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Wrgislathw Assembly
Tuesday, 21 November 1989

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

PETITION - GRAYLANDS HOSPITAL
Prison-Forensic Unit - Establishment Opposition

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) [2.17 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

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

We, the undersigned respectfully showeth:

That the community is extremely concerned about Government plans to establish at
Ciraylands Hospital a prison/forensic unit for mentally disordered offenders and
persons who have committed serious offences but have been found "not guilty" by
reason of insanity, particularly because such unit will now be in the beant of a
residential area and close to a public primary school and private college and therefore
your petitioners humbly request that:

I . Plans to establish the prison/forensic unit be abandoned forthwith; and

2. Any future plan to open a prison/forensic unit within a populous suburb and
next to schools and playgrounds be fully discussed with and justified to the
community and all relevant Authorities and interests before such future
decision is made.

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 57 signatures and I certify that it conformis to the Standing Orders of the
egislative Assembly.

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

[See petition No 101.1
PETITION - CROWN LAND

Reserve 36997 Mantua Crescent. Wembl "v Downs - Residential Development Opposition

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [2.19 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honiourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia, residents of Wembley Downs,
request that the approximate 7,000 sq. metres of Crown land known as reserve 36997
and as location Mantua Crescent in Wembley Downs, remain as bushland open space
as it is, or preferably be developed as parkland, but not to be subdivided for
residential or other building development.

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

The petition bears 175 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

[See petition No 102.]

PETITION - SCHOOL CROSSING
Noranda Primary School - Wait Road Vicinity Request

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [2.20 pm]: 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.
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We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia, call upon the State Government to
provide a school crossing over Benara Road in the vicinity of Watt Road for the use
of children attending Noranda Primary School.
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 149 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 103.]

PETITION - GRAIN SILOS, BUNBURY PORT
Historic Buildings - Preservation Request

MR P.J. SMITH (Bunbury) [2.22 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable die Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the Undersigned ask that the State Government to do everything possible to
preserve the Historic concrete grain silos at the Bunbury Port for the following
reasons:-
(1) Their constnuction is recorded as being of architectural and engineering

significance to the history of W.A.
(2) They are recommended to be retained as a feature building of an historic-

tourist precinct in the proposed Bunbury Harbour City development.

(3) They are an ideal building for the proposed South West Regional Environment
Museum and Fun Park as part of the Harbour City Development.

(4) They will be a symbol of the grain trade which has linked Bunbury to its
hinterland for decades.

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 131 signatures and I certify that it confonns to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 104.1
PETITION - EUTHANASIA

Right to Die - New Legislation Request
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [2.23 pmnl: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that because the criminal code Law in Western Australia
is such that suffering people have no legal right to be allowed or helped to die, no
matter what their degree of suffering nor the urgency of their plea for release by
death, the Legislative Assembly, in Parliament assembled, should enact legislation
that makes the right to be allowed or, if necessary, helped to die a legal option on the
request of persons who are suffering more than they wish to bear: and that other
persons participating in the fulfilment of such legal options shall not be subject to
legal, professional or social action.
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 311 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 105.]

A similar petition was presented by Mrs Buchanan (300 persons).

[See petition No 106.]

PETITION - PUBLIC TRANSPORT OPERATORS

Assault Convictions - Penalty Objections
MRS WATKINS (Wanneroc) [2.25 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned members of the Australian Tramway and Motor Omnibus
Employees Association, Perth Branch, strongly object to the penalties banded down
by the courts to people convicted of assault on Operators employed in Public
Transport.
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 438 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 107.]

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION - CLOSING DAYS OF SESSION

Notice of Motion
NMR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [2.26 pm]: I give notice that at the next
sitting of the House I shall move -

That for the balance of the present Session -

(a) So much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
Bills to be introduced without notice and to proceed through all stages
on the day they are introduced, and to enable messages from the
Legislative Council to be taken into consideration on the day they are
received.

(b) Standing Orders Nos 224 and 225, relating to Grievances, be
suspended.

(c) Government business shall take precedence on Wednesdays as on
other days.

In giving that notice I seek the indulgence of the House to inform members that it is the
intention of the Government to devote the whole of this week to debate on the remaining
sections of the Estimates and to deal with the third reading of the Budget. It is the
Government's intention that the Budget be passed by the conclusion of business this week.
The Government is proposing to allow plenty of time for members to debate the Budget to
the exclusion of all else, including private members' day this week.

I have given the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the deputy leader of the National Party
an undertaking, on the basis that the Budget is passed this week, that although private
members' day will be suspended this week there will be an equivalent time allowed for
private members' day on Wednesday of next week, so we will go back to taws.

It is necessary to pass the Budget around this stage of the session because the House is due to
rise, according to its program, on 7 December and many members have made commitments
on the assumption that the Parliament will not sit beyond that date. As distinct from other
years, this year the upper House insists that the Budget be available for a week before it
debates it.
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I have asked the Clerk to take out the time used for the Committee of the Whole debates
during this decade. I advise members that the average time spent on the Committee of the
Whole debates was 24 hours between 1981 and 1987. The average was extended
dramatically last year, but it raised the average to only 29t hours. To date we have spent 16!
hours this year on that debate and on my estimate, depending on how late members want to
sit each night, there are between 30 and 40 hours of discussion time available. It will take the
total available rime to over 50 bouts.

Mr Blaikie: Governments have been more honest in the past than you have been.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the House will resume his seat. I am prepared to be
lenient to the extent that we do not get into a situation where a member responds to the notice
of motion.

Mr PEARCE: I am trying to draw the attention of members of the House to the way the
Government proposes to conduct the debate on the remaining Estimates for two reasons:
First, in order that members can be aware that that is the situation and make allowances
accordingly, especially for late night sittings and a Thursday night sitting and second, in order
that I can ask members of the House to be aware of the needs of other members in discussing
the Budget. Although there is plenty of time available, obviously members in making their
comments would be of assistance to the rnning of the House if they could direct their
comments in a direct and precise way, bearing in mind that other members will be seeking to
have their say as well.

Point of Order

Mr COURT: Mr Speaker, is it proper for me to comment now or during the debate?

The SPEAKER: I would appreciate it if you would speak to the actual motion.

Mr COURT: It was a lengthy notice of motion.

The SPEAKER: It was improper and I would not consider it again.

BILLS (3). ASSENT

Message from the Lieutenant Governor and Administrator received and read notifying assent
to the following Bills -

I . Convicted Inebriates' Rehabilitation Repeal Bill

2. Prisoners (Release for Deportation) Bill

3. Stamp Amendment Bill (No 4)

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE.- PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES LTD

Government Involvement -Losses

THE SPEAKER (Mr Bamnett): Within the allotted time I received a letter from the Leader
of the National Party seeking to debate as a matter of public importance the State
Government's involvement in the petrochemical project.

[Five members rose in their places.]

The SPEAKER: In accordance with the Sessional Order, 30 minutes will be allocated to each
side of the House for the purpose of this debate.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [2.33 pm]: I move -

That this House -

(1) notes that the directors of Petrochemical Industries Limited have now reported
that the State Government has lost its $175 million entry fee into the
petrochemical project and that the $82 million commitment is also at
considerable risk;

(2) recognises that the report by the directors of PIL and the recent comments by
the liquidator are further proof that the Premier and the Treasurer have misled
Parliament and requires them to state truthfully -
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(a) the full. extent of the losses likely to be faced by Western Australian
taxpayers in relation to the failed petrochemical project;

(b) how it intends to recover those losses; and
(c) the real reason why the Government bought into the petrochemical

project;
(3) considers that the State Government is still operating outside its own

accountability guidelines in relation to the failed petrochemical venture; and
(4) calls on the Government -

(a) to return to the convention that where a Minister misleads Parliament,
he or she resigns; and

(b) to require a Minister to resign where he or she breaches the
Government's own accountability guidelines.

This is a very serious matter. Although the Government's involvement in what has now
become known as WA Inc has been debated within and outside the parliamentary process.
such debate cannot detract from further discussion of the Government's relationship with big
business generally; nor can it detract from die petrochemical deal and specifically the
Government's losses in that deal, for two reasons.
Firstly, the Government has continually failed to reveal the details of its involvement in
business dealings with the private sector; and, secondly, it has not revealed through the
Parliament or any other democratic process the precise extent of the Government's - and
therefore the taxpayers' - losses, and how those losses will be funded. The extent of the
losses which will be borne by taxpayers in relation to this deal is gradually being drawn out
from the Government. The latest event, of course, was the admission by the directors of
Petrochemical Industries Ltd that the $175 million entry fee has been lost, and it also appears
that the $82 million operating capital has been lost by the Government. In addition, other
costs involved must either be written off or recovered. It is appropriate for the Government
to stand by its White Paper 'Investing for the Future" and to refer to its own broad principles
detailed in chapter six of that document in which it calls upon standards for accountability,
prudence and benefits for the State, and for investment in private enterprise to be very clearly
documented. In this case the Government has never given any indication of the value of the
petrochemidcal investment to the taxpayers of Western Australia. In fact, it is only since the
Governm-ent decided to wind up Petrochemical Industries Ltd, that revelations have been
made on a number of factors which support the claims made by members on this side of the
House, but which have never been acknowledged or admitted by the Government. It is clear
that the claims made by members on this side of the House for a long time have now been
proved true. Substantial losses will be incurred in this deal.
When referring to those losses it must be admitted, above all, that the original intention of the
Government in this deal was to exchange a debt for equity. The Government had provided a
$150 million guarantee, and that guarantee was to be exercised to pay the National Australia
Bank. Rather than meet the debt, the Government decided to take equity in the petrochemical
deal. That equity was taken purely and simply to avoid the debt it had incurred through the
guarantee. No argument can be made, and it has been confirmed by the winding up of PIL,
that there was some value in the property to be acquired by the Government It has never
been demonstrated that that was the case. The Government decided to buy into the
petrochemical project and then gave the project value by issuing guarantees. It was
attempting to transfer a debt, which it was forced to honour, to equity in a project. Although
that has been denied time and time again, finally the stage has been reached at which it must
be freely admitted by the Government. The Govemnment has lost not only the $175 million
entry fee, but also additional moneys relating to the purchase price of the project, the
operating capital, and the interest accruing on the $175 million. I assume that will be in the
vicinity of $24 million a year. For the benefit of taxpayers who may one day read this debate
itt Hansard, I indicate that the debentures taken out by WA Govemnment Holdings Ltd, in
which the State Government Insurance Commission invested, are 10 year debentures. It
appears that taxpayers will be saddled with an annual payout of $24 million. One payment
has been made, but a further $24 million will be paid in each of the following nine years to
meet those losses.
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Mr Lewis: And to save face.
Mr COWAN: I do not know whether this Government has much face to save. No doubt that
is what it is attempting to do. The question of the petrochemical investment has been debated
time and again. It is important that this House looks to the future and says to the
Government, "Tell us the full extent of your losses. Do not release it in dribs and drabs.
Now the company is being wound up we have an admission you have lost the $175 million
entry fee and the better pant of $85 million invested in operating capital, and there is still
interest to pay on those debentures for a further nine years which amounts, in round terms, to
an additional $200 million spread over that period. Let us have a precise accounting under
your own accountability rules of the extent of the losses by the Government in this
petrochemical deal."

If we had that accounting of losses the next logical step would be for the Government to
indicate how it will recover those losses; unless, of course, it expects future Governments to
do so, because I cannot accept that this Government will remain in office after its present
term. There is no doubt that the people have finally seen through its deceit and never again
will it be trusted to the extent that it would win an election. Let us hear from the Treasurer
precisely how we will recover, or perhaps fund, the losses incurred. I have already itemnised
those losses to a total of $400 million spread over nine years. If it is taxpayers who are to
meet that funding then let us be told that; let all the cards be laid on the table. Let us have an
admission from the Government that this investment had nothing to do with what was good
for the State - as many people have claimed the petrochemical plant was - but with trying to
rescue it from honouring a guarantee the National Australia Bank requested be exercised.
That is really what this is all about.

It is time the Government acknowledged that it took the decision to avoid the exercise of that
guarantee and wrote value into the petrochemical project by issuing another guarantee for
something the only real value of which was the guarantee itself. Nobody can deny that. I do
not think the Premier or the Deputy Premier would deny that. In fact, there have been hints
by both of those gentlemen during public discussions of this mailer that that was what the
Government intended to do.

One of the most important features of today's motion is paragraph 3, which says that the
Government is still operating outside its own accountability guidelines in relation to the
petrochemical venture. Members should remember this Government has made two attempts
to demonstrate that it has some accountability. The first was the Burt Commission on
Accountability. Burt made some interesting comments which were supported to the hilt by
the Premier. He said -

.. legislative authority should exist authorising the investment or the creation of the
contingent Liability, and that each government agency should be subject to the control
of a Minister of the Crown and through that Minister it should at all times be ready
and able to account to the Parliament for all that it has done in the exercise of its
statutory authority; for the manner in which it has done it; and for the ends sought to
be achieved by the doing of it.

I ask whether the question of accountability, as Burt saw it, has been exercised? I ask this
because he continued later -

Hence it can be seen that accountability is accountability to the Parliament and, as will
appear, the Parliament is the place within which the idea of public scrutiny must find
its fulfilment.

If that was not sufficient for the Government, it should be acknowledged by the Premier that
he accepted and endorsed the findings of the Burt Commission on Accountability and said he
would do those things. We have not seen that in the case of the petrochemical affair. The
Premier went further in relation to a White Paper, talking about investing for the future. He
outlined some very broad- principles and guidelines he would follow in future investments.
There has been no indication that those guidelines that he wrote for himself - or those he had
written by the Burt Commission - have been followed.

The other important issue is outlined in paragraph 4 of the motion. There has been a
convention in politics for many years that a Minister who has misled the House has either
resigned or been stood down. It is a time honoured convention, one which has been
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supported by both sides of this House. If members opposite do not believe me, I suggest they
ask their Federal colleague, Mick Young, about this matter, and he will tell them they do
observe this convention. This convention has been ignored in this place. Unfortunately, the
Deputy Premier can no longer claim that he did not mislead the House when he said no
guarantee was issued. Neither can the Attorney General nor the Premier say that in support
of that claim. It is time we returned to that convention. In addition, this Government should
impose upon itself another new convention that a Minister who does not adhere to those
accountability rules should stand down.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.48 pm]: I have much pleasure in seconding the motion. I
will direct my remarks mainly to the fourth paragraph of the motion which refers to the
credibility of Governments. This Government has learned to survive on denial and absent-
mindedness. It denies its activities through the heat of the moment and when the facts come
to light is absent-minded about what it said. This reminds me of Disraeli's famous remark
about the front bench of Gladstone's parliament being like a line of dormant volcanoes. That
is what we have here in the Labor Party, a line of dormant volcanoes; they have blown their
tops so many times they have run out of steamn.

Most of the Ministers in this Government have in one way or another been involved in the
Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deal and in some form of denial or misleading of the
Parliament. If this is to become the norm in this place that can only denigrate Parliament.
causing it to go downhill. In recent years the power of the Executive has been on the rise and
that of the Parliament in decline. I am afraid that the backbenchers of this Government are
like mushrooms, sitting there in the dark and we know what they are being fed on.

The problem is that this matter goes back to the people who led the charge. Those people
have been caught out more than once. If the conventions of centuries do not stand up in this
place then what hope do we have here or with the people of Western Australia? All of us
travel around among the population performing our duties. I have been running into people
who tell me - as they tell other members of this place constantly - that members of Parliament
are being ridiculed, so the Parliament is also being ridiculed. If members of Parliament are
not prepared to resign when caught out - and my leader was correct when he said they should
put their accountability practices on the line as well - and if they are not prepared to stand up
and be counted, what checks and balances will there be in the system?

We have heard of the Paddington Bear affair in the Federal sphere and the fact that over the
years when Ministers of the Crown have been caught out in such misdoings they have
resigned. However, that tradition has gone out the window here.

I have heard it said recently that the only way the Premier will leave office is in a pine box. I
do not believe that is true. He would want to leave in a marble coffin; there is no style to
leaving in a pine box. The Premier is more like a pharaoh than a Premier.

Mr Hassell: When he is fintished in office, the population will only be able to afford a pine
box!
Mr TRENORDEN: Unfortunately, those sorts of statements are being made. We have clear
evidence that this Government intends to dig in, against the tradition and practice of the
Westminster system. If that is the way this House and the other place is to operate, we will
need to change the rules because if we cannot be accountable, and cannot recognise the due
processes of a system which has been built up over many centuries, change will be forced
upon us and there will be another method of making accountable those who hold ministerial
positions. The word "accountability" has been the buzz word since before the election, but
the only way that accountability can have any value is if all persons within the parliamentary
system are accountable to the people.

Unfortunately, in the three cases which were pointed out by my leader, and in one other case,
Ministers of the Government have been found to have midsled the Parliament, yet have been
prepared to tough it out. That is not acceptable, and will bring down upon those Ministers the
wrath of Western Australians. The issue of accountability and the guidelines under which it
will operate will keep coming up; there is no way' that the losses associated with the
petrochemical plant, the State Superannuation Board, the State Government Insurance
Commission, Rothwells and other institutions will go away. There is no future for this
Parliament while Ministers keep wiping off the slate statements made many months ago, as if
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they had never been made; and this place will continue to be considered a joke by all Western
Australians. The motion moved by my leader is the most important and fundamental motion
that I have seen moved in this House for some time. I will be interested to see how the
Premier and Deputy Premier respond. I notice that the Deputy Premier is fidgeting around
quite a bit. He ought to be doing that.
Wr Hassell: He ought to be doing that outside this place!

Mr TRENORDEN: He has put himself in a very difficult position in the light of centuries of
precedent. He, and others, should have a close look at themselves. When some of us get up
in the morning, we do not always like what we see when we look in the mirror to have a
shave, but it is very important that the people of Western Australia see some accountability.
MR PARKER (Fremantle - Deputy Premier) [2.53 pml: The Government is opposed to the
motion moved by the Leader of the National Party. I would like to outline some of the
circumstances surrounding this issue, much in the manner which was invited of me by the
Leader of the National Party. About a year ago, the Government announced that it would
take equity in a petrochemical project at Kwinana. That decision was made in the belief that
the State would benefit greatly from the value such a project would add to the State and to the
vast reserves of natural gas which are available to us and to future generations. The cost of
our stake was $175 million. We undertook to provide up to $100 million in interim finance
through WA Government Holdings Ltd, pending long term finance being put in place. The
interim finance was to be refunded when the project finance was obtained, which was hoped
to be by June 1989. but expected to be within 12 months, at most. WA Government
Holdings Ltd raised hinds by issuing $175 million in debentures, which was taken up by the
State Government Insurance Commission. WA Governent Holdings Ltd used the money to
fund the equity stake of 43.75 per cent in Petrochemical Holdings Ltd.
Mr Macinnon: Why are you reading this? I think there is a meason.

The SPEAKER: Order! .Interjections are, as you know, disorderly. On occasions
interjections add flavour to the debate, and as you know, I generally allow them. However,
we must have ani equal amount of cooperation from both sides, and if one side listens to the
other in silence, the other side should offer that same sort of opportunity for the speaker.

Point of Order
Mlr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, could I ask for your ruling about whether it is normal for
speeches to be read in the course of the proceedings. It is my understanding that unless it is a
second reading speech, that is not the custom of this House.
The SPEAKER: I am endeavouring to watch fairly closely what the Deputy Premier is
doing. My assessment of it at the moment would be that he is referring to fairly copious
notes.

Debate Resumed

Mr PARKER: M~r Speaker, I confirm that assessment. WAGH also provided a shareholders'
loan to Petrochemical Holdings Ltd, which ultimately paid in total $400 million to purchase
Petrochemical Investments Ltd, the owner of Petrochemical Industries Ltd. The debentures
issued by SGIC are fully guaranteed by the Government, and their term is not - to correct a
point made by the Leader of the National Party - 10 years but nine years, with an initial three
year interest rate of 13.9 per cent per annum. The advice to us then, as it is now, was that a
petrochemical project at Kwinana was, within acceptable parameters, acceptable to the
Government.
The investment was taken against the background of the Government's involvement in the
Rothwells rescue. The principal of Rothwells was a partner in the petrochemical venture.
The collapse of the Rothwells merchant bank, and Mr Connell's personal commitment to help
satisfy its debts, meant that he could no longer participate realistically in the development of
that project, in which the State Government set such store in terms of its future plans. It was
believed that in restructuring Rothwells, there was also an opportunity to provide stimulus to
the petrochemical project. The Government was concerned at that point to ensure that the
project proceeded and that it was not crushed by the inability of its original proponents to
proceed. Equally, theme was an opportunity to turn what could have been a very considerable
potential loss to Western Australians from the Rothwells situation into something which
would be of significant benefit to the people of Western Australia.
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While the financial events of October 1987 were staggering, to say the least, Western
Australians and the Western Australian Government were not alone in believing that financial
institutions with strong links to the non professional' financial sector should at least be
considered differently from commercial businesses in other sectors. For example, in the
United States the Congress has recently passed into law legislation which provides for the
United Statei taxpayers to support the savings and loans movement in that country; a
movement which corresponds closely to non banking financial institutions like Rothwells and
building societies in Western Australia.
Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: I said "non banking financial institutions". The support offered by the United
States Congress to those non banking financial institutions was to the tune of $ 100 000
million. Congress believed that its support was necessary because the savings of small
investors throughout the country were tied up in those institutions.
The circumstances surrounding the Western Australian Government's decision to retire the
Rothwells' indemnity were fully outlined to this House by the Premier on, 8 November last
year. He pointed out that the Government, through its participation in the rescue attempt, had
it put to it by the private sector that its participation was crucial to the rescue plan because of
the confidence that it would restore in a fragile financial environment.
Similarly the petrochemical project is a concept which has been in the making for some 20
years. It assumnes great importance when we consider the needs of our society in the next
century. The. advice given to us was that a petrochemical project made sense in the
international context in. the mid 1990s. Support was sought from the Government on the
grounds that such involvement would act as the encouragement for the project to become
established- The Government was advised that the project was supportable, but that
participation by a major player in the international chemical industry was necessary. Some
interest was shown by internationally recognised petrochemical producers.
It is now obvious that the arrangements which the Government entered into with
Petrochemical Industries Lid, while satisfying the parameters spelt out by our advisers, was
not achieved as the project was implemented. The causes of concern to the Government
related to matters such as project management-and finance as well as to technology and the
changing nature of the market place. But at the time, the prospects were healthy and the
Government believed that the taking of equity was justified to get the project under way with
the aim of selling its share to private buyers. It is fair to say that the financial problems of the
major private enterprise player in the project had an important impact on the prospects for
fundraising for the petrochemical project, and that has been generally acknowledged.
The Government recognises that much of the money expended in the petrochemical project
as a result of arrangements entered into last October is unlikely to be recovered. Some
recovery is possible, and the Government will be taking every opportunity to achieve that
result. The actual losses to be incurred by the Government from its involvement in the PIL
project have yet to be determined and will depend to a large extent on the outcome of the
liquidation of the company. In making this statement I state categorically that at no time was
any member of this Government acting in a way which could be seen as anything but an
attempt to act in the best long-ternm interests of the State. The Government had an
opportunity to convert a debt in Rothwells into equity in an important project for the State
which looked like stalling. Though the Pit project has collapsed, we maintain that the
motives behind our involvement were correct. Petrochemicals can provide building blocks
for the development of Western Australia and the development of the long-term employment
opportunities which go with it. The Government has an obligation to encourage that
development, arnd we are determined to encourage developers to produce real benefits to the
State beyond the simple export of raw materials.
In the event, our expectations proved to be very badly wrong with regard to this project, and
in retrospect we would approach those decisions very differently if faced with similar
circumstances today. Our intentions as to how we will proceed in the future are set out in the
document which the Premier released in September, "Investing in the Future", which was
tabled in this House.
I assure the House that the decisions made by the Government, while they may have proved
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to be wrong in some regard, were made with the interests of the Stare in mind. In
acknowledging the losses which have arisen fromn the collapse of the P11. project, we
maintain our belief that the petrochemical project, properly structured and managed, is viable,
and that we acted on advice which we accepted at the time as being reasonable and
responsible. The losses which will follow from the collapse of the PRL project will receive
our considered and serious attention, but because we have a strong economy, coupled with
prudent Budget management, we are able to state with confidence that the cost will be met in
a way which will minimise any impact on individuals or families. We are determined to
maintain the commitment to the family that we made earlier this year during the election, and
which was honoured in full in the Budget which I brought down in this House in August.

Claims that the Parliament has been misled in relation to the losses incurred as a result of the
petrochemical venture are totally unsubstantiated. The Premier and [ have been at all times
absolutely frank about the State's level of exposure in relation to the purchase of equity of
PICI and the provision of interim finance. That exposure was fully explained and outlined
when the State's decision to participate in the petrochemical project was announced in
October last year and subsequent to that.

The reasons for deciding to purchase equity in PTCL were also explained, and it should now
be clear to every Western Australian, let alone members opposite, that the decision to convert
a debt in Rothwells into equity in a potentially major project - of importance both to its equity
participants and to the State - was one which was made not only from an economic
development point of view but also with the aim of protecting taxpayers' funds and
promoting a project of enormous significance to the State. That was our intention, and we
continue to work towards that aim. Every relevant document relating to the Goverruent's
involvement in the project has been tabled and every request for information has been
scrupulously answered. I therefore find it astounding that any members opposite can suggest
that the Goverment has not been fully accountable, that it has misled the Parliament, that it
has misinformed it, or that it has withheld information from members opposite. In fact, the
PRL liquidators' report, which was released on Friday, and the directors' report on which it
was based, contain absolutely no information which has not previously been made available
to this Parliament.

This Government, like its predecessors, believes that the petrochemical project in this State
would have had a dramatic impact on the State's and the national economy. We are
committed to the concept of adding value to the State's natural resources, not just for today's
employment and profit but [or the long-term benefit of this community and future
generations. For that reason, when the opportunity arose to encourage the establishment of
such an industry, the Government believed it was proper to assist in that development by
ensuring that sufficient energy supplies would be available for such a long-term project.
When the situation at Rothwells became serious, and what seemed to be a cash flow problem
was put to the Government, this appeared to be an opportunity for the petrochemical project
to provide a way of trning the Government's Rothwells' indemnity to the State's advantage
in the development of a profitable and important industry.

In hindsight we must acknowledge that substantial losses will flow from that commitment.
The Government's genuine desire to avoid a loss for the State as a result of its involvement
with Rothwells by committing itself to the establishment of a petrochemical project - which
was also in the long-term interests of the State - was frustrated by the collapse of the PIL
project. However, the losses flowing from the demise of the PIL project represent, in the
main, the losses which Rothwells would have impacted on the State's economy had that debt
to equity conversion not taken place in October 1988.

We have now taken steps to ensure that in future -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Point of Order

Mr BLAIKME: I draw your attention, Mr Speaker, to the use of copious notes. I am
suggesting that the Deputy Premier is reading a speech prepared by other people and it is not
the speech he would have been making to the Parliament.
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The SPEAKER: Earlier during the Minister's delivery I indicated that I had watched fairly
closely and I was of the view at that time that the Minister was referring to copious notes. I
am still of that view. However, I point out to the Minister that it is a requirement that
speeches be not read. If I happen to be wrong - and [ do not think I am - he might address the
situation.

Debate Resumed
Mr PARKER: Thank you for your guidance, Mr Speaker.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Macinnon: He has lost his place again.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Clarko: Get an autocue.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PARKER: The White Paper delivered to this House by the Premier in September
indicated the basis upon which future projects of this type will proceed. The White Paper
indicates to all the parties who are interested in the petrochemical project at the moment the
basis upon which it will proceed, and as the Leader of the National Party himself said at the
time, if observed, the accountability mechanisms set down in the White Paper go far beyond
anything achieved by Governments in Western Australia in the past, and far beyond any
accountability criteria laid down by any other Government in Australia. The question that
has been raised is: Will those mechanisms be observed? The answer is that those
accountability mechanisms laid down by the Premier in his White Paper will be observed
scrupulously.

The decision we made to wind up Petrochemical Industries Ltd was a very difficult decision
because we knew at the time we made it that it could only result in losses. However, in an
accounting sense there was no alternative outcome to the decision we made other than a
decision which resulted in losses, and we have acknowledged chat repeatedly since we made
the decision. Each occasion when something else happens just gives people the opportunity
of saying, "There were losses", but had we not made the decision to wind up Petrochemical
Industries Ltd, had we decided to take some other course of action, it could have been the
situation that loss did not result. There is loss, but it is loss as a result of the Government's
decision to draw the line, to make sure that taxpayers' money was not further lost and that the
basis of our progression on the petrochemical industry was a prudent one, safeguarding
taxpayers' funds but at the same time safeguarding our opportunity of going out into the
financial community and getting legitimate partners who would progress this project and
make sure it would work.

Several members interjected.

Mr PARKER: It became clear that the objectives being pursued by our former partner, the
other equity holder in Petrochemical Industries Ltd, were not in the best interests of that
project; indeed, it was the actions of our partner in its role as project manager which resulted
in the project's becoming unviable.

Several members interjected.

Mr PARKER: There can be no dispute that Western Australia's economy has been the
strongest of all of the States and there is no doubt at all that the growth rates we have
achieved in this State of six per cent in real terms in the last year -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is perfectly proper that members of the Opposition afford the
same courtesy to members of the Government that was given to them. If members of the
Government choose to interject on members of the Opposition, it is perfectly fair for that to
happen vice versa, but this debate has been conducted without interjections. It is a very
important debate and I think that is a proper way for it to continue.

Mr PARKER: That extraordinary growth in this State's economic activity over the last five
or six years has resulted, it is true, in substantially increased revenues for the Government
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but from the community's point of view it has resulted in increased opportunities, including
175 000 new jobs and much lower unemployment generally and especially in the youth
unemployment market. The Budget before the House is based on the sustained continued
growth in the economy - not at precisely the same rate as previously, but sustained
nevertheless - a growth rate which maintains its position in the leadership of all the
Australian States.

The question of the Government's role in PIL is a relevant political issue and one for which
the Government takes responsibility. We made the decisions and take political responsibility
for them, and we understand that political responsibility. We made the decisions to which I
have just referred knowing the outcome would be a painful process for us; nevertheless we
made them in the knowledge that they were the best thing for the State. At the same rime, we
have been able to honour every single one of our election commitments; for example, our
commuyitment to education allowances for school children which is contained in the Budget
before the House of $100 for secondary school students and $50 for primary school students.
We have been able to honour the undertakings regarding car registration fees and the
containment of taxes and charges which affect families to within the inflation rate, and the
real weekly impact of the State Budget on families in our time in office has fallen by
something like 18 per cent. We have been able to reduce the burden on the economy of the
State - the burden of this Government or whichever Government in Western Australia is
holding the reins - from 15.5 per cent to 13 per cent. That has been a huge achievement by
this Government. Precisely because we have been able to achieve those significant economic
gains and because the State's economy is proceeding so strongly, we are able to absorb those
losses without impact of any significant measure on the people of the State.

Also, of course, we have taken on the chin other difficult decisions which were not of our
making. This afternoon we are debating a difficult decision that we made in relation to PIL,
and we made one difficult decision which has turned out to be a wrong one. We made
another difficult decision to cut the losses there and to stem those problems but we have also
made decisions to stem the losses which resulted from the decisions of some members
opposite. I do not want to dwell on those but it is often forgotten that the exposures we found
when we came into Government make minuscule the amounts of money involved in this
mailer. For instance, I cite the $5 000 million exposure we had for unfunded superannuation
liabilities which were never tackled or addressed by our opponents when they were in
Government. We tackled and addressed the issue and very substantial reductions in liabilities
to the taxpayers of Western Australia, of the order of $2 billion, were achieved through that
process. [ cite the North West Shelf gas project's potential liability of $1 billion, as outlined
by Mr McCarrey, the former Under Treasurer during the time of our predecessors. Again, we
reduced that potential liability by very tough decisions we made, at political and commercial
pain and personal cost, to renegotiate those matters with the North West Shelf joint venturers.

As we were prepared to rake on the chin the need to address the huge unfunded liabilities
madec in superannuation by our predecessors and the huge potential blowout with the North
West Shelf project, so we have addressed and will continue to address the petrochemical
industry issue. When one looks at the ledger balance there is no question at all that this
Governiment can be very proud indeed of the huge benefits that it has brought to this State. in
terms not only of economic growth but also of prudent fiscal and financial management. The
total ledger of profit and loss, assets and debts of the State is very much healthier than it was
five or six years ago when this Government began the process of running the State.

Amendment to Motion

Mr PARKER: I reject absolutely the motion moved by the Leader of the National Party and I
move the following amendment -

To delete all words after "House" and substitute the following -

(1) acknowledges that the State Government acted with the best interests of the
people of Westemn Australia in mind when it purchased equity in
Petrochemical Industries Company Limited;

(2) refutes the suggestion that the Parliament has been misled in relation to the
Government's actions;
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(3) notes chat the Government's efforts to make WA Government Holdings into a
statutory authority, subject to proper accountability requirements, were
frustrated by the Opposition. The Government has fulfilled its accountability
criteria by tabling all appropriate documents in relation to the project and
responding to all requests for information;

(4) notes that the report by the Directors of PR. does not contain any information
that has not already been provided to the Parliament, and

(5) calls on the Parliament to support the Government's attempts to promote a
new petrochemical project for the benefit of the people of the State.

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [3.18 pm]: There is certainly no
way that the Liberal Party - nor, I am sure, the National Party - will accept that amendment.
The Deputy Premier completely avoided what I believe was a most proper issue raised by the
Leader of the National Party today; that is: What will the Government do now about the
massive losses confirmed by the petrochemical industry liquidator last Friday? No comment
or explanation is made as to how the taxpayers of this State will fund those massive losses. I
will detail quickly the points made by the Deputy Premier and Treasurer and show how crazy
and pathetic his speech was.
His first point was that the Government invested in the petrochemical project in the best
interests of all Western Australians. This is what the National Companies and Securities
Commission - not the Opposition - says -

The sale of PICL to the Bond Group and the WA Government as part of the rescue of
Rothwe~ls and as a means by which Connell could extinguish $350,000,000 of his
"non-perfonning" debts, was one of the most important aspects of the attempts to save
Rothwells.

It had nothing to do with the petrochemical plant, but it had everything to do with saving the
Government's bacon in terms of its commitment to Rothwells. If one does not cake any
notice of the National Companies and Securities Commission, one should look at what
Mr Karlson said when asked to comment about the $400 million -

"It is very difficult to come to grips with how they spent all that money in the first
instance,' he said.
"Just to spend all that amount of money on goodwill ... when no-one has even put a
shovel through the ground at that stage."

That was not a member of the Opposition, that was Mr Karison, who is an accountant well
respected in this city. When asked subsequently who benefited from this affair, his reply
was -

..the only winners from the project were Perth businessmen Mr Dallas Dempster
and Mr Laurie Connell, the former chairman of Rothwells Ltd.

So much for the Treasurer and the baloney he tries to spread in this Parliament. After the
liquidator made those comments last Friday, the Treasurer is still prepared to stand in this
place, using a prepared speech which tells a total untruth.
Mr Peter Dowding: What is the total untruth?
Mr MacKINNON: If the Premier listens he will hear. He went on to say that the
Government had converted debt to equity and lost no more. I think that the Treasurer does
not understand basic mathematics. The Government's exposure was $150 million. On the
Rothwells-Perrochemical Industries Co Ltd the Government has lost $467 million.

Mr Parker: No, it was not. The total exposure of the Government to Rothwells was
$150 million plus the amounts that have subsequently remained exposed to Rothwells - the
State Governiment Insurance Commnission amounts and so on.

Mr MacKIN4NON: Thank you. The Government has just admitted that not only did it put
$150 million through the guarantee, it also funnelled in hundreds of millions of dollars in
support over the months. We now see the Treasurer admitting that. Far more than that, let us
count the cost: The State Government Insurance Commission and the R & I Bank,
preferential payments of $134 million; payments to the petrochemical project from the State
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Government Insurance Commission, $175 million - just confirmed going down the gurgier;
repayments to the National Australia Bank as part of the Rothwells guarantee, $22.7 Million;
unrealised loss by the State Government Insurance Commnission when it was ramping
Paragon shares with everybody else in the comrmunity, on the Government's request,
$4.3 million; estimated minimum State Government Insurance Commission losses on
Spedleys, $25 million; the amount of consideration loct -- hirerim finance, $82 million; and
WA Government Holdings Ltd interest bill for one year, $24 million. That is a total of
$467 million.

Is that the debt to equity - no cost, no saving, no loss? Was it all just a matter of moving the
pack? Of course it was a huge loss. However the greatest insult to Western Australians was
when the Treasurer said, "We took it on the chin. By gee we were tough." The public of this
State is now paying financial institutions duty which is 75 per cent higher than last year; it is
paying a fuel levy which is 36 per cent higher than last year. The business people of Western
Australia are paying the highest payroll tax in Australia. However the Treasurer sits there
and says, "We took in on the chin." It is the taxpayers who are taking it in the hip pocket, and
they know it. The Treasurer then had the temerity to say, "We did the bold deal; we pulled
out of Petrochemical Industries Ltd; we cut our losses and ran." Earlier this year the
Treasurer introduced the Petrochemical Industry Authority Bill, which would have extended
the Government's authority and given it a blank cheque to allow it to fund and continue to
fund that project.

Mr Parker: That is simply untrue.

Mr MacKINNON: Who stopped the Government taking that action? The Liberal Party and
the National Party working together in the Legislative Council stopped that from occurring.
Thank goodness they did. I congratulate members from both parties because had they not
taken that action the losses would have been even greater. The Treasurer said that the
Government now had to look for legitimate partners. Who actually sought and obtained the
partnership of Bond Corporation in the deal?

Mr Parker: They sought it.

Mr MacKINNON: Even if it was the other way around, who agreed to go into partnership
with Bond Corporation?

Mr Parker: We agreed to it.

Mr MacKflNNON: Whichever way it was, this Government - and I believe it sought the
partnership; that is quite clear - got its agreement to join the partnership and we then saw the
huge losses incurred. Mr Bond did not take any great risks, as we know from the guarantees
extended. It was the Government. The Treasurer has failed in his responsibility to the people
of Western Australia. Before us we have a Budget which endeavours to paint a picture of
Western Australia and its commitments for the next 12 months. The Treasurer and the
Premier should have told us how this massive loss will be funded; instead we had a prepared
speech which told us what a wonderful State we live in. We all know that; that is why we
live here. However we want to know the answer to the point made in this motion. Had not
the Government moved an amendment to the motion, I would have moved an amendment to
part 2(b) of the motion to read, "how it intends to recover or fund those losses." That is what
we want to know. Thiey will not recover those losses. The Premier admitted that on 6PR this
morning. The losses will not be recovered but we and the public are entitled to know how the
State will fund those losses. We are also entitled to have a Government which acknowledges
and. lives by some standards, standards which mean people resign when they tell pork-pies.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) [3.27 pml: The Opposition perpetuates a
number of myths and one of them is that the Government does not meet the standards on
accountability because when certain undertakings were entered into in relation to the
petrochemical project, they were not immediately laid on the Table of the House.

So that the Opposition may not forget, the Government is unable to tell it about the support
provisions for the North West Shelf project just as it failed to tell us about the North West
Shelf project support provisions, because the Opposition when in. Government wrote the
confidentiality rules. The Government is unable to tell the people of Western Australia, even
after that project is up and running, what those support provisions are because the Opposition
prevented us from doing so. After the Burt Commission on Accountability brought down its
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findings about the appropriate accountability procedures, it nevertheless recognised there are
occasions on which full details of such matters would not be made public. I refer the Deputy
Leader of the National Party and the House to page 25 of the commission's report because I
have never beard the Opposition quote from it. Perhaps it is missing from the Opposition's
copy of the report. It reads -

This recommendation is inu. n compatible, in appropriate cases, with the details of
negotiations or agreements being held confidential at the discretion of the Minister
but, if so, the Minister would be doing so in full knowledge of the facts and would be
held accountable by Parliament for so doing.

In other words it is not a principle incompatible with accountability that matters should be
withheld in their detail until an appropriate rime for their release. The Opposition cannot
refute that view because it put into perpetuity the confidentiality arrangements in relation to
the North West Shelf project. That project is illustrative of another point: That is, that the
State is able to manage over a period of time with financial cormmitments and nevertheless
operate with those finiancial commitments in a way that does not adversely affect the
community.

The difference between this Government and the Opposition in making decisions in relation
to the funding of the Budget is that we did not ramp the State's domestic electricity and gas
charges as the Opposition did when it came to power following the 1980 election; it
increased the charges by 27 per cent in one hit, and that was a decision made by the Cabinet
of which the Leader of the Opposition was a member. The same attitude and callous
disregard for the people of the State was shown by the Opposition's political compatriot, the
Premier of New South Wales, when he promised not to increase taxes and charges, but
immediately ramped them when he got into office.

The benefits which have accrued to this State are shared among all Western Australians and
not just a select few. Every effort is being made to ensure that the losses incurred in the
petrochemical venture are minimised as the Government secures whatever redress is
available. However, more importantly, we have made it clear through the White Paper that
all future development projects will have to show clear benefits to the community of Western
Australia and report these to the Parliament through the Auditor General. That shows that we
have honoured the commitment on accountability we made when we won office at the last
election and which has been adhered to by this Government. The interesting thing is that the
Opposition cannot point to one example of the Government's having failed to do so. That is
the reason why it has become so politically irrelevant and why it has to rely on its pressure
groups outside to try to get some sort of anti-Government activity. That is why the
Opposition took so many points of order when the Treasurer was trying to make his speech in
accusing him of misleading the Parliament with a careful word by word analysis of a speech;
the Opposition did not want the Treasurer to be certain by carefully referring to his notes.

The Leader of the Opposition denigrates the Government's efforts to ensure that we minimise
our losses in Rothwells by saying that we were trying to save the Government's bacon -
nothing was further from the truth. We had a public commitment to save Rothwells with a
major level of support. We did not believe at the end of the day that the Governiment should
walk away from trying to minimise its losses and ensure a decent return to the community. I
had the unenviable task of saying we would not support Rothwells any further or allow the
Government to support Rothwells on its own as other supporters were nor prepared to support
Rothwells. My Treasurer, my Ministers and I had to agree to the hard decision not to provide
further support for Rothwells. Nothing the Opposition says can prove that that is not a fact.

Let us understand that it was not a sudden transition at the third reading of the Western
Australian Petrochemical Industries Authority Bill by certain members of the National Party
on their road to Tarsus, or wherever, which saved this State, this Government or anyone else
from losing money. The Government of the day, the Labor Government, took this project
down the path to liquidation because we saw that the major banks were no longer prepared to
support it. We do not need to know the details of that now because it is the subject of plenty
of litigation and other examination. Because this Government took the responsible decision,
the Opposition criticises the Government's entry into the Rothwells rescue. But the
Opposition could not make up its mind at the time.
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Mr Macinnon: Rubbish!

Mr PETER DOWDJING: There was no time for the massive vacillation - although in
retrospect the decision was seen to be right - which took place. The Leader of the Opposition
could not make up his mind and vacillated, and nothing the Liberal Party has done since has
persuaded the people of Western Australia that it has the gumption or internal fortitude to
deal with the hard decisions that the Government has had to deal with day after day regarding
these matters. I invite the Opposition to put all its belly aching to one side and get on with
the business of helping this Government on the road to better progress. When I hear the
Opposition align itself to Associate Professor O'Brien, and when I see the destructive things
he says about Western Australia, I hear and see the Opposition at its worst.

Amendment (words to be deleted) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Canf
Mr Catania
Mr Cunninghamn
Mr Donovan

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Bradshaw
Mr&Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Mr Peter Dowding
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mr Grill
Mns Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mir Kohelke

Mr Grayden
MU Hassell
Mr House
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee

Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough
Mlr Parker
Mr Penrce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper

Noes (23)
Mr Me nsamos
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Strickland
Mr Thompson

Mr P.S. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mr Trenorden
Ms Fred Tubby
Mr wan
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr DiL. Smith Mr Kieradi
Mr Wilson Mr Shave

Amendment thus passed.

Amendment (words to be substituted) put and passed.

Motion, as Amended

Question (motion, as amended) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (28)
Dr Alexander
MtrsfBeggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Canf
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Ertdhaw
Mr Clarto
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mnf Edwardes

Mr Peter Dowding
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke

Mr Grayden
Mr Hasseil
Mr House
Mr Lewis
Mr Macainon
Mr McNee

Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy
Mlr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper

Noes (23)

Mr Mensaros
Mr Minion
MW Nicholls
Mr Ornodei
Mr Strickland
Mr Thompson

Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
MrTroy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mi Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Want
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)
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pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr D.L. Smith Mr Kierath
Mr Wilson Mir Shave

Question thus passed.

HERITAGE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL

Second Reading
MRS B EGGS (Whitford - Minister for Planning) [3.42 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time,

Australia's early settlers established a pattern of cultural development that is unique in its
reflection of the location, isolation and environment of Western Australia. A hallmark of a
community's maturity is its sense of history and its commitment to protect its cultural
heritage. This heritage Bill has been designed for the conservation and protection of the very
important elements of this cultural heritage.

The Governent has consulted with the development industry and community groups since
the introduction of the Government's first Heritage Places Bill in 1987. As a result, this eml
reflects the concerns of Government, landowners, conservation and heritage groups and the
community. The object is to identify, conserve and enhance chose places in the State which
are of significance to our cultural heritage, to promote public awareness of them and to
ensure they have a practical future use.

