to stand down shadow Ministers when
allegations are made against them. That will include criminal action being taken against
former Liberal Ministers who have also been subjected to the scrutiny of the Royal
Commission. We will wait to see whether Opposition members chortle as much as they do
now over people appearing before the Royal Commission and desperately covering
themselves by indicting other people when the people against whom those' accusations are
made are members of the Opposition.
Mr Brad shaw: If they are guilty they should take what they get.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Wellington should tak! He has people in high places who
are close to him who may turn out to have accusations levelled at them.
Mir Bradshaw: Tell me what it is about.
Mr PEARCE: The member knows perfectly well what I mean. Not all of the allegations
made in the Royal Commission are true and Opposition members should be the last people to
think that just because an allegation is made it is truthful.
The Government has a more principled view on these things. It intends to put a motion
before this House to ensure that members leave these matters to the Royal Commission. The
Royal Commission will present its findings on these matters and the Royal Commissioners
will publish those findings. That will be the time at which people make judgments about
what actions should follow. If the Royal Commissioners find that serious misconduct has
been committed by Ministers one will expect action to be taken. In the same way, if findings
of misconduct are made against shadow Ministers or members of the public, action will also
be taken. The function of a Royal Commission is to find out the truth and to recommend
what should happen. That is why the terms of reference for the Royal Commission were
established. The reason the Opposition cannot wait for those findings of truth is that they are
not receiving the spin off from the Royal Commission in political terms for which they
hoped. Even the current term of reference which should have affected the Government has
been a fazzog for the Opposition. There is a long way to go. Many Ministers - including
me - anticipate being called before the Royal Commission to give evidence about Cabinet
and other meetings. Once those stories have been told and the Royal Commissioners have
listened to what everybody has to say the truth will be revealed. If any member of the
Opposition wants a say all they have to do is approach the solicitors of the Royal
Commission and offer to present evidence. I am sure the Royal Commissioners would be
only too happy to receive those applications. However, the Parliament in this partisan way is
not likely Co be the forum in which the truth will be revealed.
The Government firmly rejects the proposition put forward by the member for Applecross
and supported by sundry members of the Opposition, not including the Leader of the
Opposition, for the reason that it is not good enough to give one's own version of what is
going on. The Government does not believe that the world according to the member for
Applecross - the Enid Blyton version of evidence before the Royal Commission as written by
Bevan Lawrence for the member for Applecross - is the right way to deal with these matters.
There should be some principles involved when dealing with this matter.
Mr Lewis: You weren't here when the Premier denied that and withdrew what she had
previously said.
Mr PEARCE: The Premier said that it was not up to his normal standard. I admit that I do
nor have the same view of Be van Lawrence as does the Premrier who is naturally swayed by
family loyalty. Bevan Lawrence's arguments were of his general low level as evidenced in
the debate I had with him on the radio some time ago.
Mr Lewis: And you won?
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Mr PEARCE: I did. I would not have mentioned that if the member had not asked me but
one likes to tell the truth about these matters. The member for Applecross fell down because
he could not report accurately the evidence the Attorney General gave. The member can
hardly be expected to reach accurate conclusions when he could not report accurately on the
evidence that was given. It is not surprising that in the partisan performance that the member
for Applecross gave he did not get very close to damaging the Government.
Mr Lewis: You weren't here.
Mr PEARCE: I was here for a good pant of the member far Applecross's speech. When I
was not here I was listening to it in my office on the speakers which have been so carefully
and thoughtfully installed so that no matter where members go in this building they cannot
get away from the member for Applecross. It is like a torture chamber.
Mr Omodei: Have you a guilty conscience?
Mr PEARCE: I do not have a guilty conscience because I want to get away from the
member for Applecross.
Mr Omodei: What are you running away from?
Mr PEARCE: I am not running away from the member for Applecross, but I am saying that
those members who leave the Chamber to seek relief when the member for Applecross is
speaking cannot find that relief It is one of the mechanisms by which we try to get members
to stay in the Chamber. The Opposition has not been able to produce one piece of evidence
that has not already been produced before the Royal Commission. The Royal Commission is
a better place to make judgment about these things than is the Opposition. The Government
is not simply arguing this issue on the basis of saying, "Ya, boo, suck, you are wrong again!",
although it is easy for the Government to do that. It is saying that a matter of principle is
involved. It is a matter to which the House should subscribe; that is, we have established a
Royal Commission and its job is to find out the truth about these matters. Therefore,
individual members of Parliament should not seek to influence the Royal Commission in any
way except by appearing before it to present evidence or points of view which may be
scrutinised by the Royal Commission. If any member wants to influence the Royal
Commission, that is the way in which they should seek to do it. They should not seek to use
the parliamentary forum to try to influence the outcome of the Royal Cotnmission or to
present a view about what is happening in the Royal Commission which is not borne out by
the facts.
Half the Press in this State spends its time sitting in the Royal Commrission and half of the
camera men seem to spend their days camping on the footpath outside the Royal
Commission. They do that to such an extent that I have been filmed several times while on
my constitutional walk from my office at Allendale Square to the Capita building. That is
my daily exercise, but it is a hazard to my health dashing across the pavement outside the
Royal Commission building because all the camera men chink I am attending the Royal
Commission.
If people want to go to the Royal Commission let them go and present their evidence; but the
Parliament should stand by the principle chat a Royal Commission had to be established and
that it is the forum where the truth or otherwise of these matters will be determined. The
Opposition might now be pursuing one course of action, but when the spotlight turns on the
Leader of the Opposition and senior front bench Liberal Party members it will be taking a
very different tack indeed.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [4.51 pm]: I cannot support the amendment before the House
for several reasons. A few moments ago the Acting Speaker (Mr Donovan), perhaps
inadvertently, drew attention to the fact that this amendment could be seen as a restriction on
t ability of members of Parliament to speak their minds in Parliament and that is one of the
reasons I oppose the amendment. I have always opposed that type of thing. I do not think
that is the intent of the amendment, but it seems to be one of the implications of it.
When the Royal Commission was established many people heaved a sigh of relief and said
that at least the Parliament could get on with legislation and other business instead of
spending its time on matters which would be dealt with by the Royal Commission. Members
on both sides of the House were of the same view. In some respects I shared that feeling.
However, in this instance we have a situation where the Opposition is of the view - not
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rightly and I will come to that in a minute - that a member of Cabinet should resign. It is the
Opposition's right to put its arguments as it has done this afternoon and not support an
amendment which calls on all members of Parliament not to use the Parliament as a forum to
pre-empt or attempt to influence the deliberations of the Royal Commission. I do not believe
that anything that has been said in this place this afternoon is an attempt to do that. What has
been said is an expression of a judgment, based on evidence given at the Royal Commrission.
I have had a fairly close look at the evidence and I do not necessarily agree with the
conclusions reached by members of the Opposition, but they should not be prevented from
putting their point of view.
At the time of the resignations of Messrs Dowding, Parker and Grill from Cabinet about
18 months ago there was talk about a possible fourth resignation. I have great respect for the
Attorney General and I have never shared the opinion that he was closely involved in the
WA Inc matters.
Mr Bradshaw: He was part of Cabinet.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, he was and from my reading of the transcripts perhaps his
involvement was closer than [ originally thought. As a member of Caucus 1, and I am sure
other members, did not have a clear idea of who was involved and what was going on. We
Were informed about the transactions after they occurred, but we had no input whatsoever.
Mr Lewis: Did you know anything about the hundreds of millions of dollars going to
Rothwells?
Dr ALEXANDER: I certainly knew nothing about that. Caucus members knew that the Bell
Group notes had been purchased and the properties on the Terrace had been purchased, but
that was after the event. An attempt was made by some senior Cabinet Ministers to sell this
to the backbench as socialism in action!
Several members interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: We did not realise that it had no value at the time. Maybe the member
opposite is a better financial wizard than I.
Mr Macinnon: In other words, as a member of the Caucus you knew when we knew?
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. We were told of the transactions after they occurred and I do not
think we were given the details then. We certainly did not know about the huge sum of
money going to support Rothwells Ltd- I regarded the transaction with Holmes a Court with
some scepticism. To me it looked like one of those dodgy deals, but it did not occur to me
that some of the money might be finding its way back to the sinking ship of Rothwells until I