Part I contains the interpretation section. The Crown is bound by this legislation as set out in
part 2. T'hus, all Government departments and agencies with heritage places as defined in the
eml wild come within the ambit of the Bill. The remainder of part 2 establishes the Heritage
Council of Western Australia as a[ statutory body. However, the Minister maintains executive
powers in respect of the administration of the Act. Pant 3 sets out the powers and the
functions of the council.

While the principal functions are to provide advice on a range of heritage matters, the council
will also be able to undertake a broad range of activities aimed at documenting aspects of,
and increasing public interest in and awareness of, our cultural heritage. This part establishes
also the heritage fund and, within that, a trust account called the heritage conservation
incentive account. It is intended that there will be an annual appropriation for this account.
The moneys will be used to provide a range of incentives for owners of heritage properties
which will include low interest loans and grants for approved works and technical support.

The Heritage Council will have a membership of six. AU will be chosen on the basis of their
expertise and experience in matters concerning the Bill. Any interest group may nominate
members but particular regard will be given to selecting members supported by the National
Trust, groups representing owners' interests and local government.

Part 4 deals further with the range of financial and other incentives that might be offered to
private owners to encourage conservation of heritage places. The low interest loans, grants
and technical support become part of a package that is available through a heritage
agreement. This is a voluntary agreement between an owner and. the Heritage Council, or a
public authority or a corporate body each of which would be acting on behalf of the Crown.
Heritage agreements can cover a wide range of matters, all of which are aimed at conserving
and protecting heritage places. The agreements can relate to thie use of land, development,
grants, loans, works, indemnities and other measures.

Clause 34 gives the option to order the partial or complete waiver of land tax, metropolitan
region improvement tax, or municipal rates and charges. Further incentives relate to the
ability to amend written laws covered by clause 36 which could apply to the model building
code, town planning schemes or similar regulations and laws where the conservation,
protection and reuse of heritage buildings can be facilitated.

Part 5 of the Bill deals with the development of the register of heritage places. The register is
central to the proper functioning of the Heritage Council and for the consideration of heritage
matters in the planning process. The register will contain only places of cultural heritage
significance. Entry in, and removal from, the register will be at the direction of the
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Minister and will involve a derailed consultation process including notification and
discussion with owners, occupiers and relevant public aurhorities. Details of registration will
be recorded on title documents to ensure that any subsequent owners are aware of the
registration.

Part 6 provides for three types of conservation orders: A consent order which is an urgent
order applied with the consent of the owner; a stop work order which is an urgent order
applied by the Minister; and a normal conservation order which is applied by the Minister
following public advertisement and consideration of submissions.

The stop work order can be applied at very short notice, may remain in effect for up to
42 days, and can be extended by reference to the Town Planning Appeals Tribunal- This is
intended to allow rime for reconsideration and negotiation. It is intended, during the initial
42 day period, that the Heritage Council would undertake a derailed evaluation of the place
and advise the Minister whether the place warrants conservation. The normal conservation
order is designed to limit potentially destrmctive activities such as fossicking and vandalism.

Part 7 allows the Minister to compulsorily acquire a place where it is necessary for the
conservation of that place. This draws ott the provisions of the Public Works Act. It is
envisaged that the powers of compulsory acquisition will be used only as a last resort. The
Bill provides also for the acquisition of heritage properties with the owner's consent. A
compensation provision covering stop work orders is included in this part. Reasonably
incurred expenditure rendered useless as a result of a stop work order may be claimed.

The requirement for referral to the Heritage Council is included in part 8. Applications for
development, subdivision, building licences and demolition licences that include a registered
place must be referred to the Heritage Council and advice received before the relevant body
can make a decision. The development approval procedure will not take any longer; the
decision making authority will not be bound to take the advice offered by the council. An
applicant will have recourse to the normal appeal mechanisms if he or she is aggrieved by a
development approval or refusal.

Part 9 contains general provisions that include the power of the Governor to make regulations
and the fact that the Act will be subject to review after five years. A consequential Acts
amendment Bill accompanies this Bill and I will deal with it shortly.

This heritage legislation is the result of the Government's determination to frame fair and
equitable legislation that will satisfy the community's aspirations and apply equally to
Government and privately owned heritage places. It will enable conservation of our cultural
heritage, provide technical and financial assistance, and give real protection against wanton
destruction of, or damage to, our heritage places.

We are aware of the general support for some heritage protection by the Opposition panties
and believe that full support can now be reflected in this place. The Government's proposal
will provide real protection for the State's cultural heritage and will result in a positive
approach to heritage conservation. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Lewis.

ACTS AIMENDMENT (HERITAGE COUNCIL) BILL

Second Reading
MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Planning) [3.50 pml: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to put into effect the intentions of the Heritage of Western
Australia Bill by modifying existing Statutes in appropriate ways.

The Heritage of Western Australia Bill establishes a referral process that provides the means
for protecting places that are entered in the register of heritage places. This process means
that decision-making bodies will continue to have responsibility for decisions, as they do
now, but must seek advice from the Heritage Council before making those decisions. All
existing appeal processes will continue to be applicable.

With regard to the provisions of the Bill, the first items, amendments to schedules and
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definitions, are minor administrative matters. Section 374 of the Local Government Act
deals with the issue of building licences and is amended to extend the time period for the
local municipal council to give its approval for heritage places from 35 to 60 days. This is
done to ensure that the decision-making process remains with the local municipal council
rather than its being automatically transferred to the Minister on appeal after 35 days has
expired.

The amendment to section 374A deals with demolition licences and enables a municipal
council to refuse to issue a demolition licence for a registered place, or a place subject to a
conservation order.

The Town Planning and Development Act is amended by an expansion of the definition of
"development". Section 5AA is altered to include "cultural" as a subject for a statement of
planning policy. Section 7 is altered to ensure advice from the Heritage Council is given for
town planning schemes or scheme amendments that include a registered place. Section 7B of
the Town Planning and Development Act deals with interim development orders, and once
again includes the provision for referral to the Heritage Council for any development that
relates to a registered place. The amendments to section 12 ensure that land to which the
Heritage Act applies, and which is included as such in a town planning scheme, is not
considered to be injuriously affected and, therefore, would not attract compensation or
bettermnent.

A new section 18C is introduced which ensures that if registered places are the subject of
development, an application must be made to the municipal council, or the State Planning
Commuission through the Department of Planning and Urban Development. Amendments to
section 20 require applications for subdivision approval to be referred to the Heritage Council
for advice; and amendments to section 20A enable land to be given up at the time of
subdivision for the purpose of conservation or protection of the environment. Amendments
to sections 37 and 53 relate to the Town Planning Appeals Tribunal and require the tribunal
to refer to the Heritage Council for advice any matter which relates to a registered place. The
amendment to section 54 confuims that the Minister responsible for heritage matters is the
Minister referred to in the section.

The first schedule in the Town Planning and Development Act is amended to ensure that
town planning schemes can deal with all heritage matters. The Metropolitan Region Town
Planning Scheme Act is amended at section 32A to ensure that the region scheme is not
amended in a way that is contrary to or inconsistent with a heritage conservation order unless
so determined by the Town Planning Appeals Tribunal. Sections 35B, 35C and 35F deal
with aspects of planning controls and are to ensure that referrals are made in respect of
heritage places. Section 25 of the Strata Titles Act 1985 deals with the giving of a certificate
of approval for a strata scheme. This amendment also establishes the referral procedures to
the Heritage Council.

These amendments are a necessary part of the overall heritage conservation package designed
to identify, conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those places in the State which are of
significance to our cultural heritage. I commend the Bill to the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I want to make a point which was made earlier in the session in
relation to second reading speeches; that is, on occasions in the last few weeks some second
reading speeches, of which the one just made is a good example, have gone through the Bill
clause by clause. I remind Ministers that that is not the intent of the second reading stage
under our Standing Orders. According to advice I have received, the second reading speech
should relate only to general principles. If Ministers wish a description of a Bill clause by
clause to be before the Parliament, I suggest they circulate such a description as an
attachment either to the Bill or the second reading speech.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Lewis.

LAND TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT BILL
Third Reading

MIR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.55 pm): I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
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MR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.56 pm): In the second reading debate and during the
Committee stage I made the point at length, as did the member for Wagin, that hitherto
discretionary and nont-discretionary trusts had been exempted from paying land tax on the
principal dwelling house of the proprietors of those crusts. I think the Government
understood the point I was making. During the course of the debate I advised that I had
certain correspondence from the Minister for Budget Management containing an opinion that
was contrary to that proffered as the intent of this legislation.

In September 1988. following an approach by a constituent who had been told by the
Commissioner of State Taxation that he was liable for the payment of back taxes to 1982, 1
wrote to the Minister for Budget Management suggesting that the State Taxation Department
had previously advised that all trusts, whether specified or discretionary, were exempt from
paying land tax in the circumstances to which I refer. The Minister for Budget Management
subsequently replied to my query and it is pertinent to quote from that reply to make very
clea to this Parliament the Minister's interpretation at that time. The letter states -

The current treatment of discretionary trusts for land tax in Western Australia accords
with that in other States and there appears no reason for extending the current
exemption provisions.

Of course, if the discretionary trusts choose to vest the ownership of the [and to
persons who reside on that land, the usual exemption from land tax applying for
principal place of residence would apply. The fact that these trusts choose not to do
so suggests that they enjoy other benefits from holding land in this manner. As such,
there would appear no compelling reasons for the State to adjust its taation
provisions to accommodate this.

As I said in the second reading debate, I can accept that perhaps discretionary trusts -
whereby the ownership of the [and being taxed cannot be identified - should not be exempted
from paying land tax. However, I made the point that it was always the intent of the
Government and the original legislation to exempt those people who can be identified as the
proprietors of the trust living in the principal place of residence. The letter further states -

With respect to exempt proprietary companies and non-discretionary trusts,

I emphasise the words "non-discretionary trusts". He continues -

both of these means of holding land enable a tracing of the beneficial ownership of
the land which in turn enables the apportionment of exemption where joint ownership
exists- As the identification of beneficial ownership is not possible for discretionary
trusts the granting of an exemption is not considered workable without opening up
considerable scope for avoidance.

In the above circumstance I regret that Ilam unable to support your request for an
extension of the land tax exemption provisions.

So the Minister for Budget Management and the Minister responsibte for this legislation are
saying that where a discretionary trust exists, it is reasonable that one cannot identify the
beneficial owners; therefore, they should not be exempt. I can probably accept that.

However, the Minister for Budget Management is also saying that where the beneficiaries of
a specified or unit trust can be identified as having a share or part ownership in that land, in a
way similar to tenants in common propriety, the intent of the Act should prevail; they should
be exempt as to their share of that property. That is the point which has to be accepted. I
remind the House of the comments made by the Leader of the House during the debate last
week. He said, at page 23 of the uncorrected daily Hansard proof of Thursday, 16
November, that -

We are only clarifying the law as it exists and members opposite are saying there
should be exemptions far people with trusts.

That is true, but we are suggesting there are differences in trusts.

Mr Pearce: There are not differences in the current law; that is what I said.

Mr Parker: The Minister for Budget Management said in the other place, as you have just
said, that in the case of a discretionary trust, one cannot determine who are the beneficiaries,
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so they cannot be exempted. He also said that where there is a non-discretionary crust, and
the clear beneficiaries of the trust are also living in the premises, an exemption does apply.
Mr LEWIS: That is the point we were trying to hamnmer home last Thursday. My reading of
this legislation is that it catches within it all trusts, both discretionary and non-discretionary.
The Treasurer is perhaps the only Minister on that side of the House who comprehends what
we have been talking about.
Mr Parker: I do not think that is right; perhaps the greatest benefit I have is that I have access
to what the Minister for Budget Management said in the other House. The Minister for
Budget Management has indicated - as have also, as I understand it, the people in the land tax
office - that it has always been the case that if the beneficiaries of a specified benefit trust, or
a non-discretionary trust, are the same as the people living in the premises of the trust, they
will be exempted. The Minister for Budget Management has indicated there is no intention to
change that provision; that is also what the officers of the department have advised him. Hon
Max Evans accepted that in the other place. The only issue he raised was in respect of where
the beneficial owner of the crust was non-discretionary, but where it was a company, and the
proprietors of the company lived in the premise. That would be stretching a very long bow.
Mr LEWIS: But the proprietors of the company are exempt.
Mr Pearce: That is the point the member wanted to stress last week.
Mr Parker: The Minister for Budget Management said in his letter to the member that those
people presumably hold that beneficial ownership in a trust or a company for all sorts of
reasons, most of which probably relate to taxation advantages.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer misunderstands the situation, because by virtue of the legislation,
members of proprietary companies are already exempt.
Mr Pearce: Not necessarily under those circumstances.
Mr LEWIS: They are as 'to their equity.
Mr Pearce: I said last week that if the exemptions are already there, they will not be
disturbed.
Mr LEWIS: I do not want to labour this point at the third reading stage, but clause 8 of the
Bill says -

In respect of the year of assessment commencing on 1 July 1989 or any subsequent
year of assessment, a natural person who, or an exempt proprietary company within
the meaning of the Companies f(Western Australia) Code which, holds land as a
trustee is not an owner of the land for the purposes of this clause, notwithstanding any
other entitlement that person or company may have to the same land for an estate of
freehold in possession.

That specifically provides chat all people in trusts, whether specified or non-discretionary,
will be caught up by the provisions of this legislation; they will no longer be exempt. It is
incumbent on the Government to adjourn this debate at this time, and to perhaps move an
amendment to spell that out loud and clear in this House, because it is not as clear as it should
be. What is important is not what the Minister in the other place may think at this time, nor
what the present officers in the department may think; it may be that in three or four years'
time, the administrators of this Bill, when it passes into law, will read its provisions as
encompassing people who have hitherto been in a position of exemption. I ask the Leader of
the House, or perhaps the Treasurer, who is now handling this legislation, to take note of
what I am saying, and give an undertaking in this House about what is the real intent of the
B il.
MR PARKER (Fremantle - Treasurer) [4.06 pm]: I am prepared to reiterate in the
Assembly the words stated by the Minister for Budget Management, being the Minister
primarily responsible for this portfolio in the ocher place. He said there has always been an
exemption where a property is occupied by the beneficiaries of a non-discretionary trust, The
Government is saying that this exemption should not apply to the trustees if those trustees are
not also beneficiaries but happen to live on the property. The situation could be one where
the trustees are the trustees of a trust, but not the beneficial owners of the
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property, yet happen to live in that property; an example is where the trustees are the parents
of children, and the beneficial ownership of the trust resides with the children, but it is the
parents who live in the premises. There is no reason why they should be exempted. There is
no intention to change die practice which applies to'-the beneficiaries of non-discretionary
trusts.

Mr Lewis: The Bill does not say that.

Mr PARKER: The member asked for the commitment, and that is the commitment I am
making. We all know that from time to rime draftsmen look at Acts, and decide that things
should be done differently. I will draw the remarks made by the member for Applecross to
the attention of the Minister for Budget Management, the people in the taation office, who
are in charge of this legislation at the bureaucratic level, and to Parliamentary Counsel; if any
changes become necessary to more accurately reflect the intent of the Act - and I do not
concede that there will be - it will be possible for amendments to be moved to achieve that
purpose. I should make it perfectly clear char we are not trying to get at those people. I
comm end the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and passed..

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY PORTABLE PAID LONG SERVICE LEAVE
AMENDMENT BILL

Third Reading
Bil read a third time, on motion by Mr Troy (Minister for Labour), and transmitted to the
Council.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL

Committee
Resumed from 16 November. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Donovan) in the
Chair; Mr Parker (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Division 25: Miscellaneous Services, $216 672 000 -
Progress was -reported after the Division had been partly considered.

Mrs EDWARDES: [ refer to the allocation for the Fremantle Sailing Club which was raised
previously in debate on this Division. The Leader of the House stated -

Mr Parker: The Leader of the House was handling this Bill last week because I was at an
EPAC meeting, but I am handling it now.

Mrs EDWARDES: I thank the Treasurer for that information. However, perhaps he should
be aware that the Leader of the House did state in the Chamber last week that the amount of
$200 000 allocated to the Fremantle Sailing Club for 1988-89 was a mistake and should have
been allocated to the Department of Marine and Harbours, which expended a proportion of
chat money for the deepening of the entrance to the Fishing Boat Harbour, the Challenger
Harbour and the Fremantle Sailing Club Harbour, in part to allow the Whitbread race yachts
to come into the harbour. Apparently that money was wrongly allocated to the Fremantle
Siling Club; however, on further looking at the Estimates I could see no entry relauing to that
transfer.

Mr Parker: It was not so much a mistake as that the decision was changed. The first view
was that the money would be allocated to the Fremantle Sailing Club, then there was a
concern that it should be done by the Department of Marine and Harbours so it was done by
the department under Division 71 - Marine and Harbours, which we will came to later during
this debate. As a result, the saving of $200 000 is shown. That is the way the transfer is
effected; that is, by there not being an expenditure against the item. We do nor need to
transfer it, but when we come to Marine and Harbours you will see where the $200 000 was
spent.

Mrs EDWARDES: Referring again to transfers, on page 59 of the Estimates under the same
Division there appears a whole range of transfers which.affect the votes and expenditures for
1988-89.
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Mr Parker: Those were transfers where we used to fund things through the Miscellaneous
Services Division but have decided now that it is more appropniate to transfer the whole item
and the funding mechanism to a portfolio. An example is, I think, the St John Ambulance
Association, where we used to deal with that and negotiate its allocation through Treasury
under the Miscellaneous Services Division. That has been moved to the Health portfolio, and
we leave it to that portfolio to negotiate with the association, which is a more sensible way of
doing things.
Mrs EDWARDES: I refer now to the two items between items 18 and 19 - Pensioners'
Action Group and Prison Outreach Ministries. There was no vote in 1988-89 for either of
these groups; however, the stum expended on the Pensioners' Action Group was $20 100, and
on the Prison Outreach Ministries, $60 000 . I ask the Treasurer exactly what those amounts
were for. I am sure all members received a letter recently from the Pensioners' Action Group
asking for a donation for its Christmas party and expressing quite emphatically its
disappointment that the Government was not funding it this year. As well, I have had
something to do with a number of groups supporting people once they leave prison and also
dealing with their families. It is an area of concern which we should consider. I ask the
Treasurer whether the amount expended on the Prison Outreach Ministries and the
Pensioners' Action Group were one-off payments or something that should be considered as
ongoing programs.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Miscellaneous Services Division shows the Government's expenditure on
what could be referred to as petty cash, although the amounts allocated generally make them
far more significant than petty cash htems. The Division covers a host of expenditures for
which the Government seeks funding approval by the Parliament - hence the number of items
listed - and also provides some other avenues where Government makes funds available and
then seeks the approval of Parliament. I am concerned about a number of these items and
will raise a series of very specific questions. Before I do, however, I have said before in this
debate and also in previous years that it is about time the Government provided members
with more information than the single line of explanation currently provided. I plead with the
Leader of the House to ensure that the Government provides more reasonable information,
and will explain the reasons for my objections.
Mr Pearce: The Standing Orders Committee is considering the establishment of Estimates
Committees, which would take a different approach that would perhaps achieve what you are
asking for.
Mr BLAMIKE: That is in the future and I certainly hope it happens sooner rather than later,
but in the meantime it should be obligatory on the Government to provide information. both
in this Division and in others.
In talking to the Division a number of items within these Estimates have been funded during
the year but no item is or has been available and no funding was sought in the previous year.
Therefore the Government, for same reason, decided it needed to fund certain projects
without Parliament's approval. [ refer to the item between items 42 and 43; that is, the State
Government Insurance Comm-ission. In 1.988-89 no Binding at all was allocated to the State
Government Insurance Commission, but in the last 12 months although there was no
parliamentary vote there was an expenditure of $436 037. I ask the Treasurer how that sum
of money was expended, what were the reasons for it, and why was it sought in this way?
Another item with no number is the Western Australian Development Corporation - Gold
Corporation which appears after item 4. GoldCorp did not have a vte at all last year but
the Government decided to expend some $5.5 million. There is no explanation of why it has
been expended.
Mr Parker: What item are you talking about?
Mr BLAMlCE: There is no item - that is exactly what I am saying. it is between items 4 and
45. 1 appeal to the Leader of the House to see that the business of the Chamber is expedited
substantially by having those Ministers with these Budget items provide information to
members so that I do not have to make this speech repeatedly - and I am sure other members
will make similar speeches.
The Government has spent $6 million without any appropriation and without any
explanation. On page 58 it is indicated that $1.25 million has been spent on WA Exim
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Corporation; another undeclared item. One can imagine that in a pit-election year the
Government would say, "We have made same mistakes; we have to have another one and a
quarter million dollars to bolster up things." The Government knows exactly what the
Opposition would have done if it had been aware of this. I repeat, there was no mention of
this amount in last year's Budget but the Government has seen fit to pay out that amount over
the last 12 months.

[ have mentioned three items. What would we find if we examined the Budget more closely
and if we had a better understanding of it? No wander the Government is petrified when the
Leader of the Opposition stands because he has a very goad understanding of accountancy.
The three items I have mentioned amount to $7 million. The Government may think this is a
petty cash amount which it has shelled out for no reason and without explanation to
Parliament. When questions are asked the matter is glossed over. The Ministers should
shape up; indeed, all Government members should shape up.

Mr Pearce: Through the Estimates Committee we are looking at a different process which
would be more efficacious. The present system is that of the Court and Brand Governments.
Mr BLAIXIE:. At least the Court Government was honest; the present Government is not
honest.

Mr Pearce: Sit Charles Court fibbed to me once or twice.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Leader of the House can examine as many Court Budgets as he likes but
he will not find items of this nature put into a Budget without any explanation.
Mr Pearce: 1 remember the Court Goverrnent increased an amount to either Appealathon or
Telethon by 25 per cent more than the Budget allocation, the Saturday before it came up for
discussion. These things happen. We have been using the samne format as has always been
used but we are looking at a better system.

Mr BLALKIE: Appealathon finally received $30 000 in Sir Charles Court's time; I am
talking about $7.5 million on the first count; if one went further no doubt we would be
looking at a greater amount.

The Busselton Shire Council received $500 000 last year which was not an allocated. I know
that the purpose of this expenditure was "jetty reconstruction". But the Government should
indicate what amounts have been made available and for what purpose so that we can all have
a clear understanding of the situation. I note also that $2 122 was spent on Aboriginal People
Exchange Consultancy, and $20 000 on the Carnarvon Indoor Sports Centre. These are
relatively small amounts, and I am not saying the centre should or should not have received
this amount. Without explanation one could conclude that these amounts have been spent on
a big party for the Treasurer. The Government has the responsibility to indicate why these
moneys are spent. Natural Disaster Payments and Other Relief Measures received
$3 551 206. No doubt the money has been spent in the appropriate quarters but the
Parliament is entitled to know what are the appropriate quarters. It is easy to recognise the
controversy that has raged in Queensland over the past 12 months regarding how that
Government has spent money on disaster relief, but we are talking about a substantial figure
here in WA. The grand total of expenditure on the undisclosed items I have mentioned to
date is $11 milion. That is moneys spent at the whim of the Government on whatever it
wishes, without any explanation to Parliament. Why does the Treasurer treat Parliament in
this fashion when the Government has a clear obligation to provide details?

Rothwells has received $22.5 million although no vote appeared in last year's Budget; Swan
Building Society received $4.6 million, again without any explanation; WA Government
Holdings Ltd received $38 838 603. So in relation to the items I have mentioned the
Government has spent over $80 million without any reference to Parliament and the
Government expects Parliament to give it a blank cheque. I do not intend to give the
Minister's Government or any Government a blank cheque on anything. The Government
has a responsibility to explain to the Parliament its reasons for wanting that money. As I said
earlier, miscellaneous items are probably regarded by Governiment members as the petty cash
for the Governm-ent. I do not regard an amount of $80 million as petty cash. The Treasurer
is advised to give a full explanation.

Mr PARKER: Last week, the Leader of the Opposition referred to an amount of $5 000 that
was allocated last year to the Des Sullivan Education Foundation. It was created in 1985 to
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acknowledge Mr Sullivar's contribution to Rottnest Island with the aim of developing an
ongoing interpretation and education program to enable the general public to understand the
ecology of the island through education, conservation, research and recreation. An annual
allocation was made, not on a one-off basis as was suggested last week, but on an annual
basis since 1984-85. It has not been made this year. When the foundation was set up there
was no Rormest Island Authority, but the old board which did not have those objectives as
part of its charter. The new Rortnest Island Authority has parallel objectives with the
foundation. Whereas, before, little if any money was provided to the Ronnest Island Board
by the taxpayer - it was expected to run on a break-even basis with occasional requests for
funds from the Government - when we established the authority we were committed to
provide the Rottnesc Island Authority with up to $3 million over five years from 1987-88. As
a result, the grant to that foundation has been discontinued.

I think I answered questions in relation to the Fremantle Sailing Club when the member for
Kingsley was on her feet.
The National Goals and Directions organtisation was formed in 1981 by persons from all
States and political persuasions with the aim of seeking a deeper national unity during the
bicentennial year and to define goals and directions for the nation as it moves cowards the
third century of white settlement. Because last year was the bicentennial year, it published a
collection of statements by schoolchildren concerning their vision for Australia. The grant
was to assist them with that publication.

The Pensioners' Action Group was funded in 1988-89 on a once off basis, subject to review
at the end of that peniod. That review concluded that the funds should no longer be provided.

The allocation to the Prison Outreach Ministries was a once off grant. I understand that is an
official ministry of the Uniting Church, WA Synod, for the operation of the Wilga sanctuary.
It is a residential community which provides support, rehabilitation and accommodation for
men who, upon discharge from prison, have no accommodation or occupation to which they
can return. I understand the one off grant was made to facilitate some project which that
midnistry was pursuing at the time and is no longer pursuing.

I am not sure whether the allocation to the Royal West Australian Institute for the Blind was
raised last week. However, it is important for us to touch upon it in the interests of disclosure
as the member for Vasse suggested. It was suggested recently that the Government was
taking money away from the institute. The Premi er has referred to that in answer to a
question because he is very directly involved in these areas partly through his electoral
commitments. The important thing is that this organisation has, in the last couple of years,
got its act together. Its good chief executive has substantially improved the organisation. It
used to get $25 000, but that amount increased to $40 000 in 1984-85. Between 1987 and
1989 it recorded strong operating performances which enabled it to effect economnies and
broaden its income base. As a result, the Government decreased the amount from $40 000 to
$20 000 and proposes that there be no further assistance, not because of any problems with
the institute, but the converse - it is a success story which we are only too pleased to report to
the Parliament.

The Leader of the Opposition referred to the $436 037 allocated to the State Government
Insurance Commuission. He wanted to know to whom that amount was paid. Contrary to the
view he expressed last week - without the benefit of the information, it was not an
illegitimate view for him to express - the large part of that was paid to Robinson Cox, a firm
of solicitors in Perth which represented the SOIC and the Government. The agreement for
dividing up that fee was that one-third was met by the SCIC and two-thirds was met from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund by way of a grant to the SGIC.
The allocation totalling $5.5 million to the Gold Corporation was made as a result of the
Government's decision to wind up the Western Australian Development Corporation.
GoldCorp was set up as a wholly owned subsidiary of the WADC and its shares were held by
the WADC. Negotiations were held between the Government and the WADC about the
purchase by the Treasurer on behalf of the Government of the shares in the Gold Corporation.
The WADC held five million shares. Acquisition was agreed to as part of the financial
arrangements of winding the operations of the WADC down and the assets will be returned to
the State as we get those dividends. In one sense, it is a payment that goes out of one pocket
and into another.
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Mr Blaikie: What do you expect the dividend for the State will be?
Mr PARKER: We expect that, this financial year. the winding down of the WADC will lead
to additional revenue of $17 million. We expect there will be additional revenues in 1990-91
and 1992-93. We do not know precisely how much. We cannot know that until the assets
are realised.
The first component of the amount of $1.25 million paid to Western Australian Exirn
Corporation last year was pan of an ongoing component whereby the Government charged
Exim Corporation with pursuing its business migration program which was very successful.
Western Australia has the record of the number of business migrants who have come to this
State, both in per capita terms and in absolute terms. Two or three years previous to that and
this year, an amount of money was allocated to Exini to pursue that program. Last year that
amount was $225 000. That has been taken over at departmental level by the Department of
Trade Development which is part of the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade.
During the negotiations over the allocation of land in the Fitzroy valley, Aboriginal groups
were claiming land. There was an arrangement whereby certain lands would be provided to
them. They claimed that they wanted to have part of a station - I cannot remember the name
of the station, but the area was called Big Dam Paddock. The Exim Corporation people
believed that Big Dam Paddock had not been a part of the original arrangement, and that
Exim was potentially losing value on the rest of the stations it could sell in the private sector.
Thte Minister responsible for Eximn at the time - the current Minister for Econom-ic
Development and Trade, Mr Grill - negotiated an arrangement whereby Big Dam Paddock
was provided to the Aboriginal communities, but Exim Corporation was compensated by an
amount of $500 000. The remaining $525 000 was for the pastoral development program
being pursued at that time by the Exim Corporation. The Western Australian Exim
Corporation Act is currently being repealed and the corporation will legally cease to exist
When the repeal Act is proclaimed. The winding up is expected to lead to additional revenue
to the Consolidated Revenue Fund of $10.5 million in 1989-90, and further revenue accruing
in each year until 1994-95.
I refer to the query raised with regard to the Aboriginal people exchange consultancy trust
fund which was a contingency fund established last year to fast track services to Aboriginal
people and communities. This year the funding for the services has continued but has been
more appropriately included in the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority's estimate. If
members want information on moneys allocated this year they should ask the Miister for
Aboriginal Affairs.
Mr Blaikie: Why was a cheque written for $2 000 last year?
Mr PARKER: It was to fast track the provision of services to Aboriginal people and
communities.
Mr Blaikie: Which ones?
Mr PARKER: I do not have that information, but if the member wants the details I will
obtain them for him.
The natural disaster payments referred to by the member for Vasse decreased by $3.5 million.
There have been difficulties in budgeting for natural disaster payments and other relief
measures, and as a result accounting arrangements were changed from 1986-87. Annual
funding for natural disaster payments is through the Treasurer's Advance Account, which is
recouped from a budgetary allocation in the following year. It was recognised that if there
was capacity in the State Budget, it was desirable to recoup those funds in the year in which
the amount was incurred rather than in the Budget for the following year. As the 1988-89
natural disaster payments through Treasurer's Advance Account were recouped from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund in the year incurred, no funding is required in 1989-90. In
accordance with natural disaster relief arrangements, the Commonwealth and State
Governments share the cast of approved relief and restoration measures in the case of major
disasters.
The Commonwealth has revised the relief arrangements as at I July 1989 with a view to
reducing its financial commnitment to a more equitable cost sharing basis with the States, in
accordance with the Commonwealth's determination of terms and conditions for future
assistance for natural disasters. Each State's base amount will be increased annually,
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calculated as 0.225 per cent of the individual State's total Budget sector revenue and grants in
the financial year two years prior to the relevant year. For 1989-90 the base amount of
Western Australia will be $10.3 million. Whereas the Commuonwealth has previously
provided 75 per cent of all expenditure in excess of the base amount, assistance available
from the Commonwealth will be the greater of the following: Either a half of the State's
expenditure on personal hardship relief measures, or the State's expenditure on eligible
measures exceeding the base amount to the extent of one half of the amount which is more
than three quarters of die base amount. For example, this year the Commonwealth would
provide half of $7.7 million, if total State expenditure on eligible relief reached $18 million,
or three quarters of the amount by which it were more than one quarter. That is, 75 per cent
of any amounts in excess of $18 million this year would be met by the Commonwealth.
Those amendments required die Strate to remit to the Commonwealth interest at four per cent
per annum on the Commonwealth's proportion of any loans issued after 1 July 1988. From I
July 1989 the interest rate has been increased to five per cent. The drought relief measures
have been the major item of expenditure under these arrangements in the last 10 years. but
the Comnmonwealth announced, as a result of the events to which the member for Vasse
referred, that from 1 July 1989 it would no longer recoup State expenditure on drought relief
measures. Alternative assistance for drought affected rural producers is currently being
considered by the Commonwealth. Mr Groves, who is the chief executive of the Rural
Adjustment and Finance Corporation, has been appointed to the committee which the federal
Minister, Mr Kerin, set up to review drought relief measures following the announcement by
the Minister for Finance, Senator Walsh, that he would no longer provide those allocations.

Mr Blaikie: I specifically asked which disaster and relief areas the money went to.

Mr PARKER: Most of the money is administered through RAFCOR. I am happy to obtain
for the member any general information that can be provided. However, I do not think the
member wants the personal derails of the recipients - most of whom would be constituents of
Opposition members - revealed in this Chamber.

Mr Blaikie: I am quite prepared to go to your office and to go through the details. If a
substantial part has been spent on administration -

Mr PARKER: I do not think any has been spent on administration.

Mr Blaikie: You said it had. Information on how that $3 million was spent should be
available to members.

Mr PARKER: I am happy to arrange for the member for Vasse to talk to the chief executive
of RAFCOR. A briefing was previously arranged and [ understand that a large number of
members of the Opposition took up that offer.
Mir Blaikie: In relation to RAFCQR generally?

Mr PARKER: It included this area, but I am happy to organise a specific briefing. I think
that covers all the points raised.

Mr Blaikie: Two other points were raised: One relating to Rothwells and the other to WA
Government Holdings Ltd.
Mr PARKER: Rothwells and WA Government Holdings Ltd have been debated so often in
this Chamber that, although the Opposition and others might not like the allocation of these
amounts, their basis is clearly understood. The Rothwells allocation was the resuli of the
agreement reached with the provisional liquidator of Rothwells and the National Australia
Bank. That agreement resulted in State expenditure on the Rothwells situation of a tota
$22 million, which is reflected in this allocation. It was budgeted in the course of the last
fmnancial year. I do not know what more needs to be said.

The DEPUT-Y CHAIRIMAN (Mr Donovan): The member for Vasse will recall the way in
which we dealt with this situation last week. It is not a requirement to address that matter
until the item is debated.

Mr PARKER: The other query raised relates to WA Government Holdings Ltd. Again, I am
happy to address that in detail but it has been debated extensively. I have lost count of the
number of occasions it has been debated, and I have answered specific questions on the
Notice Paper about the break-up of those funds on more than one occasion. I am happy to do
it once more, but I think the information has been provided.
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A further issue raised relates to, the Asset Management Task Force. I announced in June this
year that this body would be set up and given the task of ensuring that all the Government's
assets - particularly, but not solely, property - were reviewed to establish whether those assets
were being appropriately used. The task force is fully accountable in that it is run entirely by
public servants; it is an operating body which consists of public servants - people employed
directly by the Government and not through statutory authorities. agencies or the like. It
reports in tum on a general basis to a Ministerial Council, chaired by the Premier, whose
members include me, the Minister for Planning, the Minister for Lands and the Minister for
Budget Management. The task force deals quite considerably with transport, Westrail land
and the like. We have also recently invited the Minister for Transport to attend task force
meetings. It has the task of talking to Government departments, evaluating whether their
assets are surplus to requirements, and making recommendations through the process that I
have just outlined and ultimately making recommendations to Cabinet. No land is sold
without Cabinet authority. This year the task force has an allocation of $900 000. I chink I
have answered a question on that.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): You are not required to address that until the
item is debated.

Mr PARKER: I was trying to speed things up. I will address the specifics of the way in
which it is made up when people want to raise the matter.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I expect you will be doing it twice otherwise. I have ruled on
that subject. It is orderly for us to continue along the path following the procedure we
developed last week.

Mr PARKER: The Asset Management Task Force is fully accountable. It has made
recommendations to ensure, as well, that any disposal of assets will be by public process,
which procedure has been followed with assets sold in the past and which will be followed
with any assets which are not sold. As I think I have said to the Chamber before, only a very
limited number of circumstances did not involve full public process. The only two I can
think of are where either another Government agency or local government might want the
asset. If a local government authority were prepared to pay for the asset it might be that it
could be sold directly to that authority because local government authorities are there to
benefit their ratepayers and not to make a profit. We have not yet had to abandon the
process. So far all the asset sales have been public. There could conceivably be digression
from the public process where some particular national or heritage interest would benefit by
not going through that process, but I would find that hard to believe. I am sure we could get
around that in some other way. The task force for example was recently evaluating proposals
for the area around the Claremont Railway Station and interestingly one of the proponents
who wishes to acquire the area has been trying to persuade us to sell it directly to him. One
of the letters he sent me came from the member for Applecross.

Mr Lewis: What did I say?

Mr PARKER: The member said that public process was inviolate.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Are you addressing item 57 or are you talking generally?

Mr PARKER: I am addressing the comments that were made -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am trying to guide you because last week a procedure
developed which seemed to be quite practical from the Chamber's point of view. If you
address items debatable within items you are almost certainly likely to be debating them
twice.

Mr PARKER: I will not be addressing this specific allocation within the context of the Asset
Management Task Force but there were questions raised about it during the debate last week
and I am trying to answer them. The member for Applecross' letter which he wrote to the
developer said that he felt sonry he could not just go and acquire the railway station and said
that he thought the process was inviolate. I respect that as a legitimate point of view.
Interestingly enough, the member for Cottesloe also wrote to this developer who sent me a
copy of his letter in which the member for Cottesloe said the public process was important
but not inviolate. I can assure members that we will be following the public process with
regard to that piece of property.
AMSl-4
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Mr Clarko: Don't forget the Claremont football goers will lose their parking.
Mr PARKER: That is probably a side benefit. Controversy is always likely to arise over the
sale of any assets. However, in this Budget the $55 million that the task force is seeking to
recoup is infinitesimal compared with the $400 million raised in the first year by a similar
body in New South Wales or the $1 billion it is seeking to raise this year. l am always happy
to hear ways in which the process can be refined. 'The Leader of the Opposition in New
South Wales suggested it might be better to put some properties on long-term leases such as
99 year or 125 year leases as happened in London so that the property can come back into
public ownership in the future. In some cases that is probably not a bad idea. I will certainly
ask my people to have a look at that.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Division 25 items.

Mr Clarko: We don't name them now.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, we do; if we cannty to produce an orderly progression as
provided for by Standing Order No 304(4)(f) we may all be -

Mr Clarko: It's not required -

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Members will resume their seats. The member for
Marmion will allow me to remind the Chamber of the rulings which were made last week.
Standing Order No 304(4)(f) directs that -

Members desirous of speaking on items shall so inform the Chairman when the
general debate on the relative Division is concluded and the Chairnan shall call on
members so informing him in the order in which the relative items appear in such
division.

What the member for Marmnion is referring to quite appropriately is (g) following that which
is -

Notwithstanding the provisions of the preceding subparagraph Members who have
not informed the Chairman of their desire to speak when the general debate on the
relative Division is concluded may speak on any item unless ...

However, the aim of that Standing Order, particularly in respect of a Division such as 25
Miscellaneous Services, is to try to introduce some order to the debate.

My clerical advice is that Standing Order No 304(4) ought not be there because in relation to
this Division we are probably going to fid it unworkable; hence we will go through the
debate and the ad hoc alternative seems to be the only way available to us.

Item 3: Asbestos Diseases Society (Inc.) -

Mr BRADSHAW: The Asbestos Diseases Society is a non-profit organisation. It does a
tremendous job in trying to fight for the rights of people who am suffering or who have
suffered asbestos related diseases. It has certainly had an uphill battle over the years and it is
good to see an increase in the amount of money allocated to the society. Why have these
funds been increased? I think I know, but I would like the Treasurer to spell it out. Over the
last few weeks there have been major problems with asbestos diseases in Western Australia.
The Government has not planned for some of these problems. Dwellingup school and
Pinjarra school have known levels of asbestos fibres, but the Government is not taking the
problem seriously enough. We have had ample evidence about the effect of asbestos fibres,
and people have died from mesothelioma, lung cancer and asbestosis. It is time the
Government stopped pushing people around and got stuck into cleaning these schools where
the parents and teachers are so worried. A prime example is Perth Modem School, which has
recently received a lot of publicity.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMVAN (Mr Donovan): Order! The item under debate is item 3.

Mr BRADSHAW: The society will find itself having to fight for the children who may be
suffering in 10 years' time.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This item does not concern education and schools.

Mr BRADSHAW: I am pointing out the failure of this Government to address these
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problems which have come up in the last few months. The Asbestos Diseases Society may
find itself fighting for some of these children in 20 years' time. Itris wrong that the
Government has not done the right thing by those parents and children. That society is a
tremendous one arid it is doing its utmost against great odds. At last it is seeing the light at
the end of the runnel and I congratulate the society for its perseverance.
Mr BLALKJE: I ask the Government to indicate what is its policy, not only for Government
employees who have this dreadful disease asbestosis, but for the children, They were not
employed by the Government, but they were children of employees at Wittenoorn. What
does the Government intend to do about assisting these children?

Mr PARKER: The allocation of $82 800 is made for the Asbestos Diseases Society (Inc) for
an increase in its grant to assist it in meeting higher administration costs for providing
services to sufferers of asbestos related diseases. The society has been in existence since
1979, but it was not until the advent of this Government that it overcame one of its major
hurdles and obtained for its members the right of action before the courts. Had it not been for
decisions made by this Government, due to the Statute of Limitations, the society would not
have been able to claim anything from the State Government Insurance Commuission, CSR, or
any other emrployer. I am very proud that during the time I have been the Minister
responsible for the SGIC we have been able to secure the settlement of almost all - certainly
the bulk - of the claimns relating to these people. Something like 350 claims have been settled
or are in the process of being settled, and that has happened during the nine months that I
have been in this portfolio. Some of these have been group settlements, and others have been
settled separately.

A lot of credit is due to Mr Vojakovic, the President of the Asbestos Diseases Association.
He has been very persistent and very reasonable. Obviously from time to time he becomes
.somewhat emotional about the things he stands for, but that is not without foundation. He is
always prepared to sit down and talk sensibly - unlike some of the other people who involve
themselves from time to time. Mr Vojalcovic has been a great advocate for his colleagues in
the society, and he has achieved a huge amount. I am pleased we have been able to settle
those issues. There are still some outstanding issues, though not many now, relating to
widows and widowers of those who died prior to our amendments to the legislation. Others
relate to employees in rather unusual circumstances where it is not yet clear whether the
disease they suffer from is asbestosis, and also the circumstances in which they came to
contract that disease are not clear.

Where we have been able to, we have addressed the disease, not only in relation to the Stature
of Limitations, but on the waterfront, where, due to the multiplicity of employers, sufferers
are often unsure which employer they were working for at the time of contracting asbestosis.
Despite that, they are not debarred from claiming in these circumstances. We have moved to
ensure the rights of these people who have been so tragically affected by this disease in every
area we can think of. I ani very proud of this record of ours, given the tragedy we were faced
with.

The member for Wellington raised the issue of schools. We are taking action in accordance
with advice from our health advisers. We are not holding up any work on account of money
or any other issue. If our health advisers tell us that work is required instantly, we will do it
instantly. If they tell us it is not required at a we will not do it. If we are told it is required
over a period of time, we will follow that advice and do the work as expeditiously as
possible.

Unfortunately, as they do in many of these issues, people jump onto the bandwagon to seek
advantages in other areas. While this suggestion does not extend to Dwellingup school or
maybe to Pinjarra school, in the case of Perth Modemn School it is ho coincidence that there
happens to be a fairly bitterly fought election in the teachers union at the moment.
Unfortunately the school, the parents and the teachers have been caught up in that. The
parents at Pinjarra, and more particularly those at Dwellingup, have concerns, and the
department has responded and indicated what it will do on the basis of its health advice.

The member for Vasse raised the issue of the children of those employed at Wittenoom.
People who are not employees cannot claim workers' compensation against the Government.