read the McCusker report. Clearly, the Attorney General was involved in the decision to
purchase the Bell Group notes which turned out to be a disastrous decision, both financially
and politically. The Attorney General said in the transcript of the Royal Commission that he
was of the opinion that because it was a State Government Insurance Commission decision
he did not need to go more closely into it. He also said that he had always regretted not
seeking this legal opinion, but he based his regret on the fact that it was a hindsight
judgment. I think he was saying that because it turned out to be a disastrous decision; he has
always regretted not pursuing the matter further. However, I think he made the decision in
good faith. Maybe I am wrong, but that is my reading of the transcript. I am prepared to
give him the benefit of the doubt on that matter. In hindsight it was an extremely unwise
decision and if more people had known about the whys and wherefores behind the rationale
for this decision it would not have been made in the first place.
Mr Court: You said that you didn't think that he was close to the deal. You don't get much
closer than presenting it to Cabinet.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is true. However, the Attorney General is arguing that because
Cabinet is an agent of the Crown all it is doing is noting the decision. That stretches the
credibility a bit, especially when the records happen to disappear and there is nothing to
prove that. At the time the resignations of the senior Cabinet Ministers were being discussed
in Caucus there was some pressure, and there had been for some years, from the Opposition
benches for the Attorney General to be among the people who should resign. I have some
doubt in my mind as to whether the Attorney General had an ulterior motive in this situation.
From what I have seen to date I do not think he did. That is where I agree with the Leader of
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the House who said we should leave that matter to the judgment of the Royal Commission. I
am not in a position to follow in detail the complexities of these transactions. I could if I
were to devote all my time to it, but like other members in this House I have other things to
do. This is an important matter and it is right for it to be considered by the Parliament. It
would appear that the Attorney General, possibly other Cabinet Ministers and, by
implication, other Caucus members, including me, made a serious error of judgment in
approving that deal or not contesting it hotly enough in the Caucus room. On occasions 1,
like other members, did raise matters in the Caucus room about the deals thar had been done,
but there was never a full scale discussion about WA Inc matters until it came to the
leadership imbroglio of 18 months ago. Like other members of Caucus I was misted by
events and took things far too much at face value. Whenever 1 tried to get a discussion on
WA Inc matters going in the Caucus room, no one was really very interested.
Mr Clarko: I think they were afraid.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, they may be now. In the end I came to the conclusion that nothing
much could be done about it from within the Caucus. As members know that is one of the
reasons I resigned from the Labor Party earlier this year.
The Leader of the House said that the Opposition was not gaining much from the Royal
Commission, but he is dead wrong about that. From my reading of the reaction of the people
who are following the Royal Commission, even though they may be becoming bored because
of the time it is taking and the number of revelations that have come out of it - people do not
know whether they have been made before or whether the Royal Commission is going over
old ground - and in spite of the troubles on the Opposition side which are clear to everybody,
the Royal Commnission has not done the Government's standing any good at all. Most people
I talk to in the community have had enough of the deals they read about. Indeed, the Labor
Party organisation warned the Government about these deals well before the transactions. I
remember the party hierarchy saying well before the 1989 election that it had conducted a
poll which clearly showed the public did not want any more WA Inc type deals. The record
shows that the deals went on with Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd, and so on. Regrettably,
from my point of view, the Government did not heed that advice and now it and the
community are paying the cost of those political decisions.
I do not believe the amendment should be supported because it implies that members here
are trying to influence the Royal Commission. Perhaps on occasion that has been the opinion
of members on both sides. I can remember when the member for Eyre had words to say
about how the Royal Commission was proceeding. Opposition members were upset about
that and said that he was trying to pre-empt or influence the Royal Commission's findings. I
thought he had the right to say what he said, even though I did not agree with him. I take the
same stand in this case; Parliament is here to provide a forum where people can discuss
affairs of State, one important aspect of which is whether Cabinet Ministers have done or are
doing their jobs properly. Mr Berinson makes mistakes from time to time, as I do. Some of
those mistakes have more implications than others. My reading is that it was a massive
mistake and that Mr Berm son did not realise that at the time.
Mr Macinnon: Do you not think that as a professional person it should have been a matter
of course?
Dr ALEXANDER: As he said, perhaps he should have gone beyond the legal opinion he
asked Kevin Edwards about. Having been assured by Kevin Edwards that the State
Government Insurance Commission had a written legal opinion to the effect there was
nothing in the process that would be in breach of any legal requirements, he took that
assurance at face value and later regretted doing so.
Mr Lewis: Do you think he should have sat with Mitchell and Edwards on Anzac Day
colluding about that deal? Was that proper?
Dr ALEXANDER: That is for the Royal Commission to judge. The terms of reference
include the words "illegal" and "improper", and a third word. We can discuss this matter
here today, but the conclusion must be left to the Royal Commission. I feel there may have
been impropriety but I am not certain of that. I am not prepared to judge the Attorney
General on that issue at present. I believe that the amendment should be rejected, but for the
reasons I have given I cannot support the motion.
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MR LEWIS (Applecross) [5.03 pin]: I make clear that the Opposition will vote against the
deletion of these words. We do not have any great objection to the substance of the
amendment on the basis that at no time did we come here today to try to usurp the powers of
the Royal Commission or tell it what to do, as the Premier tried to imply.
Our message today is about the fact that notwithstanding the proceedings of the Royal
Commission, if a person gives evidence to that commission that shows he or she was
negligent Or made a grave error or mistake - whichever words one wishes to use - it is
appropriate for that person, particularly if it is a Minister of the Crown under the
Westminster tradition, to stand aside until he or she has been vindicated or otherwise. We
have no argument other than that. That is why we did not come to this Parliament with a
carping debate about what has been going on at the Royal Commission. We have seen and
gauged what has been going on.
As the member for Coutesloe has said, it is nonsense to suggest that if a person is seen by his
own admission to have acted incompetently or negligently he should wait for the outcome of
the Royal Commission before taking the necessary action. The true tradition of the
Westminster system is that if it is seen publicly that a person has done the wrong thing or
made a grave error that person should stand aside and wait for the outcome and
recommendations of the Royal Commission considering the matter.
I turn to the standard of debate from the Premier, Deputy Premier and Leader of the House
today. Their arguments were absolutely pathetic. At no time did the Premier argue in a
concise way to defend the Attorney General. She reflected on the Opposition, calling us a
"bunch of ratbags". That was about the only thing the Premier said this afternoon that one
recalls as she said little else of note. The Deputy Premier spoke of many things from Sir
Charles Court to the status of the Liberal Party, a consumption tax, and the pipeline to the
north. However, at no time did he address his comments to defending the substantive motion
before the House.
Mr Macinnon: Because it is indefensible.
Mr LEWIS: Precisely. The Premier, the Deputy Premier and the Leader of the House
cannot defend the indefensible. They have no credible defence against the evidence
presented to the Royal Commission.
The Leader of the House argued that members of the Opposition might be called and
allegations might be made, so therefore they should stand aside. He does not have a
fundamental understanding of what this motion is about. It is about Government and
ministerial commission. It is about Ministers acting properly when carrying out their duties.
It has nothing to do with backbench members of this Parliament, which every member of the
Opposition is.
The Government's Ministry governs, and the title "shadow Minister" means nothing. The
cold hard facts are that in a parliamentary sense "shadow Minister" means nothing. We are
talking about ministerial responsibility and the true traditions of the Westminster system of
Government which provides that when a Minister is found to have erred gravely or to have
been incompetent or dilatory in his or her work the right and honourable thing to do is to
stand aside. I suggest to the Government that the days of toughing it out are drawing to a
close. The Government should realise that history will show that this debate today has been
absolutely spot on.
One of the important messages of this debate that members opposite should note is that
Ministers sat in Cabinet and listened to the presentation by the Attorney General to enter into
that nefarious deal to infuse moire money into Rothwells Ltd and then acquiesced; they
placed their imprimatur on that deal, therefore they bear collective responsibility for that
decision. One of the most revealing things to come from the Attorney General's evidence
was that he freely admitted that the Cabinet of the day knew what was going on and knew
about the chronic financial situation of Rothwells. However, members opposite sat at that
meeting and allowed that deal to be done, to their shame. If members opposite had any
responsibility or conscience they would have, like the member for Perth, long ago taken the
thrust of their conscience and resigned.

Amendment (words to be deleted) put and a division taken with the following result -
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Mrs Beggs
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Alexander
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Bloffwireh
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko

Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy

Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Kierash

Ayes (23)
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearre
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.i. Smith
Mr PJ. Smith

Noes (23)
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Shave

Mr Taylor
Mr Thomnas
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Waticins (Teller)

Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mr Wiese
Mr Blailde (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Troy Mr Cowan
Mr Bridge Mr Trenorden
Dr Edwards MT McNCC
Mr Marlborough Mr watt

The SPEAKER: There being a need for a casting vote, I cast my vote with the ayes.
Amendment thus passed.
Amendment (words to be inserted) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (23)
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hilt Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Donovan Mr Kobeike Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr Lay Mr PJ. Smith

Noes (23)
Mr Ainsworth Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Alexander Mr Court Mr Mac Iinnon Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Ci. Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Grayden Mr Nicholls Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Omodel Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Clarko Mr Kierach Mr Shave

Pairs
Mr Troy
Mr Bridge
Dr Edwards
Mr Marlborough

Mr Cowan
Mr Trenorden
Mr McNee
Mr Watt

The SPEAKER: The votes being tied, there is clearly a need for a casting vote. On this
occasion I cast my vote with the ayes.
Amendment thus passed.

Motion, as Amended
Motion, as amended, put and passed.
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MOTION - MIDLAND SALEYARD
New Saleyard Construction

MR OMODET (Warren) (5. 17 pmn]: I move -

That this House -

(a) calls on the Government to immediately implement Recommendation (1) of
the Livestock Sales Facilities Working Group;

(b) recommends immediate action by the Government to transfer Westrail. land
adjacent to the existing salcyards at Midland to the Western Australian Meat
Comm-ission to enable the construction of new saleyards;

(c) reminds the Government that current leasehold arrangements for the existing
saleyards expire in June 1992; and

(d) calls on the Government to honour commitments to livestock producers given
by the then Minister for Agriculture in 1989 to fund the cost of establishing
new saleyards.

I should explain to the House the reason for changing the date in paragraph (c) from 1991, as
it appears on the Notice Paper, to 1992. There is some doubt about that date. I was
originally of the opinion that the date was 1991, but after investigations I discovered a
memorandum of agreement between Pilsley Investments and the State Government which
indicated a six year lease-back on a peppercorn rental, and that would make the date 1992.
However, there are still some doubts, and I wonder whether the Government knows the exact
day of the renewal of the lease.
This issue has caused deep concern, not only among producers in the State but also in the
Midland community, where there is grave concern about the future economy of the district.
The way today's debate has unfolded is interesting, and perhaps the absence of the member
for Swan Hills is convenient for the Government.
Mr Pearce: The actual date is May 1993.
Mr OMODE1: There is a difference.
Mr Pearce: No doubt the original matter was from 1986 to 10 November 1992. Special
arrangements were made regarding the outstanding electricity costs and as a result there was
an out of date expiry for the peppercorn rental which was extended until May 1993.
Mr OMODET: The date may have been extended but the motion now reads " 1992". The
memorandum of agreement signed by Peter Ellett reads -

I am fully aware of the possible need to continue the operations of the saleyards in
total when part of the six year lease arrangement expires.
In fact I can see no impediment to the brickworks and saleyard coexisting on the site
for the foreseeable future.
To this end, I undertake to liaise with the Government and give every consideration
to the continued use of the saeyard subject to only direct interference with the
development of the brickworks.

If the Leader of the House wants to debate the issue, I can refer him to a further letter from
the Assistant Director of Agriculture, Mr Gabbedy, to the Managing Director of the
Government Property Unit which reads -

This letter follows our meeting of May 6, 1986, and formally requests, on behalf of
the Hon Minister for Agriculture, that you discuss with the purchaser of the Midland
abattoir and saleyard site, the following:
1. The possibility of extending the leaseback arrangements for the saleyards

beyond the six years already agreed. It is likely that there will be a need for a
livestock selling complex near to the metropolitan area for up to 15 years.

- Any form of accommodation after the six years should thus be considered.
2. The covered cattle saleyard areas are not included in the area to be leased

back to the Government. These yards are used for cattle sales and continued
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access should be maintained if possible. Ideally the covered cattle yards
should be considered as part of the leaseback arrangements. As before, any
accommodation offered by the purchaser should be considered.

3. Continued access to the south-eastern corner of the sheep saleyards for
loading/unloading is essential. If possible this access should be covered by a
formal agreement.

4. It is essential that the effluent ponds be considered as part of the saleyard
leaseback arrangements. Without drainage to the ponds the saleyards cannot
function.

The Government is confused about the Midland saleyard issue; it is so confused that
members opposite certainly differ on the recent actions taken by the Cabinet. 1 refer now to
an article in the Midland Echo on 25 August 1991 headed "Anger over saleyards' close".
The article reads -

A State Cabinet decision to close the Midland saleyards in May 1993 has outraged
many sectors of the community.
The Livestock Transporters' Association, WA Farmers' Federation, Pastoralists' and
Graziers' Association and Swan Hills MLA Gavan Troy have all spoken out in strong
opposition to the decision, which was announced last week.
They believe the decision will have far reaching consequences, affecting everything
from the quality of major woads to the livelihood of small businesses in Midland.

Of course the Government went on to say that it was considering centres at Gingin, Northam,
Meenaar, and Bullsbrook. Those areas were the main contenders. It is interesting to note the
comments of Mr Jim Alexander of the WA Farmers' Federation, a member of the salcyard
commidttee, who said -

It is ridiculous for Cabinet to believe that the site (Midland) can be closed and
another fully operational by 1993 ...

Everyone has told the Government that Midland is the best place for the saleyard, that the
site should be leased back or resumed and that the salcyard should be upgraded and returned
to the former position. It is unbelievable that the Government would go against the wishes of
the people of Midland when the Government holds the seat of Swan IHills by a very small
margin, and when the cost to the State will be huge. The member for Swan Hills who was a
previous member of Cabinet has adopted a completely different approach from that of the
Premier. In a letter dated 28 August 1991 addressed to me, the Premier stated -

This decision was not taken lightly and only after long and careful consideration, of
the original Livestock Sales Facilities Working Group Report. ..
It was against this background and taking into account the environmental and longer
term planning problems that the decision was based.

Members should note that the Environmental Protection Authority has stated its position
clearly in evidence to the saleyard liaison committee. The report stated that Mr Bob Horn, a
senior project officer of the pollution control division of the EPA, confirmed that there had
not been any complaints to the EPA arising specifically from the operations of the Midland
salcyard. So again we have conflict between the Premier and an officer of the EPA. One
wonders what is the real reason for the decision to relocate the salcyard. The letter from the
Premier continues -

Given the above I am somewhat surprised at your assertion that to relocate the
Salcyards would cost at least $10M more than a proposal of resumption. Alternatives
for consideration certainly do not give that indication.

To relocate the saityard will not only mean the demise of an auction selling system in
Western Australia but will also cost the State of Western Australia in excess of $10 million.
The people of this State should warn the Shires of Gin gin. and Northam that if they were to
take on board the suggestion by the Government - and I believe the Government is in the
process of conning those shires to take on either a cattle selling complex or a sheep and pig
selling complex - the facility would be a white elephant and cause the taxpayers of the shires
a great deal of pain in future-
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It is irresponsible of the Government to go against the wishes of the livestock saleyard
liaison committee. The recommendations of that working group are clear. The commuttee
was headed by a previous Minister for Agriculture and by coincidence the former member
for Warren. It comprised representatives from the Midland and Districts Chamber of
Commerce, the Department of Agriculture, the Meat and Allied Trades Federation, the
Pastoralists and Graziers Federation, the WA Farmers Federation, the Shire of Swan, the WA
Meat Commission, the Livestock Transporters Association of WA and the Livestock
Salesmen's Association - including Elders and Wesfarmers, as well as the Country Shire
Councils Association. The committee recommended that -

1 . The Government re-establish permanent saleyard facilities at Midland,
preferably in the form of new saleyards on Crown land adjacent to the
existing Midland salcyards. ...
Regaining the existing Midland salcyards, through purchase, land exchange or
resumption, and major redevelopment thereof...

That was the main option of the working party. The Government must recognise that the
group is a comprehensive group of people who represent not only livestock selling but also
the Midland and Districts Chamber of Commerce, the economic and local government base
of the region. The State Government is acting against the wishes of all those people.
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adjourned.

JUSTICES AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and Firs: Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Lands), read
a first time.

[Questions without notice taken.J
House adjourned at:6.02 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

CHIP LOGS - STATE FORESTS
Royalties

318. Mr OMODET to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) What are the royalty rates payable for chip logs in State Forests?
(2) What are the conditions applied by t Environmental Protection Authority -

EPA - for the clearing of freehold land for -

(a) agriculture;
(b) tree fanning?

(3) Will the Minister advise as to any differences in royalty rates paid by the
Department of Conservation and Land Management for chip logs from -

(a) freehold land cleared for agricultural purposes;
(b) freehold land cleared for tree farming;
(c) if not why not?

(4) In relation to (3) are the royalty rates payable the result of -
(a) State Government policy;
(b) Commonwealth Government policy;
(c) EPA conditions;
(d) Department of Agriculture conditions?

(5) What is the royalty rate payable by Bunnings Tree Farms for chip logs taken
from- -
(a) freehold land cleared for agriculture;
(b) freehold land cleared for tree farms?

(6) Does CALM enter into joint tree fanning ventures with Bunnings Tree
Farms?

(7) If so, what are the details of these arrangements?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) $15 per cubic metre. This includes a 10 per cent contribution to the

Government's tree planting fund and a net royalty of $13.50 per cubic metre.
(2) No conditions have been applied by the Environmental Protection Authority

on the clearing of freehold land for agriculture or tree farm-ing. In a statement
issued on 28 September 1988, the Minister for the Environment set conditions
on the WA Chip and Pulp Co Pty Ltd to the effect that wood derived from
private property clearing or from plantations established after clearing native
vegetation on private property could not be used for woodchipping without
the Minister's authorisation. These conditions are public. The Minister's
authorisation is administered under delegated power by the Commissioner for
Soil Conservation.