Mr Blaikie: That is grossly unfair.
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Mr PARKER: But there is nothing to stop someone who was required to be at Wittenoom -
for argument's sake because his parents worked there, and the Government at the timne did
not rake sufficient precautions - taking common law action against the Government. We will
address those issues, as well as other similar issues. No examples have been put to me of
anyone who has not been appropriately dealt with in chat way, but if the member for Vasse
has any concerns about any individuals, not only because I am responsible for Treasury, but
in my capacity as the Minister responsible for the SGIC, I would be happy to hear them.
Item IS: National Trust of Australia (Western Australia) -

Ms CLARKO: Last year $180 000 was allocated under this item, and the expenditure was
$250 000, roughly. This is a very significant increase, and I would appreciate the Minister's
explanation for it. This year I notice a sum of $300 000 is provided, which is substantially
more than last year. The Government could do many things in this area. In fact it could
probably spend its whole budget on the National Tmust. Has the Government any specific
details of how it proposes to spend the $300 000?
Ms PARKER: The principal increases related last year to the cost of bicusninising the car
park and establishing a 19th century garden at the crust's headquarters at the old Observatory.
Mr Clarko: Was that an overrn?
Mr PARKER: Yes; that represents the bulk of the overrun from last year. This year approval
has been granted for special funding of $140 000 in two moieties over two years towards the

captal cost of upgrading the old Observatory building and its surroundings. The next moiety
o70O 000 is to be made available next year. That represents the funds made available to
them.
Mr Clarko: I had an idea it might be spent on other than the headquarters, but these sums all
relate to the headquarters of the National Trust.
Mr PARKER: The increases are, but they are spending money on other buildings. For
example, over time the Government has given money for the acquisition of land for, and
restoration of, Strawberry HI Farm, Tranby House and so on. In the case of the
Observatory, it should not be seen as just the National Trust aggrandising its headquarters
because it is a significant heritage building in its own right. [ think the National Tmust is
trying to restore the building and its gardens to their former glory.
Mr Clarko: Are you able to comment about the National Trust's hold on that place? I gather
some people are concerned about their rights of tenure in chat particular building.
Ms PARKER: I am not aware of chat concern.
Ms Clarko: People have come to me and said to me that they are concerned -

Ms PARKER: Are they concerned they will lose it?
Ms Clarko: I take it they are seeking a more secure tenure. [ do not know the details of that
tenure, but could the Minister consider that matter?
Ms PARKER: The Minister for Planning and I will try to deal with it. I am not aware of any
concern.
Mr Clarko: For example, do you know whether they have a short or long trmn lease?
Mrs Beggs: I know it is under a lease arrangement. I do not think there is any question of
chat lease being terminated.
Ms Clarko: They are not concerned about its being terminated but about its brevity.
Ms PARKER: If they want a longer term lease, no-one has raised it with me. I suppose they
would raise it with the Minister who has responsibility for heritage or perhaps with the
Minister for Lands or the Minister for Works and Services- However I will check out that
matter. The only thing I know about the old Observatory is that I attended the Premier's
wedding there. That is the only contact I have had with it.
Item 20: Refund of Taxes to Trotting and Racing Clubs for Donations to Charitable
Organisadions -

Mr CLARKO: The sum for this item last year was approximately $96 000. Is chat a
guesstimate? What is its basis and where does the money go?
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Mr PARKER: The Racing Restriction Act allows the Treasurer to approve special meetings
for charitable and patriotic purposes. The West Australian Turf Club can have not more than
five and the Western Australian Trotting Association can also have not 'more than five outside
Fremantle and two within Fremantle. That was done before I was responsible for it. The
remission of the betting taxes raised - that is, six per cent or seven per cent of the total
turnover of betting, which normally comes to the State - comes at the request of the club or
association. It is remitted to charitable organisations. In 19890, the then Cabinet decided that
a remission of taxes would not be approved where the beneficiary of the meeting is in receipt
of direct financial assistance from the State in excess of $5 000, which was increased because
of the Consumer Price Index to $10 000 in 1988. Last year's taxes were remitted for seven
charitable meetings - the Multiple Sclerosis Association, Riding for the Disabled, the WA
Retinosis Pigmentosa Foundation, the Asthma Foundation, the Australian Kidney Foundation
and the House of Ufe, with a further amount to Riding for the Disabled- Of necessity the
amount is an estimate because one has to estimate what is six per cent of the total and then
estimate the recoup. That is an estimate based on what is expected to be the turnover.

Item 31: Community Sporting Facilities - Constribution to Trust Fund Account -

Mr COWAN: I cannot find anywhere in the Budget papers the community recreation facility
fund, as it used to be known. Is this trust fund account the trust fund originally used for the
provision of community recreation facilities funds? In the past these funds have been
invaluable for enabling local authorities to meet the demand for provision of sporting and
recreation facilities. This is particularly the case in smaller communities which do not have
the volume of public to contribute to the capital costs of those facilities. In the past the local
authority contributed one-third, the Government contributed one-third through the
community recreation facility fund and the community contributed one-third in addition to
that.

Mir Parker: This is that fund.

Mr COWAN: I anm very pleased to learn that. However, I am concerned about a substantial
drop in the level of funding. I am aware that many local authorities have utilized the
comm-unity recreation facilities fund in the past and do not need additional facilities at the
moment. Can the Minister indicate whether the level of demand is diminishing
commensurate with the rate at which money is set aside for this fund? Does the Governmnent
see this as yet another area where it can limit the appropriation of taxpayers' money? It is an
important fund in the eyes of the rural conununity, but it does have some application across
the State. However, in rural communities where there are limited numbers of people, and the
financial capacity of local government is to a great extent limited, this fund has been well
utilised. I want a reassurance that the drop in funds is related more to the reduction in the
number of applications for community recreation facilities funded on this basis or whether it
is an arbitrary decision of the Government.

Mr PARKER: It is essentially a top-up fund. The Department for Sport and Recreation
submits to the Treasury each year a budget of what it wants to spend. The budget this year
was a total of $2.682 million. Treasury looks at what funds are on hand, and because it is a
top-up situation there are sometimies some carry forward funds. This allocation is on top of
what is already in the fund because it is a trust fund. Apparently as of 1 July 1989 there was
already $743 000 in the fund which was not earmarked; as a result, to take it up to that
$2.682 million, another $1.939 million was required. The funding was based on the budget
submitted by the department. Not being responsible for the department I do not know
precisely what that was, but from my own experience I know that one can fund only so many
tennis courts and resurfaces. Of course there are more direct grants to local government
which fund things that do not come out of this. For example, the funding given- to the
Carnarvon Shire Council in relation to its hail, which will be a multi purpose hail, including
gymnasium facilities and so on, did not come out of this because it is a separate allocation.
Funding is going to Bunbury on the same basis, which is similarly separate. We have
established ant outer metropolitan facilities fund which is quite substantial and which is a new
expenditure item pursuant to an election policy.

Mr Cowan: Are there any marginal seats out there?

Mr PARKER: That fund is there. However the other substantial increase to the community
sporting fund this year is to take in money on the basis of allocations by the Minister for
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Sport and Recreation, based on amounts coming from Instant Lotteries. There is a Bill before
the House at the moment - assuming it is passed - which will ensure that: the amounts for
sport and recreation will be quite substantially increased because they will get a higher
proportion of the total revenue from lotteries. This will mean a greater discretionary ability
will be available within the Department for Sport and Recreation - and also within the
Department for the Arts - to fund these sorts of things. So, what appears totbe a decrease in
the fund this financial year is in fact a substantial increase in the totality of the fund available.
Mir WIESE: I am glad the Minister has been able to respond as I was unclear whether this
was the item to which I should refer - clearly it is. The first problem relates :to the Minister's
comments on another trust fund account set up for developments in the outer metropolitan
area. We have had feedback from the Minister for Sport and Recreation which has led us to
understand that he is very much aware of the great lack of facilities - and the demand for help
in providing those facilities - in many country areas, and the great shortfall in funds available
to meet those demands. I have five or six major projects in my electorate, which total
$1.5 million at least, all seeking assistance from the Department for Sport and Recreation.
These projects are to provide facilities which people in the metropolitan areatake for granted.
but which are not available for people in some country areas; people in these areas are doing
a remarkable job in raising money to provide one-third of the money to match the funds
available from Government and local government, but because the overall amount of funds
available is not sufficient, these projects are not able to get off the ground.

In many situations the community may be able to raise one-third of the amdiunt required, but
it would be impossible to raise the whole amount through the limited number of people in
that cormunity. So, it would appear that a need exists to have some special account which
operated solely for the major capital items of expenditure. Community sporting facilities
should be provided from the trust account, and rather than reducing the amount available in
this year's Budget compared to last year's Budget, the Government should be expanding the
fund to allow some communities to develop the facilities they need.

Mir Parker: I think I addressed your point in my response to the Leader of the National Party.

Mir WIESE: Yes, but I am emphasising the points made by my leader about the need for the
amounts to be increased and not decreased. I refer to a specific project in my electorate
which was proposed by the Shire of Dumbleyung on behalf of the sporting and general
community of Kulcerin. This is an excellent project which the community is right behind -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (My Donovan): For the benefit of the member for Balcatta, and
for all other members, [ take this opportunity to point out that it is a time honoured tradition
in Parliament, which is reflected in the Standing Orders, that members do not pass between
the member on his or her feet and the Chair.

Mir Catania: I apologise, Mir Deputy Chairman.

Mir WIESE: The project in the town of Kukerin will establish a grass oval. The community
got up off its behind and arranged a cropping project and has put together far more than
one-third of the total cost for the project. The shire council has also guaranteed to put
forward its share of money; therefore, all that is needed to get the project off and running is
the one-third contribution from the Government. But, we are in a crazy situation in which we
cannot gain any allocation or commitment from the Government. The community is very
confident that the project is good enough and it will eventually get the funding; in fact, it is so
confident that it will go to the Government and state that the project is a good one and say
that it accepts that a shortage of funds exists this financial year, but if the Government will
give a commitment to fund the project, the community will not call on the Government to
provide any money during the next two years. The community will require only the
commitment, and then it will go ahead with the project. This is a valid request to be made
because the amount of money involved is something around $100 000. The community has
its share of the money sitting in the bank ready to go; it wants the dam built and filled with
water, but there is little point in going ahead with the next stage to put piping in to water the
oval or to go ahead and grass the oval without a commitment from the Government. The
community is asking the Government to participate in a magnificent community project in
two years' time. I ask the Minister to speak to his colleague, the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, and see whether the project can go ahead on the basis that the community has
their share of the money and only requires an okay from the Minister.
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Mr PARKER: As the member for Wagin would be aware, I am not responsible for the
disposal of those funds. The Minister for Sport and Recreation has an advisory body to deal
with such matters. I will refer the member's comments to the Minister in another place and
will ask him to pay close attention to the comments made and hopefully the concern
expressed on behalf of the member's constituents will be successfully met.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Parker (Treasurer).

BILLS (2) - RETURNED

1. Camarvon Banana Industry (Compensation Trust Fund) Amendment eml
2. Fmuit Growing Industry (Tmust Fund) Amendment eml

emls returned from the Council without amendment.

[Questions without notice taken.]
Sitting suspended from 6.04 to 7.30 pm

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL

Committee
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chairman of Commuittees (Dr Alexander) in
the Chair; Mr Parker (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Division 25: Miscellaneous Services, $216 672 000 -

Progress was reported after the Division had been partly considered.

Item 32: Outer Metropolitan Facilities - Contribution to Trust Fund Account -
Mr CLARICO: The allocation of $3 million is quite a significant amount compared with
other items in Miscellaneous Services regarding the contribution of trust fund accounts. Does
that involve a specified list of outer metropolitan facilities and what exacdly are they?

Mr PARKER: I cannot give the member a specific list because this is within the portfolio of
the Minister for Sport and Recreation.

Mr Blaikie: For goodness' sake, you should be able to.

Mr PARKER: I am not sure there is a specified list. At the recent State elections the Labor
Party announced that it would create an outer metropolitan facilities fund over four years to
provide for development of recreation related facilities. The feeling was that a Tot of
infrastructure for sport and recreation had been developed in the State's early days such as
the East Perth and East Fremantle football ovals and bowling clubs and the like and with the
buargeoning metropolitan area all over the outskirts of the city there was a range of
opportunities to develop facilities which would reflect the new population trends in those
areas. This would also ensure that opportunities could be taken to transfer some activities.
For example, from time to time suggestions have been made that somewhere in the Cockburn
shire might be a better place for some of the facilities now in the middle of Fremantle. That
is not necessarily what the money is going to be used for but those are the sorts of general
concepts that have been developed. This proposal is a fulfilment of the commitment made
during the elections. The Minister for Sport and Recreation is in charge of disbursing the
funds and I believe the first project to be funded is in the shire of Wanneroo. If the member
for Marmiori wishes I will obtain details from the Minister for Sport and Recreation or he
could ask the Minister by way of a question in the House.
Mr Clarko: Obviously the Treasurer is not going to go back to Item 3 1.
The CHAIRMAN: No, he certainly is not.

Mr CLARKO: I presume the distinction between the two is that these are for community
sporting facilities. It is interesting that htem 32 is not described as that whereas item 31L is and
has been reduced by a significant amount. Almost half the $3 million, now going into the
outer metropolitan area, has perhaps been deducted from the previous item.-
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Mr Parker: I suggest the member looks at Hansard for my explanation to the leader of the
National Party on that issue . It is not what it appears in that regard.
Mr CLARKO: With respect, I believe the Treasurer should be provided with the appropriate
information. The Treasurer should not have to apologise for not being able to give an
answer. Perhaps he might ask his advisers to give him some details in this instance. If the
$3 million is going on a miust fund from which, at some later date, a group of people or the
Minister - it is desirable to know which - will be making allocations we should know and so
should the Minister in Opposition after the next election. We would like the Treasurer to be a
bit more specific with these sorts of things. During my time in Parliament one of the greatest
things that happened in country towns was the system that began during the Court
Government of one third of funds coming out of the Education Department's vote, one third
from the community, and one third firom another form of State Government grant. Out of
$1.2 million they might provide $400,000 each. In effect, the State Government is providing
two thirds of the amount. There are some magnificent facilities around the country areas.
Moora has a worthwhile one - the Treasurer probably knows that himself - adjacent to the
north side of the town. There is an interesting one in Augusta, I think, in the member for
Vasse's electorate, where the people of Augusta made a much bigger contribution than the
traditional one-third. The member for Albany is not here, but I can remember -

The CHAIRMAN: I remind the member for Marmion we are talking about outer
metropolitan. Even if one stretches one's imagination, the member for Vasse's electorate
could not be described as outer metropolitan.

Mr CLARKO: I am trying to say these are the examples of the sorts of things -

Mr Parker: We debated item 3 1.
Mr CLARKO: I am talking about item 32. These are the sorts of community facilities that
have been put up in the last 15 years. I suspect the facility the Treasurer was talking about in
Wanneroo a few moments ago is probably a major recreation centre. We should solicit that
information from the Treasurer at times like this. If the Government intends to increase these
things it will have the wind knocked out of its sails. There is no definition for "outer
metropolitan'; it is a difficult area to define. I await the Treasurer's answers, and I would
hope he will not be doing this to marginal sears.

Mr Parker: Of course not.

Mr BLAIKIE: The allocation of $3 million to the outer metropolitan facilities represents a
contribution to a trust fund account. The information provided by the Treasurer from his
briefing notes only gives a global picture. He does not provide a breakdown on where the
moneys will go or where it is anticipated to be spent. This situation allows the Government
to create a slush fund without any referral to Parliament. It can dole the money out to things
like petrochemical deals because it gives no explanation. The Treasurer can shake his head
and look bored but I have 14 minutes in which to speak. It is not good enough to say that the
mailer should be pursued through the Minister for Sport and Recreation; we will not have the
opportunity because no Budget allocation has been made for $3 million under that portfolio.
Under that portfolio we can talk in general debate and on specific items which will restrict us
to speaking only on staffing levels and other contingencies.

Mr Parker: I have answered dozens of questions since the Estimates were published in
relation to the detail of particular items. I have given all the answers; I have given a general
overview of what items are about. I will expand: I am not aware of the parameters involved;
I do not know what precisely is to be funded. The member for Mannion is right, item 31
relates to facilities provided throughout the State. I went into that in answer to the Leader of
the National Party and the member for Wagin. The member should read Hansard; I will not
repeat what I said. This item is a specific major allocation which is designed to reflect the
needs of outer metropolitan areas. No-one who has been to places like Wanineroo, Joondalup
or Armadale, can say other than in general terms that their facilities - because of the nature of
the way the State has grown - are the same as in the inner city. The aim is to help to bring
them up to that standard in conjunction with local communities.

Mr BLAIKIE: I accept that. But the Department for Sport and Recreation would already
have a list of priority arrangements for funding. The Opposition did not come down in the
last shower. That department will not suddenly wake up and say that the Shire of Wanneroo
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wants to build a swimming pool at a cost of say $500 000. That funding is already in trai;
the local government bodies will have already had an appropriation for recreational facilities
in their budgets. The local government bodies are already committed to what they can or
cannot do.

Mr Parker: This is not necessarily in conjunction with local government.

Mr BLAJKE: Who else is it?

Mr Parker: I think two things are contemplated: It is vague because this was discussed a
month ago at the Budget committee meeting. One concerns a facility at Wanneroo which, I
think, was in conjunction with the local authority; another was the need to add on to the high
school, built somewhere in the extremities of the southern suburbs, which would be extended
so that a formal hail can be added and made available to the whole conmmunity not just to the
school children. That is the greater part of the funding and it may not involve the local
authority.

Mr BLADKIE: The chances are that if it involves the total commuunity, local government will
have involvement. Even if that is not the case, there is no good reason for the Treasurer not
to tell us. If, for instance, Kelmscout Primary School is to have additions to it, cell us.
Funding will have been approved by the Ministry of Education for works to be carried out;
that is already in train.

The Treasurer is asking Parliament to place this $3 million into a slush fund. The
Government has decided everything is to be secretive, and by 30 June 1990 it will place these
funds into projects to be determined at a later stage. The Treasurer could not do this if he
were in a private business because he would be responsible to the shareholders; he could not
do this in local government because protections are in place regarding requirements to
divulge what is going on. He cannot do it in this place either; Parliament should know what
projects the Government is funding.

Ms Parker: I am happy to give you that information. I said at the start that I will ask the
Minister for Sport and Recreation to give members the information. The member is right; it
is not necessarily that all the hinds will be funded; that is the reason for the contribution to
the trust fund until the stage of precise outputs. Some will be immediate and some will be
next year.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Parliament is entitled to have some understanding. After these papers are
presented and we have an idea of the areas to be funded - and we might only be looking at
$550 000 - why would the Treasurer want another $2.5 million put into the trust account if it
is not a slush fund? If the fund is to be appropriated to a regional project, let it be.

I return to the comments [ made last night: Be it on the Government's head that it is not
providing Parliament with adequate information. [ accept the Treasurer's comments that he
will provide information to members through the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I thank
the Treasurer for that and I thank him for the information already provided as a result of
discussions last week but this is a totally different set of circumstances from last year when
information was sought and not provided.

Mr KIERATH: What sort of parameters are put on the outer metropolitan area? The Deputy
Premier said earlier that the money was going to a high school. Is that high school the
Kwinana. Senior High School associated with the cultural centre?

Mr Parker: No, it is funded separately from that.

Mr KIERATH: Is money coming from the Ministry for that?

Mr PARKER: Yes, Kwinana Cultural Centre is being funded in part fromr an allocation from
the Department for the Arts and in part from an allocation from the Ministry of Education
budget, as well as from local contributions. The high school has been built and will be added
onto in the way described. I cannot remember the detail. However, I have given an
undertaking to the member for Vasse to supply that information.

Mr Kierath: What sort of facility is it?

Ms PARKER: I will give the member a breakdown of the parameters.

Item 40: Rottniest Island Authority -
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Mr CLARKO: Wil the Minister explain the overrun of about $100 000 in this item last
year? Will the Minister explain also what the additional $50 000 will be used for?

Mr PARKER: The increase reflects the Government's decision to authorise the installation
of desalination and sewerage treatment units at Rortnesr Island at art estimated cost of
$5 million over five years. The Government has agreed to meet repayments on borrowings
of $225 000, repayable over 20 years from [,976-77, to provide sewerage and water supplies
to the settlement of Geordie Bay/Longreach and to meet debt service charges on further
borrowings of $90 000 to develop underground potable water supplies. Annual repayments
on those loans total $39 200.

Mr Clarko: Is it an old loan?

Mr PARKER: It is an old loan; I am coming to some additional ones now.

The Government provides also a grant of $15 800 each year to meet 75 per cent of the cost of
servicing a loan raised by the former board to finance the installation of a sewerage treatment
plant for the Thomson Bay area. On 2 February 1987, Cabinet approved a provision of up to
$3 million over a five year period to enable the authority to implement various
recommendations in the Rottnest Island management plan by the Functional Review
Committee and the Public Service Commission. Towards that commitment, a provision of
$662 000 was approved to the authority for 1988-89 - this comes to the member's overrun
question - and an additional $129 000 was authorised in January 1989 for expenditure which
was incurred but not recouped in 1987-88. In other words, the expenditure was not recouped
prior to the first allocation being made.

Following consideration of the authority's 1989-90 proposals, provision has been made for a
grant of $665 000 for the ongoing implementation of the management plan. First comes the
loans and then the $665 000 which includes the chief executive officer's salary, the
environmental manager's salary, the terrestrial manager's salary, the environmental material,
the admidnistration office upgrade, Tent Land phase three which includes $271 000, and the
island reception centre phase two which totals $100 000. 1
In addition, the Government approved the provision of $100 000 for the servicing of
necessary borrowings of $800 000 by the authority for stage one of the new desalination and
sewerage treatment plants to be commenced in 1989-90.
Item 41: Rural and Industries Bank of Western Australia -

MtrCOUTRT: This item includes an allocation of $10 million to go to the R & I Banik. Is that
additional capital required for running the bank? If so, under what terms has it been provided
to the bank? Nearly all of the private banks in Australia have been embarrassed by the size of
their profits. Their public relations machines have been involved in justifying those large
profits. At the same time, this State's bank has been struggling to break even. The bank's
annual results reveal that it is considering different options for turning the bank around. In
addition to explaining why the injection of capital for the bank is needed, will the Minister
explain also whether the bank is considering partial privatisation and, if so. what stage has the
bank reached in preparing for that partial privatisation? What personnel is being put in place
to reorganise the bank following the retirement of senior management? The Opposition is
concerned about the financial difficulties that the bank is facing.

Will the Treasurer explain also how the bank's gold banking division has been structured and
how it is performing now that people have been transferred from the Gold Corporation to the
bank? I am led to believe that about 50 people now work in that section of the bank and I
would appreciate an outline from the Treasurer of the activities of that section.

Mr PARKER: The amount of $10 million is not a form of capital injection into the
R &I [Bank, It provides for the reimbursement of stamp duty paid by the bank on the
acquisition of Gold Corporation's gold banking activities. Essentially it is a transfer from
one arm of Government to another. I think that transfer has been welcomed as the right thing
for the Government to do. It incurs stamp duty under the operation of the Stamp Act. As in
some other circumstances not involving the Government, from timne to rime the Government
decides that, if there is the same beneficial ownership or for some other valid reason, stamp
duty should be waived. It cannot just be waived; it has to be reimbursed by way of what
amounts to an ex gratia payment and that is what this $ 10 million is about.
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The Rt & I Bank and GoldCorp earlier this year fmnalised negotiations to integrate the
corporation's gold banking activity with the general banking business to strengthen the State
bank's services to the resources sector. The integration of the gold banking functions into the
bank is consistent with Government policy for all State banking operations to be conducted
through the R & I Bank. The acquisition is essentially a transfer of function between State
owned agencies with the acquisition being negotiated on the basis of net asset value of the
gold banking activities. The bank is obliged to pay stamp duty on the acquisition with the
State to reimburse the cost of the stamp duty so paid.
I do not think now is the time for me to go through the way the gold banking section
operates. It is not germane to this issue and it is not within my portfolio. I would be happy to
supply the information if I had it. I have the information on the reasons for the allocation in
precise detail. I suggest that if the member wants information about the activities of the gold
banking division - it is set up as an autonomous division of the bank - he should address those
queries at an appropriate time to the Premier.
Mr WIESE: I had intended to query the amount and, having heard the Minister's answer, I
want to elicit more information. We can only assume that $10 million is not an estimate but
is a known amount to be paid for stamp duty on the transfer of assets from GoldCorp to the
R & I Bank. What is the value of the asset transferred that would necessitate such an
enormous anmount. in stamp duty?
Mr Parker: It is so large because the assets are not just the equity purchased but also include
the loan portfolio.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister has said that this amount is for stamp duty that has been paid or
is to be paid.
Mr Parker: The R & I Bank will pay stamp duty, and the amount will be transferred back. It
is in one pocket and out the other. There will an amount in the stamp duty collections to
reflect the amount the R & I Bank has paid.

Mr BLAMKE: The Minister refers to the global position; I seek the detailed infonmation on
the transaction.
Mr Parker: The reason the amount is so huge is that it is not stamping just the transfer of the
equity in the Gold Banking division, but also the total assets which include the loan portfolio.
It is not a massivp' equity injection from the value of the assets.
Mr BLAMICE: I still want to know, as soon as the Treasurer can provide the information,
what the stamp duty is required for.

Mr Parker: Stamp duty is assessed by the State Taxation Department; I do not know what
more information you want. I have told you the principles on which stamp duty is applied.
Mr BLAMKE: I know the principles.

Mr Parker: I have reinforced them. The State Taxation Department makes an assessment of
the stamp duty and it is my job to tell you the basis upon which the amount was arrived at. It
is an in and out transaction, and no net expenditure by the State will be involved because the
R & I Bank will pay the amount in and the Government will repay it as an ex gratia payment
to the R & I Bank. What more do you want to know?

Mr BLAIKIE: The Treasurer has explained his view, but it does not satisfy me. The
ft & I Bank will get $10 million.
Mr Parker: The R & I Bank is paying in the equivalent amount.

Mr BLAIXE: Whereabouts?
Mr Parker: It is part of the revenue collections from stamping.

Mr BLAMKE: Do they become contra items?
Mr Parker: Yes. The R & I Bank will pay stamp duty which is assessed by the State
Taxation Department. That amount has to be paid into the Consolidated Revenue Fund under
the provisions of the Act. Therefore, it is shown as $10 million which is part of the total
amount of stamp duty collected by the State each year in the Consolidated Revenue of the
State. This Budget is about appropriating from CRF amounts to be expended; we are
appropriating from CRE an amount equivalent to that paid into CRF by the bank so that it can
be reimbursed for the amount paid.
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Mr BLAIKIE: Do I assume that if the final transaction incurs a stamp duty of $8 500, that
will be the amount expended and the contra entry will be the same? Presumably if the
amount is $15 million, the Government will pay the extra?

Mr Parker: I understand this amount has already been assessed by the State Taxation
Department.

Mr BLAMKE: The Treasurer is long on rhetoric and short on detail. This will happen time
and time again if the Minister will not provide the full details.

Mr COURT: My point is that Government departments and operations do not compete on
the same terms as the private sector.

Mr Parker: The Government has given rebates in stamp duty where there is restructuring
which involves no change in the beneficial ownership of an organisation. For example, when
the parent company of General Motors had to inject a huge amount of money to prevent the
company from going broke - if General Motors Holden had been standing alone it would
have been bankrupt years before - it had to reorganise its corporate affairs and change assets
but the net result was the same, so the Government gave a rebate on stamp duty. That is
happening in this case.

Mr COURT: Is the Treasurer saying that if the member for Wagin had two fanms operating
in separate companies and wanted to amalgamate them into one company, the Government
would waive stamp duty on that transaction?

Mr Parker: No.

Mr COURT: One of the major concerns with the stamp duty Bills before the Parliament at
the moment is that stamp duty collections will be increased because the Government will
include chattels for assessment. I know stamp duty may be waived in certain circumstances,
but if Westpac bought the banking operations of another bank, stamp duty would not be
waived.

Mr Parker- The Goverrnent would look at it. The nature of banking is that stamp duty is
not assessed just on the equity, but includes also the loan portfolio. For example, it two
organisations owned by the same group wished to transfer banking operations, one of which
organisations was Challenge Bank whose equity of $200 million was transferred, one could
argue that no rebate should be paid on the stamp duty payable on that amount. However, if
Challenge had $10 billion worth of loans in the marketplace, the stamp duty assessable would
be hundreds of millions of dollars and consideration might be given to waiving it. Every
resource project in this State has proceeded on the basis of a waiver of stamp duty.

Mr COURT: The example you have given of the R & I Bank and Gold Corporation is
interesting because they have different owners. They have different owners, do they not?
Mr Parker: No; the ultimate owner is still the State.

Mr COURT: The State does not own all of the R & I Bank, does it?

Mr Parker: Yes, it does.

Mr COURT: Is there not some private shareholding?

Mr Parker: No; the R & I Bank has a capital fund, which is an equity or profits linked
performance fund.

Mr COURT: The Treasurer does not classify that as capital?

Mr Parker: It is capital from the point of view of the Reserve Bank, but not from the point of
view of equity. They do not own the bank.

Mr COURT: Is the Government setting a precedent that will be followed in other similar
circumstances in the private sector?

Mr Parker: No. I am saying that we examine each case on its merits. On a number of
occasions we have done a similar thing in the private sector.

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Riverton has provided a very extensive list, which I am
adhering to, and I do not find it amusing that when I call the member on an item on which he
has indicated he wants to speak, he then does not want to speak on it.
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Mr KIERATH: I will not speak on that item, but I still retain the right to speak on the others.
I only wanted to speak on one item before, but I could not do so.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! If you are now wanting to make a point of order, let us get this
straight. The reason you could not speak on item 33 is that you missed the call; once we are
past an item, we do not go back.

Item 43: University of Western Australia - Debt Charges -

Mr KIERATH: I ask the Minister to explain what the amount for debt charges entails.
Mr PARKER: The higher allocation reflects a variation in the interest rates on various loans.
However, the majority of loans have set interest rates, and the debt charges relate to loans
raised by the university to meet the State's contribution to the Capital Works Program under
the arrangements which existed prior to January 1974; that is when the Commonwealth took
over funding of tertiary education. Consequently, the cost of servicing these loans is a charge
against State funds. Prior to 1968-69, only interest payments were met from this item, and
instalments for the repayment of loans were met from the General Loan Fund. In 1980-81
approval was granted for the university to raise further loans totalling $993 000 to finance the
State's agreed contribution towards the cost of the animal resources centre at Murdoch
University. Consequently, the cost of servicing these loans is a charge against State funds.
Provision is made to meet the known debt charges due in 1989-90 on loans raised by the
university for capital works.

Item 44: Western Australian Building Authority - Debt Charges -

Mr IERATH: Where does that money come from, and what are the general debt charges?
Mr PARKER: This item provides for loan servicing costs on private borrowings to finiance
projects under the State's Capital Works Program. Under the revised integrated debt
repayment system, borrowings after 30 June 1986 are now raised through the Western
Australian Treasury Corporation, with debt servicing costs being met from the special Acts
Division of the Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates. In other words, these amounts
represent loans which were raised prior to the bringing into being of the WA Treasury
Corporation and the increased provision reflects mainly an accounting adjustment in respect
of loan servicing costs paid for the quarter ended 30 June 1988.
Mr NICHOLLS: Are the Western Australian Development Corporation and Gold
.Corporation included in this item?

Mr Parker: No; you will have to deal with them in the general debate.

Item 45S: Western Australian Development Corporation - LandCorp -

The CHAIRMAN: I say for the guidance of members that LandCorp is the only part of this
item which we can debate. The Western Australian Exim Corporation and the Western
Australian Meat Marketing Corporation cannot be debated because they are not itemised
matters.

Mr LEWIS: I note that the estimate is $860 000. Bearing in mind the extreme escalation in
the cost of real estate over the last 12 months, and certainly to 30 June, and bearing in mind
the activities of LandCorp in the housing market, I am surprised that there is a need to make
a -
Mr Parker: This is not a provision for losses because, as you are suggesting, LandCorp is
making a considerable profit in the environment in which it is operating. However, there are
specific tasks which LandCorp has been asked by the Government to undertake, and it is not
fair for those tasks to be recorded against its profit and loss account. If it is being asked to act
as a consultant, or in whatever capacity you want to describe it, it charges a fee. I ani sure the
member would agree that is the correct way to go about it. Just to give you an indication, the
fees were $650 000 for its role in managing the East Perth redevelopment project; $200 000
on provision for local authority rates for property which is being transferred to the Crown;
and $ 10 000 for minor contingency expenses on issues on which it is involved with the
Crown; a total of $860 000, which is a very substantial reduction from last year, reflecting the
winding back of the Western Australian Development Corporation, because some of the
amount paid last year was a management fee paid to the WADC for the services of
LandCorp.
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Mr LEWIS: We all know that in the past, WADC's profits, via LandCarp, have been
somewhat inflated to create the impression that WADC was doing a lot better than it was.
However, notwithstanding what the Treasurer said, it is really only shifting the deck chains.
If LandCorp is making the profit, perhaps it should carry some of the down side, bearing in
m-ind that it is a Government agency.

Mr KIERATH: Could the Minister elaborate on the $200 000 fee?

Mr Parker: When property is transferred to the Crown, because it has been transferred
temporarily until subdivision, or whatever, when it will be on-sold, the payments are made to
the local authority by way of rate equivalent charges; and because it is Government policy to
make those payments, that money is reimbursed to LandCorp so it can in tumn pay it to the
local authorities.

Mr KIERATH: So are those rates payable from the time the land is transferred from the
Crown to LandCorp, until the time when it is on-sold?

Mr Parker: It is during the time it is actually held in the Crown. Yes, I think you are right.

Mr KIERATH: I think it is the time that it is held by LandCorp, rather than by the Crown,
because my understanding is that while it is held by the Crown it is non-rateable, but when it
goes into LandCorp and is part of a development, rates should be paid, as they would be for a
private developer.

Mr Parker: I think you are right.

Mr KIERATH: LandCorp often finds itself in the position of a developer, and as such is in
many places pursuing a profit motive. I find the amount for fees rather intriguing, because
LandCorp is often very successful in lobbying the Governmrent. It takes land from the
Government, and it can be argued whether the price is a fair and reasonable one. LandCorp
develops that land, and many people would say that is a very privileged position to occupy.
There are many developers round town who would give an arm and a leg to be in that
position. I believe that in those situations where LandCorp is buying assets at an undervalued
price - and I would stand and argue that point with anyone - it should accept some of the
down side which might be upholding some of these costs in particular developmental
activities undertaken by the Government. LandCorp's source of income is coming from the
Go'vernnient, and any developer could make money in the situation where it is buying assets
at a price which is often lower than the market price, developing them, and putting them on
the market. I find it intriguing that the estimate for LandCorp is now down to $860 000; last
year it was $2 500 000.
Mr PARKER: This is not for private development; it is for work which LandCorp is doing as
an agent of the Crown. LandCorp is being asked by the Crown to undertake non-profit work
in terms of its recouping profit from that land development, as was the case with the East
Perth project.

Mr KIERATH: Would the Minister concede that most of the development is on Government
land, which could quite easily have been put out to a private developer, and have a
commission paid on it, or put out for registration of interest, and have it developed by another
developer, rather than LandCorp? LandCorp in its present position is privileged.

Mr Parker: It is making money for the Govemmnent. The money is not going to some private
person. It is the taxpayer who benefits.

Mr KIERATH: In that situation some of those items should be brought to account.

Item 49: Pesoes Travel Concessions - Reimbursement to Mletropolitan (Perth)
Passenger Transport Trust -

Mr WIESE: Could the Treasurer indicate on what basis the transfers from Consolidated
Revenue into the Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust and Westrail are made? It
appears that very substatitial amounts of money are transferred out of Consolidated Revenue
into the trust or Westrail in items 49 to 53.

Mr PARKER: The amount is an increase of $411t 000 which reflects the higher fares
introduced in 1988-89. From 1 October 1959 pensioners were permitted to travel at half rates
on Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust services. From I July 1971 that was
converted to a total fare exemption, and on 11I July 1976 it went to 33 per cent of the total
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fare. In 1978 a further increase was imposed and then it was changed on various occasions.
Until recently the fares that all pensioners had to pay ranged from 300 for two sections to 800
for all day travel, with a 550 fare for an eight zone section; or alternatively, it means a
concession ranging between 30k and $4.30 per travel.

The amount of money that represents when we total the number of concessional fares
granted - and periodically they work it out from the ticket machines - is multiplied by the
concession per fare, and that amount is reimbursed to the trust. Again, from an accounting
point of view, the correct way to do it is that if the Government has made a policy decision to
give concessions to pensioners - and if one was running a private bus service one would not
do that - it should be clearly identified as a Government expense rather than an expense of the
business of running the trust. Therefore the money is identified and paid to the trust by the
Government and, because the trust is in a sense a loss making institution in any case, it is six
of one and half a dozen of the other in terms of any impact this has on the Budget, but it is the
correct accounting way to do it so that the level of concessions being provided is clearly seen.

Mr Wiese: How big a percentage of the actual operation does it represent?

Mr PARKER: I think the total Budget for the trust is well in excess of $ 100 million, so I
would say it is less than seven per cent.

Mr Wiese: So about 30 per cent of the travel is actually subsidised.

Mr PARKER: Something like that. If the member wants the precise figures he can either ask
the Minister for Transport during his Division or I will get them for him, whichever he
prefers.

Item 5O: Pensioners' and Senior Citizens' Travel Concessions - Reimbursement to
Westrail -

The CHAIRMAN: Item 50 - the member for Riverton.

Mr Kierath: I have changed my mind, Mr Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we might call it a draw - the point has been made on both sides.
You can retain this list if you want but I assure you that if you catch my eye you will get the
CA.
Mr Kierath: All I wanted was the call on each item so that I had the chance if I wanted to say
something.
The CHAIRMAN: No, the way it will operate is as follows: [ will give members the chance
to get the call but I will not read each one, item by item. I know the previous Deputy
Chairman did follow that system for some time but there is no necessity for that as long as
members get a chance to indicate their wish to speak. If you missed out, let us not go back
over that. There is no point to your submitting a list simply because you missed out on one
item. We are wasting everybody's time.

Point of Order
Mr WIESE: I was not in the Chamber when this arrangement was entered into, whatever it is
we are talking about.

The CHAIRMAN: This happened before the dinner suspension.

Mr WIESE: Ic appears something happened that caused a complete list to be drawn. As I
was not in the Chamber I have not had the opportunity to contribute to the list you have
before you, Mr Chairman. To proceed item by item appears to me to be most satisfactory
because at least we have the chance -to speak. Otherwise, if a member walks into the
Chamber and is not aware of the item under discussion the system breaks down and members
become upset.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! It is up to the Chair to mun the debate in this instance. I ani quite
happy to take suggestions from all sides and everybody has a different idea of the way they
think it would be best done. I suggest that in this situation it is up to the Chair. There are no
fixed rules on this in the Standing Orders. The Standing Orders do say that members should
indicate in advance for the convenience of the Chair to which items they wish to speak, but
they do not have to do that and this is where the ambiguity creeps in.
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If you have an interest in items you should either indicate to the Chair in writing in advance
so there can be no ambiguity, or you should be in the Chamber at the rime those items are
called. That is how it will be run. If you do not like it you know what action to take to
dissent firomn the Chair's ruling. While I am in the Chair that is how it will operate. If on
occasion individual members miss out it is not because the Chair holds a grudge against any
individual member but simply because that is how the Chair operates at that time.

Committee Resumed
Item 51: Rail Freight, Fare and Other Concessions - Reimbursement to Westrail of
Cost of Sundry Concessions -

Mr COWAN: I am at a loss to understand precisely how the figure of $420 000 was arrived
at. It may very well be that it is a concession, but I am dealing with the rail freight.

Mr Parker: A 50 per cent concession is provided on wool freight by rail from points south of
Narrogin to Albany. The main purpose of the concession is to promote Albany as a wool
selling point.

Mr COWAN: I thank the Treasurer. It did concern me because the heading refers to
subsidies and concessions. The total Westrail budget is $30 million shorter in revenue than it
is in expenditure and I wondered how we could possibly arrive at subsidies and concessions
of only $420 000. However, the Treasurer has explained it. For a moment I thought Westrail
had made a wonderful recovery and was doing extremely well, and we could look forward to
a much improved grain freight rate.

Mr Parker: It is doing much better, but not that much better.

Item 54: State Energy Commission of Western Australia - North West Shelf Gas -

Mr COURT: Could the Treasurer explain whether this payment relates to the take or pay
contract?

Mr Parker: Yes, it is the outworking. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition may recall that
in 1985 we renegotiated the contract and there was the so-called ASOP - the Agreed
Statement of Principles. Part of that included that, apart from the concessions the joint
venturers made in the reworking of the contract at that time, the State and the Commonwealth
would also pay moneys into SECWA; the Commonwealth has in fact passed legislation
which requires it to pay a certain proportion of its royalty take from the North West Shelf
project to the State for passing on to SECWA. The rationale for that was that it was all very
well for us to complain about the North West Shelf project but we were getting benefits from
it, and we put it to the Commonwealth that it was also getting benefits from it in the shape of
the royalty payments, and that it should refund them to us to help the SEC through its
problems. That is the situation. The reason it has decreased is that, because of the much
healthier financial position of the SEC, the State has chosen not to allocate its funds this year
or in future; but the Commonwealth funds are still coming because it is refunding its royalty
to us, and that $1.3 million is the passing on of the royalty through us to SECWA.
Mr COURT: Could the Minister give the Chamber some figures as to how much the
Commonwealth Government is paying or would we have to get that through the
Commonwealth Parliament?

Mr Parker: It is $1.3 million; it is here.

Mr COURT: That is what has been paid this year?

Mr Parker: Last year it was $1.08 million.

Mr COURT: But how much is the Government paying?

Mr Parker: The State Government this year is paying nothing to the State Energy
Commission. Last year of the $8.95 million we paid in total, all but $1.08 million of that was
from the State Government, and $1.08 million represented the Commonwealth. This year the
State Government is not paying anything.

Mr COURT: So last year the State put in about $8 million?

Mr Parker: Just under, at $7.9 million.
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Mr COURT: We have been paying for gas which we have not been consuming. When do
we start consuming that gas?

Mr Parker: We are starting to use a small amount of it now, but in general terms it will be -

Mr Canr interjected.

Mr Parker: Remembering that we axe also taking some of the Pilbara gas down south as well.
Really that has disappeared as a component of the contract.
Mr COURT: So when that starts happening it will help the SEC because it will receive gas
which has already been paid for and inventoried?
Mr Parker Yes, although if they have not used it for four years, they will have to pay an
extra amount. However in general terms you are right.

Mr COURT: For how long is the Federal Government committed to make that return of the
royalties?

Mr Parker: My recollection is either 10 or 15 years. It is quite some time although I cannot
remember it exactly. However one of us will get it for you. It is in the Act which was
passed, but I cannot remember the detail.

Mr COURT: So the gas coming ashore and being used for domestic consumption and the gas
going off for LNG -

Mr Parker: Only for the gas coming for domestic consumption.

Mr COURT: Are royalties for gas going offshore received exclusively by the Federal
Government?

Mr Parker: No, four-tweifths go to the Federal Government and eight-twelfths to the State
Government. I think the Federal Government gets four per cent and we get 8.5 per cent.

Mr COURT: This subsidy is related only to domestic gas royalties?

Mr Parker: Yes, because the theory was that the Commonwealth was getting a benefit from
the domestic gas so therefore it should contribute something to what was described in 1985
by all and sundry as a 'sharing the paid" concept. Because the Commonwealth was getting a
benefit from domestic gas and we were getting some pain from it at the time, the
Commonwealth is sharing that by paying that benefit back to us. In the case of the LNG
phase we are not contributing to that in any way. That means that the Commonwealth and
the State will both get their share of royalties and use them for normal purposes.

The CHAIRMAN: Item 66 -

Point of Order
Mr KIERATH: Mr Chairman, I gave you written notice of item 55.

Thte CHAIRMAN: I thought the Chamber had already decided -

Mr KIERATH: You had, Mr Chairman, but I had notagreed to it. I gave you a written list -

Several members interjected.

Mr KIERATH: Seriously, the Chairman earlier asked for a list of items to which people
wanted to speak. At the time I gave you, Mr Chairman, a list of every item I was willing to
speak on.

The CHAIRMAN: 'Willing' differs from "wanting to".

Mr KIERATH: I gave the Chair notice of every item, 1 intended to speak on.

The CHAIRMAN: I will not take this much further. The member for Riverton will be aware
of the consequences of contesting the Chair's ruling. After the member for Riverton missed
out on the opportunity to speak on a particular item because we happened to bypass it, he
submitted a list saying that he wanted to speak on every other item up to item 80. Under
Standing Orders I then had no choice but to call that member under every item, which I did
faithfully until item 54. According to my notes the member for Riverton only chose to take
up that option on two out of those 13 or 14 items. Again that is the prerogative of the
member for Riverton. My point is that the list itself, when we get to that point, has no
meaning and therefore I ruled that the list would not be adhered to. If the member wants me
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to go back to the list that is okay, we will do that. I think the Chamber should be aware of
how the member for Riverton, in the Chair's view, is manipulating the situation. Item 55 -

Mr KJERATh: I would be more than happy if the Chair were to call out the item rather than
giving me the call.
The CHAIRMAN: I have already ruled that I will not do that. It is not up to the member for
Riverton to instruct the Chair on the running of the Chamber. If the member wishes to
contest the Chair's ailing, go ahead.

Mr KIERATH: I was just giving the Chair an opportunity to avoid wasting dine,

The CHAIRMAN: [ think we are all aiming for the same objective, but it seems that we are
doing it in different ways.

Committee Resumed
Item 55: Aboriginal Lands Trust - Remuneration for Mining orn Aboriginal Reserves -

Mr KIERATH: Could the Minister explain the basis for the amount of money under this
item?

Mr PARKER: It provides for repayment of the rents and royalties derived from Aboriginal
reserves for the 12 months ended 31 December 1988 to the Aboriginal Lands Trust. In [974
the Govemment approved annual repayments to the ALT based on revenue derived from
rents and mining royalties on Aboriginal reserves. Payments are subject to a sliding scale in
any financial year. That is a reimbursement to the ALT of those amounts.

Item 56: Act of Grace Payments -

Mr COWAN: I would be very interested, although I do not want them all, if the Minister
highlighted some of the areas where a substantial amount was made, if that is the case. I
notice it has jumped substantially from $825 473 to $1.3 million. What are some of the more
substantial areas where act of grace payments were made?
Mr PARKER: The biggest areas, representing the vast bulk of the amount, are payments to
the WA Police Union of Workers and the WA Prison Officers Union for legal representation
on behalf of their members - police officers and prison officers - before various inquiries.
The WA Police Union of Workers obtained $358 880.66 and the WA Prison Officers Union
obtained $215 051.60.
Mr Cowan: Was that into deaths in custody?
Mr PARKER: I think it is mainly. I will come to that in a moment. The payments in
1988-89 relate to the legal costs of prison and police officers called before the Muirhead
Royal Commission into Black Deaths in Custody: also coronial inquiries into the deaths of
prisoners in custody and four other cases involving charges against members, which were
subsequently dismissed. There is an agreement that where a police or prison officer is
charged with something that occurred in the execution of his duty and is found guilty he was
not executing his duty properly so it is his responsibility. However if he is found innocent,
we pay his legal costs. That is a longstanding tradition but this year, mainly because of the
Muirhead inquiry, the amounts have jumped considerably.