(3) (a) Not applicable as CALM does not clear freehold land for agricultural
purposes.

(b) Although CALM does not clear freehold land for tree farming, some
scattered residual trees are removed in advance of sharefarm
establishment. The Government does not set royalty rates for timber
from freehold land. CALM sometimes acts as the manager for the
owner of private property timber and negotiates the sale price with the
timber buyer on the basis of the royalty charged for timber from
Crown land.

(c) Not applicable.
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(4) Not applicable.
(5) (a) Bunnings Tree Farms is a grower of trees and does not buy chiplogs.

Bunnings Forest Products Ply Ltd does buy chiplogs from private
landowners.

(b) The question of the royalty paid by Bunnings Forest Products for
chiplogs from freehold land is a private matter between the two parties
involved. These will vary according to many site and logistical
factors.

(6) CALM has not entered into any joint venture for tree farming with Bunnings
Tree Farms. CALM has entered into one joint venture with WACAP.

(7) In 1988 WACAP entered into a softwood share farming agreement with
CALM for 3.6 ha of land owned by WA Chip and Pulp Co Pty Ltd located
near Yanmab. CALM has been hired by Bunnings Tree Farms on one
occasion to grow E. globulus seedlings at the CALM nursery, and to plant
seedlings on 342.8 ha of Bunnings Tree Farms' property. In addition, CALM
and Bunnings Tree Farms have developed and implemented a fire control
agreement to assist each other in fire prevention and fire suppression
operations.

MINING AND EXPLORATION - NATIONAL PARKS AND NATURE RESERVES
Government Ban Intention - Conservation Movement's

V 'Enrrecasweaux Proclamation

329. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) (a) Will the Minister indicate whether the State Government intends to

ban exploration and mining in Western Australia's national parks and
nature reserves as requested in Western Australia's conservation
movements D'Entrecasreaux proclamation';

(b) if not why not?
(2) (a) Will the Minister advise the reasons why the whole of the

D'Enrrecasteaux has not been gazetted in accordance with the
conservation movements D'Entrecasreaux proclamation';

(b) if not why not?
(3) (a) Will the State Government provide adequate resources so the

D'Entrecasteaux national park can be properly managed;
(b) if not why not?

(4) (a) Will the Minister advise whether the State Government intends to
revoke approval for mineral sands mining at Beenup and Jangardup as
requested by the conservation movements D'Entrecasteaux
proclamation';

(b) if not why not?
(5) (a) Will the Minister advise whether the State Government intends to

exclude the south coast from exploration for heavy mineral sands as
outlined in the conservation movements D'Enerecasteaux
proclamation';

(b) if not why not?
(6) (a) Will the Minister advise whether the State Government will allow

south west people 10 develop ecologically sustainable enterprises, free
from the threat of environmental destruction posed by large scale
industrialisation, as outlined in the conservation movements
d'Entrecasteaux proclamation';

(b) if not why not?
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Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) $15 per cubic metre. This includes a 10 per cent contribution to the
Government's tree planting fund and a net royalty of $13.50 per cubic metre.

(2) No conditions have been applied by the Environmental Protection Authority
on the clearing of freehold land for agriculture or tree farming. In a statement
issued on 28 September 1988, the Minister for the Environment set conditions
on the WA Chip and Pulp Co Pty Ltd to the effect that wood derived from
pnivate property clearing or from plantations established after clearing native
vegetation on private property could not be used for woodchipping without
the Minister's authorisation. These conditions are public. The Minister's
authorisation is administered under delegated power by the Commissioner for
Soil Conservation.

(3) (a) Not applicable as CALM does not clear freehold land for agricultural
purposes.

(b) Although CALM does not clear freehold land for tree farm-ing, some
scattered residual trees are removed in advance of sharefarm
establishment. The Government does not set royalty rates for timber
farm freehold land. CALM sometimes acts as the manager for the
owner of private property timber and negotiates the sale price with the
timber buyer on the basis of the royalty charged for timber from
Crown land.

(c) Not applicable.
(4) Not applicable.
(5) (a) Bunnings Tree Farms is a grower of trees and does not buy chiplogs.

Bunnings; Forest Products Pty Ltd does buy chiplogs from private
landowners.

(b) The question of the royalty paid by Bunnings Forest Products for
chiplogs from freehold land is a private matter between the two parties
involved. These will vary according to many sire and logistical
factors.

(6) CALM has not entered into any joint venture for tree farming with Bunnings
Tree Farms. CALM has entered into one joint venture with WACAP.

(7) In 1i988 WACAP entered into a softwood sharing farming agreement with
CALM for 3.6 ha of land owned by WA Chip and Pulp Co ty Ltd located
near Yarimah. CALM has been hired by Bunnings Tree Farms on one
occasion to grow E. globulus seedlings at the CALM nursery, and to plant
seedlings on 342.8 ha of Bunnings Tree Farms' property. In addition, CALM
and Bunnings Tree Farms have developed and implemented a fire control
agreement to assist each other in fire prevention and fire suppression
operations.

FORESTS - KARRI FOREST
Logging Figures, 1989

488. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for the Environment:
When did the Department of Conservation and Land Management publish the
1989 figures for Karri Forest logging?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The 1989 figures for Kanri forest logging were published in the 19889-90
annual report of the Department of Conservation and Land Management. The
document was tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 27 November 1990.
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PROROGATION OF PARLIAMENT - PARLIAMENTARY COMMITEES
Work Legislation

784. Mrs EDWARDES to the Leader Of the House:
Considering the unanimous therefore bipartisan comments and
recommendations by the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation
will the Premier heed these recommendations and introduce legislation to
enable parliamentary committees to work under privilege during prorogation
of Parliament?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The Government is considering the whole question of prorogation of
Parliament and the length of parliamentary sessions. When a decision is
reached, I will report to the Parliament.

OMBUDSMAN - JURISDICTION
Government Agencies

1066. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Do the following agencies not fall within the jurisdiction of the Parliamentary

Commissioner for Administrative Investigations (the Ombudsman).-
(a) WA Building Authority;
(b) State Government Insurance Corporation;
(c) Eastern Goldfields Transport Board;
(d) Commission for Equal Opportunity;
(e) Director of Equal Opportunity in Public Employment;

(f) Industrial Lands Development Authority;
(g) Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation;
(h) South West Development Authority;

(i) WA Tourism Commission;
(j) Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs Commission;
(k) Perth Theatre Trust;
(1) Betting Control Board;
(in) Equal Opportunity Tribunal;
(n) Aboriginal Advisory Council;
(o) Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee;
(p) Charitable Collections Advisory Committee;
(q) WA Water Resources Council;
(r) WA Marine Manning Committee;
(s) Podiatrist Registration Board;
(t) Casino Control Committee;
(u) iledland College;
(v) Kalgoorlie College;

(w) Karraciia College;
(x) Lamb Marketing Board;
(y) Industrial & Commercial Employees Housing Authority;
(z) Western Australian Arts Council?

(2) If so, will the Premier move, as a matter of urgency, to ensure that the list
which identifies agencies which do come within the jurisdiction of the
Parliamentary Commissioner is amended to incorporate these agencies?
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(3) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Agencies (a) to (s) inclusive are not within jurisdiction, nor are agencies (u),

(v), (w), (y) and (z). Special mention must be made of agencies (t), (x) and
(Z) -
(t) Casino Control Committee - this committee was merged with the

Gaming Commission of Western Australia - which is in the schedule
to the Parliamentary Commissioner Act - in 1988;

(x) The Lamb Marketing Board - this has now become the Western
Australian Meat Marketing Corporation which was included in the
schedule in 1985;

(z) WA Arts Council - the council ceased to exist in 1986 when the
Department for the Arts - which is, of course, within jurisdiction as a
department of the Public Service - came into existence and took over
its functions.

(2)-(3)
See rely to question 1090.

PUBLIC SERVANTS - REDUNDANCY PACKAGES
1149. Mr TUBBY to the Premier:

(1) Will there be any difference in the redundancy packages offered to
Government employees if they have reached the age when they are eligible to
retire with superannuation benefits?

(2) If so, what will be the difference?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

PENSIONERS - RATES AND WATER RATES REBATE
Trust Document Requirement - Elegibiliry Criteria Amendment

1151. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware that the Premier's office recently advised my electorate

office that a pensioner who, for mental health reasons, had the legal title of his
property in the name of a caregiver who is not a pensioner, is only entitled to
the pensioner's rebate on rates and water rates if he has a properly constituted
trust document drawn up, outlining the arrangements under which the
property is held on his behalf?

(2) Is the Premier aware that the drawing up of such a trust document involves
considerable expense for that pensioner who, almost by definition, is unable
to afford it?