The CHAIRMLAN: I give the call to the member for Riverton.

Mr KIERATH: The Leader of the National Party asked the question I wanted to ask and
obtained the answer.

Item 57: Asset Management Task Force -

Mr COWAN: I am not aware that a provision of funds has ever been previously made
available for the Asset Management Task Force. It is a new provision and it is a reasonably
substantial amount of $900 000. I do not think anyone could argue with the need for this
Government to have some access to expert advice on asset management, given its
mismanagement of some of the assets of the State. Could the Minister explain precisely the
composition of the task force? In addition, could he provide some of the major terms of
reference given to that task force?
Mr PARKER: I explained the composition of the task force in the general debate. I draw the
attention of the Leader of the National Party to the Mansard. The task force is a
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subcommittee of Cabinet consisting of the Premier, myself, the Minister for Budget
Management, the Minister for Planning, and the Minister for Lands, with at the moment the
Minister for Transport coming fairly regularly because of the preponderance -

Mr Cowan: You are not paying yourself consultancy fees?

Mr PARKER: No we are not, we are existing on our meagre rations which we get as
Ministers of the Crown. I went through the great detail of that; there were Press releases and
all sorts of things. One of the points about tht &,'uutu0JO is that it is contained within the
Public Service and as a result the amounts are direct charges against the Government in order
to be more accountable. Salaries and allowances are $327 000; travel allowances and motor
vehicle expenses are $60 000; research and consultancy services - not to us - are $210 000;
administration expenses and office accommodation is $76 000; and computer hardware and
software acquisitions of $81 000, and provision for general overheads expenses, $146 000,
which makes a total of $900 000.
Mr Cowan: What are the indicated staff nunmbers?

Mr PARKER: I believe there are 10 altogether, including the secretaries and five or six
professional officers.

Mrs EDWARDES: [ have a copy of the Press release issued on 19 June which concerns the
role of the Asset Management Task Force. It has been stated in question 942 of 1989 that the
task force was established on I May 1989, yet no expenditure was indicated in the 1988-89
Budget. Why is that? Can the Minister also advise what the 10 officers actually do and
where they are located? Is Neil Smith located in the same place as the 10 officers? Is he
located near David Hant?

Mr PARKER: No, David Hant is now the head of the Department of Planning and Urban
Development and is not located near Neil Smith and others located in the Forrest Centre. The
amount allocated last year was taken from existing departmental budgets and from savings in
other areas. Neil Smith was one officer concerned; and he is the Executive Officer of the
Asset Management Task Force working with the other persons involved.
Mrs Edwardes: Who carried out the functions prior to the formation of the AMTF?

Mr PARKER: They were not carried out as such, but what was carried out was done by
LandCorp. The Press release stated that we wanted to bring these activities back to the
Public Service because of the accountability issues raised at the time.

Mr COURT: I came across the Asset Management Task Force in my own electorate in the
Subiaco area last week when it announced a proposal for the redevelopment of land next to
the railway land near the Subiaco subway. This is land currently used mainly for industrial
purposes.

Mr Parker: It is mainly vacant - but the land that is used is used for industrial purposes.

Mr COURT: The task force came up with a proposal to turn this area into a high class office
and high density development which involves the relocation of the railway line to the west to
enable a different frontage onto the older parts of Subiaco. We have been told that the public
can put in submissions on the proposal over the next four weeks. I have spoken to some of
the different interest groups in the area to ascertain what they think of the plan. It is my
intention to continue that liaison. One big concern in the area is that people do not want
another major shopping centre.

Mr Parker: They do not want another Booragoon.

The CHAIRMAN: The level of background conversation is a little too high at the moment.

Mr COURT: It is a little premature to give my views on the proposal. I will make a few
comments knowing it is a long range plan and some of the organisations involved have
lengthy leases. The area involves unique land in that it is so close to Perth - literally minutes
away - and has the potential to be redeveloped in a style that will add to the area. However, I
suggest to the Treasurer, the Minister for Transport and even the Minister for Education -
who used to represent the area and may agree with my comments - that if the rail system is to
be upgraded and redevelopment of the land is to take place, the time has come to do some
lateral thinking and, instead of having the railway acting as a major barrier, a possible
solution is to sink the line under that area. This will make it possible for the new
development to flow into the older pans.
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It is all very well for us to say that we do not want to have light industrial land in an area such
as Subiaco or Nedlands, but all suburbs must make provision for light industrial land for the
service industries. People living in the metropolitan area need a wide range of service
industries for their car, refrigerators, boats or whatever. It is becoming increasingly difficult
to own or lease light industrial zoned land in these areas, which means that employment
opportunities are reduced as the service industries tend to establish themselves well away
from these areas and people - especially in my electorate - tend to be inconvenienced. The
planning gurus considering this proposal may be looking at something which may bring
Western Australia a return in the short term with a demand for office accommodation, or
whatever, but the belief of many is that the service industries and light industrial users need
to be accommodated. One only needs to look at the Osborne Park or Balcatta area to see the
tremendous demand for this type of industry. It is not uncommon in the suburbs I represent
for people to travel to Osborne Park for the services they require.

My concern about the task force is that it will become another Western Australian
Development Corporation type of operation. I realise that the Government must be looking
at the efficient use of its assets because that is the responsibility of Government - the
Government does not need a department with a grand title, such as the WADC, to do that
because it is elected to make sure the assets of the State are properly looked after. The Asset
Management Task Force should not simply be theme to flog off Government land to pour
money into the coffers. If the Government is selling off many assets for the more efficient
use of assets, I query why it needs to have an appropriation in the Budget to do so.

Mr MacKINNON: I have a couple of criticisms of the Asset Management Task Force.
Nobody in this Parliament would deny that the Government should look after the disposal of
assets surplus to its needs; nobody would deny that it should be done in a better manner than
it was under this Government and previous Governments; but this Government has been in
office for almost seven years and it is hardly rapid progress in that we are looking at the
orderly disposal of assets seven years after it came to office. The real criticism, of course, is
about the use of the funds. The Treasurer had the temerity to say in a newspaper that the
assets used replaced other assets. The Treasurer knows as well as I do that that is nothing
more or less than a total misrepresentation of fact.

Mr Parker: It is true. We are -funiding the vast bulk of our Capital Works Program from
ongoing revenue, not from borrowings.
Mr MacINNON: Is the Government selling more than $55 iiion worth of assets?

Mr Parker: The $55 million is coming back into the Consolidated Revenue Fund. Unlike
you who did virtually the entirety of the Capital Works Program through borrowing, we do it
using recurrent funds which is much more prudent.

Mr MacKIhJNON: That is gobbledegook. The Treasurer is the man who said there was not a
guarantee when there was a guarantee. He also says that the Assets Management Task Force
is not selling the assets and putting the money into the CRF and paying wages - which is
what the Budget papers tell us - but it is doing something else. The Government is selling the
family silver to pay the food bill and I am critical of that. If the Government is disposing of
an asset it should be reducing the Government's debt or replacing it with another asset.
Mr Parker: We are.

Mr MacKINNON: The Government ran up the biggest debt in this State's history with the
Rothwells and Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deal. The Treasurer knows it and he has the
hide to make inane comments. No-one believes him any more: The Opposition never
believed him.

The other point I would like to make in respect of the Asset Management Task Force is the
intense secrecy which now surrounds the sale of assets.
Mr Parker: There is no secrecy.

Mr MacKINNON: There is secrecy. I have asked several questions of the Government
about this matter. Several people have approached me saying that they are worried because
land adjacent to their school will be sold - these people are from electorates represented by
the Treasurer or members of the Labor Party. I asked the Treasurer to list the existing
proposed school sites that the Asset Management Task Force has identified for disposal or
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sale. He replied that the Asset Management Task Force is a subcommittee of Cabinet and it
is not appropriate to discuss its deliberations before they have been considered by Cabinet. It
means that the Asset Management Task Force looks at the assets for disposal and
reconmmends to Cabinet which assets should be disposed of. What say do the public have?
The first thing the public know about it is when the "For Sale" sign is erected on the block.

This Government has lost millions of dollars and it is rying to balance the books by flogging
off the family silver and it is not telling anyone, least of all the family involved.

Mir Kierath: Ir does nor even tell the family ir is selling its silver.

Mr MacKINNON: That is a good point. It is not telling people what is happening and it
does that Over and over again, If this Government was accountable, as it professes to be - it
should be, but we know too well that it is not - it should list all the assets it is considering for
sale, It should update the list on a monthly basis and report on the status of those assets -
consideration for sale; under tender;, disposed of.

Mr Nicholls: People would know too much.

Mr MacKINNON: The member is right; they might actually find out what is going on.

I do not believe it is good enough and I urge the Treasurer to make sure that this information
is provided to the public., I also urge the Goverrnment to make sure that proper processes
occur to ensure the public know about it.

Only the other day I asked a question about a site in my electorate which involves the land
adjacent to the Rossmoyne Senior High School and All Saints College, abutting Karel
Avenue. The member for Riverton and I jointly hosted a small school scholarship function at
All Saints College at which I asked the principal whether he knew that the Government
intended disposing of the site next to the college which was previously earmarked for TAFE.
Mir Kierath: It was to be a technical college site.

Mr MacKINNON: That is right. The first the principal knew about it was when I asked him
that question. Members must bear in mind that I have asked questions of the Governiment
about the sale of the property, but the first that the principal knew about it was when the local
member, who had been diligent in finding out about this matter, told him about it. It is just
not good enough.

The Treasurer cannot have it both ways. Last year he sold the family silver to pay for food
bills and the food has been left in the cupboard to rot. Worse than that, we are not being told
what has been sold and the Government should realise that the public believe it is not good
enough.
While the Government continues with its fire sales of Governiment assets and keeps the
public in the dark it will receive continued criticism not only from the Opposition, but also
from every single member of the conmmunity who is dealt with in this manner - be it by the
Stamp Amendment Bill (No 3) which is before the other place and with which the
Goverrnent is having difficulty, the decisions of the Asset Management Task Force, the WA
Inc scandals, or the trouble with the Corporate Affairs Department which has raised its head
today. While the Government continues to stonewall and to hide behind the veil of secrecy it
will continue to have problems and its ratings will plummet to an all time record low. [ hope
that it stays there. I also hope that it will realise the error of its ways and do something about
the matter I have discussed.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Government is seeking an amount of $900 000 for the Asset
Management Task Force. In reply to a question I asked of the Treasurer last week and to
which I received a reply today he advised that the task force to date has been contracted to
sell 13 properties valued at $3.6 million and it has entered into strategies for the better
utilisation of a number of major properties, including Subiaco railway land.

I raise my strongest tossible objection to a couple of areas in which the task force is
involved. I understand that it is looking at railway land adjacent to the Royal Agricultural
Society of WA's Showgrounds at Claremont and it proposes a major redevelopment of the
area.

Mr Parker: With full support of many of your members. I would be careful what I said if I
were you because some of your members support it.
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Mr BLAIKIE: Have they all supported it?
Mr Parker: Certainly the member for Cortesloc and the member for Applecross support it.

Mr Lewis: What do I support?

Mr Parker: You support the redevelopment of the area around the Claremont Railway
Station. I have a letter from you saying exactly that. You say that it should be by public
process and I support that. You support the ideas and said they were good ideas.

Mr Lewis: I have no problem with your redevelopment at Claremont.

Mr Parker: That was the point [ was making to the member for Vasse.

Mr BLAIKIE: Notwithstanding the point of view of the member for Applecross, I also have
a point of view which I want to relate to this Chamber and it concerns the future of the
Claremont Showgrounds.

Mr Parker: The Claremont Showgrounds is not Government owned.

Mr BLAIKIE: If the Treasurer would give me 30 seconds I will explain the situation. The
Asset Management Task Force, in proposing a redevelopment for the railway land in
Claremont, apparently believes that it will be quite desirable. In my view it will have a
deleterious effect on the future of the Claremont Showgrounds. I am asking the Treasurer to
ensure that the Asset Management Task Force is obliged to think through what it will do
should the railway land be redeveloped because traditionally it has been important as a
parking area for the Showgrounds.

Mr Parker: Once a year for a week.

Mr BLAIKIE: That is quite wrong. It is also important to the Claremont Football Club and
for the conventions held there.

Mr Parker: One proposal was for a multistorey car park.

Mr BLAIKIE: A host of conventions are held at Claremont Showgrounds. Western
Australia does not have a convention centre, although such a centre is important to the State's
development. I am aware that the Royal Agricultural Society of WA (Inc) is intent on
developing the Claremont Showgrounds to incorporate world class convention centres. If the
Government proceeds with this redevelopment without regard to the intent of the society it
will be taking a shortsighted view.
Mr Parker: I am happy to take that into account. There have been extensive discussions with
them and that is why they have raised these matters with people like the member for Vasse.
The Claremont Town Council is also involved and supportive. All those things have been
done.

Mr BLAIKJE: Is the Treasurer saying that the Royal Agricultural Society has been heavily
involved in these discussions?
Mr Parker: Not heavily involved, but it has been consulted. I am happy for him to be talked
to again.

Mr BLAIKIE: I ask the Treasurer to have further talks with the Royal Agricultural Society.
I will ring them tomorrow and advise them of this interchange tonight. I repeat that the
Claremont Showgrounds covers 70 acres, which is a substantial area. The society has looked
at relocating, but it sees its current site as the best. It is important for there to be an
interchange between the Royal Agricultural Society and the urban people of Western
Australia, therefore its location is important. Is it important that the opportunity remains to
use the railway grounds as a parking area for the Royal Show for its 10 day period. It is also
important for use by the Claremont Football Club, for the Home Show, the Motor Show and
a host of shows conducted on the Claremont Showgrounds each year. The Royal
Agricultural Society has plans for its grounds which will substantially extend the role of those
grounds in future.

The Asset Management Task Force is considering selling $55 million worth of land in the
next 12 months. I have indicated one area involved railway land adjacent to the Claremont
Showgrounds. Another area in which I have great personal interest is Curtis Bay in
Dunsborough. There has been a series of development projects proposed in that area. I
would object to the Government flogging off thar'land in the middle of the night, which it
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could do through the Asset Management Task Force. The land is C Class reserve, so the
Government does not have to declare what it has done with such land. Here is a potential for
what the Leader of the Opposition has outlined to happen;, the first we will know about it is
when the "For Sale" sign goes up and the land is already sold. That would only happen if the
Government decided to put that sign on the land, otherwise it could be sold in the middle of
the night and nobody would know.
I remind the Treasurer that the Government's performance in regard to the sale of this State's
assets has been pathetic. The last performance we saw was the Midland abattoirs and what a
fiasco that was so far as taxpayers were concerned! It was a pretty good deal for Peter Ellett
and obviously a pretty good deal so far as the Minister for Agriculture was concerned.
Government members were smug and cosy about that. [ thought the deal stank!

Mr Parker: You are not speaking to the item.

Mr BLAMIE: Other people were prepared to offer more money for that land but the
Government had a cosy arrangement whereby the land was virtually given away for a
fraction of its true value.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): Order! Historical digressions are interesting, but I
would prefer that the member talk about this year's Budget.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Asset Management Task Force could well be involved in the sorts of
deals the Government was previously involved in with the Midland abattoirs. I ask the
Government to have a register of what it proposes to ensure that the public is involved and
informed. I do not believe the Asset Management Task Force is needed. Why can the
Government not deal with the Department of Land Administration and let it do what it has
done previously? It has sought members from the private sector to be involved in either the
sale, auction or private development of Government land.

Mr Parker: That is what has happened.

Mr BLAIJiIE: Is the Treasurer saying that will happen here?

Mr Parker: Yes. We will not employ auctioneers, we will use auctioneer X or Y or real
estate firm X or Y in the case of a tender. I have been through all this in the general debate.

Mr BLAMKE: Will the Treasurer guarantee that the public will be well informed in advance
of land the Government intends selling off?

Mr Parker: I went through all that in great detail in the general debate. Obviously the
member for Vasse did not hear me, so [ draw his attention to the Mansard record of those
remarks.

Mr BLAMKE: If the Minister has put that on the record for the third or fourth time I still do
not believe him because at the end of the day he will do what is convenient. He will not do
what he is obliged to do under his ministerial responsibility to the Crown. I do not support
having an Asset Management Task Force as it will be another tort going down the same track
as WAUC and a host of other Government agencies.

Mr BRADSHAW. A couple of months ago the Asset Management Task Force came to my
attention when there were strong rumours in the south west concerning the sale of the
Wokalup Research Station. I found that distasteful because the people who work there came
under considerable emotional pressure as they were in fear of losing their jobs. The Asset
Management Task Force should be a little more respectful of people working in the places it
is considering selling. Was the Minister for Agriculture consulted about that?

Mr Parker: How does one go through a process of evaluation? On the one hand the Leader
of the Opposition says we have to be up front about the evaluation process while on the other
hand when we go through that process, which involves talking to people including the
Minister for Agriculture, his department and employees about whether the asset is surplus to
requirement, members opposite say that is unfair and unfortunate.

Mr MacKinnon: You should tell people what you are doing.

Mr Parker: We told them we were evaluating whether we would sell Wokalup Research
Station. We decided not to at the end of that process. What does the member want us to do -
not go through that process?
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Mr BRADSHAW: I guess the Government has to go through a process, but I would have
thought it was up to the Department of Agriculture to tell the Government whether it wanted
to sell it.
Mr Parker: Originally the Department of Agriculture told us it wanted to sell it. It changed
its mind half way through. That was its original proposition. It was originally declared
surplus to requirements. That is why it was looked at in the first place. As the matter
progressed, and as the department determined what it wanted, it changed that position and put
to us very strongly that it wanted to retain it. As a result, we have not sold it and will not sell
it.

Mr BRADSH-AW: That was quite unsettling for the people who worked there. It was a
rumour that was floating around, and which turned out to be substantial. The other rumour
was that the Government was lining up Dallas Dempster to buy it.

Mr Parker: There is a public process. We could not be lining up Dallas Dempster to buy it
because it has to go to auction or tender.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): Order! The debate is going all over the place. I
ask the member for Wellington to focus on the issues.

Mr BRADSHAW: The Estimate of $100 000 for the Asset Management Task Force is a
fairly large amount of money. Did the Minister say how many people would be employed?

Mr Parker: You should have listened to the debate. I have already said that.

Mr BRADSHAW: I had to leave a bit earlier.

Mr Parker: Read Mansard.
Mr BRADSHAW: It seems like a lot of money. I would have thought fewer people would
be required to look at the assets we have in this State, and whether they need to be sold off.
There is an asset in the south west, at Picton, which was bought by the South West
Development Authority for the silicon smelter. The purchase of that land was a great
debacle, and proved to be a liability rather than an asset. Is the Asset Management Task
Force considering that asset?

Mr Parker: Not to my knowledge.

Dr TUJRN-BULL: At what stage are the negotiations in respect of the l-eathcote Hospital
site? Are there any plans for the evaluation and disposal of the Sunset Hospital site?

Mr Parker: We have decided to sell Heathcote Hospital. There have been discussions with
the local authority about the zoning requirements for it. The proposal is that the Government
will do the rezoning and the subdivision, and the interim conisultancy, using the private
sector, but basically as agents of the Government, so as to mnaximise the return to
Government. The Government has already announced that the moneys that will be recouped
from that sale will be used to fund the huge program of facilities for the mentally ill which
the Minister for Health has under way. No decision has been made about the Sunset
Hospital.
Dr TURNBULL: How much notice has been given to the local authorities?

Mr Parker: Sunset Hospital is not under consideration at all. The Melville City Council has
been heavily involved in what the Governent intends in relation to Heathcote Hospital.

Mr KIERATH: I have grave doubts about the Asset Management Task Force. Its
predecessor was the Western Australian Development Corporation, and the Opposition had
some strong doubts about that. The Asset Management Task Force has been set up as a
subcommittee of Cabinet, in which case its deliberations will be secret, until a decision comes
out at the other end. The member for Jandakot mentioned a site at the corner of Leach
Highway and Benningfield Road which has for many years been designated to be for a
technical college. Two school sites had been similarly designated within my electorate of
Riverton.

Mr Parker The site for the technical college has been moved closer to Murdoch University,
which everyone agrees is a better location, which will more appropriately fit in with its
requirements. That will free up that site for other purposes.

Mr KIERATH: A school site in my electorate which this Government said was surplus to
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requirements was sold off in October 1985. It so happens that it has now one of the largest
primary schools in the State. It had a massive bulge then, coming through the preprirmary and
grades one and two years. Any fool could see there was going to be a massive increase in the
population of that school, yet the site was sold off. The figures rhat were given to the
department, and the figures on which it was working, were totally wrong. I am not
suggesting that in some situations sites should not be sold, but I am arguing about the
procedure the Government is proposing, where all the decisions will be made in secret. At
the end a decision will be revealed in the marketplace, and whoever is first in with the right
price will get that site. If the Government were to identify the sites which it was intending to
dispose of, it would provide the opportunity for other people in the community to put up
proposals which may not always be the most economically viable, but other community
factors may come into account, which may be completely bypassed by the Asset
Management Task Force. One of the problems with the WADC was that it was never very
accountable. This situation is even worse; the Asset Management Task Force is even less
accountable than was the WADC. The Minister gave an example of Wokalup Research
Station. If that decision had not leaked the Governent would probably have sold the
property, but because (he story got out and people raised some opposition to it. the decision
was taken to not go down that path.

Mr Parker: The reason we decided not to deal with it was because the Department of
Agriculture decided it wanted to keep it.

Mr KIERAT-: If people had not been aware of that decision, and had not mounted a
defence of that property, the Government would perhaps have sold it. The Government has
not learned by its mistakes. I can understand someone making one mistake, but I cannot
understand someone not learning from that mistake. The Government should be more
accountable. It should put things out in the open.
Mr Cowan: The Government will not fool us a third time!

Mr KTERATI-: I shake my head in utter disbelief that the Government cannot seem to grasp
that principle. We have criticised the WADC for the secrecy in its actions, and for the fact
that things have not been above board, nor open to the highest bidder. Its decisions have
been made in secret, for the benefit of a favoured few. The WADC disappeared; we now
have this weird and wonderful thing called the Asset Management Task Force.

Mr Parker: All sales will be by public process. That negates everything you have said.

Mr KIERAT-! The Minister has missed the point. Once the Government makes the
decision to sell off an asset, it is in many cases a fairly short process to then find a buyer. I
suggest that if the Government were to at least earmark the properties it was considering
selling, it would give other sections of the community the opportunity to put up other
proposals which might not always be in the best economic interests, but might be of better
use to the community. The site I am talking about may be of some use as an additional
school, but if the people in the community have to wait until it is up for sae, it will be too
late to prepare the work required in order to get a feasibility project off the ground. The
Minister has misunderstood my point, and is not taking any notice of it. My concern is that
instead of being more accountable, the Government has gone the opposite way and made the
whole thing more secretive.

Item 59: Discount and Expenses on Conversion Loans -

Mr KIERATH: Could the Treasurer outline the purpose of these loans?

Mr PARKER: It involves two different types of expenditure - the issue of new loans at a
discount and premiums on special bonds payable at maturity. Those expenses are met
initially from the General Loan and Capital Works Fund and then written off. The practice
therefore has been adopted of clearing the expenses by a contribution from the Consolidated
Revenue Fund during the life of the new issue. The annual instalments; met from this item are
paid into loan repayments to make good General Loan and Capital Works Fund expenditur.

Item 60: EventsCorp -
Mr BLAIKIE: I asked a question of the Premier last week. It is question 1723 on last
Thursday's Notice Paper, and reads -
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(1) Would the Premier provide details of those projects and the level of financial
assistance provided by EventsCorp in 1988-89?

(2) What events are expected to be financed by EventsCorp in 1989-90?
Members would know that that question was submitted some 36 hours prior to its appearing
on the Notice Paper. The Government has had more than adequate time to receive the
question, and it is pathetic -

Mr Parker: I will tell you what the amounts relate to. That is the purpose of the Estimates
debate.

Mr BLAMKE: I would appreciate that. As to the items covered by EventsCorp, two events
of some significance have been held in my electorate in the last month. One was the
Margaret River Spring Festival which was advantaged by a grant of some $ 10 000 from the
Government. I anm not sure whether it came from Eve ntsCorp or from the pocket of the
Minister for South-West.

Mr D.L. Smith: It came from the South West Development Authority, like most of the things
in the south west.

Mr BLAIKIE: A week after the festival a major surfing event, the Margaret River Masters,
was held. That event was televised to 55 countries; it was one of 10 AAA-rated surfing
events mn the world, and had sponsorship of $US 140 000.
Mr Parker: What on earth has this to do with the item?

Mr BLAJXJE: I am talking about EventsCorp. The organisation applied to a series of
Government agencies for some sort of Government assistance and the comparison I make is
that the Margaret River Spring Festival, which was a very simple, local Margaret River
festival received $10 000 from the Government but the Margaret River Masters did not get a
bean.

Mr Parker: But it was commercial, wasn't it? You just said it was televised to 55 countries.

Mr BLAMKE: The event should have received assistance. The Government's priorities are
quite wrong. Despite all the representations that were made, including to the Health
Department - which representation I understand was made at a late hour - it was a gross
disappointment to me that the Government chose not to fund that competition. I remind the
Government that that competition, being an AAA-rated surfing event, attracted tens of
thousands of Western Australians, and Governments in other parts of Australia assisted that
event financially. The people who promoted it are faced with some financial loss. That was
anticipated because of the problems with events of that nature previously. It had nothing to
do with the current promoters but rather with the previous promoters.

The Government should reassess its priorities and look carefully at where it is putting its
money. It should ensure that the money goes to events that advantage Western Australia and
improve its stature.

Mr D.L. Smith: Are you saying the Margaret Rivet Spring Festival was worth nothing?

Mr BLAMKE: I happen to represent both organisations. Knowing the Minister for South-
West and the way he operates, he will take my speech straight back to both organisations; I
hope he will- The Minister would have funded the spring festival and also the Margaret
River Masters. For the Government not to have funded one event while funding the other is a
disgrace. I will also tell the Minister for South-West, who should wipe that smug look off his
face -

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: I understand the debate on items is a highly restricted debate which must
relate very specifically to the item. It may niot go over general issues. Unlike the general
debate we have on each Division, where we can dwell on issues contained within the items
and go beyond them, it is very specific. EventsCorp has nothing whatsoever to do with either
the Margaret River Spring Festival or the Margaret River Masters. As a result, the amount of
money which is allocated has nothing to do with either, and could have nothing to do with
either because it has nothing to do with the organisation.

I suggest firstly, as a matter of very important principle, that items debates are to be restricted

4892 [ASSENOLY]



[Tuesday, 21 November 19891)89

to issues actually contained within the item of expenditure before th6 Commnittee; and
secondly, in this case the member is discussing all sorts of things which have nothing to do
with the item. The South West Development Authority will come up for debate later on.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): The -point of order is indeed correct. The
procedure we are going through is to focus on very specific areas of expenditure so I would
ask the member for Vasse to direct his contribution towards the issue of EventsCorp.

Committee Resumed
Mr BLAIKIE: I certainly will, Mr Deputy Chairman. My comnments have been directed to
EventsCorp because the promoters of the Margaret River Masters approached EventsCorp for
assistance and were told that the international surfing event they were staging at Margaret
River was well within the scope of EventsCorp's ability to fund it. I cannot be more specific
than that. The answer the promoters received was that EventsCorp would not help them this
year.

Finally, I refer to the Minister for South-West. The Margaret River community is thankful
for the funding it received for the festival but questions why the surfing event did not receive
assistance. It was on that basis that I raised this matter. The Treasurer has said he would
reply to the question I asked the Premier six or seven days ago and I await his response.

Mr PARKER: Last year the actual expenditure from EventsCorp was, firstly, a
reimbursement to the Western Australian Development Corporation of costs involved in
managing EventsCorp - which at that time was a division of a much larger organisation - of
$285 000; and secondly, a contribution of $ 100 000 to Eve ntsCorp for the development of
and bidding for major events in Western Australia for 1988-89. A net contribution to it after
taking into account the ins and outs was $759 999 relating to Western Australia's
participation in World Expo 1988.
Mr Blaikie: What was the $100 000 contribution?

Mr PARKER: It was a contribution to it for its activities in the development of and bidding
for major events during 1988-89; and provision for the staging of the motor sport rally
championships in WA of $500 000, making a total of $1.644 million. To answer any
anticipated questions, the amount estimated for this year for the reimnbursement to Western
Australian Development Corporation - given that EventsCorp is operating under the aegis of
WADC for legal reasons, but really WADC no longer exists - is $770 000; a contribution to
EventsCorp for its activities in the development of and bidding for major events during
1988-89. An amount that was $ 100 000 is now $140 000.
There is no allocation with respect to World Expo. An amount of $460 000 is allocated for
the staging of the World Motor Sports Rally Championships; $644 000 relates to the Sixth
World Swimming Championship in Western Australia; and a profit of $93 000 is revenue
generated from the staging of the Hopman Cup. making a total of $1 .929 million.

Mr BLAJKTE: I thtankc the Minister for his reply, but I question the amount estimated for the
Hopman Cup this year.

Mr Parker: That is revenue.

Mr BLAJIKIE: Irrespective of revenue generated, the Hopman Cup. is a private enterprise
organisation and people will make a profit. The motor sports rally is also a private enterprise
organisation where people will make money. I do not question whether the Government
should be involved; Government members cannot tell me that the Margaret River Masters
event does not fall into the same category. The Government has been involved in assisting
other organisations aixd the Margaret River event should have had similar consideration. I
express my concern that it was rejected.

Item 61: Housing Loan Guarantee Act - Losses on Indemnities -

Mr LEWIS: The estimate this year is for $100 000; expenditure last year was $16 214, which
is not a lot of money. However, my information fromn the terminating building societies is
that over the last 10 years or so, although $138.7 million has been loaned, only $34 977 has
been claimed against indemnity under this Act. This puzzles me. Has this amount been
expended on losses on the indemnities or does this relate only to terminating building
societies?
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Mr Parker: It reflects bona fide claims. Amendments were made to the Act in 1986 and the
claims made after the amendments would have been allowed but because they were made
before, technically they were not allowed. Ex gratia payments were made; indemnity losses
were for those after July 1986. That was the experience; the outflow is shown and that is the
reason for the expectation.

Mr LEWIS: Is there no administration within the Estimates?

Mr Parker: No, I do not think so.

Mr LEWIS: That is the reason for my query. Last year $48 273 was expended from an
estimate of $80 000. The terminating building societies assure me that claims of $35 000
have been made.

Mr Parker: Maybe they are wrong. It applies not only to terminating building societies but
also to all eligible loans under the Act. Most of them would be terminating building
societies. Maybe your adviser has it wrung.

Mr LEWIS: The Budget papers are deficient in relation to any appropriation for the
guarantees or indemnities that have been given against Keystart
*Mr Parker: There is no need for an appropriation. We have had this debate before.

Mr LEWIS: The Governiment has given an indemnity to the tune of $73.9 million as at 31
October. There should be a reason for this.

Mr Parker. The risk is not shown. We are debating the appropriation of certain moneys that
will be made to meet certain costs.

Ms LEWIS: And an estimate of possible draw against guarantees next year.

Mr Parker: There is a difference between that and a so-called balance sheet approach saying
what the potential contingent liability will be. They are contained in the Treasurer's financial
statement which will be tabled towards the end of each year.

Ms LEWIS: The Treasurer said a month ago that it would be tabled at the end of October.

Mr Parker: I said, towards the end of the year. I have given an explanation regarding the
problems the Auditor General is having with that. The papers will be tabled some time this
year. The important thing is that nothing at a in Keystart gives anyone - other than the
member - the view that anything is likely to happen in the next financial year to require us to
spend money in relation to Keystart.
Mr LEWIS: There will be no claims whatsoever regarding the Keystart scheme?

Mr Parker: It is as a result of expenditure this financial year.

Mr LEWIS: I will remind the Treasurer about this next year.

[tern 63-: Income Maintenance - Officers Redeployed, Relocated or Transferred -

Mrs EDWARDES: Referring to expenditure of $8 869, how many officers in the
redeployment section are receiving income maintenance? Is it expected that the number of
employees to receive income maintenance will increase?

Mr PARKER: The amount relates only to officers outside the CRF; where they are
redeployed the cost to the department in meeting the redeployment funds is part of the
salaries vote. Where a business enterprise or a statutory authority is only maintaining wages
because it is Government policy to do so, it is felt they should be reimbursed. That is why
the amount is so low even though one would expect it to be higher. The amount of $12 000
compared to almost $9 000 last year is not a substantial increase. -The classification is
maintained for 24 months in accordance with the conditions pursuant to section 14(3)(e) of
the Public Service Act. I cannot tell the member how many officers there are. Obviously it is
not very many and I do not expect this to increase. Wages go up and the numbers gradually
go up but it is dealing with only a tiny section of the public sector.

Mrs EDWARDES: Does that apply to the officers undertaking courses at Curtin University,
etc?

Mr PAJU(ER: Only if they are redeployed, not if they are public servants. Only if they come
from a non-CRF agency. If they were in the SEC. they would come under this. If they were
in the Ministry of Education, they would not.
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Item 65: Loan Management Expenses -

Mrs EDWARDES: Whose loan, whose management and what expenses are involved in this
item?
Mr PARKER: This amount applies purely to loans undertaken by the Commonwealth on
behalf of the States. The Comnmonwealth raises a global amount on behalf of the States and
the States have to pay a proportional amount. The Commonwealth meets the loan
management expenses and as it apportions the loan between the States, it also apportions the
loan management fees between the States and the estimate this year has increased to
$500 000.
Item 66: Occupational Health, Safety and We]irare -

Nit KIERATH: The total allocation for the Department of Occupational Health, Safety and
Welfare is approximately $12 million and the allocation to the Office of Industrial Relations
totals between $4 million to $5 million. This allocation totalling $5 million is substantial.
Why has it come into this pant of the Budget and for what purpose?
Mr PARKER: Before the department was formed, sectorial Acts applied to different areas.
In many cases they did not apply because specific statutory provisions did not cover the areas
of Govemnment agencies. Since the department was created there has been a large upsurge of
demand from the public sector which has suddenly become urgent. We have been inundated
with claims. For instance, for years the Perth Theatre Trust wanted money to re-cover the
seats in the Perth Concert Hall. The money was never there and the Government said it could
not have it. The trust got the idea of getting the Department of Occupational Health, Safety
and Welfare to put a work order on the seats. They worked out that if they put a lighted
cigarette on a seat it would set it alight; they were therefore inflammable. They applied to
have their seats recovered for that reason. That is not the way the Government thought the
department should carry on business. All sorts of people were using the department for the
same purposes. We recognise there are valid occupational health and safety concerns that
need to be met and we wanted a global amount set aside to deal with real problems for which
the department would have to set priorities. The amount of $5 million is an arbitrary amount.
We asked the department to give us some idea of the work it estimated was urgent or
otherwise and we ended up with that figure. The department will examine all claimns under
occupational health and safety matters and make an allocation from the $5 million.
Mrs Edwardes: Is the $5 million for departments or for statutory authorities?
Mr PARKER: Only for CRE departments.
Mrs Edwardes: So it includes schools, does it?
Mr PARKER: Yes.
Mrs Edwardes: An amount of $5 million will not go very far, will it?
Mr PARKER: That depends on who the member believes. We do not believe there are that
many problem schools.
Mr COWAN: Much of the work being performed by the department is being performed by
persons who have been seconded directly from the trade union movement.
Mr Parker: I think you should raise that matter during the debate on the Department of
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare. This matter is to do with the allocation.
Mr COWAN: The $5 million is to meet salaries.
Mr Parker: There are no salaries in this amount. This is for capital works.
Mr COWAN: This allocation is for capital works which are being undertaken by the
Government on the instigation of the department's inspectors issuing work orders on various
bodies within the public sector. I and other people have simrilar complaints about the way the
work orders are manifested. They have come from people who have a direct relationship
with the trade union movement. They have been seconded from the wrade union movement to
the department and they issue work orders for expenditure on items which, while they may be
of some great value to the people the Minister has outlined - he raised the Perth Concert Hall
as an example - that was not the concept under which the department was supposed to
operate.
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Mr Parker: Absolutely.

Mr COWAN: I hope that, next year, this level of funding will be substantially reduced.

Mr WIESE: I accept that the Government has been forced to make an allocation of
$5 million. In light of some of the comments being made to me about minor works and that
type of expenditure in the Ministry of Education, that ministry's budget will be spent in
correcting things that are coining to light as a result of occupational health and safety matters
being raised. Will this amnount be the sole expenditure? The Minister commented that the
Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare will have to give different matters
priority to fit in with the expenditure of that $5 million. I am getting indications that other
departmental budgets will lose their nonnal repair and maintenance allocations as a result of
inspections by Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare officers.

Mr Parker: Departments have an obligation under their maintenance votes to maintain their
buildings, fabric and so on in safe order. The Ministry of Education has a huge maintenance
budget and it increases exponentially every year.

Mr WIESE: Is the Minister saying that the departments will channel their expenditure into
the Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare, and it will be met from the
$5 million?

Mr Parker: Except in the case of routine maintenance which should be done by the
departments.

Mr WIESE: One wonders how private enterprise will get on.

Dr TURNBUJLL: Will this cover those schools with asbestos problems? Many of those
asbestos roofs in schools are not due for maintenance under an ordinary maintenance order,
but they will be investigated and a large amount of work done on them because of health and
safety matters.

Mr Parker: They can be funded from this part of the Budget or from the Ministry of
Education's vote.
Dr TUJRNBULL: It is a huge amount which will deplete the Ministry of Education's
maintenance allocation, and there is not enough money to cover all the maintenance items
now.
Mr KIERATH: This allocation of $5 million as a global amount is of concern to me. It
would be better to allocate various amounts to the departments. The member for Wagin
queried how private enterprise is involved. In many instances it has been caught out
unwittingly. Private enterprise was caught out by the many motherhood principles with
which it was initially happy, until it copped the lethal punch. Within the Ministry of
Education many schools have been caught in a backhanded way. I know of one school which
had problems with its canteen, and others have been caught in different ways. It would be
better to allocate amounts to various departments because that sense of reasoning could be
taken further in those departments.

Mr Parker: The departments with buildings and fabric have capital works and minor works
programs and they should be making sure there are no unsafe practices in their capital works.

Mr K.IERATH: Those projects are for capital and minor works. In the past some may have
been of an occupational health and safety nature, but the vast majority are for capital and
minor works. Many of those places have been hit with the additional amounts. I give the
example of a playground in a preprimnary school in which there has not been an accident for
five or six years. One of the safety inspectors from the ministry said that the playground
equipment was not safe and must be removed. The school had to pull the equipment apart
and build new equipment to comply with the guidelines. It did not have sufficient money to
do so, but the ministry could not assist financially. A solution was found by obtaining funds
from the Family Foundation and the P & C association to provide the new equipment. There
are many examples similar to that and [ suggest that similar playground equipment could be
found in many schools that would be ruled unsatisfactory if someone made a complaint. If
money were allocated to the various departments, those who had paid close attention to
health and safety matters would not be required to pay so much money.

Item 68: Remote Commercial Television Service -
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Mr COWAN: [ would like some indication of the direction of this funding. A number of
television services might fall into the category of remote commercial television services, and
I am interested to know which it applies to. There has been an ongoing program, which I
thought was funded by the Federal Government, for the provision of television services in
remote areas in the form of small translators that have been located in towns.

Mr Parker: That is a different thing.

Mr COWAN: I hope the Treasurer will explain. This could perhaps relate to the remote area
service provided for educational purposes through one of the channels; however, 1 doubt very
much whether the Government would regard that as a commnercial television service. [ want
to know precisely what the Government is directing $2.87 million to in connection with this
item. I am not being critical, it is a very good idea. According to some people television has
had an adverse impact, but [ think it has had a good impact on people in extremely isolated
rural communities. One of the greatest advantages is that they can turn on a television set and
for the first time can pick up not only the ABC channel but also a commercial station. It is
for people to determine whether television is good or bad, but in the main the option of
access to that medium is of value.

Mr PARKER: It is precisely because of that opportunity for choice that the Budget item
appears. It dates back to 1985 when the Golden West Network was to move from
transmitting to the immediate area around Bunbury and the south west to the whole of the
State, including many areas which did not have television or had only the ABC channel.
Golden West Network, which had the opportunity of picking up the licence that had been
obtained independently of the Government, made the point that it would not do so because
there was no commaercial reason as virtually the entirety of its revenue potential came from
the Bunbury area. One has only to watch that station to see how much of its revenue derives
from the Bunbury area. It would have been very expensive to transmit to places such as Port
Hedland, Broome, Kununurra and Halls Creek, and the expense in particular of hiring the
transponder from Aussat meant that it would lose a lot of money by extending the service.
The Government first approached Aussat to ascertain whether the transponder hire cast could
be reduced so that it was funded by the Conmmonwealth Government, but the Commonwealth
Government refused to assist. As a result negotiations were held with Golden West Network,
although we do not pay money to OW-N but to Aussat, which gives us two opportunities. As
a result of that there is a commitment by OWN to televise to the entire State, and we have
certain access for educational purposes to the transponder. .So our relationship is actually
with Aussat in terms of repayment of funds, but the result is that we also get some
educational time for the networks used by the Ministry of Education. We have given a
commitment to the Australian Broadcasting Tribunal that our undertaking was for the initial
period of the licence, which would probably be seven years. There is a formula as to how
this works, which I can provide to the member. There is a provision for this expenditure to
reduce as the revenue picks up. I have no doubt that over time it will pick up, and that it winl
be a fully commercial operation. To run it in a State like ours is very different from running
it in a place like Queensland, where there are large towns along the coast, like Cairns and
Rockhampton. When we reach the stage where the revenue is there, we will not have to pay
it any more, but we have undertaken to provide it for the time of this licence; that is for a
period of seven years from 1985 or 1986.
Item 69: Rothwells Limited (Provisional Liquidators Appointed) - Indemnity and
Associated Expenses -

Mr MacKIhNQON: I intend to move the following amendment -

That Item 69 - Rothwells Limited (Provisional Liquidators Appointed) - Indemnity
and Associated Expenses - 1988-89 Expenditure $22 539 415, 1989-90 Estimate
$200 000, be omitted.

Mr Parker: You cannot move to omit last year's expenditure; you can only move to omit this
year's expenditure.

Mr MacKJNNON: I am acting on the advice I was given.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN (Mr Ripper): As I read the proposed amendment, it seeks to
omit the expenditure for 1988-89. You can deal only with the 1989-90 Estimate by way of
amendment.
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Mr MacKINNON: Mr Deputy Chairman, I seek your advice, because it is my understanding
that we have never voted on the 1988-89 expenditure of $22 million. I want to have a debate
about that expenditure, because this is the first opportunity the Opposition has had to debate
legislation in relation to Rothwells and to oppose that payment, as we have always done.

The DEPUTY CHAIRM[AN: I appreciate the advice which you have given me, but I have to
rule that what we are debating at the moment is the Estimate for 1989-90. You can move an
amendment in relation to that Estimate, but you cannot move an amendment in relation to
figures provided here for information only, and not for the subject of debate. Your
amendment can relate only to the Estimate of $200 000 for 1989-90.
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Deputy Chairman, I accept your ruling, and will amend my
amendment accordingly, but I would appreciate your telling me when it is that an Opposition
has had the opportunity to vote against an item when it has been included in last year's
Budget as a line item, but is then in this year's Budget as a payment made last year?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN: I understand your point. I hope you are not canvassing my
ruling. All I can rule on is what is presented to me in this debate. I have ruled the proposed
amendment is not acceptable in terms of the Standing Orders for this debate, and I am not
prepared to give you general advice on when you might have an opportunity to move it.

Mr MacKINJNON: Mr Deputy Chairman, I accept your ruling. We will be voting against the
Estimate of $200 000. My information is that we can either vote against the first schedule,
when we get to the schedules of the Bill, which are the amounts paid under the Treasurer's
Advance last year -

Points of Order
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chairman, I understand what you have said, and I am not
questioning your advice, nor why you have made your decision;. but I take it that the Budget
debate is about our determining the expenditure of the State through the Consolidated
Revenue Fund. If we were to carry your argument to its logical conclusion, you could put
down a penny for each item, and in each year you could expend without approval the money
allocated to all those items.
The DEPUTY CHAIZRMvAN: It seems to me we are getting to the stage where you are
seeking to canvass my ruling; if you want to object to it, there is a procedure which is
provided for that. I appreciate the point you are making about the difficulty in which my
ruling might place you, but it is the ruling which must be made, given the circumstances and
the Standing Orders, and it must apply.

Mr MacKINNON: As I understand it, this Bill does three things: First, it continues Supply;
second, it appropriates the money for this year; and, third, it taps up or allocates funds in
respect of the Treasurer's Advance for last year. We are now debating the Budget
appropriation for this year. My advice was that unless I moved this amendment at this time, I
could not then vote against that clause when we got to it. I am seeking your advice on
whether in due course I can move to adjust and amend that particular subitem 2;, otherwise I
will move to dissent from your ruling, and I do not want to waste the timre of the Chamber by
doing so.

Mr PARKER: Can I attempt to be helpful to the Leader of the Opposition, in the little stunt
that he wants to pull here this evening, by suggesting - for the purpose of maintaining the
flow of the proceedings of the Chamber - to the Leader of the Opposition and to you, Mr
Deputy Chairman, that the opportunity is there for the Leader of the Opposition in relation to
item 4 of the Bill if he wishes to make a point about moneys which were expended last year.
At the moment we are dealing with the Estimates. We have not yet come to the Committee
stage of the Bill, which [ suggest is the appropriate time for the Leader of the Opposition to
make those points.