(3) Will the Premier consider amending the eligibility Criteria so that a pensioner,
whose property is held by a care giver in a bona fide arrangement and for
medical or mental health reasons, qualifies for the rebates?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The circumstances surrounding the case the member refers to in his question
were initially considered following a submission from the Water Authority,
and further reviewed when his electorate officer wrote to me. The member
will appreciate that, in introducing any concession aimed at assisting a needy
group in the community, the Government faces the difficulty of determining a
cut-off point as to who should receive the concession. However, the intention
has always been that where a trustee, who is acting in that capacity on behalf
of a pensioner for medical reasons - physical or mental - is the owner of the
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property, a concession should be granted. HowCee, to ensure that pensioners
and their families are accurately reporting the nature of their circumstances
and to prevent the possible unsubstantiated extension of the eligibility criteria
where, for a variety of reasons, family members enter into arrangements to
jointly own property, it has been decided that a trust document is the only
practical method of determining the eligibility of a pensioner in those
circumstances.

COMMUNITY SPORTING AN]) RECREATION FACILITIES FUND -
MAINTENANCE STATEMENT

Expenditure
1152. Mr McNEE to the Premier:

(1) Did the Premier make a statement at the local government annual conference
to the effect that the Community Sporting and Recreation Facilities Fund
would be continued?

(2) Did the Premier also state at that conference that $5 million had been
provided through that fund in 1990-91?

(3) If so, would the Premier provide a location breakdown of that figure into
expenditure in -
(a) the metropolitan area;
(b) Geralion and Bunbury;
(c) the country area excluding Ceraldton and Bunbury?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.

WORKING WOMEN'S CENTRE - WORKING PARTY MEMBERS
1182. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

Who are the members of the working party comprising representatives from
Government and the community which has been set up to investigate the
establishment of the Working Women's Centre as referred to in answer to
question 1085?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The members of the working party are -

Kate Ellis - Chair - Ministry of Premier and Cabinet
Wendy Gillett - Executive Officer -Department of Employment and

Training
Lyn Deering - Department of Employment and Training
Tricia Sharpe - Office of Women's Interests
Linda Butterly - Women's Advisory Council
Susan Hartley - Women's Electoral Lobby
Robin Terry - Learning Centre Link
Gail Joyce - Business & Professional Women'sAssociation
Jo Gains - Trades and Labor Council
Lisa Heap - State School Teachers Union
Margaret Robinson - Australian Electrical Electronic Foundry and

Engineering Union
UNDERWATER WORLD - HILLARYS

Sale
1185. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) Who currently owns Underwater World operating at the Sorrento Quay
Marina?
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(2) What funds in total has the Government committed to this project?
(3) Until its sale, was Underwater World operating at a loss?
(4) If so, what was the nature of that loss?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The Western Australian Development Corporation said Underwater World to

Coral World International Limited. The sale cook place on 5 September 199 1.
(2) $5.2 million.
(3) Yes.
(4) The loss for the year ended 30 June 1991 was $140 459 caused by low

visitation levels by tourists and residents.
HEALTH DEPARTMENT - PESTICIDE RESIDUES IN BREAST MILK SURVEYS

Hexachtorobenzene (HCB) Levels
1194. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the Health Department assured women participating in the department's
1990 and 1991 surveys of pesticide residues in breast milk in relation to the
chemical Hexachlorobenzene (HCB), that their HCB levels are -

(a) below Or

(b) within the World Health Organisation admissible daily intake?
(2) If yes, how many women have been so assured?
(3) Was the World Health Organisation "admissible daily intake" (ADI) for HCB,

withdrawn in 1978?
(4) If so,

(a) is the Minister concerned that his Department has misled women in
causing them to believe there is a World Health Organisation
health-based guideline for exposure to HCB, when no such guideline
exists?

(b) Will the Minister instruct the Health Department to convey the correct
information to the women any Health Department has misled?

(5) If no to (4) (b), does this mean the Health Department has the Minister' s
permission to mislead the public in matters of personal and public safety?

(6) Has the Health Department's Dr Stevens stated on an ABC Radio program
that the Building Code still states that a house must be treated with
heptachlor?

(7) Ifso, is this statement correct?
(8) If Dr Steven's statement is incorrect, will the Minister correct it publicly and

alert ABC listeners to Building Code provisions that:
(a) pre-treatment requirements need only be observed in areas where it

can reasonably be determined that termite attack might occur,
(b) the Building Code permits physical protection of structures according

to Australian Standard 1694;
(c) councils can allow the use of alternative methods of protection if they

are convinced they would be effective;
(d) the inister for Local Government has authority to suspend, amend or

revoke any decisions by local authorities, in situations where the
public are unhappy about conditions imposed by the local authority?

(9) If the inister will not correct Dr Stevens' statement, why not?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
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(2) One hundred and thirty two women were advised of their result.
(3) Yes.
(4) (a) The Health Department has not misled these women, The women

were informed by letter of the levels of HCB in their milk which were
compared to the WHO acceptable daily intrake to place them in
perspective. The WI-O AD] was used because there was no other
reference point. A bald figure - ie, without reference or
interpretation - would have been meaningless. If this had not been
done, women would have been unnecessarily worried and might even
have stopped breast feeding. The benefits of breast feeding far
outweigh any dangers from hexachlorobentene. This is a complex
issue and departmental officers will continue to communicate with the
women involved.

(b) Not applicable.
(5) Not applicable.
(6) Yes.
(7) Within the context of the program - health aspects of heptachlor - and her

subsequent qualification, Dr Stevens' statement was not incorrect.
(8)-(9)

Not applicable.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - WESTERN WOMEN FINANCIAL
SER VICES PTY LTD

Bunbisry Seminar
1197. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for South-West:

(1) With regard to the women's conference or seminar in Bunbury at which
Robin Greenburg from Western Women group spoke, was this seminar
initiated by the South West Development Authority?

(2) Who were the speakers at this seminar?
(3) Why was the Western Women group chosen to speak ahead of investment

advisers from the south west?
(4) Were pamphlets distributed which gave the impression chat the Western

Women group was Government approved?
(5) Because of the association of the Western Women group, SDWA and the

pamphlet, did women from the south west invest in Western Women and lose
their money?

(6) What does the inister intend to do to help recover the money for these
women?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) Robin Greenburg has never spoken at any seminar initiated by the South West

Development Authority.
(2) If this question relates to the May 1990 conference - Women in the 90s

Enriching Society - the keynote speakers were Deborah McCulloch and
Sandra Leeder. Other speakers were drawn from various areas including
health, human rights, education, and counselling services.

(3) The Western Women group was not invited to speak.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable. See question (4).
(6) Any woman or other person from the south west who deposited funds with

Western Women group will be assisted in the same way as all depositors and
the Government has established a legal information service to assist
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depositors. It is the role of the Australian Securities Commission and the
liquidator to recover moneys.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - DEBT PAYMENT
1198. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for South-West:

(1) How will the outstanding debt of the South West Development Authority be
paid?

(2) Over what time frame will the debt be paid?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) The debt of the South West Development Authority will be paid from

Consolidated Revenue Fund appropriations approved annually by Cabinet and
by repayment of loans owing by the Bunbury City Council and Bunbury City
transit and by using the proceeds of any sale of land to the pen authority.

(2) Loans with Treasury Corporation are repaid by making a quarterly capital
repayment of three per cent on the amount outstanding. The loans are not
fixed to any specific tern.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - HARVEY RECREATION AND
CULTURE CENTRE GRANT

1199. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for South-West:
(1) In view of the grant of around $1 300 000 for the Collie Community Centre,

will the South West Development Authority make a substantial contribution
to the proposed Harvey Recreation and Culture Centre?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) The contribution to the Collie Community Centre was negotiated prior to its

construction. By way of support for community infrastructure for Kemnerton a
contribution has been made to sporting facilities at Australind in the Shire of
Harvey. However, the Government also supports the development at Harvey
and is waiting the outcome of the Shires of Harvey and Waroona (Transfer of
Funds) Bill and for funding of the community sporting and recreation
facilities fund to be determined before making any decision as to whether it
will make a cash contribution.

(2) See (1) above.
PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - APPEALS COMMITTEE REPORT

1208. Mr MINSON to the M inister for the Environment:
(1) Referring to the answer to question 315 of 1991 relating to the Pont Kennedy

project in which the inister stated that he considered it "inappropriate to
release the report" of the Appeals Committee he caused to be convened on
this matter, and section 1.09 (3) of the Environmental Protection Act (1986)
which requires the Mlinister to be consistent with the recommendations of
such a committee -

(a) will the Minister therefore make available to the Parliament the
complete report of the Appeals Committee to validate his compliance
with the Environmental Protection Authority Act 1986;

(b) if not will the Minister explain why the result of this appeal must
remain secret?

(2) Is it the intention of the Government that the results of any further 'Appeals
Committees" convened in accordance with the EPA Act will also remain
secret?

(3) If no to (2) above why will the inister not release the results of the appeal on
the Port Kennedy project?
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Mr PEARCE replied:
(1)-(3)

It has never been the practice that Appeals Committee report be made public.
However, I have instigated a review of the appeals system. This matter will
be reconsidered as part of the review.

WASTE DISPOSAL - LIQUID HOUSEHOLD AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE
Dumping Corns

1210. Mr MINSON to die Minister for Health:
(1) What was the cost of dumping a 10. 1 kilolitre load of liquid household waste

in the following years -

(a) 1989;
(b) 1990;
(c) 1991?

(2) What was the cost of dumping a 10. 1 kilolitre load of liquid industrial waste
in the following years -

(a) 1989;
(b) 1990;
(c) 1991?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) SEPTAGE (HOUSEHOLD LIQUID WASTE CH-ARGE5

(a) 1989 Janu
Oct

(b) 1990 Janu
Apti
Oct(

(c) 1991 Janu
Apti

(2)

(a) 1989 Jant
Apr
Sep

(b) 1990 ]an
Mai
Jurn
Onh

(c) 1991 ]ant
Apr

RATE/KL COST FOR
10.lKL

ary-September 19.40 195.94
ter-December 28-36 286.44
ary-March 28.36 286.44
Il-September 29.55 298.45
er-December 29.08 293.71

wry-March 29.08 293.71
]l-September 30.19 304.92

INDUSTRIAL LIQUID WASTE
RATE/KL PRICE FOR

10.! KL

iary-March 17.30 174.73
I-September 29.40 296.94
tember-December 34170 350.47
zary-March 34.70 350.47
ch-June 37.80 381.78

:-October 49.75 502.47
ber-December 60.90 615.09

iary-March 66.98 676.50
il-September 69.34 700.33

DRINKSAFE ADVERTISEMENTS - COST
1213. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) What is the cost of the current program of Drinksafe advertisements?
(2) How many advertisements are planned and for how long will the campaign

run?

i)
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Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The cost of the media schedule for the current phase of the Drinksafe

campaign is $68 490.
(2) Six 15-second television advertisements, three 30-second radio

advertisements and five Press advertisements were produced far the
campaign. The advertisements were supported by a range of community
education activities. This phase of the campaign ran from 16 to 25 August
1991.

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER HO0SPITAL
Drug and Therapeutics Conmmittee Members - Queen Elizabeth If Medical Centre

Committees
1216. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) What are the names of the people who sit on Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital's
Drug and Therapeutics Committee?

(2) What are these persons' medical qualifications?
(3) How many committees exist within the Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre?
(4) What are these committees?
(5) Who sits on these committees?
(6) Who are the administrative staff attached to each of these committees?
Mr WILSON replied:
(l)-2)

The members of the Sir Charles Gaidner's Hospitals Drug and Therapeutics
Committee, together with their medical qualifications are -

Professor James Paterson, MB, BS, AKC, FRCP, FRACP - Chairperson
Dr S.A. Joyce, MB, BS, FRACP.
Dr K. Karthigasu, BSc (1-ons), MB, BS, PhD, FRCPA.
Dr P. Langton, MB, BS (Hons). BSc (Pharmacology).
Ms G. Reeves, RN.
Dr G. Ryan, MB, BS, FRACPt
Dr L.A. Stewart, MB, BS, D) (Obst.) RCOG, FACEM, FRACMA.
Dr W.P.D. Woods, MB, BS, LRCP, MRCS, FRACP.
Mr G. Swan, PS, Grad. Dip. (Pharra.).

(3)-(6)
To respond to these questions would entail a very considerable amount of
time for all site users to be canvassed. If the honourable member can be more
specific as to the committees of interest, I would be pleased to accommodate
further inquiry.

ROOF TILING INDUSTRY - INQUIRY
Submissions

1217. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
(1) What is the process for submissions to the roof tiling enquiry?
(2) Will submissions be made available to other parties to study?
(3) Will further submissions or comments be sought from other people that have

made submissions?
(4) What are the deadlines and time frames involved?
(5) When is it expected that the inquiry will be completed?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1I) The inquiry into the roof tiling industry is to be conducted by the Western

Australian Industrial Relations Commission, pursuant to section SOZE of the
Industrial Relations Act 1979. The manner in which the inquiry is to be
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conducted is a matter for the commission itself to determidne. The commission
has advertised the terms of reference of the inquiry, and has invited public
submissions in an advertisement appearing in The West Australian on
14 August 1991.

(2)-(4)
See answer to (1).

(5) The length of the inquiry will be determined by the commission itself;,
however I hope to have the chief commissioner's report within three months.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE - COMMUNITY LUNCHES
1226. Mr BRADSHAW to the Premier:

(I) How much has been spent on community lunches at Parliament House in the
last two financial years?

(2) Which people are invited?
(3) Which members of Parliament are invited to attend?
(4) Who generally is the host?
(5) How many people are employed organising the lunches from the Premier's

Department or any other Government Department?
(6) When country people are invited, does the Government pay the transport

costs?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(6)

If the member can be more specific I will attempt to provide a reply. It is not
understood how "community lunch" is defined, or whether the description
extends to all lunches hosted for non-members at Parliament House.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT - REVIEW
1233. Mr MacKENNON to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Is the Environmental Protection Act due to be reviewed at the end of this
year?

(2) If so, how will that review be conducted and by whom?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No. Section 124 of the Environmental Protection Act provides for its review

as to its effectiveness from five years after its commencement. The Act was
proclaimed on 20 February 1987.

(2) 1 have the responsibility under section 124 to' conduct the review.
ROTI-WELLS LTD - McCUSKER INQUIRY

Governmnent Bias Evidence
1247. Mr LEWIS to the. Premier:

I refer the Premier to evidence reported to be given by Mr L.R. Connell to the
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Governor and Other
Matters that the McCusker inquiry was biased in favour of the Government,
and ask -

(a) were the terms of reference to McCusker QC limited and restrictive to
having a full inquiry into Government involvement in the Rothwells'
failure;

(b) did the Premier, or any Ministers receive lists of questions on notice to
be asked by the McCusker inquiry;

(c) if so, which Ministers gave evidence or were interrogated in this way;
(d) which Ministers were finally interviewed in person by officers

appointed to the McCusker inquiry?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I am not aware of the evidence to which the member refers. If he is more
specific, I will be in a better position to obtain the information which be seeks.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BELL GROUP SHARES - STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION
Purchase Meeting, April 1988 - Minister's Attendance

328. Mr MINSON to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Was he in attendance at the Cabinet meeting held on 26 April 1988 when

Attorney General Berinson presented the details of the Bell Group share deal
to be purchased by the State Government Insurance Commission?

(2) If yes to (1), does he accept collective responsibility for -

(a) the loss of approximately $300 million by the SGIC caused directly by
these deals;

(b) the allegation that he was made aware at the time of the chronic
financial position of Rothwells and the allegation that the Government
had, via its agencies, secretly infused hundreds of millions of dollars to
support that company, additional to the $150 million guarantee, yet
knowingly suppressed this information from the public?

(3) Did he fail to acquaint himself with legal opinion that he knew existed and
which indicated that the State would be engaged in unacceptable conduct if it
proceeded with the Bell share and note purchase?

Mr PEARCE replied:

1 would have thought that question was made a touch outdated by the events
of this afternoon where this Government made its position perfectly clear. I,
like every other Minister here, am perfectly prepared to go to the Royal
Commission to answer any question relating thereto that the Royal
Commissioners seek to ask. We will not stand in this House and respond to
efforts by front bench members of the Liberal Party - who may themselves be
subsequently subjected to scrutiny by that very same Royal Commnission - to
be amateur sleuths in this matter. I would have thought the Liberal Party had
quite enough to attend to with its other problems where five of its number, at
least, are under preselection challenge from one of their senatorial colleagues.
The Liberal Party should leave these matters to the Royal Commissioners.
They are people who are eminently capable of asking these questions and
subjecting Ministers to any cross examination on the matter that they want. I
am one of those who is prepared to say, if the Royal Commission invites me, I
will go. If they are inquisitive about these matters I will satisfy their
inquisitiveness.

FEDERAL MINIS TER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT - STATEMENTS
329. My KOBELKE to the Premier:

Is the Premier aware of the statements attributed to the Federal Minister for
the Environment which were released in Federal Parliament today? If so, are
these statements an accurate reflection of the Western Australian
Government's approach to Federal-State relations and the proposed Premiers'
Conference?

Dr LAWVRENCE replied:
It is worth making comment in the Parliament on the comments attributed to
Mrs Kelly, the Minister for the Environment federally. The Prime Minister
today read those comrments into the Hansard at the Federal level. In the
course of a meeting that she had with various environmental lobby groups she
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said there were crass politics involved, and this was not a reflection of the
Prime Minister but of the Premiers. It is a pretty unpleasant statement in my
view.

Mr Macinnon: She should go.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the Opposition has that on the brain.