Mr MacKINNON: That is the point [ just made, although the advice I received earlier was
that I had to do this, otherwise I could not do the latter.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I can rule only on what is before me at the moment; that is,
whether this proposed amendment is valid under the Standing Orders. [ have ruled, and I
maintain that ruling, that the proposed amendment can deal only with the Estimate of
$200 000 for 1989-90. As to whether you will be in a position to raise the matter which you
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wish to raise at a later stage of the debate on the Bill I am not necessarily the person who
wil be in the Chair at that stage. Thai will have to be determined in accordance with die
Standing Orders at dial stage of the debate.
Mr MacKll'NON: Mr& Deputy Chairman, I understand that you can advise us. Why can we
not just have that advice?
The DEPUTY CHAiRMAN: I understand that you will have an opportunity, but I am not in
a position to rule on that because I will not necessarily be in the Chair at that time.

Committee Resumed
Mr MacKINNON; All I wanted was that assurance, because I understand that is the case but
I was advised earlier that I had to go through that process to do the latter. I therefore will
amend the amendment so that we are voting against the $200 000, but my remarks will relate
to the totality because we do not want to have two debates in this Parliament. I move -

To delete the item.
I do not want there to be any doubt about the Opposition's position on this whole question of
Rothwells. It is an astounding situation, bearing in mind that the Government of Western
Australia entered into the guarantee - or indemnity, and I will talk about that in a moment - in
respect of Rothwells in October 1987, yet this is the first time this Parliament has debated any
piece of legislation in relation thereto authorising any payments whatsoever made in relation
to Rothwells. I find that to be die most dastardly and disappointing, and perhaps
representative, part of this Government's actions and whole approach to this matter. Its
support for Rothwells has been embroiled right from the vety beginning in deceit, cover-up,
deliberate deception and misrepresentation to this Parliament, and I would argue to you.
Mr Deputy Chairman (Mr Ripper), illegality. This affair has cost the taxpayers of this State
$467 million, yet this is the first time we have a Bill before the Parliament where we can
properly debate this matter.
I for one will never vote for and support the Rothwells rescue. On 25 October 1987 I
opposed it. Despite the tremendous pressure and a whole deal of arrangements and matters in
which the Conner Premier and Government Ministers were involved, I objected to and
opposed that arrangement and I do not intend to change my opinion now. I have several
reasons for opposing this matter so vigorously. Firstly, the Government itself is in difficulty
with the guarantee. The guarantee was not a guarantee. When we look at the detail relating
to the guarantee, and the copy of the letter provided by the Premier at the time, it was an
indemnity - an indemnity which has been put forward so often in the past by Governments
and listed in the Treasurer's Annual Statements as a surety. It is not a guarantee under an Act
of Parliament. In other words, when an Act of Parliament authorises a guarantee it gives
legislative authority; there is no doubt about the guarantee and no problem. However,
sureties are involved when Governments send letters of comfort or credit - probably of
comfort, like the letter of comfort by former Premier Brian Burke to the National Australia
Rank - and then lists them, as the Government did in 1987, under sureties. That guarantee
has absolutely no legislative support or authority until this Parliament endorses that payment.
There is no legislation under which sureties are issued. There is no Act of Parliament; it must
await this Parliament's authority and support. I will vote against the $200 000 appropriation
because this is the first time we have been able to vote on whether we support or object in
legislative terms to that guarantee's being issued; that is why, when we reach part 4 of
schedule I of the Budget Bill I will also move to amend the retrospective payment we are
now being asked to endorse.
My first reason is that it is not a guarantee in the legislative sense, operating under any Act
It is a surety that was issued in this letter - a surety contained in a letter of comfort that now
needs this Parliament's approval. I remind members that Governments do not spend money
with their own authority or approval. At the end of the day it is this Parliament which
authorises the expenditure of taxpayers' funds - not the Premier, not the Minister, but this
Parliament - and as a member of this Parliament I do not intend to be party to it.
Just as an aside, it is also interesting to note as we look at that letter the statements made by
the now Treasurer when he said that every last one of Mr Connefl's assets was pledged and
that was one of the conditions upon which the Government was now giving this guarantee,
and this comment of forner Premier Burke -
A72651-5
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It is a condition of this indemnity that before the Bank may make any claim
hereunder, it must pmoceed co the fullest extent of its rights against the Company (but
not any director or officer of the Company) to obtain payment out of the assets of the
Company.

So much for the claim of the now Treasurer that every last red cent of Mr Connell's was
guaranteed or taken up. It was not. In answer to question 146 of 4 April when I asked him
about it, the Treasurer said in relation to that so-called pledge by Mr-Cannell of his assets -

1 am not aware of any written agreement given to the Government. However, a very
clear public commitment was sought, and given. The Government expects that
commitment to be honoured.

I will bet it was! So much for a Government committed to protecting and looking after the
taxpayers' hinds! So much for a Treasurer and a Premier who said the only condition on
which the guarantee had been given was on the basis of every last red cent of Mr Coneil's
being pledged - and they did not even get that guarantee in writing on behalf of the taxpayers.
The Treasurer expects that man to honour his word. So much for the Treasurer!

The second reason I oppose this motion is that at no time has the Parliament been asked by an
Act or vote of money to grant this guarantee - this indemnity - until now. Two years or more
after the guarantee or indemnity was given and issued, it has actually arrived in the
Parliament and we are asked for approval. That is a clear example of how this Government
treats this Parliament with contempt.

Thirdly, the history of these indemnities reveals that no Government before this one has ever
used this section of the Treasurer's Advance Account - surety, in other words - to guarantee
or underwrite such a huge amount of money. In the past it has mostly been amounts of, say,
$1 million, $1.9 million or $2.3 million, and one can understand that, because the
Government of the day must wait until the Parliament approves it. Previously when
Governments made these sureties or underwrote them, it was in the clear knowledge that they
had the majority in another place to support that proposal. This Government did not have any
such support and clearly could not bank thereon.

Fourthly, in order not to be seen to pay out, or in order to avoid this indemnity, the
Government committed further sums to Rothwells via its instrumentalities. A $150 million
guarantee or indemnity was given with no legislation to support it; nothing was brought to the
Parliament. But what did the Government do then? It put even more money into the
organisation. I was very pleased when the Treasurer, in debate this afternoon, said to me,
"But we had more money than the $150 milion at stake; we had a whole lot more. The
SGIC, the State Superannuation Board were exposed at one time", and so on. Do you
remember, Mr Deputy Chairman (Mr Ripper), when the Treasurer sat opposite denying the
Government was supporting Rothwells at that time? He denied it over and over again: "No,
we are not supporting them. You are wrong. We are not lending any support."
Mr Parker: When?

Mr MacKINNON: The Treasurer said so every time we questioned him. Whether we related
it to the SCIC, to Spedley's or to the State Superannuation Board there were denials: "We do
not support them, we were not supporting them, we only did the guarantee, the company is in
excellent shape, we expect to get our money back with no problems."

Let me recount the sad story of the losses this Government has imposed upon us in relation to
the $150 million so-called exposure. The Government was rushing into investing money in
the petrochemical project which at this stage has lost $467 million, and is about to lose
another $220 million if Bond should succeed in his action. The losses amount to
$700 million, and this all started with a $150 million guarantee. The Government was then
desperate to shore up its failing fortunes in that regard.

What legislative authority did the Government have for the SCIC payments where we stand
to lose in the order of $88 million? What legislative support do we have for the loss incurred
by the R & I Bank, and for the National Australia Bank payment, other than this Bill before
us tonight? What legislative support is there for the Paragon share losses which the
Governiment, the Treasurer and his colleagues were pursuing to participate in a share ramping
scheme?
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Point of Order
Mr PARKER: I raised this issue before when the Leader of the Opposition raised that point.
He is alleging an illegal action on behalf of myself and other people; that is against Standing
Orders. I request he withdraw the remarks.
Mr MacKINNON: I withdraw.

Committee Resumed
Mr MacKfl"NON: Is it not interesting that we saw this week in the newspapers charges laid
against an executive of Rothwells for doing exactly what the SCIC was doing at the same
time?
Mr Parker: I am not defending an executive of Rothwells.
Mr MacKINNON: We have no legislative authority for the losses of Spedleys. The
Government expects us to sit meekly by and support what we believe was one of the worst
actions ever taken by a Government in this State.
The Treasurer has again misled Parliament in respect of the guarantee by indicating that the
guarantee was retired on 25 October. The Treasurer's annual statement was tabled a little
later and it certainly was not taken out of that statement -

Mr Parker: Because it was for 30 June 1988.
Mr MacKINNON: If the Treasurer has the time to listen and put his mind into gear before
his mouth, firstly, in 1986-87 in the accounts tabled on 28 October, the Treasurer had an
after-balance date note, bearing in mind that the guarantee to Rothwells was extended on
25 October and this was tabled on 28 October, as foliows -

The State has also undertaken to enter into a commitment of up to a maximum of
$150 million to indemnify the National Australia Bank against liabilities incurred in
respect of Rothwells Ltd.

Why then the next year, many days after the guarantee was supposedly retired, was that note
not subsequently included in the Treasurer's statement? I argue strongly that is because the
indemnity in the opinion of the Government was not retired at that time, hence we have this
item before Parliament outlining the payments we need to make. In all these matters the
Government has attempted to deceive its own supporters as well as this Parliament. An
article in The West Ausrralian on 29 November last year reads -

The cost of the Rothwells rescue could not be used to justify increased taxes and
charges next year, the Premier, Mr Dowding, said last night.
He explained that money to cover lost Rothweils deposits was already on deposit with
the State Govemnment Insurance Commuission.
"It is money which has come out of the extraordinary profits of SGIC last year and
this financial year," he said.

If there is so much money in Rotliwells and the SG[C, why are we debating the allocation of
funds - which represent increases in taxes and charges last year and this year - as a
consequence of this Government's mismanagement? We oppose this section of the
legislation because the Opposition will not be party to retrospective approval. There was no
legislative authority for the indemnity. The only legislative authority given will be trough
this Appropriation Bill, and we will not be a party to that.
This Parliament is being asked to approve only 12 per cent of the total losses involved with
Rothwells and Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd. The Government is attending to the
remainder through its other dirty deals. Never in the history of Western Australia have we
seen such a scandal. The Govemnment has shown no remorse and no responsibility; it has not
even inquired into the fact that we have lost $467 million of taxpayers' funds. The
Government will receive no approval from mec or my colleagues for a Bill which relaxes to
something we have opposed from the first day. We will oppose it to the day the public stops
debating this affair; that will be the day the Government resigns or is defeated. We will then
have a proper inquiry to find out who was responsible. I know who those people are; the
bulk of the public of Western Australia knows who they are.
Mr COWAN: [t is interesting to have a motion such as this put forward. It is the first time in
my experience that such a motion has been brought before a Committee of the House.
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Mr Macinnon: It is the second time; I moved such a motion in 1985 during the Capital
Works Budget.
Mr COWAN: It is the first time for me anyway.

MU Pearce: What did the Leader of the Opposition want to knock out in 1985?
Mr Macinnon: I wanted to knock out $10 million allocated to WADC because it was not
accountable to Parliament.

Mr COWAN: If we can pursue that issue a little further: I would be very careful about
making statements about the accountability of WADC without reading Mansard relating to
the time, because members on this side should reassure themselves just who was responsible
for removing the accountability provisions contained in the WADC legislation.
Mr Clarko: Was it the National Party in the Legislative Council?

Mr COWAN: The Liberal Party had an absolute majority in its own right in the Legislative
Council at that stage. Members should read Hansard. I am just giving a little advice and I
have been encouraged by some of my colleagues not to offer advice in this place because
generally it tends to be disregarded. Members will find that this advice is relatively good.
There is a very cunious aspect about this motion and some of the ramifications of it. Section
46(6) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act reads -

A Bill which appropriates revenue or moneys for the ordinary annual services of the
Government shall deal only with such appropriation.

This raises a very serious question, one with which the Parliament and this Committee
particularly needs to deal. This point has not been dealt with extensively or, in fact, at all
during my time in Parliament. I know that some questions focus on the mailer of the
ordinary annual services of.Government and some people have tried to make a definition of
what that constitutes. It appears that it would be very difficult for somebody to justify a
payment of $200 000 in the Estimates this year to Rothwells Ltd as being moneys that are
being appropriated for the "ordinary annual services of the Government".
Mr Parker: Following the last time you raised that matter - not in this Chamber, but through
the Press - we referred it to the Solicitor General. This time last week he reported on the
matter. You were not here, but I asked the member for Collie to draw it to your attention that
the Solicitor General unequivocally stated in the advice he has given us that he has gone back
through time and history to what the Westminster system meant and brought out a logical
conclusion.
Mr COWAN: I read very intently the words that the Treasurer placed in Mansard. There is
no doubt that his comments indicated very clearly that the Solicitor General interpreted the
expression "ordinary annual services of the Government" in a very broad sense. That is
clearly the way Parliament has accepted the interpretation.
Mr Parker: Over a long time.
Mr COWAN: Yes. From memory, a commission of inquiry -

Mr Parker: You are talking about the one headed by Professor Edwards into the electoral
system.
Mr COWAN: A number of submissions were made to him which questioned the definiition
of 'ordinary annual services of the Goverrnment".
Mr Parker: Parker, in his dealing with the comments made by Edwards, said that our
practices are identical to the practices at the time of Westminster and, although there are
differences in other Australian Parliaments, ours is similar to other Australian Parliaments. It
is a very interesting and fascinating intellectual discourse, but he has no doubt at the end of it
what the position is.

Mr COWAN: I have no doubt that the "ordinary annual services of the Government" are
broadly defined. In this case, I have no doubt that the Solicitor General reached a conclusion
that this appropriation could be regarded as being nothing more than the "ordinary annual
services of the Government". However, just because the Solicitor General reached a
conclusion and just because the Government of the day feels it can sit comfortably with the
appropriation of funds in the Estimates for matters of this nature, does not mean necessarily
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that the Parliament should accept that conclusion. Very clearly, one would assume that the
"Oordinary annual services of the Government t should be restricted or confined to those
services which tlhe Government normally provides.

Will the Treasurer explain what service the Government was providing in appropriating
$22 million to Rochwells as it did in the past, or the $200 000 that is listed in the Estimates
for this coming financial year? The answer very clearly would be that there is no service.

I do not want to canvass the remarks that were made by the Leader of the Opposition about
the first or second rescue of Rothwells. I have always believed there was only one rescue of
Rothwells and that rescue was made on some very poor advice which has been proved time
and again to be incorrect. There was never a second rescue of Rothwells. There was a rescue
of the Government by itself, whereby the Government attempted - we had an admission
tonight - to take a debt - in other words the exercise of a guarantee - and transfer that debt
into equity in the petrochemical project. There was never a second Rothwells rescue. It was
a Goverrnent rescue because it saved the Government from having to exercise a
$150 million guarantee. It turned that guarantee into a $175 million equity investment in the
petrochemical project.

It is time this Committee looked very closely at section 46(6) of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act which deals with the Appropriation Bills and what those Bills can provide
funds for. In this case, the Treasurer has referred to a conclusion by the Solicitor General.
The Treasurer would be well advised to ask the Solicitor General, if he did not extend his
opinion beyond that of concluding that the expression "ordinary annual services of the
Government" has always been interpreted and accepted in the past as being very broad, to say
that he might have made a recomnmendation or perhaps there should be -

Mr Parker: He said two things. He said that it is more than just custom and practice; he said
it is custom and practice. He has gone through the constitutional validity of it in some detail.
He said that not only is it custom and practice, but also it is constitutionally correct in terms
of the law as it stands at the moment. He also said that there is nothing to stop the
Parliament, at some future time, changing the Constinttion or the law if it wants to change the
way in which these things are handled. However, he said that, at the moment, under the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act etc that apply-here, not only is it custom and practice but
also it is what was intended and was valid. If you want to change it you can change it, but
that is a separate action.

Mr COWAN: That is the nub of the matter. There is nothing wrong with the Parliament
examining how it can handle this matter.

Mr Parker: In the future. There is nothing wrong with it looking at its Constitution.

Mr COWAN: There is nothing wrong with the Parliament dealing -with it in the present as
well. The question of whether this item constitutes part of the ordinary annual services of the
Government -

Mr Parker: He specifically did not say that.

Mr COWAN: I am not talking now about the Solicitor General; I am talking about the
Parliament and about the present. Does die Committee accept that the appropriation of
$200 000 for the indemnity and associated expenses with Rothwells constitutes part of the
ordinary annual services of the Government?

Mr Parker: I accept that you can ask that question. However, it is a political question, not a
constitutional question. That is the point I am making. This Parliament exists to answer
political questions.

Mr COWAN: We can ask the question as a political question. We can ask also whether the
Constitution needs to be more specifically definitive on this question. That is the point that I
am raising. I hold the view - I am quite sure that my colleagues in the National Party agree
with me - that it is time we dealt with this question. We should also deal with it positively
and we should make it very clear that there has to be a better definition of what constitutes
the ordinary annual services of the Government. What might have been practised in the past,
what might have been traditional because of the way in which this Government and previous
Governments have merely lumped these matters into the Appropriation Bills, is a matter of
concern. The time is drawing close when we have to look at the Constitution and the way it
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defines this matter. The Treasurer should acknowledge that the Budget has nothing to do
with die Government's appropriating money for the purpose of special occasions or for
circumstances which have nothing to do with the ordinary annual services of the
Government. Constitutionally the Governent may argue that it has a case, and it may be
able to present a conclusion drawn by the Solicitor General to say it has been the custom and
practice and, therefore, the Government can do it. However, morally I do not think anyone
could argue that it is providing a service of Government. Nobody will benefit from this
appropriation in the Estimates. These items would be far better brought before the
Parliament in a separate Bill for the appropriation of moneys for that purpose; they should not
be included in this Bill.
I convey to the Leader of the Opposition and the Treasurer that the National Party supports
this motion to om-it this item from the Estimates.

Mr CLARKO: When referring to the allocation of $200 000 to the Rothwells rescue, my
leader said that this is a sad and sorr tale. The historical novel "A Tale of Two Cities"
begins with the words, "It was the best of times, it was the worst of times." That was the case
also on 19 October 1987 which was the last happy Sunday. The following day was black
Monday in New York, which was followed by black Tuesday. That was followed a few days
later by a run on the merchant bank, Rothwells. By the following Sunday my leader came of
age. Despite the comments made by interjection by the Leader of the House, at 3.15 on
Sunday 25 October, a couple of hours after being called in to discuss the mailer with the
tycoons of Australia, he said no to the proposition put to him. Articles in The Australian on
Monday, 26 October 1987 carried the complete story uinder the heading "Tycoons rescue
Connell - $380m package bails out merchant bank". That is where it began. On the same
day The West Australian, which has been widely criticised in the Eastern States for its
relatively soft handling of this issue, carried the headline "Burke backs $370m rescue plan".
The article in The West Australian contained photographs of the tycoons of Australia and
stated that -

The Government's role will be to stand behind a big credit line being provided by
Ausraian trading banks.

The following day The West Australian had the headline, "A profit for WA in deal - Burke."
The article, written by a most experienced journalist, Ted Barker, stated -

The WA Government says it stands to profit from the deal guaranteeing $150 million
for die rescue of merchant bank Rothwells Ltd. Mr Parker said -

He was then Minister for Economic Development and is now the Treasurer. The article
continued -

there would be no financial cost to the Government. It was in a strong position to
make a profit from the guarantee.

We are not debating the $22.5 million lost but the $200 000 which appears in the Budget. In
the old days there would be a one line item of a $10 allocation to the State Housing
Commission, and members were free to discuss all the affairs of the State Housing
Commission. Today members may talk only about the $200 000 which has been lost. On
Tuesday 27 October 1987 the present Treasurer said there would be no cost to the
Government. However, we know that $200 000 has been lost in addition to the amounts to
which I will not refer. The article also stated -

Mr Burke said a one per cent fee would be paid across the whole of the $150m.
Another 0.825 per cent would be paid for any pant of the guarantee actually used.

That meant that nearly two per cent would be paid for any bank bills that were
endorsed.

The article further stated -

Other conditions were designed to ensure that the Government would be the last
lender to Rothwells.

It was stated that the Government would make a profit from the $150 million guarantee.
Subsequently it was stated that the Western Australian Government would be the last lender
to Rothwells and that people such as Kerry Packer, Alan Bond and other business tycoons of
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Australia would lose their money before the taxpayers of Western Australia lost theirs. That
is not true. Of course, we are now referring to the $200 000, and should perhaps be debating
also the other item spent last year without approval. This deal was tainted from the start to
the extent that the Government told the giant falsehood that a profit would be made from
lending the $150 million. One of the major mistakes on that Sunday, 25 October 1987 was
that no Government adviser had done a preliminary audit of the position of Rorhwells.

Mr Pearce: We had the auditor's reports.

Mr CLARKO: If the Government had the auditor's reports, the auditor was a fool and
Government members were fools for taking notice of those reports because at that time
Rothwells was in a position from which it could never recover even with the sort of deal done
later whereby it received $350 million from the $400 million arrangement. We now know
that a black cloud gathered over Western Australia in the financial sense on Sunday 25
October 1987, and that cloud has not cleared. The people and newspapers of the Eastern
States clearly regard the Burke and Dowding Governments and all the members of the Labor
Government associated with making this dreadful decision as a bunch of financial cowboys
and hicks. A couple of newspaper boys standing outside the AMP building on the corner of
St George's Terrace and William Street could make better financial decisions than this bunch
of hicks.

In addition, my leader who was the only person standing firm on 25 October, was subject to
abuse in the editorials of The West Australian and the Daily News, which suggested that it
was a great deal. It was not a great deal, it was a disastrous deal; it was the worst financial
deal that any Premier and senior Minister had entered into in this State. it was knocked back
by the people of Western Australia. The only poll carried out at the time to my knowledge
was done by The Western Mail on the weekend of 30 October-i November 1987. That poll
found that more than half the people surveyed did not think the Government should bail out
businesses such as Laurie Connell's merchant bank Rothwells. The size of the headlines in
the Daily News at that time suggested that World War III1 had broken out - such was the type
of print necessary to convey the impact of that outrageous financial decision.
I refer now to statements made by Brian Burke at the time. The Daily News of Monday 26
October stated -

The Premier said the decision on whether to join the rescue operation - mounted by
some of Australia's wealthiest men - was the most difficult his Government had ever
taken.

Mr Pearce: Have you made this speech before?

Mr CLARKO: I have never spoken on this subject before. I do not wish to talk about
Rothwelis or Laurie Connell, but to lay the blame where it should be - at the feet of political
leader Burke and company. Mr Burke also said -

Taxpayers' money would not be needed unless about $350 or $400 million of
Rothwell's debts tumnd out to be bad debts,

He goes on -

"My natural view is to say: 'Hang on, what role do we have using taxpayers'
substance - and perhaps putting money in in the long run if it becomes necessary - to
help these people'."

The answer, he said, was because it would help both the economy and WA.

Another condition was that those businessmen would have to be prepared to be placed
before the Government in the credit line.

It seems to me that they were not; that if what Mr Burke was saying at that time was valid, in
the end there would not have been a need to put up any money because it should have been
taken up by the others. The truth is that these financial tycoons limited their indebtedness;
they pushed this financial burden back onto the taxpayers, contrary to what the Premier of the
State said.

One of the serious things about this issue is its secrecy. There are many people on our side of
politics who believe that if this information had come out before the 1989 election, there
would be no question about where we would be sitting. There was a deliberate plot by this
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Government to hide this information. Members opposite are so financially brilliant that in
order to get out of the $150 million potential indebtedness, they jumped out of the frying pan
into the fire by then committing themselves to $175 million for Petrochemical Industries Co
Ltd.

Mrs Kierath: Only they could do it!

Mr CLARKO: We know the amount will be more than $175 million; it will be in the order
of $700 million. Mr Bond is also suing the Government, which could increase that amount
by an additional $250 million. The Governent's secrecy is a vital part of this issue. The
Australian of Wednesday, 17 August 1988, says that -

Activities that should be subject to Parliament are, instead, being diverted into
government authorities, which sometimes even act through subsidiaries themselves.
As a result, the West Australian Government gives every appearance of trying to hide
something.

Its secrecy and the depth of involvement with business has become so endemici that
the Government is inviting a financial crisis.

Mr Pearce: That was before the election.

Mr CLARKO: The point is that the Government did all sorts of secret deals until a few days
before the 4 February election. I do not know whether the Minister was taken into the
confidence of his colleagues or whether it was just done by a couple of his colleagues. The
Australian of 5-6 November 1988 says that -

There could be no better way to demonstrate the folly and vanity of governments
playing at business than WA Inc. It shows why commnercial risks are best left to
business, not taxpayers who have never properly been told how their money was
being invested.

Mr Pearce: That was also before the election.

Mr CLARKO: I am saying that that is all pant of the Government's deep conspiracy in the
six months before the election. I happen to have in my file an article from The West
Australian of 22 December 1988, which is headed, "Vic Inc broke after losing $111.47m".
So the Government's Victorian compatriots were doing the same thing.

Mr Blaikie: What happened to that Minister? They sacked him!

Mr Macinnon: And the Deputy Premier, Mr Fordham.

Mr CLARKO: They certainly did. Mr Fordham, who was once the Minister for Education,
made a mess of it, as did the Leader of the House when he had that responsibility. The
Australian of Tuesday, t November 1988. has on its front page an interesting cartoon. It
shows a wheelbarrow on the stage, full of WA Inc, and a fellow is chucking stuff out of that
wheelbarrow into the crowd - which presumably are Western Australians - and the caption is,
"Question: Why Doesn't WA have daylight saving? Answer: Because WA taxpayers are
best kept in the dark". The cartoon shows the people of Western Australia as a heap of
mushrooms. That is how The Australian summed it up in a humorous way.
Furthermonre, the Deputy Premier said in Parliament on 27 October 1987, about the first
Rothwelis rescue, that "It is not a very risky deal." He said also on the same evening that
"We decided there was absolutely no prospect of the Government's being called on." The
Western Australian newspapers were not giving a true and complete picture of the situation
for most of the year. The Austra lian of Tuesday, I November 1988, said - and this could be
considered outrageous language for a paper like The Australian to use - that -

Even a banana republic would have trouble tolerating its generalissimo visiting the
boardroom of a company to bestow even more Government favours on it, courtesy of
taxpayers, to keep it solvent until after the next election.

But it happened last week - in Western Australia. The Premier, Mr Dowding,
attended a meeting held at Rothwells, apparently to discuss the merchant bank's
inability to meet a $ 10 million commitment.

The article continues -

WA Inc is a textbook example of why Governments should not get into business.
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I put it to members that this is the first time the Opposition has been able to debate this
matter, which is still hanging over us like a black cloud.
['The member's time expired.]
Mr COURT: This will be one of the most important debates that we have in this Chamber.

Mr Pearce: This is about the 10th time we have heard it. You have more repeats than
Channel 10.
Mr COURT: It is the first time we have been asked to authorise a payment for this guarantee.
Mr Pearce: It is not the first time we have had the debate. There has not been anything said
in the last hour or so that we have not heard 100 times before.
Mr COURT: This Government has been holding a gun at the Opposition's head, and
spending taxpayers' money without getting the approval of this Parliament. I have been
taught that every dollar that the Government spends needs to get the approval of this
Parliament.
Mr Pearce: Your dad did not follow that principle, so you did not learn it at your father's
knee.
Mr COURT: It is not possible for a Government to get things exactly right, so there are
certain provisions to enable payment to be made through the Treasurer's Advance Account.
It has been said that we cannot discuss the $22 million which has been paid out until we
debate the Bill, but we have seen the Government paying out that money without the
approval of the Parliament. I ask members opposite that if this were to become common
practice, would not every Government department start using the same principle that
members opposite are here using, where they just go out and spend the money, and hope to
get approval from the Parliament at a later stage? Things are starting to catch up with the
Government, because members opposite have been forking out the money. The time is now
coming when they have to come back to the Parliament - in some cases, a few years later - to
get approval for that expenditure. It is now decision time.

The Opposition opposes the expenditure of that money, and we have given notice of that
intention by moving the amendment which we are currently debating. We will not support
the expenditure of $200 000. We have here a case where in the past year the Government has
spent a heap of money on this petrochemical project. It has blown all the money. The
liquidator has come back and said that the $400 million has been lost; but we have yet to
approve that expenditure in this Parliament. The Government has spent that money; it has
just gone. We cannot sit back and say, "That is fine; we accept it." Of course we do not.
This Parliament is the proper place to ensure that approvals go through for the expenditure of
that money.
That is why we are opposed to this item. I believe members opposite have not had properly
explained to them what has taken place and I suggest they need a few briefings in order to get
an understanding of how the Appropriation Bills and the Treasurer's Advance Account work,
because this Government is now putting in some of these payments which are catching up on
the deception that has been taking place.

When this original guarantee was given - and it is important to note that we received a copy
of the original guarantee only some time this year -

Mr Clarko: How did you get it? They would not have given it to you, would they?
Mr Macinnon: They tabled it when we forced it out of them in the Legislative Council.

Mr COURT: No, I think we received a copy of this before.
Mr Clarko: Voluntarily?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): Order! The conversation on the Opposition
benches is interesting but I understand that prior to my tenure in the Chair it was made clear
that we are debating the appropriation of $200 000.
Mr COURT: Yes, but in relation to this guarantee, Mr Deputy Chairman. The Government
would not table this guarantee in the Parliament, We have never debated the appropriation of
moneys relating to this guarantee. We came across it earlier this year and eventually it
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became public. It is an indemnity, but it is spelt out quite clearly that the Goverrnent would
provide this $150 million backing. t will read out the last paragraph -

[ FURTHER UNDERTAKE for and on behalf of the State to pay on demand such
sum pursuant to this indemnity as shall be demanded by the Bank to a maximum
aggregate amount of $150,000,000.00 if and when demanded by the Bank in writing.

I am sure there will be plenty of debate as to whether Mr Brian Burke had the power to give
that indemnity to the National Australia Bank, but it is important that at the time that was
introduced we were told a number of things quite specifically by the Deputy Premier, who
came into this Parliament and spelt out what would occur with this guarantee. One of the
things he said at the time of the guarantee's being given was, "There is no exposure in that
regard by State Government instrumentalities." Is it not interesting that two years later the
State Government instrumentalities were brought into the Rothwells debacle? The
Government used every little device it could - the R & I Bank, the State Government
Insurance Commission, the Superannuation Board and so on - to become part of this rescue.
The Government said there was no Government money in Rorhwells, but once it tied to
cover up the monumental mistakes it made it used every bit of money available to it through
these authorities. We debated that when we examined the SGIC and the Superannuation
Board and so on, but this is the first opportunity we have had to debate an appropriation
relating to chat indemnity.

It went on to say when this guarantee would be called on, and the Government spelt Out in
some detail that a whole series of events would have to occur before this guarantee would be
called on. Of course, it bypassed that when it realised things were in bad shape, it tried to
pay the guarantee out and in the process it ran into those further problems where there were
question marks about preferential payment. On this question of the compromise reached with
the liquidator on the preferential treatment of the payout of the guarantee, I ask the Treasurer
whether the Government will table all the relevant documents. Can he say whether he would
be prepared to do that?

Mr Parker: An agreement was entered into which from memory has been submitted to the
Supreme Court of Queensland. I will take some advice from the lawyers first but I can see no
reason why that cannot be tabled.

Mr COURT: It is interesting that they have reached this compromise which resulted in a
payout of some $22 million. I was led to believe the figure was actually $30 million-odd.

Mr Parker: No, $10 million of it was paid by the National Australia Bank.

Mr COURT: No, in addition to the $10 million paid by the National Australia Bank.

Mr Parker: No, that is wrong.

Mr COURT:. I was under the impression that it was $30 million.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): Order! I understand a ruling has been made
from this Chair that that is not in debate, and that what is in debate is the $200 000
appropriation for 1989-90.
Mr COURT: It is the very same thing. We are talking about the payout relating to the
indemnity.
Mr Parker: I do not know where your assessment came from but whoever it was has it
mucked up. The amount was $33 million all up, less the $10.5 million that was contributed
by the National Australia Bank.

Mr COURT: No. I would like some confirmation of this point, and perhaps the Treasurer is
not aware of it. The point made to me was that in the agreement reached with the liquidator it
is agreed that the sum would come in at $22 million. The National Australia Bank had to pay
something. It was actually $30 million-odd but the liquidator agreed to prepay the SCIC
$10 million.

Mr Padcer: That is on top of that.

Mr COURT: They prepaid that so they could get that into the SOIC's accounts at the right
time.
Mr Parker: That is not right. Firstly, it was not prepaid. It was to be an early repayment of
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dividends to the SCIC and the R & I Bank but not on top of the $22 million or the
$33 million; it was within that. However, in fact, it is paid once the liquidation goes through,
but there has been no -

Mr COURT: I believe it was particularly important to the SGIC that that money went in.

Mr Parker: But it has not gone in, or it had not until very recently. It may not have gone in
now, I am not sure. I think you are basically wrong.

Mr COURT: But if the liquidator had said he was prepared to pay that money they could
take it into their accounts as money they were going to get, whether it physically changed
hands or not.

Mr Parker: But they have not done that.

Mr COURT: That is why I want a copy of the actual agreement that was worked out.

Mr Parker: I think you have been badly misled there by whomever you spoke to.

Mr COURT: When the Treasurer says that, I know I am on the right track so I will continue
to find out further information.

Also in relation to this guarantee, and it is very important that this be raised again, Mr and
Mrs Connell were going to pledge all their assets.

Mr Parker: Where are all their assets now? They have gone.

Mr COURT: Comec off it! The liquidator, when asked on Friday who had benefited from all
these payments, very quietly said, "Mr Connell and Mr Dempster".

Mr Parker: He is not familiar with the arrangements.

Mr COURT: Someone must get all the money. How can the Government fork out
$400 million here and $200 million there without someone getting the money?

Mr Parker: The money has gone into repaying the debts of Rothwells; you know that.

Mr COURT: Is the Treasurer saying Mr Connell has not benefited from all these payments;
that he is down and out and has lost all his assets?

Mr Parker: He says he has, and the Sunday Times says -

Mr COURT: I am not interested if he says he has - I am interested in the pledg e the
Government has given -

Mr Parker: Do you want me to answer your question or not? I was going to go on and say
that the Sunday Times seems very confident that he has. I am not so confident as that but
what [ do know is that, of all the money that was paid in relation to the petrochemical project,
not one cent of it went to him.

Mr COURT: If the Teasurer were lending someone money, would he not get him to sign a
personal guarantee?

Mr Parker: But he did not have any money then to discharge a guarantee. We have debated
this a hundred thousand times.
Mr COURT: The word is that this person could be worth millions of dollars. It is not for the
Treasurer to decide what it is; the Treasurer gave a commitment that all their assets would be
pledged. The Treasurer did not even get a personal guarantee. At the time Connell was not
to know he would be paid $350 million for a petrochemical project.

Mr Parker: He was not paid for that.

Mr COURT: If he was not paid $350 million, who was?

Mr Parker: Rothwells. You know exactly how it was done.

Mr COURT: From whom did the Government buy the petrochemical plant? The
Government bought it from Connell and Dempster; one received $350 million and one
received $50 million. My point is that the Treasurer has misled this House once again. He
said all their assets were pledged, and they were not. The indemnity says it was a condition
of the indemnity that before the bank could make any claim it had to proceed to the fullest
extent of its rights against the company, but not any director or officer of the company.
Under this indemnity action could not be taken against Mr and Mrs Connell because it was
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spelt out in the guarantee. One of the most basic things we all have to do when we barrow
money, in certain circumstances, is to provide personal guarantees. The Treasurer did not get
the personal guarantees. Once again the Treasurer is shrugging it off but it is just another one
of those incompetent decisions his Goverrnent has made in relation to these dealings.
I return to my earlier point: This Chamber is being asked to approve the payment of
something which I believe is totally illegal. As we go further into this debate, we should
have a good look at what one can and cannot do under the Treasurer's Advance
Authorization Act because it is certainily not the proper use in this situation and it is an illegal
use of that legislation.

Mir MENSAROS: The motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition should be supported
for several measons. I start with the fact that the $200 000 which is sought to be appropriated
by Parliament emanates from what was loosely called a "guarantee", but it is a matter of
semantics whether one calls it a letter of comfort, an indemnity or a guarantee without legal
force. The Government, with the knowledge of the public - there is no doubt about that -
indemnifted the National Australia Bank without having any legislative support for the
indemnity.

Despite the fact that I am not in the habit, as most people know, of interjecting frequently -
and I never think that my arguments will be improved by raising my voice - I have some
experience of Government guarantees. However, in previous times Goverfnents, with
proper advice from their Treasury officers, used Government guarantees mainly built on the
Industry (Advances) Act and the Rural and Industries Bank Act. The proof for that is that
this was very clearly scrutinised in the past. It was necessary to pass two special Acts of
Parliament, when the guarantees sought - and by the way they were not opposed by the then
Opposition -were considered not to fit the definition of industry contained in the then Rural
and Industries Bank Act and did not therefore come under the Industry (Advances) Act.
Firstly there was the Midland railway guarantee, which came under the Bert Hawke
Government - for which a special Act of Parliament was brought down - and secondly, at the
beginning of the Brand Governiment, camne the guarantee for Canterbury Court. That is proof
that the Governments of that time used guarantees only if they had legislative support for
them. Quite apart from that, these guarantees were usually supported by the Opposition,
never opposed at the beginning and occasionally opposed when it was found they were going
bad - and some of them went bad because a risk was taken, particularly under the Industry
(Advances) Act.

In this case the guarantee was opposed by the Opposition from the very begbining. I do not
think anyone can raise any doubts about that. The Treasurer may argue that Parliament has
approved this guarantee; if he remembers, soon after the guarantee was given he - although
having another portfolio - moved a motion, a very much self hack-patting motion, after which
the Parliament engaged in fairly vigorous debate. In effect the motion read that in the light of
all those factors, the Chamber at the time endorsed the State Government's participation in
the efforts of leading Australian business people to strengthen the Western Australian-based
Rothwells Ltd. That motion was debated at great length; it took up a full 60 pages of
Hansard. Although Parliament accepted the motion - the Government having the majority -
the Treasurer could not fail to notice that the Liberal Party opposed the motion. Every
member of the Liberal Party was against the motion. That was a warning from the beginning
that there was no approval and that retrospective parliamentary approval could not
necessarily be expected for this so-called guarantee or indemnity.

How the banks overlooked this - or whether they did overlook it - is another question. I do
not suppose that the National Australia Bank's solicitors did not know that the guarantee was
not worth anything without legislative statutory power or, in lieu of that statutory power,
assurances that Parliament would retrospectively give that statutory approval via the Budget
or any other legislation. Preferably it should have been, as has been mentioned by the Leader
of the National Party, a special Act of Parliament. However, there was absolutely no
guarantee for that, yet the Government just went on. When the guarantee was called the
Government had to spend some money - not a lot but nevertheless it gladly spent it - to place
it into this Bill. That is the $22.5 million shown, which is not subject to the amendment. It is
nevertheless shown and incorporated in the Bill for a retrospective approval. Opposition
members cannot agree to this because the Government did not have the Opposition's
approval from the beginning; therefore the Government should have
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expected it to be opposed. The Governmrent, however, also deceived the public. At the
beginning, when the loan was given, members might remember that the then Premier, Mr
Brian Burke, argued, as both I and the member for Marmion mentioned, that the Government
would line up after the big business boys of the country and that the principal participant, the
benefactor of the guarantee, or his companies, Mir Connell, would pledge all his assets - there
was talk of $70 million - which would be lost before the Government had to do anything.
When [ said - and I do not use expressions lightly or without consideration - that this was a
deceit, that comes from the interim report of the National Companies and Securities
Commission which stated -

By March 1988 Connefl/Oakhill had borrowed, by methods such as those mentioned
above, -

And this "mentioned above" is the round robin exercise by Rothwells borrowing here,
lending there and everywhere. The report continues -

- from Rothwells principle sums of approximately $110 million. Such borrowings
more than offset the $70 million contribution made by Connell in October 1987, of
which $20 million had been convented to shares.

What Premnier Burke received and subsequently every Minister received was a promise from
someone to put in all his money and assets, he was to be the group leader in the defence. Of
course, that was not true - as the NCSC established; in fact he gave $70 mill ion and received
$110 million shortly after So that was the deceit which the Government exercised.

Another deceit was in connection with the Treasurer himself. Very often it is said, and the
Leader of the National Party pointed out, that conventions are being ignored. This happens
here despite the tradition in all Westminster systems because Ministers are comfortable in
having the numbers. We can have no more proof of the present Treasurer's having misled
Parliament and the public than when the Treasurer announced that the guarantee was retired.

Mr Parker: It was retired.

Mr MENSAROS: If the guarantee was retired why do we need this vote?

Mr Parker: It is a suggestion of preference.

Mr MENSAROS: That is the point. The Treasurer has misled the Parliament that the
guarantee was retired, If the Treasurer was right we do not need the money which is being
asked for; if the Treasurer was wrong he would have to ask for the money. The Treasurer
admits he is wrong because he is asking for the money in this Bill.

Retrospective appropriation is entirely contrary to the Constitution Act in which section 72
spells out that the Consolidated Revenue Fund shall be appropriated to such purpose as any
Act of the Legislature shall prescribe. That is crystal clear, there is no argument. Has that
happened in this case? It has not happened. Moneys have been spent and the Government
now seeks retrospective approval of Parliament after it and the Premier have deceived the
public and the Parliament, after the Treasurer has misled the House and the Government has
breached the Constitution Act. The motion should be supported.

Mr LEWIS: The Government tends to forget that one of the fundamentals of pnudence and
procedures with the most humble organisation - whether it be a local art group, a sporting
organisation or whatever - is that the executive or officers of the organisation, whether
incorporated or not, have to answer for the expenditure of funds. The Government has
forgotten that procedures are in place by virtue of the Financial Administration and Audit
Act, the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, and the Treasurer's Advance Authorization Act
which have to be met before moneys can be expended. Moneys can only be expended with
the approbation of this Parliament - whether by provisions giving the power to the
Government to make guarantees or indemnities or in relation to ongoing works and services.
The Government seems to think that the funds of this State belong to it to play with
notwithstanding the Statutes of this State. That point should be understood.

No doubt the Government, via the previous Premier, without any authority and contrary to
the advice from the Leader of the Opposition - and bearing in mind the Government did not
have the numbers in the Legislative Council - willingly and deliberately guaranteed the
National Australia Bank the sum of $150 million of the State's revenue on the basis of a
whim. It is well known that when the then Premier took the matter to the Labor Party
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Caucus on the Tuesday a motion of dissent was moved in the Caucus on the basis that there
was no need to take such a hasty decision before an audit and a prudent appraisal of the
affairs of Rothwells.
Mr Macinnon: The people in Caucus were smarter than the Premier.
Mr LEWIS- Exactly. But the Caucus eventually overturned the motion and the then Premier
had his will.

Mr P.J. Smith: Were you there?

Mr LEWIS: I know about it. Does the member deny it? Was there a motion in the Caucus
room against the issue of the guarantee of $150 million to Rothwells?
Mr P.1. Smith: No.

Mr LEWIS: The member is being untruthful. There was a motion in the Caucus against the
Premier.

Mr P.1. Smith: At no time when I was there.

Mr LEWIS: Perhaps the member was not there. But it is well known a motion was moved in
Caucus against the Premier's unilateral guarantee of $1.50 million for Roxhwells, so the
member should not come up with that rubbish.
Mr Parker: Nonsense!

Mr LEWIS: It is not nonsense. The fact is that a motion was moved against the Premier, but
the Premier's will prevailed. This Government has been wantonly deceitful. It was well
known in 1987 after the Rothwells rescue that Rothwells could not survive, and this was
expressed in a written report by one of the Rochwells directors. I quote from that report -

In reality, approximately two-thirds of these (Roshwells) loans aggregated over half a
billion dollars are in fact medium term equity investments in related and unrelated
corporations which are unable or unwilling to repay the loans or indeed to meet the
accumulating and compounding interest.

This was stated by a Rothwelis director after the Government took control of the management
role of Rosliwells in October 1987. The same director went on to say the following -

-.- probable that the company can carry on business until the end of this calendar
year -

That was 1987. The quote continues -

- with no new facilities in sight or anticipated, the company could be expected to
cease functioning early in the new year unless working capital is generated from
repayment of major loans and/or realisation of investments in one form or another.

It seems from the statement of a Rothwells director that Rothwells was in serious financial
difficulty, and he suggested char it could not continue. In last year's Budget the Government
did not put in an item for contingent liability for debt incurred by Rothwells. The reason is
that the ,Governent did not have enabling or authorising legislation to do so. It thought it
would tough it out and came up with its smart dealings with the petrochemical deal; it
thought it would be smart before an election and retire the $150 million Roxhwells indemnity.
The indemnity was never tested at law. Any person who cakes on an indemnity does so
without the authority of Parliament. There is a clear difference between an indemnity and a
guarantee; a guarantee has the support of an enabling Act or the authority of the Parliament,
while an indemnity has only the word of the Executive until that Executive comes to the
Parliament to gain authorisation from the Parliament. Anyone who lends money on the basis
of an indemnity should well know that the Parliament has not given authority for those
moneys to be lent. This can be tested at law and an indemnity could be worthless apart from
the word of the Government of the day.