I do not agree with her assessment and I will use ibis opportunity to reaffirm
the State's commitment - I believe it is shared by members of the Opposition
even if some levels of derail are not necessarily agreed to by them - that this
process of the Premiers' Conference is not, as Mrs Kelly would have us
believe, about bucks changing hands and people standing over other people
and being crass politicians. It is about the very important issue of improving
the efficiency of Government trading enterprises, delivering uniformity in key
areas such as goods and services provisions, and reducing the tota] cost to the
taxpayers of Australia of delivering the service, If there is anybody in this
State or in the Federal Parliament who believes otherwise they need to
reassess their position.
I urge members opposite, and I have heard some in recent days quibble a little
about some of these initiatives, to very carefully think through what is at stake
here. We are approaching the centenary of federation; we have in this country
a level of over-government that everyone acknowledges and part of that
over-government is, in my view, a result of an increasing intrusion by the
Federal Government in matters that are none of its business and which could
be resolved by agreement between the States, appropriate national standards,
appropriate agreements on such things as goods and services and appropriate
action by consensus, not by someone holding Power over the head of another
level of government. The net result of that should be a reduction in the total
cost of government. it would mean we would need fewer people
administering, for instance, the Health budget and More money going directly
into hospitals; and fewer people monitoring the performance of the States in
education and more money going into education. In the long term it would
mean a much better financial relationship between the States and the
Commonwealth so that the unholy spectacle of Premiers going cap in hand to
successive Premiers' Conferences would be a thing of the past, and we could
administer collectively through the three levels of Government in this country
the services that people deserve as efficiently as possible at least possible cost.

FOREIGN OWNERSHIP REGISTER - LEGISLATION
330. Mr HOUSE to the Premier:

When will the Government introduce legislation to provide for a foreign
ownership register, given that she promised last year that such a register
would he in operation in 1991?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I will need to check for the member where that legislation is. The member
would probably be better off asking the Minister responsible, Mr David
Smith, when that legislation will be brought in. We hope to have it in
operation next year.

Mr MacKinnon: I asked the Minister responsible and he said it was coming into
effect on I October.

Dr LAWRENCE: I am not sure if that is the date. The Minister responsible can
probably answer that question directly for the member. We intend to bring it
forward.

Mr House: The Government gave an undertaking to introduce it in the autumn
session.

Dr LAWRENCE: We also indicated some time ago that for various reasons it would
not be possible to do that. It is not as though that has been a secret. It is my
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understanding that we will stick to the timretable of an introduction next year,
and that means it must pass through this Parliament before that date. I suggest
that a specific question on the date of implementation should be directed to
the Minister responsible.

SCHOOLS - DRYANDRA PRIMARY SCHOOL
Ceiling Master - Charges

331. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Minister for Construction:
I refer to the Dryandra Primary School problems.
(1) In view of the contractor's statements and evidence changing over a

period of time, will the case be reopened and charges made for
misleading statements by Ceiling Master?

(2) Was indemnity offered to Ceiling Master for funther admissions and
information?

(3) Will procedures be Laid down for the inspection of work carried out by
Building Management Authority employees or contractors on ministry
sites with special consideration to be given to schools?

Mr McGINTY replied:
I appreciate the issue of the chemicals used at Dryandra Primary School is one
of considerable concern to the parents, and I am happy to provide the
following information to the member.
(1) 1 am advised that no action can be taken against the contractor because

there is no evidence of negligence having been involved, or any other
illegal action. The contractor, Ceiling Master, has provided
satisfactory service to the Building Management Authority for over
five years and the products which he claimed to have used, and which
the chemical analysis showed were used, were commercially available.
Action has been taken by the Department of Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare to address shortcomings in the material safety data
sheets.

(2) It is easy to given an absolute answer on this: No indemnity was ever
contemplated nor would be offered to the contractor in return for the
information provided to assist in the investigation into the use of a
chemical for graffiti removal at Diyandra and other schools.

(3) Following the investigation by the Ministry of Education and the
Building Management Authority a review group was established with
the object of reporting by 30 September this year. It will, firstly,
examine all of the products previously used for graffiti removal;
secondly, investigate other possible graffiti removal products; thirdly,
recommend products to be used in the future; founthly, recommend a
process of ongoing product evaluation and approval; and fifthly,
enhance work practices to be implemented by both direct labour and
contractors engaged to undertake graffiti removal. That group will
consult the Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare
and the Chemnistry Centre (W.A.). It will report on 30 September and
before those outcomes are implemented agreement will be sought
from both the State School Teachers Union of WA (The) and the
Ministry for Education. One thing that should come from this
unfortunate series of events for schools in the northern suburbs and
particularly the Dryandra school is that we will have systems in place
in the future which will hopefully ensure that this is not repeated.

BELL GROUP SHARES - STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION
Purchase Meeting, April 1988 - Minister's Attendance

332- Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
(1) Was the Minister in attendance at the Cabinet meeting held on 26 April 1988
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when Attorney General Berinson presented the details of the Bell Group share
deal to be purchased by the SGIC?

(2) If yes to (1), does the Minister accept collective responsibility for -
(a) the loss of approximately $300 million by the SOIC caused directly by

these deals;,
(b) the allegation that the Minister was made aware at the time of the

chronic financial position of Rothwells and the allegation that the
Government had, via its agencies, secretly infused hundreds of
millions of dollars to support that company, additional to the
$150 million guarantee, yet knowingly suppressed this information
from the public?

(3) Did the Minister fail also to acquaint herself with legal opinion that she knew
existed and which indicated that the State would engage in unacceptable
conduct if it proceeded with the Bell share and note purchase?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(04-3)

I sat through hours and hours of debate in this Parliament which led to the
establishment of the Royal Commission. The Opposition said in no uncertain
terms in that debate that nothing less than a Royal Commission should be set
up to examine these issues. Is the Opposition now expressing its lack of
confidence in the Royal Commission by asking these questions? Is it setting
itself up in competition with the Royal Commission to examine these issues?
The Royal Commission has been set up to examine these matters. I am
prepared to talk to the Royal Commission any time that I am called. In my
view, it does not behove the Opposition to seek to take over the role of the
Royal Commission when it was so active in having it set up.

CONSUMPTION TAX - TAB, BOOKMAKERS, TOTES
333. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

(1) Did 'ihe Minister see a report in the media this week stating that the Federal
Op position proposes imposing a consumption tax on oncourse bookmakers
and totes and on the TAB?

(2) What impact will such a move have on the racing industry?
Mrs BEGCS replied:
(04-2)

I saw the article yesterday. This matter was discussed at some length at a
recent racing Ministers' conference in Darwin. I had the opportunity to
examine it, not in as much depth as I would have liked, but it concerns me that
such a tax, as proposed by the Federal Opposition, would impose an enormous
burden on the racing industry in Western Australia.

Mr MacKinnon: Your Government has almost taxed the industry out of existence.
Mrs BEGCS: The member for Marmion has been saying that he proposed a

one per cent cut in taxation revenue.
Mr Clarko: Not me; we.
Mrs BEGGS: And the member endorses it. My understanding is that he said for one

year and then he would review it.
Mr Clarke: It was the oncourse taxes that would be reviewed alter one year. Your

English teacher needs to do a bit better.
Mrs BEGGS: lHe was not my English teacher, he was my hockey teacher and I was a

very good hockey player. The member should check Mansard because he said
that he would review The tax in 12 months. He has been silent on the impact
of a consumption tax, although he supports it.

Mr Clarko: When did I say that?
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Mrs BEGGS: He is not supportive of a consumption tax!
Mr Clarko: I have not made a public statement on it. That is a false starement. You

are mendacious in the extreme.
Mrs BEGGS: Your English teacher was good. Does the member support a

consumption tax? I do not support a consumption tax and I will tell the
member why.

Mr Clarko: I will tell you when you tell me about your unemployment policy.
Mrs BEGGS: I have an employment policy, no: an unemployment policy.

The introduction of a consumption tax by the Opposition's counterparts in
Canberra would mean that it would slug the bookmakers, the race clubs, the
totes and the TABS. A goods and services tax or a consumption tax would
immediately take $70 million off the top of the TAR turnover which would
not then be distributed to the industry. If the oncourse turnover tax on bookies
and totes is added to that, the figure could very easily reach $100 million,
without taking into account the slug on the trainers, agisiment fees, oats and
all of the things that are necessary to own and train a homse, including saddles,
bridles and veterinary fees.

Mr C.J. Barnett: They would be rebarable. Do you understand that?
Mrs BEGGS: Is that what a consumption tax policy is? We will have a consumption

tax private health scheme so that, if the tax is too high and one cannot afford
it, the Federal Opposition will refund the tax.
One of the most interesting things about a consumption tax is that punters
would probably have to pay 15 per cent on their bets and then they would
have to pay 15 per cent on their winnings if their homses got up.