Because of an impending election the Government very imprudently retired - to use the
Treasurer's word - the $150 million indemnity. The Government then realised it had been
caught for preferred payment. What did it do? It came into the Parliament with a single item
in the Budget papers and suggested to the Parliament that it should approve $22.54 million in
payment by Treasury'Advance Account to the liquidator! I suggest to the Treasurer that that
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is illegal and should never have happened. Nowhere in the indemnity created by fanner
Premier Burke is the liquidator mentioned; it was for the National Australia Bank. Therefore,
if any money was to be repaid, it should have been to the National Australia Bank which
could have been challenged at law because the Government did not have any right at all to
pay any moneys to the liquidator. The National Australia Bank faced the challenge of the
liquidator regarding preferred payment. If the National Australia Bank had been challenged
in court by the liquidator, a reason could have existed for the bank to come back to the
Government indemnity. Until that happens the Government has no right to pay any moneys
to the liquidator.

This Government has been very deceptive with its Rothwells dealings over the sorry two
years from that black Sunday, as mentioned by the member for Marmion. The Government
seems to play deliberate tricks with its Budgets; it deliberately underestimates when it suits it;
it deliberately omits debts and liabilities which it knows it will have to pay sooner or later.
This Government well knew that it would have to pay a large debt associated with the
Rothwells fiasco, yet not one line was within the Budget papers last year. Now, very
deliberately, at the eleventh hour, at the insistence of the Auditor General, we find included
under the Treasury estimates under sureties an amount of $150 million shown as a contingent
liability. Over the two years of the Rotfiwells deal the truth has not been told; the
Government has not told the basis of what has happened to the State's, the people's moneys;
it is not the Government's money and it should not be able to act unilaterally two years down
the line. It cannot say, "Gee, we are sorry but we blew that one and we want to appropriate
this money even though the Opposition did not approve of the deal in the first place." The
Government has acted irresponsibly, and we know it has acted irresponsibly. We will not
vote to appropriate the money in this Budget item.

Mr HASSELL: I very strongly support the amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition to delete from the Budget the allocation of $200 000 for Rothwells Ltd indemnity
and associated expenses as appears in item 69 of the Miscellaneous Services Division of the
Budget. I hope this Parliament will exercise its undoubted authority to reject this item in
respect of the $22.5 million payment which has already been made without authority. I hope
the Legislative Council will reject this item and Ministers of the Government will be
confronted with their obligation to pay those items out of their own packets. That is exactly
what should happen. Two things have to be considered: The first is that in October 1987 the
Government entered into a guarantee for indenity which was not authorised by law. If the
guarantee or indemnity is seen as a mere letter of comfort, it is not without precedent.
However, in October and November 1987, the Government had an opportunity to present a
Bill to this Parliament to authorise that guarantee and make it a legally binding document.
The Government chose deliberately not to present a Bill to Parliament and to keep the
transaction a secret. Therefore, no parliamentary approval was given other than by a motion
by this Chamber, won on the numbers on the day.
The second aspect of the matter is the payments that have been made. The amount of
$200 000 is not being paid under the indemnity to the National Australia Bank. It is being
paid to the liquidator of Rorhwells. There was no and is no legal or other obligation for the
taxpayers of this State to pay one cent to the liquidators of Rothwells. I suggested to a lawyer
yesterday that this exercise was unlawful. The lawyer told me very clearly that, if the
indemnity or guarantee given in October 1987 was a mere letter of comfort, a mere promise
that the Premier of the day would use his best endeavours to obtain Parliament's approval and
if it was accepted on that basis, it was all right. However, he suggested that if it purported to
be a guarantee or a legally binding indemnity, it was not authorised by law.

I want to tell the Committee a story about a bank teller who had a very bad day at the races
on a Saturday and who went into the bank an Monday morning and took $20 out of the till
because he did not have any of his pay left. The next day he was still short of money, but
wanted to go to a nightclub that evening, so he took another $50 from the till. The following
day he was short of his lunch money and took $10 out of the till. On the Thursday, things
were still pretty bleak so he took another amount out of the till and put it in his pocket.
However, on the Thursday night the bank decided to do a balance for the week and found that
the teller was short. He owned up that he had taken money out of the till and put it in his
pocket. However, he told the bank not to worry because tomorrow was pay day and the bank
could take it all out of his pay.
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That is exactly what this Government has done. The only difference is that it did not own up
that it had taken money from the till. The Government has been taking money and paying it
out for Rothwells, for WA Government Holdings Ltd and for the petrochemical project
without any right, tide or lawful backing whatsoever. It lacks any lawful authority for those
payments. When it is finally found out in this Budget it says, "All right, we will get approval
in the Budget and clear it up." That is not the way the Government should run this State.
That bank teller whose activities I described would have lost his job because, even though he
may pay the money back on the Friday when he is paid, he would be regarded as having
stolen the money.

We have the clearest rules in this State under our Constitution. They are very simple rules.
The first rule is that all the money of this State, all of the taxpayers' money has to go into one
account, the Government bank account, the Consolidated Revenue Fund. The second rule is
that money can be paid out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund only with the authority of
Parliament. How is that authority given? It is given through the passage of an annual Budget
which approves it in detail. The third nile is that, for the Government to carry on the
business of the Government in advance of the package of the Budget, it has a Supply Bill
which gives the Government a global allocation of money to spend before the Budget is
adopted. The fourth rule is that, to meet unexpected and unanticipated unusual or
extraordinary items, it has a Treasurer's Advance Account.

The payments to Rothwells do not fall into any of those categories. The payments to
Rothwells have not been approved by a Budget, but the payments have been made. They
lack lawful authority. The payments to Rothwells could have been approved if the
Government had presented a Bill seeking approval of the guarantee originally given.
However, it did not. That guarantee was never supported in law and the National Australia
Bank knew it was not supported in law.

In conclusion, I wish to look at this matter in a total context. If the Liberal Party, the
National Party or any member of this Chamber - Government members are just as
responsible as we are - meekly passed by these items without seeking, by whatever means
available to us, to defeat thern and stop them, we would approve of what the Government has
done. As far as I am concerned, I would be wasting all of my efforts over the past 61 years
and, in particular, my efforts over the past two years, to expose the rottenness of this
Government and to expose the way in which it has secretly and unlawfully dealt with the
State's assets and the State's money. There is no way that I will willingly vote for item 69 or
item 78. I want to see those items rejected from the Budget. I want to see the Ministers of
the Crown made personally liable to meet the moneys that they have paid out without the
approval of Parliament when they could have sought that approval in advance.

The member for Marmion referred to what the Government knew at the time it became
involved in the Rothwells rescue. The Treasurer of this State who carried the debate on that
Tuesday following the weekend rescue said that the Government had the auditor's reports.
Thbe Government also knew and did not tell the Parliament or the public that Rothwells had
been under investigation since April 1987 by the National Companies and Securities
Commission. The National Companies and Securities Commission, an instrument of the
State, and the Attorney General, a key Minister from the Government, must have known
precisely what occurred.

This Government was in a position to know precisely the position of Rothwells. Even if we
were to give the Government the benefit of the doubt and say it did not know and accepted its
feeble explanation - this Government which knows everything about what all these
departments are doing, fiddles with everything they do, for example, it interferes in
prosecutions and God knows what else - that on the weekend of Rothwells rescue in October
1987 it did not know about the National Companies and Securities Commission's
investigation which had been going on since April 1987 -

Mr Court: And was reaching a final stage in October 1987.
Mr HASSELL: Exactly. I do not believe that the Governiment did not know. Even if we
concede that it did not know we know that within four weeks of that rescue a director of
Rothwells with banking experience wrote a report which said what we all now know; that is,
that Rothwells was rotten to the core and, in the words of the National Companies and
Securities Commission, it was a disaster waiting to happen. The report was circulated to all
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the directors of Rothwells and one of those directors was Mr Tony Lloyd, a friend of Brian
Burke, who had been put in that position to represent the interests of the taxpayers of this
State. Did the Government then tell the public the truth? No, it did not. It went on pouring
more taxpayers' money into Rothweils and it sent Minister Grill to seek money from the
Shire of Esperance and other local authorities and from business. It did back to back deals
and it did a deal with Spedleys which involved putting $30 million of State Government
Insurance Commission money into Rothwells. It put $50 million into Rothwells out of the
State Government Employees Superannuation Fund. That is a record of the disgraceful
actions of this Government and it has the gall to come to this Parliament, two years later, to
ask the Opposition to approve a budgetary item to pay for its disgusting dealings. Nothing
will give me more pleasure than to vote tonight for this item to be deleted. I hope this
Parliament does its job and deletes this dishonest and dishonourable allocation.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr Ainsworth Mr Grayden Mr McNee Dr Tumnbui
Mir Bradshaw Mr Hassell Mr Mensaros Mr watt
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr Kierath Mr Nicholls Mr Elaikie (Teller)
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mrs Edwardes Mr Macinnon Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (26)

Dr Alexander Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Mr Gordon Hil Mr Read Mrs Watkins
Mr Canr Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Catania Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smnith Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr P1J Smith Mms Buchanan (Teller)
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Taylor
Mr Grahamn Mr Patter Mr Thomas

Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Shave Mr Grill
MrTrenorden Mr Bridge
Mr Omnodei Mr Peter Dowding

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr MacKII4NON: As one of my colleagues said, perhaps the Treasurer did not respond
because his speech writer has gone home. It goes to show the contempt with which this
Government treats this Parliament.
Let me remind members of the points made by the Opposition; This is the first time that
legislation has been before this Parliament to endorse the payments to Rothwells; it is the first
time the matter has been addressed to this Parliament in the form of legislation.
Mr Ripper: How many times have we debated it?

Mr MacKINON: It might have been 500 times. Unfortunately, that interjection shows the
ignorance of the member for Belmont - perhaps we can understand that from one so young.
However, I will give him some advice: Legislation has to pass through both Houses of
Parliament before it becomes law. That is the reason for two Houses of Parliament. We can
debate motions until we are blue in the face, but that is not the point. We are now debating,
for the first time, a Bill which authorises this payment. The Treasurer would not debate the
motion because he knows that the points the Opposition has made are absolutely right. The
guarantee was not issued, it was a letter of comfort as my colleagues have correctly pointed
out tonight. It had no legal force and it does not, until this Parliament approves it. Is that
right Mr Treasurer?
Mr Parker: No, it is wrong.
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Mr MacKIhJNON: Thai is absolutely right. That indenmnity has no legal force until this
Parliament endorses it, and the Treasurer knows that. This is the first time this issue has been
debated in this Chamber, and I will recap some of the points made.
I agree with the Leader of the National Party that a separate Bill should have been introduced
in this Chamber a long time ago to endorse the Government's actions. If the Government
was so confident about its actions, it should have introduced legislation to the Parliament and
sought endorsement. It is interesting to note that history indicates the Government would
probably have succeeded. However, it chose not to take that course. The member for
Marrnion referred to the secrecy arid deliberate cover uip. How clever was it for the
Government to become involved in a petrochemical deal for $175 million to save
$150 million? The member for Marrnion made that point very well. Worst of all, the State
has lost not just $175 million, but also more than $150 million in Rothwells and much more
in the petrochemical project. The member for Marrnion also made a point that should not be
lost in this debate; that is, the Government used agencies such as the State Government
Insurance Commission to avoid the scrutiny of Parliament and to make sure it was not
necessary for the Appropriation Bill or other legislation to pass through this Parliament to
obtain the necessary approval. The Government knows that at the end of the day there is
only one authority in this State which may authorise expenditure of taxpayers' money - this
Parliament.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made some very important points with regard to the
Treasurer's Advance Account. This Government thinks it can act like a cash register
Government - that it can push the keys, open the till, and when the money pops out, spend it.
It does not believe it needs any authority. The Government has used the Treasurer's Advance
Account illegally. Before making any details public the Opposition is seeking advice on how
that has occurred to ensure that its allegation is correct. When that qualified opinion is
received I think it will confirm the point made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

The member for Floreat very properly indicated that the Government should not be surprised
by the Opposition's action on ths matter. The Opposition made its intentions clear from the
outset, and the Treasurer introduced his motion in the formi of a motherhood statement on the
following Tuesday to endorse his actions. The very telling point was made by the member
for Floreat that, if the guarantee has been retired, why are we debating this payment and
allocation tonight?

My colleague, the member for Applecross, expanded on the issue of mismanagement and the
way the Government has mishandled the whole 'affair in a way that is unparalleled in the
history of this State.

Mr Pearce: You are like the third speaker in a high school debate and you are very low
scoring. There is nothing worse than repeating what other people have said.

Mr MacK12NNON: It is a better score than the Treasurer would get; he would earn zero
points for not making a contribution. He must have a permanent speech writer, and earlier in
the debate he kept losing his place when interrupted.

The member for Cottesloe made some very important points, no approval was given by
Parliament for the payment we are debating and no application was made to the liquidators.
Why was the payment made? The very important point amplified by interjection by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition indicated that the NCSC report stated that its inquiry into
the Rothwells affair was reaching finality in October 1987 at the very time the rescue was
launched. Why was that report not made public at the time or subsequently? Why was it left
to the NCSC report to announce that well after the election? There was a complete cover up
at the time by tie Government of its massive injection of funds, in addition to the guarantee,
which has been continually denied by the Treasurer and his colleagues. Those were the
massive losses incurred.

It is a scandal which the Opposition has opposed over and over again from the beginning and
will continue to do so to the end. This is the first time the opporrunity has been provided to
debate legislation that authorises a payment that will go down as the biggest financial scandal
in this State's history. I am proud to belong to a party that has opposed this from the
beginnig and will oppose it to the bitter end.
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Mr PARKER: [ quite deliberately did not speak earlier in the debate because I understand the
desire of the Opposition to demonstrate clearly that it is opposed to this payment. End of
story, line ruled underneath - the Opposition has made that clear and underlined it a few
times. Every member of the front bench repeated speeches, either his own or others, that
have been made at least one or a dozen times before.
Mr Clarko: Nonsense.

Mr PARKER: The member for Marmion read a few newspaper cuttings.

Mr Bradshaw interjected.

Mr PARKER: At least the member for Wellington has the grace to Fund a rationale for the
reason the Opposition is repeating this. He knows that members opposite are repeating these
speeches, but he thought about the rationale and decided it was to make the Government
understand. He deserves more credit than his colleagues. The Opposition has made it clear it
is opposed to the payment for Rothwells, and that has been its position for some considerable
time. Hundreds of debates have already been held on this mailer, and not one issue raised
tonight has not previously been discussed ad nauseam in this Chamber. I refuse to dignify
the process entered into by the Opposition. I make no secret of the fact that, although I do
not have contempt for the Parliament, I have contempt for the Opposition and the tawdry
trick it is trying this evening. The Opposition has achieved its desired result; it has
emphasised it is opposed to the payment; the Committee has voted in favour of the payment
being maintained in the Estimates; and, we should move to the other items on the expenditure
list.

Mr COURT: I do not think the reply from the Treasurer is acceptable. He said that a number
of issues raised in the debate tonight have been raised in previous debates. He is correct that
the Opposition has raised these issues, but they have not been raised in a debate associated
with the appropriation of money for that guarantee.

Mr Pearce: All points have been answered before.

Mr COURT: They have not been answered before. Who accepts responsibility for the losses
associated with this payment? The attitude taken by members opposite is that this matter is
two years old, old hat, or all said before, so we can forget about it. But someone must accept
responsibility.

Mr& Pearce: You are different from your leader; he repeats your side and you repeat our side.
We have gone through this over and over again. Get on to new matters that need discussion.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have only just taken the Chair, but have been following this
debate from a distance. Standing Order No 142, as members would know, talks about
"tedious repetition". That is a matter of judgment. I am not referring to other debates but to
the debate on item 69 tonight. I warn members who plan to speak on this item or others that
they should not be repeating arguments made by other members during the same debate.
They should be seeking to introduce new arguments or new matters or they stand in danger of
breaching that Standing Order.

Mr COURT: In the Parliament yesterday, as it is now after midnight, the Deputy Premier
said in relation to the petrochemical project, "We made a mistake with that deal." Will
anyone accept responsibility for the mistake related to the guarantee? The answer is no,
nobody will. Members opposite are sticking together and will tough this out. However, the
crunch is coming because now they are asking for appropriation of money to meet some of
the commitments entered into secretly.

Mr Hassell: And to recoup what has already been paid our without lawful authority.

Mr Parker: It is not a recoupment at all. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
misunderstood the Bill if he thinks that is the case.
Mr COURT: The point we make is that the Government has paid out that money illegally.

Mr Parker: That is not true.

Mr Pearce: Members opposite do not have a legal opinion that says that, according to the
Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Macinnon: The Leader of the House was not listening. I was talking about another part
of the debate. You fool, go back to sleep.
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The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr COURT: The point we make is that the money has been paid out illegally. The
Government has come to the Parliament asking for approval for this money, and later for
money related to the petrochemical project, to be paid out. The Government did not have the
right to pay out that money. I previously raised the point that the public is asking the
question that the Treasurer did not answer as to why he did not get personal guarantees from
those people.
Mr Parker: We have answered that question dozens of times.
Mr COURT: It has never been answered.
Mr Parker: Yes, it has.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer has never explained. The public are not stupid. The Treasurer
thinks all these people operate in a world of high finance. It is quite simple to ask for a
personal guarantee, but he never got one.
Mr Parker I dealt with that issue some weeks ago. We have debated that issue during this
session of Parliament.
Mr COURT: There were no guarantees put in place.
Mr Parker: Yes, there were.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer's answer was, "He has lost everything. It is all gone. I have
assured myself we have collected all the money."'
Mr Parker: He owes the liquidator considerable amounts of money. He has undertaken to
pay the liquidator. I could be wrong but my recollection is an additional $12 million.
Mr COURT: One cannot have airy-fairy or loose arrangements.
Mr Parker: It is not an airy-fairy arrangement. The only reason he has not paid is that he has
not got the money, according to the liquidator, and we rely on his advice.
Mr HasseU: Yet he is living in Peppermint Grove and driving around in his Mercedes.
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr COURT: The fact of the matter is that people are saying that that person has a lot of
money.
Mr Parker: I don't know whether he has money.
Mr COURT: it is not for the Treasurer to decide.
Mr Parker: All [ know is that the liquidator is pursuing him for everything he can get as soon
as possible. That is the liquidator's point.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer has been slack in all of these business dealings. He is either
incompetent or has accepted stupid advice. He has not done the basics of dotting the "i's"
and crossing the "t's" on these issues. The Treasurer might say, "Sit down. We want to get
this Budget through." How can we allow this Budget to pass and this sort of thing to go
through when for two years the Deputy Premier did not carry out the mast essential
requirements and is now the Treasurer of this State? Does he carry on the affairs of the State
today in this same slapdash manner?
Mr Parker Don't talk nonsense. Why don't you talk about something actually before the
Committee? That would be useful.
Mr COURT: I am talking about something before the Committee - whether we should be
supporting the payment of this $200 000.
T'he CHAIRMAN: I remind the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that we have voted on that
matter. We are still addressing item 69, but not the amendment about the allowance.
Mr COURT: When we get to the other items relating to the $22 million that will provide an
opportunity for us to spell out in detail the legalities associated with this matter. I suggest
that Government backbenchers do a bit of reading of the Treasurer's Advance Account so
that they understand what we are being asked to vote for and whether it is legal.
Mr HASSELL: This is a Committee, not a general debate, so we are permitted to speak
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several times so that there can be an exchange between the Government through the Minister
and the Opposition.
The CHAIRMAN: Members can speak twice.
Mr HASSELL: The only response we have had from the Treasurer has failed to deal with the
most fundamental points raised. Those points are, tirst, given that this is the first opportunity
Parliament has had to vote on the monetary issue related to Rothwells, what is the lawful
basis on which moneys have been paid out? Has the $200 000 already been paid out? What
was that $200 000 for?

Mr Parker: I will tell you what the $200 000 is for.

Mr HASSELL: I am trying to make it easier for the Treasurer because he has not responded
to this debate. All he has done is rise and abuse the Opposition for being repetitious.
Naturally the facts are repetitious, but the issues are now different because we are talking
about a Budget allocating money for things that the Government has done that have never
been authorised by the Parliament. Why does the Minister not reply to this debate and tell us
step by step in a simple way what are the answers to these questions?

Mr Parker: I have told you a hundred times. We have had so many debates on this matter
that I suggest you read the Mansard record.
Mr HASSELL; Has the $200 000 been paid out?
Mr Parker: I do not know whether it has or not.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister is asking us to approve the payment of $200 000 that he does
not know has been paid out.
Mr Parker: Should we stop paying teachers' salaries until the Budget is passed, because they
are in it, as well?

Mr HASSELL: Does the Minister know precisely what the $200 000 is for?

Mr Parker: The following up of the indemnity issue by the provisional liquidator. It is the
final provisional amount to ensure legal costs, and so on, are tied up.

Mr HASSELL: Who is getting the $200 000?
Mr Parker: I think it is a combination of the provisional liquidator, lawyers and others.

Mr HASSELL: I do not expect the Treasurer to be a lawyer as he is not one, but what advice
has he had that he has any legal obligation to pay the provisional liquidator?
Mr Parker: We have had advice from Crown Law and the Solicitor General.
Mr HASSELL: Was that advice that the Government has an obligation to pay?
Mr Parker: You have previously raised with us the question of the legality of these issues;
that is why I say it is repetitious. Two years ago, or t8 months ago, you had Ian Viner
trotting around the place and saying it is all illegal; it does not have to be met. I have no
doubt you could find a couple of QCs to say the same thing for you. The issue is whether our
advice was that it was legal. Our advice was that it is. We got that advice at the time you
trotted out your tamne person, Ian Viner. We have operated consistently on the basis of that
advice.
Mr HASSELL: I do not remember our ever trotting out a tame person.
Mr Parker: You trotted out [an Viner about a year ago. He may be wild, but it was Ian
Viner.

Mr HASSELL: If the Minister is suggesting that the Government can ent er into a
$150 million guarantee or indemnity which is legally binding, without the approval of the
Parliament, then whoever advised him that that is possible is wrong because nothing could be
more clearly against the Constitution. The very foundation of our parliamentary system is
that all payments out of the Government's bank account have to be approved by Parliament.
Certain payments are made in advance of specific approval under the Treasurer's Advance
Authorisation Act, and under general allocations through Supply, but it is not lawful for a
Government to commit itself to a $150 million guarantee. The Minister is trying to say it is
lawful; the Government was legally bound by that $150 million guarantee; it was not just a
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letter of comfort. It is strange how things change; bath Mr Burke and the Minister used to
refer to it as a letter of comfort, because they had received legal advice that was all its status
was. The National Australia Bank had received legal advice that was all its status was. That
was all its status was; it was a letter of comfort, because there is no way that the Executive
arm of Government could bind the State to that guarantee. That would just be ridiculous.

What proves that the Minister is wrong in what he is saying is that when the Government
tried to do the petrochemical deal, the bankers' lawyers told them that the guarantees would
not stand up legally. That is why the Government introduced the Petrochemical Industries
Authority Bill. So how can the Minister seriously be trying to suggest to us that the
$150 million letter of comfort was a legally binding guarantee? If he is suggesting that, why
does he not get up and tell us that in response to this important debate; and explain the basis
upon which he says it was legally binding, whether he has had advice in relation to the
constitutional position, and the basis of that advice. Why does he not table the advice? We
now have on the Table the guarantee documents, which for so long were supposedly
commercially confidential. Today I asked a question, and received another one of those
commercially confidential answers. I find it amazing what is commercially confidential.
Everything about these deals was commercially confidential, until it suited the Government
to expose it. The moment the Government thought it was politically expedient to expose it, it
did so.

This Government is seeking from Parliament an approval for a payment that I believe has
already been made; where there was no Budget allocation last year; where there could have
been a Budget allocation last year because the liability was totally foreseeable before the
Budget was passed; where it does not fall within the provisions of the Constitution, the
Treasurer's Advance, or the Financial Administration and Audit Act; and where the
Government, just like the bank teller to whom I referred earlier, has taken money that it
should not have taken, and is now trying to fix it up. These issues ought to be answered by
the Minister in this debate. Does he think the Parliament will just sit here, in these most
important issues which have ever come before this Chamber in terms of allocating money in
a Budget? The Minister is not prepared; he does not have his papers, nor his advisers. He
does not even know the answers to the most fundamental questions. He is compounding the
whole sorry, sad and long story of monumental incompetence.

It is not good enough, and it just shows the depth to which this State has plunged in what has
gone on. This appalling scandal has gone on for two years, and every piece of information
that comes out about it makes it worse. When we finally get before the Parliament an actual
piece of legislation which seeks to allocate funds to pay for what the Government has done,
without statutory approval in advance, and without lawful authority, the Minister sits there
and does not answer questions. His only contribution to this debate has been to abuse the
Opposition for raising the matter. What would the public of this State be entitled to say about
the Oppositions's campaigning to expose the corruption of Government in this State if the
Opposition were to pass this item without raising this matter? What would the public be
entitled to say about us if we were to simply pass an item like this, which goes to the crux of
what has been going on that is so wrong in this State; that is, the absolute subversion of the
processes of Government, when a Government two years ago put up this guarantee, and
could have come into Parliament on that Tuesday, and presented a Bill, when Mr Burke said
there would be no State guarantee unless the Opposition supported it? The Opposition said it
would not support it, yet Mr Burke went straight on with it. So much for his word! What a
political stunt that was. We were put under all this pressure by Mr Alan Bond, who said,
"We have got to put politics aside for the sake of Western Australia. This is to save us from
the crash. This is to restore confidence." We were almost led to believe that the fate of the
financial world depended on our agreement to this deal.

Mr Court: To save a fringe financial institution.

Mr HASSELL: Yes, which for months had been under investigation by the National
Companies and Securities Commission. The NCSC has since described Rothwells as a
disaster waiting to happen, and said that the crash that occurred in October 1987 was just the
catalyst that brought on the disaster. I do not know what the Minister expects, but if he had
given one minute's thought - and he is not without intelligence - to what was going on in this
State, he must have thought that the public, represented by the Opposition, would be asking a
few questions. Where are the answers to those questions? We have seen this sort of
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exercise before. We saw this Parliament close down last year. with a third of the expenditure
in relation to education not even being debated in Commuittee.

Mr Pearce: That will happen again if you are not careful.

Mir HASSELL: It is interesting to hear that. No doubt that will suit the Minister for
Education, who regards Parliament as a waste of time. She considers that we must not have
any dissent; we must not have a different point of view; we must not have people who persist
in raising awkward questions. This Government says that is all wrong; we should just sit
here and pass the Budget. I am not going to sit here and pass this Budget.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask you to return to the substance of item 69. The Minister for
Education'*s alleged comments have nothing to do with item 69.
Mr HASSELL: The substance of item 69 is another $200 000, on top of $22.5 million
already spent, in a rotten financial institution, by a Government that knew it was in the
wrong, and knew it was a rotten financial institution. The Government, having known those
facts, then went out and sought to have an unsuspecting public put more money into it, and
now scorns the Opposition because it raises questions. The Government tries to make out
that the Opposition is wasting the time of Parliament, because the Government says, "We
have heard it before." This Government has never told the public of this State how many
millions of dollars of Government money went into Rothwells in back-to-back deals, apart
from all this direct funding. 'he Government has never told us how much went through
Spedleys and all the other secret passages it used - deals with United Credit and goodness
knows who else.

Mr Macinnon: The Government only admitted it was doing it today.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister should seek an adjournment of this item so that he can get
proper information, and those opinions which he says he has. I do not believe the
Government has advice that that guarantee was legally enforceable when it was made. I
believe the Government has advice which says that the guarantee was a letter of comfort,
which has the status of a commitment by the Premier to seek the approval of Parliament at a
later date for payments under it if those payments had to be made. That was not legally
enforceable, and if the guarantee was not legally enforceable, why the devil have we paid out
$22.5 million? Those payments were clearly not supported by law.
Mr CLARKO: The Minister's response has shown that he does not appreciate that this is the
biggest financial scandal this State has ever experienced. He ignored what was said by the
Opposition. I do not know whether this was as a result of guilt or embarrassment -

Mr Parker: I have heard it a thousand times before.

Mr CLARKO: The Treasurer has not heard what I said a thousand times before.

Mr Parker: I have read it in the newspaper a thousand times.

Mr CLARKO: I talked about the claim made by the Treasurer and by the former Premier Mr
Burke that the indemnity in regard to this $150 million would attract to the State a profit at
the rate of approximately two per cent, which on $150 million is about $3 million. I have
never heard that discussed in this House over the past two years. I raised the point about the
typically dishonest claim by the former Premier and the Treasurer that this would not produce
any losses for the State; the State would actually make money out of this $150 million deal. I
challenge the Treasurer to answer that. Did he get a penny out of it?

Mr Parker: We have had debates about that issue.
Mr CLARKO: I have never heard that debate. I challenge the Treasurer to say when he did
answer that point. He should answer, if he can tonight, whether he received a single solitary
cent, let alone $3 million.

Mr Parker: Yes, we did.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier and the Treasurer asserted, as reported in The West Australian
on 27 October -

Mr Parker: I said yes. The answer is yes.

Mr CI.ARKO: Did you receive a cent?
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Mr Parker: The answer is yes. We have answered questions in this Chamber to that effect.

Mr CLARKO: I would be interested to see how the profit and loss account goes. If the
Treasurer is now trying to say that some moneys of this type did come in, the money must
have been swallowed up by the gargantuan loss which was otherwise incurred. I challenge
the Treasurer to produce evidence of how much money of this two per cent accnued to the
Government.

Mr Parker: It has been answered before.

Mr CLARKO: The Treasurer has made one blunder after another in connection with this
gross financial scandal. As The Australian said, the Treasurer has treated the taxpayers of
Western Australia as mushrooms; he has kept them in the dark. Written alongside the
$200 000 we are talking about tonight is $22.5 million. The Treasurer has put $200 000
before us tonight. When we reach the next Budget in a year's time, that Budget may not
show $200 000. Last year there was a blank, and the Treasurer now has the figure of
$22.5 million with no authorisation. Tonight the Treasurer may perhaps get authorisation for
$200 000, but will that figure be there at the end of 12 months? Who knows? On the
Treasurer's past record the figure could by then be $100 million.

Mr Parker: Don't talk nonsense!

Mr CLARKO: The Premier said several months ago that he believed the maximum loss on
all these scandals would not exceed $100 million.

Mr Hassell: The Treasurer has just said, 'Don't talk nonsense." That is exactly what he said
in this Chamber on the night we debated the Rothwells rescue.

Mr Parker: That is not true. I told you what advice we had had.

Mr CLARKO: What I want, and what the people of Western Australia are entitled to, is not
the list produced by the Leader of the Opposition, not the list produced by my colleague the
member for Cottesloe, not the list produced by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, but the
Treasurer's list. We want an accurate list from the Treasurer telling us the amount of money
which has been lost over the Rothwells affair. Subsequently he can give us a similar list
concerning the PICL deal.

The Treasurer is reported in this morning's paper as admitting that he has lost money over
PICL. Last Friday we read in The West Australian that the Treasurer agreed that the money
had gone down the drain. The Treasurer can mumble in his cretinous style as much as he
likes, but the truth is that the people of Western Australia are entitled to be given a profit and
loss account - I take it there will be no profit except for the few pennies the Treasurer reckons
he has made - showing the net losses of the State Government on the Rorhwells affair. If the
Treasurer does not provide it but creeps away as he is doing now, like some little monkey -

Withdrawal of Remark

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Order! Those sorts of remarks are not appropriate.

Mr CLARKO: I withdraw them.

Committee Resumed

Mr CLARKO: It is very fmustrating for someone like myself, speaking for the first time on
this issue after two years, to find that we still cannot get from the Government an outline of
the true position. We cannot get the details of what that $200 000 is for. What an absolute
disgrace!

Mr Kierath: More than likely it will turn out to be $200 million.

Mr CLARKO: It could be any figure. The Government has deceived the people of Western
Australia every time the mailer has come up. We do not know what the $200 000 is for. The
Government will not elaborate on the $22.5 million. We do not know what other figures are
involved; we desperately need them and we are entitled to have them. It is an absolute
disgrace that we are not told the details of how that $200 000 is made up. This Rothwells
saga is a mammoth blunder. I wonder whether, in the history of Australia, any colonial or
State Government has ever been involved in such deception and error.

Mr Kierath: Never!
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Mr CLARKO: How much secrecy! The Australian repeatedly speaks in its editorials on this
matter about the gross secrecy. We cannot get the details. The people are entitled to the
infornation; they cannot get it, and we still cannot get it. I am disgusted at the gross
ignorance of people like Mr Burke who think they will make a profit on borrowing this
$150 million. How laughable that would be if it were not so serious! These people have now
gained the tidle of the financial cowboys of Western Australia. This Government is like a
sewer dribbling. More and more of this putrescence drips slowly out of the end of the sewer
as a result of some sort of pressure, but none comes out in a natural way.
What has happened to these tycoons? Mr Burke said they would stand before the State
Government; they will stand in front of us and say we do not need to worry about our
$150 million on which we will make a profit. Ha, ha, ha. Mr Burke said, "Kerry Packer and
company are standing in front of us and if there is a problem with this matter they will pick
up the debt." Of course, that did not happen. We can see nearly $23 million written down on
the page tonight.
Mr Parker: Those tycoons did come before us.
Mr CLARKO: The way it was said by Mr Burke in October 1987, he gave this impression to
Western Australians: "Don't worry because all of those multimillionaires will stand in front
of us and cover the debt and we will only have to pay up if Kerry Packer, now said to be the
richest man in Australia - a billionaire - goes to the wall, and after him we will have
Mr Holmes a Court and Mr Bond, both billionaires. All those people will have to lose all
their assets." The impression Mr Burke created in the minds of Western Australians was that
these tycoons were risking all their fortunes and we would not have to pay our a penny; what
is more, we would make a profit - ha, ha, ha - on this $150 million indemnity. That is all
nonsense. What we want is for the Treasurer - and be should not walk away again - to give
Ms the whole truth. He has been grossly mendacious on this matter to date. He should come
clean, for heaven's sake! He should not be a dribbling sewer.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer has stated continuously that he has heard it all before. I suggest
that that may be so, but that he has not listened to what the Opposition has been saying. Until
this evening, never has the Treasurer, the Government, or anyone to do with the Government,
made a statement about why $22.539 million has been paid out to the liquidator of Rothwells.
Mr Parker: Yes we have.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer has not on any occasion made a formal statement to this
Parliament about why he, as the Treasurer of this Stare -
Mr Parker: That is simply not true. We have made several statements. On several occasions
we have told the public and the Parliament the basis of the arrangements. At the rime we
reached the agreement with the provisional liquidator we had a fulfl conference about it.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer has not told us why he advanced, by virtue of his Treasurer's
Advance Authorization Act, that $22.5 million. I do not know whether the Treasurer really
understands the Statutes he administers. I do not think he does, because if he reads what the
Treasurer's Advance Authorization Act allows him to do he will see that it allows him to
make payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature. I do not believe that a payment of
$22.5 million to a liquidator falls into that category, after the fact, as the Treasurer has
suggested, that a $150 million letter of comfort or guarantee -or whatever semantic name he
wishes to call it - has been retired, very conveniently before an impending election, which
was another part of his deception. Might I suggest that, in the words of the guarantee former
Premier Burke signed, it was to be paid to a liquidator only in the face of Rothwell's going
into liquidation; but the Treasurer ran in and paid it. He did not have to pay it all. The sum
of $150 million was to be repaid in two moieties, but the Treasurer rushed in before the
election and paid the full amount.
Mr Kierath: "Oh, what a tangled web we weave, when first we practise to deceive"!
Mr LEWIS: Exactly. The Treasurer has never explained to this Parliament why he paid the
whole $150 million rather than the $75 million, which was all he needed to pay. I repeat, and
if it is repetitious -

The CHRAAN: Order! I believe that it is repetitious under Standing Order No 142. In
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the last hour I have heard more repetition than new argument and I would urge members to
introduce new material, as the consequences of breaching the Standing Order are not pleasing
to behold.

Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Chairnan. I want to explain section 5 of the Treasurer's
Advance Authorization Act.

Points of Order

Mr PARKER: As I have said previously in points of order, and as has been upheld during
times when your deputies have been in the Chair, Mr Chairman, we are debating a very
specific item. Of course, Rothwells is an issue which has occasioned great debate and that is
why I have not raised in the context of this debate any of the issues, some of which have
certainly strayed weD away from the item in my view. However, when the member for
Applecross wishes to debate the terms and conditions of the Treasurer's Advance
Authorization Act, which is not before the Chamber at all, I think very clear breaches have
been made of the Standing Orders, which provide for the items only to be discussed, very
much in terms Qf the specific expenditures proposed to be authorised by the Commidttee.

Mr LEWIS: On a further point of order, this $22.539 million was paid via the Treasurer's
Advance Authorization Act. I ask the Treasurer whether that is not correct.

Mr Parker: But we axe not debating that.

Mr LEWIS: But it was paid under the authority of that Act.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to address the Chair on his point of order.

Mr LEWIS: Mr Chairman, it was paid by virtue of that authority in the Act, to make the
payment but this Act did not authorise that that payment could be made. All it did was
authorise the Treasurer to pay out of a bank account. It did not give this Parliament - and
indeed, the approbation of this Parliament was not given - the opportunity of approving that
payment by that Act. My point of order is that therefore I am justified in referring to the
Treasurer's Advance Authorization Act.

The CHAIRMAN: Firstly, we are debating the 1989-90 Estimates of Expenditure and not
past expenditure. Secondly, on the Treasurer's point of order I do not think it is inadmissible
for the member for Applecross to refer to particular Acts of Parliament to ilustrate the point,
but I do uphold the point of order insofar as we do not want to get into a debate on that Act in
general. That is outside the scope of item 69, which I remind the member for Applecross is
the authorisation of $220 000 for 1989-90. Also, I would remind him again - and other
speakers too- that we have already taken a vote on whether that item remains in the Budget,
so we now have to cover material that has not already been discussed. I anm at a loss to see
how new material is being introduced and I suggest to the member that unless he can show
that the Act he is now speaking about is relevant to the current Estimate in the Budget, his
remarks are out of order.

Mr LEWIS: Item 69 is Rothwells Limited (Provisional Liquidators Appointed) - Indemnity
and Associated Expenses. It would seem to me, Sir, that it would be proper for one to be able
to talk about the terms and conditions -

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have made my ruling on that matter. I suggest that the member
move on to address that point rather than try to canvass my ruling in any way.

Commirtee Resumed

Mr LEWIS: In speaking about the indemnity and how it was made the Treasurer - he was
then the Deputy Premier - in October 1987 -

Mr Parker: No, I was not the Deputy Premier.

Mr LEWIS: What was the Treasurer then?

Mr Parker: I was all sorts of things but [ was neither the Deputy Premier nor the Treasurer.

Mr LEWIS: Well, the Treasurer was a Minister on 27 October 1987. On page 5131 of the
1987 Hansard the Minister for Economic Development, referring to Mr Connell, said -

He was prepared to put everything on the line to make sure that the deal succeeded.

Mr Parker: That has been said six times this evening.
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Mr LEWIS: I am emphasising a point. The Mansard continues as follows -

There is no question in my mind that, had the rescue mission not succeeded, as it now
has, Mr Concill's personal position would have been destroyed.

When business people give a guarantee or negotiate an agreement, there is agreement from
one side with an undertaking that one party will do such and such; usually there is an
agreement from the other side that the other party will do such and such on the basis of the
agreement. Despite the stupidity of whoever negotiated the guarantee or the agreement - and
I know that the then Minister for Economic Development, now the Treasurer, spent that
weekend in the office of Rothwells - we had a guarantee or indemnity from the then Premier1
Brian Burke. There has not been a skerrick of evidence - not one syllable - about a counter
agreement in respect of the undertakings given by Mr Connell and his co-directors as to the
putting in place of the so-called guarantee. It was stupid to give a guarantee for $ 150 million
for nothing. Was it for nothing? As stated in that same speech by the then Minister for
Economic Development -

We wanted to make sure that our fee was higher than the normal alternative cost of
funds for the company, so that it was better for the company to find another line of
credit or source of funds than to make use of the Government guarantee.

That is what the present Treasurer said then; he said that the Government charged a
substantial fee for the benefit of giving a $150 million guarantee. However, the Government
did not have even one shred of paper to bind RothwelLs to pay any money. I have been
through the Estimates for both 1988-89 and 1989-90 and there is not an item of receipt of any
moneys for the so-called payment or profit for which, as the member for Marmion suggested,
the Government gave the indemnity. I would like the Treasurer to tell this Committee how
much money the Government received.

Mr Parker: I have answered questions on that in this House. I will not do your research for
you. You should took it up in the Hansard yourself.

Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer is 'not prepared, in a Committee debate on the Estimates about the
basis on which the Government gave that guarantee of $1t50 million to reveal how much
money the Government made. It does not appear anywhere in the Estimates, and yet the
Minister is still mouthing that it was a good deal, although he does not have a scrap of
evidence to present to the Parliament to prove that.

Mr Parker I did not say it was a good deal. I said that we have answered questions about the
receipts we received. I also said that it is not true there was no agreement in place requiting
payment to be made. There was an agreement requiring payment, and that has been tabled in
this place.

Mr LEWIS: Did Mr Conuell ever commit to paper his pledge to put on the line his entire
wealth?

Mir Parker: [ have already responded to that this evening, let alone on other occasions. There
is an agreement signed by Mr Connell in respect of the fee to be paid and the money to be
injected into Rothwells. I have responded on numerous occasions to the effect that,
according to the provisional liquidator who is charged with recouping all the money that
could be available to Rothweils, the arrangement he has with Mr Coneil - and I might be
wrong about these figures - is to come up with a figure of $12 million over the next couple of
years from Connell and that is as good as he can possibly achieve from him. indeed there are
many people who suggest that Mr Coneil does not have $12 million. Some of the other
creditors, when they were asked to vote on the scheme, maintained their principal concern
was whether Mr Connell was in a position to pay the money back.

Mr LEWIS: That is why he has studs overseas, strings of racehorses, Rolls Royces, property
in Peppermint Grove; everyone in town knows he has a stud farm in New Zealand.
Mr Parker: Those things have been foreclosed on.

Mr LEWIS: By whom?

Mr Parker: By the creditors.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I suggest that the member direct his remarks to the Chair and not
persist with this cross-Chamber conversation.
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Mr LEWIS: It is incumbent upon the Treasurer to make a formal statement about why that
$22.5 million was paid to the liquidator when there was no need, no agreement and no
obligation on the behalf of the Government to pay it. If there were an obligation, it was
perhaps to the National Australia Bank, but it is not good enough for the Treasurer to say,
"You have heard it 100 times before and I will not repeat it." The Treasurer has never made a
statement to that effect in this place; he has never considered that perhaps he made that
payment imprudently, nor has he ever considered that it might have been able to be
challenged at law and not even needed be paid. The Treasurer blindly accepted it in order to
get it out of the way and off the books; he camne here and expected this Parliament to
appropriate those moneys to cover up the imprudence of his Administration.

Ms Parker: Some of your colleagues were criticising us at Easter time this year because of
the fact that we were challenging our need to pay this. Some of your colleagues were
actually criticising us for it, so do not say we never considered it. Of course we considered it.

Mr LEWIS: Why has the Treasurer not made a statement to the Parliament? When has the
Treasurer made a statement to the Parliament?

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr LEWIS: It is a nonsense. The Treasurer is misleading the Chamber again. Never at any
time has he come here and made a statement; he said he has made so many statements and
heard about it so many times. No-one on this side of the Parliament has formally heard any
reason for the $22.5 million being paid to the liquidator.

Item 74: Swan Building Society -

Ms COURT: A payment of $750 000 comes under this item, following on from $4 639 870
paid last year. Considerable concern has been expressed over the past couple of years about
what took place in Swan Building Society just prior to its collapse. It is interesting that Swan
Building Society is again in the news. What is the latest appropriation for?

Ms Parker: It is largely to meet anticipated legal costs in a civil recovery action presumably
for debtors of Swan Building Society.
Ms COURT: How many outstanding claims does the Government have to look into? The
West Australian for 22 November - tomorrow - indicates the trouble occurring at the moment
inside the Corporate Affairs Department relates to the problems associated with Swan
Building Society. For those members who were not in the Chamber then, the Swan Building
Society and the Teachers Credit Society debacles occurred just prior to the stock market crash
in 1987. Those events have been largely overshadowed by the subsequent events in
connection with Rothwells and the petrochemical plant. However, they were extremely
important because in both cases the Government agreed to assist in the bailout of the
organisatian. In the case of SBS, in the process of transferring funds to the Home Building
Society the Government gave a guarantee that it would meet any losses associated with the
loans in play by SBS. Both organisations have ended up costing a great deal of money; in the
case of the Teachers Credit Society, in excess of $ 100 million, and losses by the Swan
Building Society total round $15 million.

Mr Parker: The figure is $16.6 million.

Mr COURT: Who would have thought even when we frst raised the subject that SBS losses
would reach that figure? To a certain extent it was a blank cheque which the Government
gave in the rescue of that Organisation. At that time, the original estimates were considerably
less than $16.6 million, and I have not had time to go through debates on the subject to be
more specific.

The West Australian for 22 November reports that the Public Service Commission's inquiry
into the two transactions involved in the winding up of Swan's affairs have brought things to
a head inside the Corporate Affairs Department. What were the problems that had to be
inquired into? How much money was lost? I am led to understand that the losses involved in
these transactions related to the Government's not having proper security over assets and that
the amount was around $700 000 - about the same amount we are debating at the moment.