BAINBRIDGE, MRS - PROSECUTION

334. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Planning and Local Government:
As the Minister was not in Cabinet at the time about which questions have
been asked, I will spare him that question.
(1) Is the Minister aware of the circumstances surrounding the case of

Mrs Bain bridge of Cottesloe who faces gaol for non-payment of a fine
resulting from prosecution for alleged illegal home activities?

(2) Will the Minister consider intervening in this case to prevent her being
gaoled, in view of the minor nature of the offence, considerable public
disquiet over the prosecution, some doubt about the legal standing of
the court conviction, and the heavy handed attitude of the Cottesloe
council in this matter?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1)-(2)

I am aware of Mrs Bainbridge's case. I understand that representatives met
with the Attorney General on her behalf to discuss her case today and that he
did not think there was any avenue whereby he, as Attorney General, could
assist her. During that meeting certain allegations were made which are
matters for me to consider as Minister for Local Government. However, a
formal approach has not been made to me by way of a fresh appeal on the
original decision not to allow her to have that home occupation nor as
Minister for Local Government on any local government matter.
Until a formnal complaint is made to me, I do not intend to take any action
although I have agreed to meet with Mrs Bainbridge's representatives to listen
to their views.
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BELL GROUP SHARES - STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION
Purchase Meeting, April 1988 - Minister's Attendance

335. Mr LEWIS to the Deputy Premier:
I would like to know whether one of the Cabinet members will have the
courage to be truthful and frank about the following question.
(1) Was the Deputy Premier in attendance at the Cabinet meeting held on

26 April 1988 when Attorney General Berinson presented the details
of the Bell Group share deal to be purchased by the State Government
Insurance Commission?

(2) If yes to (1), does he accept collective responsibility for his actions?
Mr Peare: This is the active version.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Qrder! I think the member for Applecross

is making a genuine attempt to add variety to an otherwise tedious and
repetitious question.

Mr LEWIS: I ask the Deputy Premier -

(2) If yes to (1), does he accept collective responsibility for -
(a) the loss of approximately $300 million by the SOIC caused

directly by these deals;
(b) the allegation that he was made aware at the time of the

chronic financial position of Rochwells and the allegation that
the Government had, via its agencies, secretly infused
hundreds of millions of dollars to support that company,
additional to the $150 million guarantee, yet knowingly
suppressed this information from the public?

(3) Did he fail to acquaint himself with legal opinion that he knew existed
and which indicated that the State would engage in unacceptable
conduct if it proceeded with the Bell Group share and note purchase?

The Deputy Premier should not be a wimp and he should answer the question.
Mr TAYLOR replied:

I am not sure of the question asked; if it was yes to (1), what was (2) to (a)?

Mr Lewis: We always knew you were slow but after eight times we thought you
might have got the message.

Mr TAYLOR: My answer is not dissimilar to that of other Ministers, I am sorry.
TIMBER INDUSTRY - TIMBER MILLS, DWELL1NOUP

Reopening Progress
336. Mr READ to the Minister for the Environment:

In view of the scepticism shown by some members of the Opposition, will the
Minister advise the House on the current progress on the recommissioning of
the two timber mills in Owellingup?

Mr PEARCE replied:
I am disappointed, but not surprised, to find that the Opposition is again trying
to talk down the efforts the Government is making to keep the town of
Dwellingup going, and indeed to advance and prosper, to the extent of
spreading rumours with the suggestion that one or both of the mill reopenings
will not go ahead. Both of those mills are expected to be reopen on I
November.

Mr Bradshaw: Who is spreading rumours?
Mr PEARCE: The Opposition. Does the member for Wellington want to say

unequivocally that he personally has not been talking to people and casting
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aspersions on whether these mills are likely to open? Will he say that he has
not mentioned it to a soul? Some members of the Opposition have been a
little indiscreet about this matter and not in a way that supports tie trubh. It is
easy for local people to understand the falsity of the rumours the Opposition
members are seeking to spread because the equipment required for the
reopening of the mills is on site, and that is well within the purview of the
good citizens of Dwellingup.

Mr House: You let them cut down a 350 year old tree the other day too. Did you
know about that?

Mr PEARCE: If the member for Stirling brings a birth certificate for that tree into the
House, I will be only too pleased to investigate the matter.
The Opposition members are in a fractious and disunited mood today; one
would think that their pre-selections were taking place next week rather than
in a couple of months. The mill previously owned by Bunnings Forest
Products Pty Ltd will be reopened by Coli Timber Products Pty Ltd; it is
expected to open on 1 November and it will employ between 12 and 15
people. It has asked former employees of Bunnings to apply for positions. It
has ordered new equipment from the Eastern States, which is now on site and
will be installed in the next few weeks. The transfer of the sawmill site permit
from Bunnings to the Coli timber company is being progressed by the
Department of Conservation and Land Management, and initial arrangements
are taking place for the installation of a weigbbridge on the site, in liaison
with the Shire of Murray.
The mill previously operated by the Forests Department, which closed in
1983, will be taken over by Colli and Sons. It is anticipated that the mill will
be tested and ready to start by the beginning of the new logging year on
1 November 1991. It is hoped that it will employ 1.2 people. Formner
Bunnings employees will be encouraged to apply for positions. New
equipment is on site and installation commenced on Monday, 9 September;
that is, it is currently being installed. The lease of the site to Colli and Sons is
being processed by CALM at present, and the availability of water to keep the
stockpile of logs moist is being pursued by the company and the Department
of Conservation and Land Management. Discussions are proceeding with the
Shire of Murray to provide a bypass road around the town to allow access of
logging trucks to the miflls without their going through the main street of
Dwellingup. That is a substantial level of progress in this matter, and I ask
the members opposite who are spreading these rumours to go to those mills,
open their eyes and close their mouths.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT - LIBERAL PARTY
337. Mr P.J SMITH to the Minister for State Development:

I refer to question 310 of Thursday 29 August in which I drew to the attention
of the Minister the fact that following my previous question regarding the
announcement that the Liberal Party had decided not to appoint a
spokesperson for the south west the Deputy Leader of the Opposition paid a
hurried visit to the area to calm the local branch of the Liberal Party, which
was reported to be in disarray. I draw attention to the Deputy Premier's reply
in which he predicted that the Leader of the Liberal Party would change his
mind and appoint shadow Ministers for the regional areas.

Point of Order
Mr LEWIS: I suggest that the questioner is making a statement, rather than asking a

question, and that is out of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): It certainly is taking on the flavour of a

statement and it also casts doubt on whether there will be time for both
questions to be answered. I ask the member for Bunbury to draw his question
to a rapid conclusion, and the Minister can perhaps provide an equally rapid
answer.
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Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr P.1. SMITH: Will the Minister report on regional development in Western

Australia as far as the Liberal Parry is concerned?
Mr TAYLOR replied:

This has the makings of a saga as pointed out, quite rightly, by the member
for Bunbury. A couple of weeks ago I suggested chat the Liberal Party would
backtrack, and it certainly has. The Liberal Party in the south west was in
disarray because its members were concerned that they had no representation
in the area. The Liberal Party has today announced that it is setting up a new
regional development council and, as predicted, it will include shadow
Ministers who will be responsible for development in specific areas. Separate
consideration will be given to various parts of Western Australia, including
the great southern, to be handled by Paul Omodei, Peel by Roger Nicholls, the
mid west by Kevin Minson -

Point of Order
Mr BLAIKIE: I draw to your attention, Mr Acting Speaker, the convention of the

House whereby members do nor refer to other members by name. I ask that
the Minister follow that convention.

Mr Taylor: I am reading from a transcript.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not think I will delay the House on that point. I am

aware that the member for Collie is anxious to ask her question.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr TAYLOR: In fact, I am quoting directly from comments made by the Leader of
the Opposition. He said that Barr-y House would handle the south west. I am
pleased to welcome back to the fold the member for Nedlands, Richard Court,
who once again will be responsible for the goldfields and north west shadow
portfolios, as predicted. As predicted here a couple of weeks ago, the Liberal
Party has been forced to backtrack absolutely on the issue of regional
development in Western Australia and to try once again to give people
particular responsibilities in relation to regional development. I congratulate
Opposition members on learning the lesson. It has taken them a little time.
They should have listened to the wise advice in the first place.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - WESTERN COLLIERIES LTD
$15 million Preference Payment

338. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
Last week Wesfarmers. made an official statement to the Stock Exchange that
Wesfarmers. is "fully protected against any exposure of Western Collieries" in
the Spedley's liquidation case. Can the Minister therefore inform the
Parliament of the State Energy Commission's financial exposure if the
$15 million SECWA paid for the forward sales of coal from Western
Collieries - which was deposited in Spedleys - is declared a preferential
payment?

Dr GALLOP replied:
I am aware of that matter having been raised last week, and I have sought
advice from SECWA on it. As yet I have not received that advice, but when I
do I will respond to the member for Collie.
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