Mr Parker: I have no idea about it at all. I have never had any knowledge of anything to do
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with SBS or TCS. I have said what the $750 000 is for. An amount of $16.6 million relates
to SBS. Ocher than that I have not had any involvement whatsoever. I know nothing about
what has happened in the past. I do not know what is happening in the Corporate Affairs
Department.
Mr COURT: The public still want to know.
Mr Parker: I am not saying they should not know. I am not the person to tell them.
Mr COURT: I accept the Treasurer's answer. I will bet that he is relieved he is not involved.
The amounts go back a couple of years to when the matter fmirt started but, as we can see by
the appropriation and the fact that outstanding sums need to be recovered, it is something that
is taking a long time to wind up.
One problem that has occurred in the transfer of the Swan Building Society in a collapsed
state to Home Building Society is the confusion surrounding who is responsible for the
coordination of the transfer. We have Home Building Society taking over SBS, the Treasury
officials' role, the Corporate Affairs Department's role, the role of the Government political
appointees, Mr Kevin Edwards and Mr Tony Lloyd, which makes up a fascinating potpourri
of people. I am led to believe that the first time the Government moved in was in July 1987
when the then Premier, Mr Burke, Mr Kevin Edwards, an adviser, and Mr Lloyd. who was
then Assistant Under Treasurer, negotiated to do a deal with FIBS so that that building society
could be rescued. The then Premier gave a guarantee to make good all losses. So HBS took
on the assets and liabilities of the society but if there were to be losses crystalised as a result
of that takeover they would be met by the Government. The whole deal has cost this State
round $16 million to date.

A draft agreement was prepared in December 1987 providing how the takeover would take
place; that is, some six months after the first involvement. Apparently a deal was finalised in
June 1988 but it will be interesting to see whether that deal was ever signed. In other words,
there must be some very vague areas as to the basis on which the Treasurer paid HBS for the
SBS losses. In a statement on 28 July 1989, a senior Treasury official, Mr Singe, said -

I[still do not know what the exact agreement was between the Government and the
Home Building Society in relation to the indemnification of the Swan Building
Society.

It is remarkable that some two years after the rescue bid began, a senior Treasury official is
still involved in the exercise and is confused about what the role was. At the moment,
concern exists within Corporate Affairs Department because the second in command,

KMr Hein, has apparently been disciplined or in some way held responsible for some of the
problems that have occurred in the handling of the SBS rescue. I find it strange that in July
this year Treasury officials were still confused as to how the deal was meant to be working; it
is no wonder problems have arisen.
Why is the Public Service Commission's inquiry being undertaken? What is the amount of
money which has been lust in relation to the security of the assets? It is being said by
different sources that there was political intervention in the investigations taking place into
SBS in 1987.
Mr Parker: Why would there be?
Mr COURT: I do not know. I was given assurances in this Chamber last week that there has
been no political intervention. I quote from the Corporate Affairs section in the Budget
debate from Thursday last when I expressed the concern that I believed political interference
could have been exercised in their activities. I said the following -

The Minister said tonight that no Ministers had been involved in either directing
-investigations to slow down or interfering with investigations.

Mr D.L. Smith answered, "That is correct." I said that there should not be any interference,
and Mr Smi'th said that "there has not been". I received an assurance from the Government
that no political interference took place with the operations of the Corporate Affairs
Department. It has been brought to my attention that in December 1987 there was
intervention by a senior Cabinet Minister who, through the Under Treasurer, wanted to slowPdown or prevent an investigation under the Building Societies Act.
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Mr Parker: How do you mean "through the Under Treasurer"?
Mr COURT:. Well, the Premier of the day directed the Under Treasurer to contact the
Corporate Affairs Department to stow down the investigation.

Mr Parker: What is your evidence for that?

Mr COURT: As I said earlier, if we can produce evidence that chat has taken place, will the
Treasurer give us an assurance that he will instigate a full Royal Commnission inquiry?

Mr Parker: We will certainly look at any evidence, if you can give us any. I have not had
anything to do with the Swan or Home Building Societies, and, as you point out, I can be
grateful for small mercies; but I have never heard it suggested that any political interference
took place. Until recent changes in portfolios, the Registrar of Building Societies was part of
the Corporate Affairs Department and it was only in the past year or so that the position
becamne part of the Treasury.

Mr Lewis: Back then he was under the Minister for Housing.

Mit Parker Not at that time. By that stage he was called in as a result of the Teachers Credit
Society problems and as the former registrar he was in a state of more or less retirement and
his job was revamped and changed. Certainly, he was not in the Corporate Affairs
Department; I think he had been -moved to Treasury by then. However, I think most of the
Cabinet was dimly aware that the Swan Building Society even existed - I certainly had not
heard of it - and [ would be surprised if anything of that sort happened. I cannot even recall
who was the Under Treasurer at the time.

Mr COURT: The Treasurer has made a very interesting point. He has reinforced something
I said during the Swan Building Society and Teachers Credit Society debate; that is, that the
Government did not have any interest in building societies at the time. When I asked
questions in the Parliament, the Government could not tell me who the responsible Minister
was.

[The member's time expired.]
Mr PARKER: I want to answer some of the specific questions regarding the amount of
$750 000 which is largely to anticipate legal costs with several recovery actions. This is all
important in terms of the opportunity for maximising the opportunity for Home Building
Society to recover the funds and thereby reducing [he liability of the Government. The final
loss figure will not be known until the recovery actions are completed.

I refer to the suggestion of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that the Premier of the day,
through the Under Treasurer at the time, directed the investigation. I am not sure whether the
Under Treasurer was Bob- Boylen or Ross Bowe, who is the current Under Treasurer - I amn
not sure whether he had assumed that position by late 1987; however, I will find out from Mr
Bowe. Mr Boylen is in retirement, although he is a member of the boards of the State
Government Insurance Cormmission and the R & I Bank. I will speak to both of these people
to see whether they are aware of anything - it is the first occasion on which I have heard
anything about it.

The latter comments of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition were closer to the mark; the
regulation of firinge financial institutions, the activities of building societies and credit unions
and whether the Act existed were not questions that occupied much attention of Government
until it was starkly brought into focus by the Teachers Credit Society collapse.

Mr Lewis: Mr Edwards was saying that he would amnalganmate all credit unions and building
societies to form super credit unions and building societies. It was part of a grand plan to be
put in place.

Mr PARKER: [ did not know whether that was the case, but I have spoken on this issue to
reputable people in the industry. [ have asked them what they thought was the problem with
the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society and they said the substantial
problem was that the man there for many years was there and little else could be said about it.

Mr Court: Are you talking about the former registrar? Are you saying that he was there and
you could say little else about it?
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Mr PARKER: That is what I have been told by people in the industry, although I have never
met the man.

Mr Lewis: Are you saying he was not doing his job?
Mr PARKER: That is what people in the industry have told me. [ am not aware of anybody
in Cabinet who knew anything about the Swan Building Society and I would be astonished if
any Minister, let alone the Premier, would want the investigation to be slowed dawn - in any
case, it was not slowed down as charges were laid a long time ago.
I am not sure whether it suggested that it was Mr Boylen or Mr Bowe who was involved, but
I know both of them are men of great integrity and I doubt whether either of them would be
party to any inappropriate proposal. I will speak to them to see whether they have any
information. I am at a disadvantage in this debate) operating from a position of sublime
ignorance, but I will certainly take up the matter with Messrs Boylen and Bowe of any
submissions from the Premier of the day regarding the intervention or the suggested slowing
down of that action.

Mr COURT: The Minister hit the nail on the head; I find what he said fascinating because at
the time the Government could not tell us which Minister was responsible for building
societies and credit unions. Eventually, after a series of questions, the then Premier stated he
was responsible for their operation. The comments about the fanner registrar were surprising
in that it was the first time I have actually heard anyone from the Government state that there
were problems with the fanner registrar and that he had been there for many years and that
was about all that could be said about what he was doing. It is a remarkable admission to
come from the Government. But, it is not a matter of whether the registrar was performing, it
is a question of whether the Government took responsibility to regulate the societies
according to the legislation - it did not do so. That was why the Swan Building Society and
the Teachers Credit Society were allowed to run amuck. The Governiment's role was very
much the same as that of the Reserve Bank's role regarding banks in this country. If the
Government had been properly carrying out its duty and making sure the legislation was
adhered to and strict guidelines were laid down for the building societies and credit unions,
we would not have run into that problem-

ReturnLing to the question of political interference, on 9 December, the Corporate Affairs
Department received a letter from the Registrar of Cooperative and Financial Institutions
delegating the relevant powers and authority contained in section 9 of the Building Societies
Act 1976 enabling the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs to institute proceedings for any
offence under the Building Societies Act. What happened then was that, instead of the
registrar taking action against people involved in the Swan Building Society fiasco, the power
was delegated to the Corporate Affairs Department to take action. A day later, on 10
December, the then Premier gave directions to the Under Treasurer -

Mr Parker: According to your sources.

Mr COURT: Yes. [f we can verify that information of political interference in the operations
of the Corporate Affairs Department - they are serious allegations - we want a guarantee that
the Government will set up a Royal Commission to investigate that interference. ft involves a
formner Cabinet Minister. I am led to believe that this is part of the concerns being expressed
in the current rurmoil that is taking place in the Corporate Affairs Department.

Mr Parker: I know only what I heard the Premier say in question time. Some people have
had allegations made against them and are making counter- allegations. That is not an
unusual situation and is one that you should take with a large pinch of salt.

Mr COURT: Except we are talking about the second in command of the Corporate Affairs
Department. If it were someone further down the scale I would accept that. However, one is
not prone to making unfounded allegations about the second in charge.
Mr Parker You are saying it is the number two person in the Corporate Affairs Department,
the one sent on leave, who is making the suggestion.

Mr COURT: In this case, my evidence comes from another source.

Mr Blaikie: Mr Deputy Chairman, I draw your attention to the state of the Chamnber.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): Order! A quorum is present.
Mr COURT: The point I am trying to make in relation to the Corporate Affairs Department
boils down to the fact that some deals were being made in relation to the Swan Building
Society and I think it is critical that the Government moves quickly to ensure that this matter
is brought under control. Over the last two weeks there has been a row in the Police Force
and now in the Corporate Affairs Department. In both cases the head and the second in
charge are at loggerheads with each other and, in the case of the Corporate Affairs
Department, the staff is getting behind dhe second in charge making it difficult for the person
at the top who is supposed to be running the department. I cannot believe that there have
been so many corporate affairs scandals in this State in which the Government has been
involved. I cannot believe that more action has not been taken to bring those matters to a
head. The Deputy Premier made the point that people have been charged over the Swan
Building Society fiasco. I have been led to believe that, when Corporate Affairs Department
officers were given a direction not to continue with that inquiry for a few days, they did not
get any more involved in that inquiry from that day on. In fact, the police ended up laying
the charges to which the Deputy Premier referred.
Mr Patter: Police and Corporate Affairs officers often work together in fraud type mailers.

Mr COURT: The police were working in the Corporate Affairs Department, but the direction
came to Corporate Affairs Department officers, which did not include the police, so the
police continued with their investigations and laid the charges.

Mr Parker: I find it impossible to believe.

Mr COURT: That is a very serious thing. If evidence is brought forward, I think it would
warrant the setting up of a full Royal Commission.
Mr& Parker: I don't know about that. I have undertaken to speak to the former and current
Under Treasurers whose time in office straddled that time, although I cannot remember the
exact tunes.

Mr COURT: The investigation should reveal whether, on 9 and 10 December, directions
were made by the then Premier. I would appreciate the Deputy Premier explaining to the
Commnittee whether that occurred.

Mr LEWIS: The Government has been deliberately trying to deceive the Parliament about
the cost of the disasters to die State. I refer particularly to the WA Teachers Credit Society
which is under administration. The vote in 1988-89 totalled $25 million. The Premier of the
day made an announcement to the Parliament to the effect that the Government would
guarantee or underwrite the losses of the Teachers Credit Society. I think the figure bandied
about at that time began at $15 million, rose to $25 million, and then to $40 million.

Mr Parker: It was based on the advice he had at the time.

Mr LEWIS: Okay. However, it is interesting that, before last year's Budget, the full extent
of the Teachers Credit Society's losses was known because the R & I Bank was firmly in
control. The allocation in the Budget was only $25 million.

Mr Parker: I do not know whether~ the entirety of the amount was known, but certainly the
magnitude of it was known at that stage. There was no secret. The entirety was known at the
time of the election because we publicised it. Because we thought it was the most prudential
way of doing it, we funded the losses as they crystallised with the R & I Bank. Two issues
changed our approach in that regard. The first was that, as it turned out, we found we had
substantial additional funds that would allow us to make a payment immediately, and the
second was that concern was expressed in some quarters that the R & I Bank was not being
as diligent as it might be with its own risk money with others' risk money in making sure the
losses were recovered. So it was felt that the far better proposal was to finalise with the bank
the amount concerned by reaching a figure and paying it out. That was the difference that
emerged alter that, but it was not kept secret. It was publicised and put before the electorate
long before the election.

That may be the Treasurer's excuse, but the point needs to be made that the Government
budgeted only $25 million but actually expended $110.4 million, which is a massive
overexpenditure. I do not believe that the people of Western Australia and, indeed, many
members of this Parliament really understand chat the Teachers Credit Society debacle has
cost the taxpayers of Western Australia $129.2 million.
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What happened is that last year the Government camne to this Parliament with its Budget
allocations. Teachers Credit Society was included in the Budget as a result of the previous
Premier's statements that there would be losses incurred by that society's collapse of
$15 million, which increased to $25 million and then to $40 million. The community
accepted that the Government had underestimated the amount involved and they did not
know the extent to which it had underestimnated the amount when it reached $25 million.
However, when the total reached $40 million there were red faces on the Government side of
the Chamber. Included in the Budget papers, very deceptively, was a figure of $25 million
and the Government knew that it would have to pay out silo million on top of that amount.
It should be noted that the way in which the Government puts in place the estimated
expenditur in the Budget papers is often in a way to deliberately mislead the Opposition and,
indeed, the public. It is not the proper thing for a Government to do. If it makes a blue, it
should be big enough to say that it had underestimated the amount involved and advise what
the cost will be. It should not slip in an expenditure which is four times the amount budgeted
on the basis that it had extra money and it thought it should pay out that item. The
Government knew what was the total debt of Teachers Credit Society at the time the Budget
was framed. It deliberately set out to deceive the Parliament and the people of Western
Australia about what the disaster would cost.
It should be repeated that the Teachers Credit Society debacle has cost the taxpayers of
Western Australia nearly $130 million. It is a disgrace and it should never have been allowed
to progress in the way it did. [ remember the Premier of the day accusing me and the then
member for Murchison-Eyre of deliberately trying to cause a run on Teachers Credit Society.
He accused us of that at a timne the society probably had a liability of between $20 million and
$25 million. The Premier could not afford to lose face and he let Teachers Credit Society
continue to trade. Potter's debt increased its liability from about $20 million to $40 million
and the debts of Martin, Tilli, and others continued it. The administration of Teachers Credit
blindly continued to lend money to doubtful borrowers and the then Premier stood by and let
it happen.

A moment ago during the debate on Swan Building Society the Treasurer said that perhaps
the registrar of the day was a bit past it and should have retired. I do not accept that because I
know jolly well that at the time Mr Kevie Edwards, a then senior public servant of this State,
had a grand plan to amalgamate the credit unions and building societies into two or three
major financial establishments and to allow the others to fold. His plan was to bring them
together and to try to prop up Teachers Credit Society when he knew it was on the way down.
He even took $5 000 for the services he rendered from the then Administrator of Teachers
Credit and that amount went into the coffers of the Australian Labor Party. If that is not
manifestly graft, corruption, deceit, or dishonesty, I do not know what is.

The shambles involving Teachers Credit Society, Swan Building Society, and the other
financial dealings over which the Government has presided have been a sore and sorry pant of
this State's history.

Mr BLAIXIE: Mr Chairman, -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): Order! The member for Marrnion crossed
between the speaker and the Chair. I know it is late, but we should remember the rules of the
Chamber.

Mr Clarko: It was the angle.

Mr BLAIKIE: This year an amount of $400 000 is being sought by the Government for the
WA Teachers' Financial Society Ltd. During the debate on this item - which was item 91 -
last year I raised several matters. The Minister who was in charge of the Bill on that occasion
is the current Minister for Conservation and Land Management, and he lied to the Parliament.

Withdrawal of Remtark

Mr PARKER: I am sure the member knows he is highly disorderly in making that comment
and I request his immediate withdrawal of it.

Mr BLAIKIE; I withdraw the remark.

A72551-6
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Committee Resumed
Mr BLAIKIE: On this item -

Mr Clarko: Do you think he is grossly mendacious?
Mr BLAIKIE: He is worse than grossly mendacious. The estimated expenditure for this item
last was $25 million. I asked the Minister whether it was the final sum of money that the
Government wanted for Teachers Credit Society. The same question was raised by the
Leader of the Opposition and by the member for Cottesloe. The parliamentary record will
show that on three occasions that Minister indicated that $25 million was the only amount of
money that was required. I am not permitted to use the comment I used previously, but that
Minister totally misled the Chamber to the tune of $85 million.
Mr Lewis: An amount of $18.8 million had already been spent.
Mr BLAIKIE: Yes, without the approval of Parliament. The Minister spoke about another
$25 million and members on this side of the Chamber were quite certain that Teachers Credit
Society was in the can, f1 can put it that way, to the tune of more than $43 million. Through
our questioning and probing we were pretty certain that the figure was more than $43 million.
The Minister was asked whether more money was involved and he said it was not. The
Minister's statements are on the record for any member to read, and under our parliamentary
system the Minister has some obligation to either resign or explain why he misled the
Parliament, and whether he did so knowingly or unknowingly. The Minister's deceit related
to $85 million, which is no small matter, but is serious and important. A Minister in Malcolm
Fraser's Cabinet, either knowingly or unknowingly, did not declare to customs authorities a
miserable television set which cost between $400 and $500. The rest is history now, but
Fraser had that Minister sacked.
Mr Pearce: That's because he was caught.
Mr BLAIKIUE: As this Minister has been caught deceiving the Parliament to the tune of
$85 million. The Leader of the House is part of that deception and untruth, and his
Government continues to deceive the Parliament and have little regard for the institution of
Parliament. It will do so at its own peril from now on because people in the community are
becoming aware of the deception perpetrated by this Government, and how it ignores its
responsibility. The Minister's actions were outrageous, and no apology has been made up to
this stage. I hope the Treasurer handling this legislation will at least give the Committee
some reason why Ian Taylor, who handled the legislation, made an error of $85 million.
Mr PARKER: As I said previously, one of the advantages or disadvantages - depending on
one's point of view - in relation to Teachers Credit Society and Swan Building Society is that
I operate in blissful ignorance of these matters. I assume that the Minister handling the Bill at
the time - it was the Minister assisting the Treasurer, who was the then Premier - was
operating from similar information to that I have with me today, and reflected that
information in his response to the Chamber. I will draw the comments made by the member
for Vasse to his attention and ask him to advise rme if there is anything to say other than that.
As I said to the member for Applecross, my understanding - which may well be flawed
because I have not been involved and these mailers were finalised before I became
Treasurer - is that the original assessment provided to the Parliament was exactly the same
assessment provided to the Cabinet. I can recall R & I Bank officers were sent to make an
assessment of the potential deficiency in TCS; their views about the extent of the deficiency
were reported to Cabinet. I clearly recall that report, which was faithfully and accurately
reflected by the statement made by the then Premier, Brian Burke, to the Parliament. It
turned out that their assessment was wrong, but certainly the original undertaking given to the
R & I Bank was that the bank would be underwritten for the crystallisation of losses. As the
losses crystallised amounts would be paid to the bank to reflect that crystallisation. Many of
the loans were complex and intercompany, and some were supported by valuations. In my
opinion valuers will often give the value one wants on a property. I recall that the
Tradewinds Hotel in my electorate was valued at $28 million, and I think it realised
$9 million or something much less. All these issues took time to crystallise, and pursuit of
the various individuals who had borrowed money took time. The original concept was that
the Government would pay the amounts out over the years and the R & I Bank would recoup
them.
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Two issues arose: First, because the Governiment had at its disposal considerable additional
cash flows, it was decided it was opportune foi the Government to quit the commitment if it
could earlier rather than later and, second, there was a feeling with the people employed by
the R & I Bank that because it was not their risk, the mrange ment was not prudent. The risk
was held by a person other than the person doing the recovery and, therefore, incentives did
not exist. The arrangement was entered into - before I was involved - and [ understand it was
agreed that the Government would use those funds to pay the bank which could then go on its
merry way and do what it could to improve its recovery, If it made more than it anticipated it
would in the arrangement with the Government, that was its good luck, but if it lost more,
that was its risk. Thus, there was incentive for it to mnaximnise prices. That was the reason for
the additional amount last year.
I was surprised to see that small amount in the figures this year, but I understand it relates to
outlays incurred last year to meet the agreements entered into, and there is no further
obligation on the State for anything to do with Teachers Credit Society. People say that the
Government has not learnt from its experience, but I point out that a couple of occasions have
arisen since these events, which have not been of the same magnitude but have had similar
potential, and been dealt with by the Government. The Fremantle Credit Union situation has
been handled without any undertaking by the Government for financial support, but has been
handled in a way that protected depositors' funds and enabled the ongoing rnming of its
operation within another of the credit unions in the State. Earlier this year 1 asked the
registrar to look into a separate matter drawn to my attention and extensive investigations
have been undertaken. I understand that changes have been made to the way in which
another organisation is being inn, so a lot of lessons have been learned. As Les McCarrey,
the former Under Treasurer has said, whatever the rights and wrongs of the other things we
have debated this evening, so far as he is concerned the Government had no option other than
todo what it did in r'elation to the Teachers Credit Society.
Mr Lewis: Our argument was that you let it go on and on.
Mr PARKER: The people involved with that matter were doing things on the basis of advice
received from reputable sources at a time of a great frenzy of deregulation. Everyone thought
self regulation and deregulation were the order of the day. Obviously we have upgraded the
legislation in the wake of all these things. As somebody in the City of London said to me in a
different context. 'This happens all over the world constantly. It happens in London and
America. It is not whether it happens to you, it costs you money, or you make a mistake but
whether you correct things and do not do it again and whether you correct the regulatory
structures to ensure the same problems do not arise again." Certainly in the area of credit
unions and building societies that has happened. As I have indicated, the registrar has
extensive authority, and he is a vigorous and active person who operates within the general
aegis of the Corporate Affairs Department. To my knowledge he has been actively pursuing
some of the concerns raised and has addressed the matter of Fremantle Credit Union
expeditiously without costing the Government a cent.
Mr COURT: When this Government decided to deregulate credit unions and building
societies and it introduced legislation to do so in 1984 I made the point that I supported the
concept of deregulation, but the Government had to realise that if it allowed credit unions and
building societies to become involved in a wider range of activities - particularly in the
lending area - it had to accept the fact that more risks would be involved and that there was a
greater need for stricter controls on the operation of those bodies. Traditionally those bodies
were under tight guidelines and were restricted in the amounts they could lend and the areas
in which they could lend. As they became more deregulated they wanted to compete with
banks and institutions operating in that environment. That was the warning we gave. It camne
true. The Goverrnent kept the old machinery in place to look after them from the time when
one could look after credit unions and building societies by popping round and having a cup
of tea with them. Everyone knew what was going on, and if an organisation was a little
wayward it was brought back into the fold.
Once these bodies got into a deregulated market a number of wheelers and dealers grabbed
the opportunity and away they went. They were well ahead of the Government and that
ended up as the root of the problem. I will not discuss in detail the Teachers Credit Society
debacle because I have always placed thie blame for allowing that matter to get out of control
fairly and squarely on the Government. There has never been an inquiry aliowing
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investigation of the role of the Government and its Mlinisters in relation to that matter. I
believe the Mlinisters involved reneged on their responsibilities in relation to that legislation.
As I said earlier, the Government's role in administering these bodies is very much the same
as the role of the Reserve Bank in looking after the banks in this State. The Minister referred
to. the Fremantle Credit Union. I do not know the current situation there, but much credit
must go to the association representing credit unions which realised, after the problems with
the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society, that it had to put in place a
mechanism whereby the public could feel secure that back-up funds were available for those
organisations so that there could be more security to encourage people to invest in those
institutions.

There is a large role for credit unions and building societies to play provided they do not try
to get too big. Their whole purpose is to provide personalised service as they are very much
cooperatives where workers in an industry pool their funds and the members of that industry
can borrow or save to the mutual benefit of the parties involved. So long as they concentrate
on those areas and do not attempt to get too big they can play an important role at a time
when larger banks are becoming more impersonal. There is a strong role for them to play
provided the Government ensures they abide by strict guidelines laid down in legislation
covering such bodies. It was a disgrace that the debacles involving the Teachers Credit
Society and the Swan Building Society were allowed to occur. The Government stayed
asleep while that was happening and that is something it should have been held responsible
for many years ago. The problems of these bodies have been overshadowed by debacles and
financial scandals of far greater magnitude. The public is beginning to ask how far we have
to go before theme is a decent inquiry into some of these matters. Instead of finding a
scapegoat for some of those organisations the Government should start questioning the role
of the Ministers involved and ask why they did not carry out their responsibilities. In any
other country a scandal of the magnitude of the Swan Building Society or the WA Teachers
Credit Society would have caused the Minister to resign.

Mr WIESE: This item highlights the problems we have experienced over the past 18 months
to two years with this Government. There are items that we did not vote on in this Parliament
and this has been repeated time and again. Although substantial amounts were eventually
expended I guess the Government has been able to put forward excuses which we have
accepted even if we did not like them. This is only one of four items related to this whale
matter. In 1988-89 we voted an amount for this item. The Government came to the
Parliament last year saying it had a liability because of arrangements it had come to with the
WA Teachers Credit Society and asked the Parliament to appropriate $25 million for that
matter. The Parliament eventually agreed and the Bill was passed. The result is now before
us; the Government went $85 million over Budget. If the Government came to the
Parliament last year, put an amount before it and eventually went $85 million over Budget,
what is to stop it doing the same thing on this occasion?

What is the point of this farcical Budget exercise we have been put through of having the
Government simply come in, give us the amount to vote for, make an appropriation for that
amount, and then proceed to go on its merry way and be completely unanswerable to the
Parliament, the public or anyone else? I feel sorry for the Treasurer's having to make
excuses for or explain the Government's shortfall in this exercise, because the shortfall is
there for everyone to see: The Government has spent $85 million over and above what was
allocated last year by Parliament. The Treasurer made some quite remarkable statements to
justify the shortfall; he gave the excuse that the valuations were not too good. However,
those valuation were made by sworn valuers. I do not think the Government can throw back
the blame on those people. The only place where the blame can lie is with the Government,
and with the Treasurer, who was so damned incompetent that he missed out by about
400 per cent in his estimate of how much the Parliament would need to allocate to cover the
problem.

Mr Lewis: It was deliberate deception, not incompetence.

Mr WIESE: I will be charitable and say it was incompetence; but it was absolute gross
incompetence. The Treasurer said it did not really matter all that much; the Government had
considerable cash flows to play around with, so it went along with it and paid it out.. That is
right; the Government did have a lot of cash flow last year, and it did just go along and pay it
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all out. However, that is flat the Government's money; it is the taxpayers' money. Every
man, woman and child in this State has contributed to that considerable cash flow that the
Treasurer talks about, which his Government just went along and paid out. The Treasurer
said the bank likewise just went along its merry way and paid out also, to the time of
$85 million.
Mr Parker: I did not say that at all.
Mr WIESE: The Treasurer should check it out in the Hansard proof when it comes out in the
morning. I have written down here that the Treasurer said that the bank went along its merry
way to the rune of $85 million. I apologise if I took it down incorrectly.
Mr Parker: [ said that after the settlement was made with the bank, after we had paid it out
completely, there was no longer any financial obligation on the part of the State; they could
go on their merry way and work the thing out for themselves.
Mr WTESE: The Treasurer said that there is no further liability of this Governmnent to
Teachers Credit Society; he then hastened to add, "As I am advised." I think he was again
covering his backside. I hope the Treasurer is right that there axe not any further liabilities. I
hope the Treasurer's advice this rime is a lot better than it was last time, because last time he
was $85 million out. The Treasurer said also that the Government has learned a lot of
lessons; that this has happened all over the world; and the only real issue is that one does not
do it again. There is a whole series of remarkable statements made by the Treasurer in trying
to defend the indefensible. This Goverrnent went in like a bull at a gate, with absolutely no
idea of what it was going into, and with no concept of the end liabilities. The Government
has misled this Parliament and the people of Western Australia in the most damnable way by
telling us that it was going to make an allocation of $25 million; that it needed to make an
appropriation of $25 million last year; then finished up appropriating $110 million. It is an
absolute disgrace that the people involved are still holding major offices in this Parliament.
Each of us on this side of the Chamber has to put all the weight that he possibly can behind
every other member on this side of the Chamber in condemning the expenditure for the items
that we are now debating as absolute confirmiation of the gross incompetency of this
Government and its Treasurers.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Treasurer said in reply to the questions I raised about the $85 million that
he was going to seek further information from the Treasury. That is nor good enough, and I
will tell the Treasurer why. On 27 September 1989, on page 2883 of Hansard, I raised
precisely the same matters that I have raised tonight. On 27 September I asked the Premier to
find out why the Treasurer had been telling pork pies; to advise the Chamber why the
Treasurer had deceived the Chamber, either knowingly or unknowingly. The role of
members of Parliament is to question why the Executive wants money. We are raising these
questions, which have very solid foundations. Not only is the Treasurer refusing to answer
them;, on the rare occasion that he does answer them, he deceives the Parliament. That was
evident in what the Treasurer did last year, where in a number of areas the Government did
not even have a Budget debate. We learned our lesson last year.
I raised matters in the second reading debate so as to at least signal in advance to the
Government the concerns I had. Other members did the same thing. The comments I made
earlier tonight about item 76 are identical to the comments I raised on 27 September. It is
simply not good enough for the Treasurer to come back tonight and say, "I will check it out,
and when I check it out I will see what was wrong, and perhaps I will give you some
information." The Treasurer has had this information for almost two months. I know that his
minders. read Mansard, and if they can find some way to trip up any Opposition member, they
will do their best to do so. The utter futility and frustration we experience is that we have had
no response. I hope that when the Clerks of the Parliament eventually write the history of
this Parliament they will have a good look at the period of the Burke and Dowding
Governments, which is a very sorry and sordid era in parliamentary democracy in this State; a
period when questions can be asked but no answers given; when the Executive is caught out -
I am not allowed to use the word "lying" - deceiving the Parliament, and is reported in
Hansard as deceiving the Parliament; yet members opposite just sit there, with smug
contempt, and tough it out. That is the contempt that members opposite have for the
Parliament. I want members opposite to understand that as they carry on with that degree of
bravado, that is what they will cop even worse, whenever the tables change. I hope that
never happens.
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Mr Parker: So do we; so does the whole State, I think.

Mr BLAIXIE: I will tell the Treasurer why I hope it does nor happen. Two wrongs do not
make a right, and to carry on like this would be disastrous for the institution of Parfiament.
The Treasurer is setting a pattern and a standard which is to be deplored. I can only raise
again, in utter frustration -

Mr Troy: You should look in the minror when you shave tomorrow.

Mr Kierath: Why?
Mr BLAIKIE: What has that to do with it? I asked the Premier about these figures on 27
September. and the Premier replied that he would have the matters looked into, yet here we
are, almost two months later, and the Treasurer is saying yet again that he will look into
seeing how this $85 million came to be missing. If he was in any sort of business he would
have been run out of office in two seconds flat, yet he has the effrontery to continue in the
Parliament with this desperation. It is totally deplorable. These circumstances will catch up
with him, and heaven help him when they do..
Item 78: Western Australian Government Holdings Limited -

Mr MacKJNNON: I move -

To delete the item.

Earlier in this debate, yesterday, we debated the allocation for the Rothwe~ls guarantee. This
is an allocation on the extension of the Rothwefls guarantee. It concerns the petrochemical
project. As the member for Wagin said, the situation is ludicrous when grown adults have to
conduct the business of Parliament at 2.00 am.

Mr Pearce: This is really the fault of your own members. We have already had more than
the average time for discussion of the Budget.
Several members interjected.

Mr Pearce: Ft is absolutely ridiculous, the way you people treat the Budget. You have
subverted the agreement which was brought in with the new system.

Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House claims that we can approach every year's
Budget in exactly the same way; that every Budget will rake X number of hours. This year's
Budget is an extraordinary Budget. It is a kind of Budget which has never been seen in this
Parliament ever before. It allocates huge funds for losses on business deals.
Unlike the issue of the Rorhwells' guarantee, this Parliament has debated before the
Petrochemical Authority Bill. We had an extensive debate at that time, and this Parliament
rejected that legislation. We are now being asked yet again to legitimise what is illegitimate;
that is the Rorhwells' rescue. The petrochemical deal was nothing more nor less than an
extension of the Rothwells' rescue, so whatever has been done in relation to the
petrochemical project, in whatever form in terms of legislation or guarantees, merely builds
on the earlier illegitimacy.

There are many very good reasons why we as a Parliament should oppose this piece of
legislation. Firstly, everything that flows from the first commitment to Rothwells is
illegitimate. Secondly there is the question of the $175 million equity upon which we are
now being asked to authorise the interest payments for the project itself. Let me remind
members of what the liquidator said in relation to that payment. This is a man who has no
interest in the politics of the system but every interest, as an accountant and as a liquidator, in
the straight out numbers involved. He said, "It is very difficult to come to grips with how
they spent all that money in The first instance - just to spend all that amount of money on
goodwill when no-one had even put a shovel through the ground at that stage." Little wonder
that that money has now been lost. Little wonder that the project foundered when it had that
sort of premium up front. Little wonder, when we come to this Parliament now, many
months later, having had no request made to us for approval of that $1.75 million equity. The
equity was put in, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said earlier tonight, by statutory
agents to avoid the scrutiny of Parliament. There has been no Budget allocation of the
$175 million. Thecre has been no parliamentary approval. To my knowledge no guarantees
relating to that $175 million have been tabled. The use of the Industry (Advances) Act for
the principal rather than the interest is 'a misuse of that Act in relation to
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this matter because, as [ said earlier, the petrochemical project was an attempt to replace an
illegal or illegitimate surety issue which had no parliamentary approval. The guarantees in
the form of the SOLO may well have had some legislative support, but it is just as improper to
attempt to replace a guarantee which has no legislative base with one which must be seen
likewise to be improper.
This Government and this Treasurer have made a deliberate attempt to cover up this question
of guarantees. These are guarantees which must hinge on whether they have any legitimate
base. Every year the Treasurer's annual statement is tabled. That statement contains
comments, and those comments and details refer to guarantees which are listed under the
provisions of Acts of Parliament. For example, in last year's statement we had the Western
Australian Development Corporation Act and the Northern Mining Corporation (Acquisition)
Act in respect of WA Government Holdings Ltd, the company we are now talking about in
relation to the petrochemical project. The Treasurer's annual statement also lists the sureties
issue, and comments are attached to that. In 1987 the statement contained a post balance date
note in relation to the Rothwells' guarantee or indemnity.

But what do we see this year? In 1987 we see the statements tabled in late October. In 1988
we see the statement tabled on 8 November. This year, in answer to question 649 by the
Leader of the National Party on 5 September, the Treasurer said, "The Treasurer's annual
statements contain details of all Government guarantees issued and I refer the member to the
1977-78 publication. The Treasurer's annual statements 1988-89 will be tabled in both
Houses of Parliament by 31 October."

Mr Parker: I have given a report as to why that is not the case. It is because of the Auditor
General's concerns and problems.

Mr MacKIN NON: Why do we not have that?

Mr Parker: I have made a statement.

Mr MacKINNON: What are the Auditor General's concerns? What do they relate to?

Mr Parker: I cannot remember at this time of the morning.

Mr MacKINNON: That is very convenient, because it is quite clear that those statements
will, or should, contain the full details of the guarantees relating to this project. It is a
deliberate suppression by the Treasurer of these facts because he wants to defer it until after
this Budget debate is held to avoid the embarrassment that clearly should now be imposed
upon him because of those statements. That is a fact. If members doubt that they should turn
to the questions answered in the Parliament today by the Treasurer. I asked questions about
the payments we are debating, as follows -

Who authorised the payments made to date by Government to Western Australian
Governiment Holdings in relation to the interim financing raised by Western
Australian Government Holdings for the Petrochemical Industries Limited project and
under what authority was that authorisation made?

Members should bear in mind that the payment we are debating contains payments on that
interim finance. The Treasurer replied -

The Treasurer authorised the payments pursuant to the powers contained in the
Industry (Advances) Act, the Financial Administration and Audit Act and the Supply
Act - see Item 78 of Part 4 of the Consolidated Revenue Fund - Estimates of Revenue
and Expenditure for the year ending 30 June 1990.

Perhaps the Treasurer could tell me when those guarantees were issued?

Mr Parker: Which guarantees?

Mr MacKJNNON: The ones to which I am referring - the ones to which the Treasurer
referred today under the Industry (Advances) Act for the interim finance.

Mr Parker: I think the guarantees in relation to the interim finiance were issued, in my
recollection, some time earlier this year. I cannot remember precisely when. We have had
that debate in the Parliament.

Mr MacKENJNON: No we have not, because this is the first time the Treasurer has given this
information. Perhaps he can tell me when the same or a similar guarantee was issued under
the Industry (Advances) Act for the principal, the $175 million.
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Mr Parker: Let me get that point quite right first. We have never denied the existence of
guarantees with respect to either WAGI- or the interim finance - never.
Mr MacKIN4NON: Now we can see exactly the point I was getting at. Why does the
Treasurer not want the Treasurer's Annual Statements tabled? It is because it clearly
indicates just what his answer to my question today indicated; that is, that guarantees are
extended.

Mr Parker. No, they are not. The two guarantees are the ones we have always spoken about.

Mr MacKINNON: The Treasurer can wriggle as much as he likes.

Mr Parker: I am not wriggling, I am trying to get you to tell the truth.

Mr MacKINNON: My colleague, the member for Floreat, said, "Aren't these the guarantees
he said did not exist?"
Mr Parker: No, they are not.
Mr MacKINNON: I will quote what the Treasurer said on 12 April. I will say it in words of
one syllable so he cannot suggest I am trying in any sense to confuse the issue. I will quote
his words back to him

There has been no guarantee issued with respect to any of these matters, either by the
former Treasurer - the Premier - or by me since I have been Treasurer, and there will
not be any guarantee.

The Treasurer made those same commnents last October, prior to the election; the Attorney
General made those statements in November; and, as the Leader of the National Party said
today, the Premier also said in November - the Treasurer can wriggle, confuse, and try to
divert attention but the fact is that he attempted to deliberately mislead this Parliament and
the people of Western Australia.

Mr Parker: That is not true.

Mr MacKINNON: Hence the Treasurer, who sat mute earlier tonight, now tries to shout me
down because he knows that what I say is absolutely, 100 per cent accurate.

Mr Parker: You are not telling the truth.

Mr MacKINNON: The Treasurer deliberately misled this Parliament.

Mr Parker: That speech deals with those guarantees I spoke about -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Ripper): Order! Let us have an end to the interjections for
a moment, please.

Mr MacKINNON: How can I be confused or upset when, even later, the Treasurer said, and
I will quote again -

There is no guarantee, there will be no guarantee; no guarantee was issued by the
former Treasurer: no guarantee was issued by me. None of those things winl
happen; -

It has already happened. The Treasurer's remarks of 12 April continue -

- WA Government Holdings Ltd has not entered into any form of de facto guarantee
using the Northern Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Act powers, and neither will the
Petrochemical Industries Authority if and when it is created. [ make that 100 per cent
clear.

I make it just as clear that the Treasurer deliberately misled this Parliament and the people of
Western Australia and still, to this day, he deliberately attempts to hide the truth of his own
deception because the Treasurer's Annual Statements will show that categorically and
clearly. His own answers to questions 1710 and 1711 of today really do bury the Treasurer
once and for all. If he had any credibility or an ounce of decency left in his body he would
resign.

The Liberal Party does not have any reason to approve this payment. It is a continuation of
the Rothwells' guarantee - the attempt to hide and retire the $150 million guarantee, which
failed. It was a deliberate attempt by this Treasurer, his leader and others to mislead in terms
of the guarantee. There has been no parliarmentary approval of this project, which this
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legislation now attempts to gain. It is a retrospective endorsement which has not been
supported by us in the past and will not be supported by us now or in the future.
Mr CLARKO: The Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd affair is a pea and thimble trick, and a
very poor one at that, because in trying to resolve its problems with regard to the
$150 million the Goverrnment got itself into a situation, for starters, of losing $175 million
and probably a minijn of another $ 100 million on top of that to this stage.
In The West Australian of today - Wednesday, 22 November - on page 2 there is a story
headed "Parker admits PIL 'mistake"'. I will quote from the article -

Treasurer David Parker has admitted that the State Government's investment in the
defunct Kwinana petrochemical project was a mistake and that most of its money in
the project will be lost.

The article quotes the Treasurer as saying -

"At no time did any member of the Government not act in the best long-term interests
of the state,"...

What an absolute heap of garbage! What sort of defence is that? "I just blew up the building
but I did it in good faith!" One can use that defence for anything. All sorts of people have
been hanged over the years for defences as weak as that one.
Dr Alexander You would hang them.

Mr CLARKO: No, garrotting is much more colourful. I think the Spanish did that to a lot of
Englishmen they picked up along the way.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Ripper): Order! We might have to garrotte this section of
the debate.
Mr CLARKO: Quite right, Mr Deputy Chairman. I was distracted by the member from
Liverpool.

Dr Alexander: Wrong city.
Mr CLARKO: PICL could have been called the cool drink company. It could have been a
pickle factory or a pill factory, it did not really matter. The Government talks today about the
intellectual value of this project.
Mr Court: You could make a lot of pickles for the intellectual value they put on it.

Nk CLARKO: Yes, it has "intellectual value". It is a great heap of nonsense! Obviously any
Government in the future will have in Western Australia a whole series of things that it could
put a value on. One could say that one day a Government of Western Australia will develop
a bauxite industry in the Kimberley. As we all know there are huge deposits of bauxite there
and one day such deposits will be developed. One could say that this has a value right now;
it certainly has a potential value. All sorts of things could be done in Western Australia in the
future. In that sense it has a value, but it does not have any value in the ordinary sense of the
word. The petrochemical plant down at Kwinana, apart from some plans, projects,
discussions and reports about how they might sell the stuff around the place, in five or ten
years' time will need to be done again. It will have to be related to the economics of the day.
It is spurious to pretend that there are tens of millions of dollars' worth of assets sitting
around and the Government has not lost any money. The Premnier previously said that from
both Rothwells and Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd they might lose $100 million. As
everybody knows, on this project alone, according to the media, something like $300 million
has already been lost. If one puts the two projects together, the figure would be much higher.
Some people have worked it out at $400million while others have worked it out at
$700 million. It is a case of choosing any figure one likes - $1 billion could probably cover
it. This is a subterfuge. It was the pea and thimble trick. As Peter Beckwith of Bond
Corporation said -

Mr Parker: He is a very credible source!
Mr CLARKO: I would say his credibility is as good as the Treasurer's. In fact it might be
miles better than the Treasurer's. At least he has done a few successful things in his time.
He has not been arested by the police for interfering with vehicles and things of that sort.
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Withdrawal of Remark

Mr PARKER. Mr Deputy Chairman, that is untrue and also unparliamentary.

Mr Clarko: You were arrested.

Mr PARKER: Yes, but not for that.

Mr Clarko: A policeman told me he arrested you.

Mr PARKER: The comments being made by the member for Marmion are both untrue and
unparliamentary.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Ripper): Order! If the member for Marmiont wants to
allege that a member was arrested for an offence, which is not the case, that requires a
withdrawal.

Mr CLARKO: I certainly withdraw, although an Inspector of Police told me he had arrested
the Treasurer and was accused by the other policeman of taking the coward's way out by
arresting the smallest and most inoffensive bloke there.

The DEPUTY CHAIRIMAN: Order! Are you withdrawing?

Mr CLARKO: Yes, Sir.

Committee Resumed
Mr CLARKO: I will have to check with my friend, the Inspector of Police. Probably [ did
not use the right words in the story. He certainly was arrested.

Mr Blaikie: What about the story of the Treasurer chaining himself to the American
Embassy during the anti Vietnam marches?

Mr CLARKO: He has done all sorts of things like that. I do not know how much time he has
done.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! At this time of the morning it is important that we stik
to the item.

Mr CLARKO: There has been a lot of subterfuge in respect of PICL project. In his own way
the Treasurer tries to deflect the argument about Peter Beckwith, but the courts will
eventually show what he says to be true or false. I think everyone in this State believes that it
was just a subterfuge to go into the PICL deal. It was a means of trying to get the
$150 million indemnity in relation to Rothwells off the Government's back. If one cares to
read the newspapers, one will see arguments which completely refute the things said by the
Treasurer. For example, there is not much point in saying once again that the Treasurer said
in this House that there was no guarantee, there was no guarantee, there was no guarantee.
Every person interested in this subject knows he said that and knows it has been shown quite
clearly. I now quote from an excellent ankile written by Martin Saxon in the Daily News of
28 September - although the Treasurer has said four times in Parliament that there was no
guarantee - as follows -

Documents now available show that a Treasurer's guarantee, in some form or other,
was always contemplated.

As recently as May, a Government representative raised with the banks the possibility
of their financing the project - against an "acceptable" Government guarantee - even if
the project might not be "demonstrably viable".

That was in May 1989. Throughout this article there are refutations of statements made by
either the Premier or the Treasurer. For example -

The $1 billion Kwinana petrochemical project was tremendously important to WA
and the Government did not want to lose a "unique window of opportunity" for the
State. The Government had stepped in because ownership problems threatened to
stop the project getting off the ground.

The Government had acted responsibly and its entry into the project would give no
one an unfair commercial advantage, nor was it bailing out anyone.

Peter Dowding said that on 28 July 1988 and Saxon says - and I believe him as I believe
everybody in this State believes him, apart from the Premier and the Treasurer - that -
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The deal was, in reality, another thinly-veiled rescue of Rothwells, pumping
$350 million into the ailing merchant bank and releasing the State Government from
its $150 million guarantee to the National Australia Hank from the first Rothwells
rescue. The cost of extricating the Government - $l75million up front.

A number of statements in this article are refuted. I think there is no question that this sort of
thing happened. In the Daily News this secrecy factor - to which The Australian referred - is
again mentioned in respect of Roihwells. On 21 October The Australian said that the
Government also secretly undertook to foot the bill for construction of the petrochemical
plant and that about $20 million of taxpayers' funds had already been used to pay part of the
Government's initial loan funding for the project. One could go on in terms of that, but I do
not have enough time, and would prefer to touch briefly on some of the other comments
which were made. I do not believe The West Australian ever properly dealt the Treasurer the
punishment he deserved other than in its financial pages. which contained some excellent
articles. One of them was written by Mark Smith; it appeared on 9 September, and reads as
follows -

The State Government has a tough task ahead to meet its own standards on
accountability and investment if it wants to proceed with a petrochemical project in
WA.
Its new criteria to demonstrate accountability and set up a proper framework for the
provision of support arrangements to private sector projects is an admirable advance
from the days of secret and unrestrained business dealings.

The Government was caught out. The only reason it gave up secrecy was that it could not
maintain that argument any longer; it then tumnd 180 degrees the other way and started to try
to use the word "accountability". The Premier is the same man who said that WA Inc was
dead but he then went on with the petrochemical question. That same article continues -

A growing number of Opposition questions are being answered with a stock response:
"I understand that litigation could be prejudiced by an answer to this question at this
rime. I am seeking legal advice on the matter."

That is what happened all the time. When that article was written in September it was then
believed that $330 million of taxpayers' money had been done on this project, and here we
are getting these comments about accountability. What sheer gall, rank hypocrisy and
dishonesty the Government is displaying in this matter. In The West Australian of 8
September of 1989 another article appeared in which it was said - and it is one way of
looking at a Budget - that in a full year the Budget would produce $77 million from payroll
tax, stamp duty and financial institutions duty increases. We are talking about that item at the
moment; it is $68 million. Those three items just mentioned need not have been increased
but for the incompetence of the Government in respect of this matter. The question of the
cost of the project is another interesting one.
In an article, again by Mark Smith, in The West Australian of 6 September the Government
said -

Site works would start before Christmas 1988 and the $1.2 billion project would be
commissioned in about three years.
The Government alleges the capital costs blew out by $371 million after the project
management team, under the direction of Bond Corp, redesigned the project and
proposed changes to the original construction contracts with the principal contractors,
JGC (Clough).
Bond vehemently denies the allegation and argues that its efforts have added value to
the project.

We have had a series of misstatements in this House by the Treasurer; he continually talks
about there being no guarantees when there is no doubt that guarantees have been given. The
Treasurer continues to deny it. Advertisements in newspapers by the People for Fair and
Open Government are interesting; the Premier said that there would be no photographs taken
by the police at a recent rally. The next day we note that the police did take photographs.
Mr Pearce: It was unfortunate, but it occurred during an independent operation of the police.
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Mr CLARKO: The Premier said that under a Liberal Party Government photographs used to
be taken, but that under the present Government this would not happen. However, the next
day the Government did the same thing. This shows the hypocrisy of the Government.
Band Corporation, in effect, quoted the People for Fair and Open Government on 6
September in the same newspaper. That organisation stated, in part -

Bond Corporation claims in substance:

The petro project had no value at all and was only used as a disguise for
another bail-out of Rothwells.

Everyone in Western Australia believes that is true. It is interesting that Mr Beckwith and
others believe that is what it is all about. It is only a stunt; it is meant to cover up the losses
made on the original deal of 25 October 1987. This matter goes on and on; the State is losing
hundreds of millions of dollars. We are not talking about the SGIO. Someone said that the
SGIO is insolvent. The destruction of that organisation is quite a record for the Government.

Mr Parker: That was proved to be untrue.

Mr CLARKO: The investment of $19.9 million was probably a shrewd one but the PICL
deal was not. That deal was an absolute blunder.

Mr COWAN: For the same reasons given last time, the National Party supports the motion.
The item is not part of the annual ordinary services of Government; it is the reverse. The
item provides no service at all; it merely appropriates $62.3 million of taxpayers' funds for
something which in our view was parr of the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the West
Australian public. Adding the $38 million that was not included in the Estimates but
appropriated in the 1988-89 Budget, this amounts to roughly $100 million.

I repeat that this was the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the West Australian public
inasmuch as the Government chose to convert a debt of $150 million into equity in the
petrochemical project. Then by way of issuing a guarantee it gave the project a value that
allowed the Government some future hope. Having done that the Government then hoped it
could construct a petrochemical plant which could then be sold off, and hoped that the profits
from that would represent a recovery of the funds that the Governiment had committed by
way of interim finance for the project. There is no question chat was the case. The real hoax
was that the Government made a claim that all of the ills that had befallen it were really the
responsibility of the previous Premier. If we could trust the current Premier, that he inherited
all the failed business dealings of the Government, he would set things right - given the
opportunity. If we could not believe him, we could believe the Commission on
Accountability chaired by Sir Francis Burt; he would set down the rules that the Government
would obey. I have not seen any indication in the performance of the Government that the
rules laid down by the Commission on Accountability have been followed. I have seen no
indication that the rules that have been set by the Government in its investment guidelines
White Paper have been followed.

If one casts one's mind back to the petrochemical deal one can recall that it was not a concept
promoted by the previous Premier. It was a concept of the Government and of the people
who are holding office now, those Ministers who hold those particular portfolios.
Nevertheless, with the willing cooperation of the Press the Government was able to persuade
the public of Westrnm Australia that it did in fact inherit these business failings from the
previous Prernier and that the current Government would fix things up. In order to fix things
up we are faced wit an appropriation of something like $62.3 million and an unbudgeted
amount of $38 million for WA Government Holdings Ltd. If we add to that the fact that
WAGH has received $175 million in the form of debentures from the SCIC. and that that
amount is costing interest to the tune of about $24 million a year, we begin to understand -
and, I suspect, wonder - just how well the Government has fixed up these problems that were
supposedly bestowed upon it by the former Premier.

It is very clear to the National Party that it is time the hoax was completely exposed. For that
reason, as much as any other, the National Party supports the motion to omit this item from
the Budget papers. This item, as much as the previous item, is perhaps the most crucial area
at which to draw the line; or there must be an acceptance by Parliament that we look closely
at the Constitution Acts Amendment Act and ask ourselves where we should draw the line on
what are considered to be the ordinary annual services of the Government. It would be far
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more appropriate for the Government in future to ensure that items of this nature do not find
their way into the Budget papers. They should be introduced into Parliament as separate
legislation, to be treated on their merits and to be rejected or approved on their merits.

Mr PARKER: I will address this matter briefly because I have responded already to the
motion moved at the beginning of today's session. I made a major statement in response to
that macion and that statement has been recognised by the response to date -

Mr Cowan: I was amazed that a person as articulate as you normally are had to read a
speech.

Mr Court: Is it true that every time you people do Press conferences now you have to have a
minder standing next to you?

Mr PARKER: That is nonsense.

Mr Court: When you go back into Opposition, you will have to write your own Press
releases.

Mr PARKER: That time is a long way off.

Mr Court: About five weeks.

Mr PARKER: Apart from anything else, if the Deputy Leader of the Opposition thinks that,
he does not understand the Constitution.
Of course the Government is concerned chat funds have been lost. That was addressed in the
speech I made this afternoon. I have not sought to hide from the fact that funds have been
lost. To answer the comments made recently by the Leader of the National Party -

Mr Lewis: That is the first time you have admitted that.

Mr PARKER: I have made comments on a number of occasions in the Press.

Mr Lewis: You said on television yesterday that they were not lost.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Ripper): Order! It is early in the morning. We will
proceed more quickly if we can have fewer interjections.

Mr PARKER: I have not been on television in the last few days.

I have said on several occasions in the past few months that, in the accounting sense in terms
of the winding up of ILL, there was no doubt that funds would be lost. I have also said again
today, and [ say it again now, that it is our view that, given the opportunity, many of those
funds will be recovered through the development of an appropriately managed and structured
petrochemical project.

I do not intend repeating all that I said this afternoon. However, I wish to address one issue
raised by the Leader of the National Party. I have never said and I do not believe the Premier
has said that we blame the fanner Premier for the events of the past, either the ones entirely
during his time or the more recent events. The Government, as I said this afternoon, took
decisions at appropriate times, based on the advice which was received at the time. We have
taken thousands of decisions in the time we have been in Government. Most of those
decisions have been good and successful decisions and there have been a handful of decisions
that were taken by the Government that have cost considerable amounts of money. Some of
those decisions we knew would cost money. However, some were taken to protect
depositors' funds, including funds in the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building
Society. Those decisions did not benefit anyone other than the ordinary depositors of those
institutions.

The other decisions taken in relation to Rothwells were taken for perfectly valid reasons, but
the alleged facts presented to us turned out not to be valid. I have been into the issues
relating to the petrochemical project in great detail this afternoon. While I disagreed with the
debate on the motion this afternoon, at least it was a legitimate debate. However, the member
for Marmion, in some of the comments that he made in the debate this evening, descended
into the gutter. That sort of debate does the Opposition no credit whatever. I believe that the
Opposition will be the loser from resorting to those tactics.
The Opposition again wishes to underline that it is opposed to this payment. That is a
legitimate parliamentary tactic for it to employ to find a device to oppose the amount.
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Nevertheless, I recommend that the Committee reject the amendment moved by Leader of the
Opposition and approve the inclusion of this amount in the Estimates. I have little doubt that
the Parliament will ultimately confirm these payments and the Government will be able to
continue in the way that [ outlined this afternoon. That is a different way to the way in which
it performed previously, but it reflects the needs and aspirations of the people of Western
Australia. [ strongly oppose the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition.

Committee to Divide
Mr PEARCE: [ move -

That the Committee do now divide.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Can
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Dr Gallop

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Claito
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwatdes

Mr Graham
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough

Mr Hassell
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon
Mr McNee

Ayes (25)

Mr Parker
M~r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D.L. Smith
M~r P1. Smith
Mrt Taylor
Mr Troy

Noes (19)
Mr Me risaros
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Strickland

Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mr Fredubby
MAr Wart
MrWiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pai rs
Ayes Noes

Mr Gnil Mr Shave
Mr Bridge Mir Trenonlen
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Grayden

Question thus passed.

Committee Resumed
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Carr
Mir Casania
Mr Cunnigham
Mr Donovan
Dr Galop

MrlHassell
Mr Kieratb
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon
Mr McNee

Mr Graham
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon HIl
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough

Mr Mensaros
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mir Strickland

Noes (26)
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomnas

Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Want
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (TellerJ

Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mns Buchanan (TellerJ
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Pairs

Ayes

Mr Shave
Mr Trenonlen
Mr Grayden

Amendment thus negalived.

Noes
Mr Grill
Mr Bridge
Mr Peter Dowding

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Parker (Treasurer).

House adjourned a: 3.06 am (Wednesday)



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

FOXES - CONTROL PROGRAM
Agriculture Protection Board

£266. Mr (JRAYDEN to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) What form does the fox control research program currently being conducted
by the Agriculture Protection Board take?

(2) How advanced is the research program?

(3) When did the program commence?

(4) Are specific avenues of research being pursued and, if so, what are chose
avenues?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1)-(4)
No research is currently being conducted. Work conducted from 1986 to 1988
was field trials to quantify fox predation on lambs from multiple birth sheep
and on goat kids. Work will commence in 1990 on examining the
effectiveness of control techniques such as baiting, shooting and electric
fencing.

WHITLAM TURNBULL INVESTMENT BANK - GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS
Services - Government Agencies

1334. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) What fees have been paid by the Government to the Whitlarn Tumnbull
Investment Banik in 1988 and 1989?

(2) For which Government instrumentalities was this work carried out?

(3) How many Government instrumentalities are currently using the services of
the Whitlam Turnbull Investment Bank?

Mr PETER DOW DING replied:

(1) I am advised that the following payments have been made to Whitlarn
Tumnbull from Consolidated Revenue Fund -

1988 $133 333
1989 $326 781

(2) The work was carried out for the Government and included advice on
Rothwells, negotiations involving the National Bank indemnity and matters
associated with the petrochemical project. More recently, Whitlamn Turnbull
organised investment presentations in Sydney and Melbourne.

(3) 1 am advised that, apart from the payments referred to in (1), the State
-Government Insurance Commission and WA Government Holdings Ltd used
the services of Whitlamn Tumnbull during the period involved.

ASBESTOS ROOFS - GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS
Replacement Policy

1466. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Labour:

(1) Does the Government have a policy of replacing asbestos roofs and/or
asbestos ceilings at Government offices and institutions?

(2) Is constant monitoring of these pa~ticular buildings carried out and, if so, how
often?

Mr TROY replied:

(I) The Government has a policy of individual assessment of Government offices
and institutions that have asbestos roofs or asbestos ceilings.
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(2) Monitoring of Government offices and institutions is carried out whenever
deemed necessary.

PRODUCTI VITY POLICY UNIT - FUNDS INQUIRY
Expenditure - Consolidated Revenue Fund. Gifts Purchase

1561. Mr MacKJINNON to the Minister representing the Minister for Budget Management:

With reference to question 1063 of 1989 -

(a) was the original source of the funds expended on the purchase of gifts
from the Consolidated Revenue Fund;

(b) if yes, how can the statement "there was no loss of taxpayers' furnds"
be justified; and

(c) if no, what was the source of funds expended on the gifts?

Mr PARKER replied:

(a) The funds were drawn from the Department of Employment and Training's
CRF appropriation for 1988-89.

(b) Full restitution was made to the department.

(c) Not applicable.

PRODUCTIVITY POLICY UNIT - FUNDS INQUIRY
Government Credit Card -; Irregular Use

1563. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Productivity:

Referring to question 1063 of 1989 -

(a) notbwithstariding that the acquisition of a silver teapot and gold
earrings did not include the use of a credit card, did that investigation
or a similar investigation include the irregular use of the Goverrnment
credit card issued to the Productivity Policy Unit; and

(b) if yes, what was the result of that investigation?

Mr TROY replied:

(a) No. Use of credit cards is closely monitored. There has never been an
investigation into the unauthorised use of credit cards issued to the
Productivity Policy Unit, nor have there ever been grounds to warant such an
investigation.

The Leader of the Opposition is incorrect in suggesting that a teapot and
jewellery were purchased. The investigation into the circumstances of this
matter as referred to in the answer to question 1063 determined that jewellery
to the value of $94 was purchased. Disciplinary action was taken against ihe
officers concerned. Full restitution was made, with no resulting loss of
taxpayers' funds.

(b) Not applicable.

PRODUCTIVITY POLICY UNIT - FUNDS INQUIRY
Auditor General - Involvement

1580. Mr MacKJNrNON to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

(1) With reference to the answer to question 1063 of 1989 -

(a) was the Auditor General involved in the investigations; and

(b) ifnot -
(i) why not; and

(ii) will the Minister now refer the matter to the Auditor General
for report?

(2) Will the Minister table the Public Service Board report on the matter?

(3) If not, why not?

4947



Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) (a) No.

(b) (i)
The matter was dealt with under the Public Service Act with no
resultant loss of taxpayers' funds.
(ii)
Not applicable.

(2)-(3)
There was no Public Service Board report as the matter was dealt with by the
head of the department in accordance with the provisions of the Public Service
Act.

MEAT INSPECTION FEES - HARVEY AND WAROONA SHIRES
Funds Release - Crown Law Department's Advice

1614. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:
Adverting to question without notice 269 of 1989 -
(a) when does the Minister expect to receive that advice from the Crown Law

Department;,
(b) does the Minister support the money being used in the respective

communities;
(c) does the Minister's department wish to use the money for research or some

other purpose?
Mr WILSON replied.
(a) I have now received advice from the Crown Law Department. This confirms

earlier advice that the money referred to by the member, which at present is
held in special meat inspection trust funds by the Shires of Harvey and
Waroona, can legally only be expended to defray the costs of meat inspection.

(b) The Minister for South-West has urged me to do so but my duty as M'inister is
to uphold the law in this regard.

(c) Proposals for using the money for research into abattoir science have been
considered by my department but clearly such proposals cannot proceed while
they are outside the law. Consideration is therefore being given to amending
the legislation to enable the moneys to be used for research or the purposes
suggested by the Minister for South-West.

PORTS - PERTH PORT PROJECT
Developer - Ministerial Responsibility

1648. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Who is the developer of the old Perth port project?
(2) When is it expected that the development will proceed?
(3) Which Minister in Government is responsible for overseeing the

development?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) The developer is Barrack Square. Barrack Square Ltd is the trustee and

Hawkins Court Ltd is the lead manager of the project acting on behalf of the
trust.

(2) This is a matter for the developer- However the project cannot proceed until
all licences and approvals have been obtained.

(3) No one Minister is responsible for overseeing the development but a number
of Ministers are involved in giving various approvals.

4948' [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 21 November 1989] 44

NURSES ACT - AMENDMENTS
Midwifery

1661. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:

(1) Are amendments proposed for the Nurses Act concerning midwifery?

(2) When can Parliament expect to see- ±..... Anjcdrents?

(3) Why has there been a delay with these amendments?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The Government is proceeding with a number of general amendments to the
Nurses Act. These are to be incorporated into a new Act which will replace
the existing Nurses Act in regulating all nursing practk~e, including midwives.

(2) The Nurses Bill will be introduced in the autumn 1990 session.

(3) To allow sufficient time for community consultation and comment on the draft
Bill, which is currently being finalised.

B UTCHER SHOPS - TRADING HOURS
Change Proposals

1678. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Does the Minister intend to alter the trading hours of butcher shops?

(2) If so, what are the proposed changes?

(3) When will these changes occur?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) I have just received a report from the retail shops advisory commnittee which in
part deals with trading hours for the sale of meat. No decision has been made
on the report's recommendations at this stage. Butchers currently enjoy art
exemption from the Retail Trading Hours Act under section 13(2). An order
to this effect expires on 30 November 1989.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

MOTOR VEHICLES -NATIONAL DRIVER'S LICENCE
Federal Announcement

1702. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the recent announcement by the Federal Minister for
Transport proposing a national driver's licence?

(2) Does the Minister support this idea?

(3) Has the State Government had any negotiations with the Comm-onwealth?

(4) What is the Government's policy on a national driver's licence?

(5) Does the State Government oppose the concept of a national driver's licence?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes, in relation to heavy vehicles.

(2) The Government is yet to make a decision on this matter.

(3) No.

(4)-(5)

The Government is prepared to support the concept of a national driver's
licence, provided that the interests of the State will not suffer.
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PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES LTD - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD

Interim Finance - Government Payments Au:thorisation
1710. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

Who authorised the panyments made to date by the Government to Western
Australian Government Holdings in relation to the interim financing raised by
Western Australian Goverrnent Holdings for the Petrochemical Industries
Lid project, and under what authority was that authorisation made?

Mr PARKER replied:
The Treasurer authorised. the payments pursuant to the powers contained in the
Industry (Advances) Act, the Financial Administration and Audit Act and the
Supply Act - see item 78 of part 4 of the Consolidated Revenue Fund,
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure for the year ending 30 June 1990.

PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTIES LTD - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD

State Government Insurance Commission Loan - Equity Payments
Authorisation

1711. Mir MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Who authorised the payments made to dare by the Government to Western
Australian Government Holdings in relation to the $175 million borrowed
from the State Government Insurance Commission to pay for Western
Australian Government Holdings' equity in Petrochemical Industries Limited
and under what authority was that authorisation made?

Mir PARKER replied:
The Treasurer authorised. the payments pursuant to the powers contained in the
Industry (Advances) Act, the Financial Administration and Audit Act and the
Supply Act - see item 78 of part 4 of the Consolidated Revenue Fund,
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure for the year ending 30 June 1990.

TREASURER'S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION ACT - EXPENDITURE
Payment Details

1712. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) What has been the total expenditure to date under the Treasurer's Advance

Authorisation Act 1989?
(2) Would the Treasurer detail the date, amount and purpose of each such

payment?
(3) if not, why not?
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) See answer to question 1463.
(2)-(3)

Given the nature of the Treasurer's Advance Authorisation it would be an
extremely time consuming and costly exercise to list every payment voucher
charged against the Treasurer's Advance Authorisation. Statement No 5 of
the quarterly statements for the three months ended 30 September 1989 reports
the total payments and debit adjustments and total receipts and credit
adjustments for the quarter.

WASTE MANAGEMENT, CABINET COMMITTEE - WETLANDS
Septic Tanks Threat - Report Consideration

1719. Mrt MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Referring to question 667 of 1989 and the recent extensive publicity given to

the threat which septic tanks pose to the future of the State's wetlands, will the
Minister advise me if the report referred to in the Minister's answer to part
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(2) of that question has yet been considered by the Cabinet committee on
waste management?

(2) If so, what was the outcome of that consideration?

(3) If not, when is it likely the report will be considered by the Cabinet
committee?

(4) Who are the members of the Cabinet committee on waste management?

(5) How often, since 1 July 1989, has the comnmittee met?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

(3) The report will be circulated to members of the Cabinet committee on waste
management by 24 November 1989 and will be formally considered by the
committee shortly thereafter.

(4) Members of the Cabinet committee on waste management, besides me, are -

Hon E.F. Bridge - Minister for Water Resources

Hon P.A. Beggs - Minister for Planning

Hon RIJ. Pearce - Minister for Environment

Hon E.K. Hallahan - Minister for Local Government

(5) The Cabinet commuittee has not met since 1 July 1989; however, the working
party on wastewater disposal systems has met three times during this period.

STATE GOVERNMENT - TOKYO AGENCY
Expenditure - Services and Conracts

1721. Mr BLAMKE to the Premier:

Would the Premier provide details of -

(a) expenditure for services and contracts of $191 000 at the Stare's Tokyo
agency;

(b) its reasons why the estimate for its proposed expenditure increase in
the 1989-90 year has increased to $591 000?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(a) Detail of expenditure - services and contracts -

Insurance 1 077
Incidencal expenditure 1 761
Consumables 3 778
Office equipment, lease 5 316
Premises expenses 178 618
Motor vehicle licence
and insurance 8..78

$191 428

(b) The estimate of proposed expenditure has been increased to accommodate the
Kobe office establishment and effect a Korean representation.

GOVERNMENT MEDIA OFFICE - EST[MATES OF EXPENDITURE
Division 5, Items 2 and)3 - Details

1722. Mit BLAJKE to the Premier:
(1) Would the Premier provide details of expenditure contained in the Estimates

Division 5, item 2, Administration Expenses and item 3, Government Media
Office?
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(2) Further to (1), would the Premier provide details of expenditure increase on
item 2 from $816 000 to proposed $2 147 000 in 1989-90?

(3) Further to (1) on item 3, what are the reasons for seeking increased funding
this year and what is the total number of people employed in the Government
Media, Office?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Details of expenditure are as follows -

* Division 5, item 2 Administrative Expenses -

Other staffing costs, including
travel 100594
Communications (telephones, couriers) 26 525
Services and contracts, including
lease of photocopying equipment,
insurance 525 675
Consumable supplies (stationery) 52 366
Maintenance of equipment 29 139
Purchase of equipment 30 895
* Public sector management expenditure 30 658
*Mulu..skilling project 22

Total 8160Q54
*Pro rata expenditure assigned to Ministry of Cabinet and Public Sector
Management from Public Service Commuission and new function for the
period 2 May to 30 June 1989.
*'Division 5, item 3 -

Travel 23 208
Communications (telephones, couriers) 17 255
Printing 9825
Equipment lease 23 980
Equipment maintenance/repairs 15 668
Library acquisitions/stationery 43 305
Equipment purchase 62 829
Incidentals 2520
Total 198560

(2) The additional functions in the Public Sector Management area, including -

productivity and training groups
multi-skill ing project
reform and policy coordination group
review and implementation group

have been estimated to cost $631 000. The multi-skilling project and the
review and implementation group were previously covered by the Public
Service Commission prior to 2 May 1989. The upgrading of the information
technology requirements of the ministry have been estimated to cost $700 000.

(3) Reason for increased expenditure is for the production of a video to promote
Western Australia and associated literature. This material is targeted
particularly for overseas use. The total number of staff in the Government
Media Office is 23.

STATE FINANCE - ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURE
London Agency - Contingency Details

1725. Mr BLAIKIE to the Premier:

Further to Division 9 of the Estimates relating to the London Agency, would
the Premier provide full details of expenditure and contingencies?
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Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

Salaries 955 000
Contingencies -

Other staffing costs 226 000
Communications 108 000
Contracts and services 25 000
Consumable Supplies 34000
Maintenance of plan:
and equipment 11 000
Purchase of plant
and equipment 00407 000

Promotions and publicity 90000
Western Australia House and
residence56

Total $202.0

WATER RESOURCES - DUNSBOROIJGH-QUINDALUP
Annual Water Consumption

1729. Mr BLALKIE to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) What has been the annual consumption of water in Dunsborough-Quindalup in
the years -

(a) 1980;

(h) 1983.

(c) 1986;
(d) 1988?

(2) What is the -

(a) daily;.
(b) annual

capacity of bores supplying the Dunsborough-Quindalup water scheme?

(3) What has been the maximum daily draw on water for the Dunsborough-
Quidahip area?

(4) What is the current storage capacity and is it intended to increase that capacity
to meet continuing district growth?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) (a) 1979-80 -145 268 kilolitres;

(b) 1982-83 - 173 613 kilolitres;

(c) 1986-87 - 252 908 kilolitres;
(d) 1987-88 - 330 1 10 kilalitres-

(2) (a) 4 000 kilolitres; per day including Butterworth Springs.

(b) 750 000 kilolitres per annum including Butterworth Springs.

(3) The peak week's consumption in December 1988 was 14 047 kilolitres. The
peak day consumption is estimated to be 4 000 kilolitres.

(4) The current storage capacity is 4 500 kilolitres. This capacity. will need to be
increased as part of the proposed water supply to Yaflingup.
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STATE FINANCE -ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURE
Division 4, Items 2, 7,8. 9 - Details

1730. Mr B LAIKIE to the Premier:
Pertaining to the Estimates, would the Premier detail total expenditure under
Division 4 on -
(a) item 2 - Adm-inistration Expenses;
(b) item 7 - Ceremonial and Hospitality;
(c) item 8 - Royal and other Commnissions of Inquiry;
(d) item 9 - Government Motor Car Service;
during the 1988-89 financial year?

Mr PETER DOW DING replied:
(a) Division 4, item 2 - Administration

Expenses -

Staffing costs, including workers'
compensation, fringe benefits tax.
travel and staff insurance 578 457

Comnmunication costs including postage,
telex and courier 157475

Services and contracts including
printing. Crown Law fees and insurance 435 661

Consumable supplies including
stationery and library acquisitions 128 105

Maintenance of equipment 119 576
Purchase of equipment, including
motor vehicles 3144

$235014
(b) Division 4, item 7 - Ceremonial and

Hospitality -

Staffing costs including travel 4 885
Communication including postage 14 768
Services and contracts including
printing, catering, professional
services and advertising 374 852

Consumable supplies 13 503
Other miscellaneous payments 4 710

(c) Division 4, item 8 - Royal and other
Commissions of Inquiry -

Royal Commnission into Aboriginal
Deaths in Custody -

Salaries and allowances 185 576
Communications 40 299
Services and contracts 76 254
Consumable supplies 501
Office equipment expenses 1828

$304458
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Commission of Accountability -

Salaries and allowances 3 373
Services and contracts 20412
Miscellaneous expenses -0

$24 649
Parliamentary Standards Commintee -

Salaries and allowances 11 484
Miscelaneous expenses 218

(d) Division 4, item 9 - Government Motor Car
Service -

Travel expenses 45 286
Workers' compensation 40 000
Uniforms 10 232
Vehicle licences and insurances 64 315
Fuel and oil 150 381
Vehicle repair and maintenance 94 145
Other miscellaneous expenditue U-93 I

1424 290
NULLAKI PENINSULA - REHABILITATION WORK

Commencement Instructions - Environmental Protection Authority
1731. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Environent:

(1) Has the Minister issued instructions to the Environmental Protection Authority
or any other Government agency to commence rehabilitation work on the
Nullaki Peninsula?

(2) if yes, on what date will work commence?
(3) if no, why not?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Legal action is being taken against Palos Verdes Estates Pty Ltd.

TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD - TURNOVER PERCENTAGE
Money Usage - Government Tax

1732. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
(1) What percentage does the Totalisator Agency Board take of the turnover?
(2) How is this money used - far example, administration arid payment to the

State Government?
(3) Does the State Government take a tax as weUl and, if so, what percentage?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

-(1) The percentage varies according to bet type averaging 18.1 per cent to
18.2 per cent across all bet types for a full year (18.12 per cent in 1988-89).

(2) Six per cent of turnover goes to the Stare Government as turnover tax -
seven per cent prior to 1988-89 - 1.25 per cent is retained by TAB for capital
expenditure in accordance with section 26 of the Act, a variable percentage of
four per cent to five per cent - 4.66 per cent in 1988-89 - is required for TAB
operating expenses and the remainder is profit available for distribution to the
racing industry.
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(3) No. TAB is subject to normal State and Commonwealth taxes and charges
with the exception of company taxation. Taxes and charges form part of the
operating expenses of the board.

WASTE - COLLECTION AND RECYCLING
Research - Western Austratia

1733. Mlr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Envirornent:

(1) Is an overall plan being evolved for the collection and recycling of rubbish in
Western Australia?

(2) If so, who is carrying out that research?

(3) Are country areas being included, as they have a specific problem such as
distance?

(4) When will the research and policy be finalised?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) As stated in a discussion booklet, "You can Recycle It - Recycling in Western
Australia" published by the Government of Western Australia, "The State
Government is prepared to take the lead in recycling." The booklet describes
a series of State Government initiatives to help achieve the goal - reducing
landfill by 50 per cent over 10 years through recycling.

(2) The State Government initiatives involve the Environmental Protection
Authority, Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, Keep Australia
Beautiful Council, Minister for Services, charity groups, industry and local
government - and, of course, the householder.

(3) Yes.

(4) The State Government's policies and initiatives will extend over many years
into the future, but it is anticipated that the policies and goals will be
periodically reviewed.

POWER STATION - GAS FIRED COMBINED CYCLE BASED STATION
State Energy Commission - Power Option Consideration

1735. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

Is the State Energy Commission of Western Australia seriously considering
among its options for satisfying the calculated and additionally possible power
demand in this State, a gas fired combined cycle base power station?

Mr CARR replied:

Yes. This is an option being considered in studies to identify the most
economical means, compatible with social and environmental considerations,
of meeting the State's future energy requirements.

GOVERNMENT EMIPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION - APEX PACIFIC
Shareholding

1739. Mr P.1. SMEITH to the Treasurer

(I) Has the Western Australian Goverrnent Employees Superannuation Board
ever held shares in Apex Pacific Ltd?

(2) If yes, how many shares were held and at what price were they bought?

(3) If sold, at what price per share were they sold?

Nr PARKER replied:

(t) The Board, via the SB Investment Trust, held Apex Pacific Ltd shares from
August 1985 to April 1989.

(2) 5 522 540 shares were purchased at an average cost of $1.80 each.

(3) $1.05 per share, Due to the volume involved the sale was negotiated off-
market at 14c! per share above the prevailing market price.
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION - APEX PACIFIC
Share holding

1740. Mr P.J. SMITH to the Treasurer:

(1) Does the Western Australian Government Employees Superannuation Board
hold shares in Apex Pacific Ltd?

(2) If yes, how many shares are held and at what price were they bought?

Mr PARKER replied:

No.

SEAPRODUX PTY LTD - FAILURE
Government Agencies - Losses

174 1. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) What axe the total losses to the State or State instrumentalities arising out of
the failure of the Seaprodux Pty Ltd fishing group?

(2) How much did the Western Australian Development Corporation invest in
Seaprodux Pty Ltd?

(3) What is the extent of the security over land on the Seaprodux Pry
Lrdinvestment?

(4) What other business involvement has the WADC with Mr Roy Annear and his
associated companies?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

As pant of a debt reconstruction exercise in 1988 involving Mr Annear,
750 000 shares in Seaproduix Pty Ltd were transferred to Western Australian
Development Corporation. Pursuant to an option agreement executed
concurrently with the transfer, WADC has a put option in respect of the shares
in Seaprodux with A.R. Annear Investment Pty Ltd exercisable in two pants,
the first of which will fall due on I May 1990, and was in respect of 250 000
shares for the sum of $275 000 and the second on 1 May 1991 was in respect
of 500 000 shares for the stum of $1 million.

The deed of reconstmuction provided for a mortgage over land held by the
Annear family as security for amounts that would fall due with the exercise of
the put option.

(4) None.

ASSET MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE - MEMBERSHIP
Functions and Achievements

1744. Mr BLAIKIE to the Deputy Premier:

As the Estimates show an amount of $900 000 of expenditure by the Asset
Management Task Force, would the Minister provide details of its
membership, functions and its achievements to date?

Mr PARKER replied:

The Asset Management Task Force's structure and functions have previously
been outlined in response to question 1343 of Tuesday, 17 October and 942 of
Tuesday, 19 September. The task force his to date contracted to sell 13
properties valued at $3.6 milion. The task force has also implemented
strategies for the better utilisation of a number of major properties including
Subiaco railway land. The task force is currently undertaking an examination
and evaluation of all land and property assets held by all1 Government
agencies, departments and instrumentalities. As part of this extensive review
the task force, in a welt overdue initiative, is compiling a comprehensive
register of all State-owned property assets.

4957



TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD - TURNOVER
Government Income

1745. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

Since the inception of the Totalisator Agency Board what has been -

(a) the Government income from the TAB turnover;

(b) the amount returned to the various racing codes;

(c) the amount to rim the TAB?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(a) A total of $274.4 million to 31 July 1988, plus $26.5 million - unaudited - in

the 1988-89 year was paid to the Government. This was made up of turnover
tax and unclaimed moneys. Of this amount $13 million was attributed to
unclaimed moneys. Twenty-five per cent of unclaimed moneys relating to
racing and trotting has been returned to those industries through the
Racecourse Development Tmust. As from 1 August 1988, all unclaimed
moneys are paid to the trust.

(b) $242.5 million to 31 July 1988, plus $31.2 million - unaudited - in the 1988-
89 year.

(c) Accumulative operating expenses of the TAB was $168.2 million to 31 July
1988, plus $20 .6 million - unaudited - in the 1988-89 year.

STATE FINANCE - ESTIATES OF EXPENDITURE
Division S - Cabinet and Public Sector Management, for the

Parliamentary Secretary v/ the Cabinet, Increase Reason
1746. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Why has the note under Division 5 of the Estimates, Cabinet and Public Sector
Management, for the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet, increased from
$174 014 expended in 1988-89 to $259 000 in 1989-90?

(2) Would the Premier detail the work carried out by the Parliamentary Secretary
of the Cabinet that requires such a large establishment?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) The increase is due to the transfer of three full time equivalent staff positions

to the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet's office from other areas in the
old Ministry of Premier and Cabinet. The transfer of three staff positions to
this office followed a reorganisation of responsibilities that occurred with the
restructuring of the previous Ministry of Premider and Cabinet into what are
now the two Ministries of Premier and State Administration and Cabinet and
Public Sector Management.

(2) The Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet's office carries out the tasks of -

Receipt, processing and dissemination of Cabinet submissions;
Recording and dissemination of Cabinet decisions;

Cabinet programming arid agenda formulation;

Organisation of regional meetings of the Cabinet and associated
ministerial activities;
Provision of the necessary administrative support required by the
Cabinet;

Referral of Cabinet decisions to Cabinet committees;

Provision of advice to departments on the procedural aspects of the
Cabinet submission process;

Organisation and coordination of ministerial meetings and community
contact functions;

Other duties as directed by the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet.
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WOMIEN'S TRUST - PROJECT GRANTS LIST
Income and Expenditure

1747. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Will the Prermier list the grants given to the 62 projects outlined in his answer
to question 883 of 1989?

(2) Will the Premier also detail the income and expenditure of the WA Women's
Trust for the year ending 30 June 1989?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
Projects Funded by WA Women's Trust, 1988

Advisory Council of Australian Broadcasting
Corporation 2000O.00

Artemis Women's Art Forum 3000.00
Aviatrix Aerobatics 2750.00
Australian Federation of University Women 550.00
Australian Council of Churches Commission

on the Status of Women 2500.00
Australian Federation of Business &
Professional Women WA Inc. 3 200.00

Brocknman House, Beechboro/Lockdidge Sole
Parent Support Project 4799.00

Bunbury Community & Child Care Association 1500.00
Business & Professional Women's alub,
Busselton 1 500.00

Business & Professional Womnen's Club,
Leschenault I 000.00

Catholic Social Welfare Commission 3 194.00
North West Women's Summit 10000.00
Warren Women's Forum 4660.00
Coonana Women's Centre 3000.00
Cornigin Creative Arts Club 5000.00
Pamnela Cubitt, Smocking Convention 280.00
Darkan Arts Council 2 000.00
De Facto Relationships Law Reform Lobby I1200.00
Eastern Hills Senior High School I 000.00
Joan Eveline 2500.00
Geraidion Arts Society 3000.00
International Women's Day Collective 4500.00
Italian-Australian Women's Association

of WA 2000.00
Kalamunda Community Learning Centre 500.00
Karkurla Aboriginal Women's Group 2500.00
Kimberley Language Resource Centre 3000.00
Learning Centre Link 5000.00
Midwife & Menopause Support Group 4800.00
Migrant Women's Interests Committee 5000.00
Minnawarra House Family Support Programme 710.00
Movement for the Ordination of Women 4800.00
Annie Murtagh-Monks 5 000.00
Museumn of the Goldfields 3000.00
Nanrogin Ant Group 2000.00
Nintirv Centre 3850.00
North Fremantle Women's Network 1200.00
Penguin Club of Australia 1 440.00
Cockburn Youth Services Association 4585.00
Rainbow Coast Neighbourhood Centre 860.00
Rainbow Coast Neighbouthood Cente Women's

Summit 4918.00



Linda Rawlings 4740.00
Rural Women's Summit Group, Katanning 4000D.00
Science Teachers' Association of WA I 900.00
Negotiating Skills Workshops 4260.00
Social Therapy & Recitation Society 2 500.00
Society of Women Writers 4 165.00
Soroptomnist Club of Geraldion 2 320.00
Sussex Strut Community Law Service 3 175.00
WA Disabled Sports Association 2 700.00
WA Netball Association 5000.00
West Stirling Neighbourhood Centre 4420.00
Women Writers' Workshop 4970.00
Women in Transit 3000.00
Women in Sport Committee - Gateways to
Participation 4 145.00

Women in Sport Committee - Young
Executives Admninistraton Course 5000.00

Women in Sport Committee - Women as
Professional Coaches 4430.00

Women's Information Network, Geraldton 4332.00
Women's Group, Australian Filipino Club 3000.00
Anglicare 3 000.00
YWCA, Occupation Housewife 3000.00
International Women's Day Concert 2 O000
Parenting Skrids Course 2412.00

Total .$200785.00
Promotionai/Admin Costs: $ 8207.22

$108 9222
Income from Trust: $208 992.22
Expenditure $208 992.22

POWER STATIONS - COAL, GAS. OIL FIRED
Unit Production - Operating Costs Comparison

1752. Mir MENSAROS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

What is the comparison of operating costs per given unit production between
coal, gas, and oil fired poWer stations?

Mr CARR replied:

The variable cost of operating a fossil fuelled electricity generating plant is
very largely dependent on fuel price, although issues such as labour costs,
maintenance and age of plant are also relevant. Apart from the basic costs of
production, fuel price is influenced by transport considerations and other less
determinant market factors. Currently in Western Australia the lowest cost
electricity is produced in coal fired plant, followed by gas and then oil.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD - DAVID JONES
SITE

50 Per Cent Interest Purchase - Vendor

1753. Mr MENSAROS to the Treasurer.

(1) Further to the Treasurer's reply to question 1372 of 1989. from whom did the
Government Employees Superannuation Board acquire the 50 per cent of the
David Jones site not previously held by it?

(2) What was the price paid?

(3) Was the price paid in cash and, if so, what were the main terms and conditions
of the transaction?

(4) If the answer to (3) is no. what werie the terms and conditions?
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Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Esjay Shelf Co (No 209) Pty Ltd.
(2) The financial details are commercially confidential.

(3) Yes. The board acquired the unencumbered freehold tidle to the total site.
(4) Not applicable.

POWER STATIONS - COAL, GAS, OIL FIRED
Unit Production - Capital Cost Composition Comparison

1754. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
What is the composition of capital cost per given unit production between
coal, gas, and oil fixed power stations?

Mr CARR replied:

The capital cost of electricity generating plant is dependant on the technology
employed and the fuel type. The capital cost of high efficiency plant tends to
be high. Similarly the required reliability and scale of the plant will influence
its capital cost. As the capital component of the cost of a unit of production is
so dependent on plant utilisation the comparison is difficult. A range of actual
capital costs per unit of output of plant which would be suitable for use in
Western Australia is provided in the following table.
PAN FUEL CAPITAL COS
Steam plant Coal $1300-1700 /k-w

Gas
Fuel Oil

Combustion turbine Gas $350-500 /kw
(open cycle) Distillate
Combustion turbine Gas $750- 1000 /kw
(combined cycle) Distillate

Diesel engine Gas $00-600 /kw
Distillate

*Note that specially prepared heavy or medium fuel oil may be used as a
distillate substitute in gas turbines or diesel engines.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - EMPLOYEES
Day Labour Classification

1755. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
What is the number of staff employed currently by the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia who could come under the classification of
day labour?

Mr CARR replied:
SEC WA does not maintain personnel statistics on the basis of day labour. As
at 31 October 1989 SEC WA employed 5 619 fulfl time equivalent employees.

CROWN LAND - RESERVE 36997 LOCATION 11247, WEMBLEY DOWNS
Bush/and-Open Space Subdivision - Residential Development

1756. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Planning:.
(1) Will the presently open bushland on Crown Land known as Reserve 36997,

Location 11247, situated between Empire Avenue, Tuscany Way and Mantua
Crescent, Wembley Downs, be subdivided for residential development?

(2) If so, will the neighbouring residents be consulted before the present
bushland/open space is subdivided?

(3) If answer to (1)isyes -
by whom is the subdivision going to be done -
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(i) by Government;
(ii) by private developer on direct commission;

(iii) by private developer commnissioned on tender basis?

(L) In case of development, will the subdivided block be sold by private treaty, by
auction or by tender?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) As the land is zoned for residential use - R20 - the development proposal is
not referred for public comment. It is, however, referred to Government
bodies - including the local authority - as part of the normal subdivisional
process.

(3) LandCorp is undertaking this subdivision.

(4) The lots created will be sold by public auction.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT - HEINE, MR
Long Service Leave Enforcement - Employees' Opposition

319. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware that the staff of the Corporate Affairs Department met
this afternoon and passed motions that -

(a) the staff deplores the decision to force the second-in-command, Mr
Hein, to go on long service leave as from last Friday and that any
actions against him be withdrawn;

(b) the staff have expressed their concern at senior management; and

(c) the Civil Service Association represent their concerns and report back
to the staff within seven days?

(2) What action will the Government be taking to resolve the low morale which is
obviously present in this department as evidenced by the meeting this
afternoon?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
Ordinarily I would not have drawn to my attention matters concerning the
domestic activities of staff within a particular department or agency. It is a
normal matter for the head of the agency or department and for the Public
Service Commissioner. That is particularly so when the agency is the
Corporate Affairs Department which has a need, which is recognised, for
independence in many of the actions and decisions that it makes. That is the
position which is adhered to and to which we will continue to adhere.

Ever since it was learnt that the Opposition had become interested in the
politics of the situation and since it was endeavouring to peddle matters about
which there is really an important domestic procedure being followed, it was
drawn to my attention by the Attorney General just prior to question time. It
is very interesting that matters which deal with some quite serious issues are
being addressed by the Public Service Commissioner and by the head of
Corporate Affairs. In response to dealing with those quite serious issues they
have a role and a responsibility.

Apparently the two staff members who are the subject of concern at the level I
have referred to have processes through which they can go and I do not want
to interfere in those processes. However, I want to make it absolutely and
unequivocally clear that the Public Service Commissioner and the head of

4962 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday. 21 November 1989] 96

Corporate Affairs have a role and a responsibility to deal with this matter. It is
inappropriate, as it always is, for me as Premier or the Minister to direct them
on those matters.

EDUCATION - COUNTRY HIGH SCHOOL HOSTELS AUTHORITY
Review - Outcome Implications

320. Mrs BUCHANAN to the Minister for Education:

Can the Minister please advise the outcome of the review into the Country
High School Hostels Authority and its likely implications to the education
services in country districts?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

I thank the member for the question, in which many members, particularly
members of the National Party, are interested. I am pleased they made
specific representations, as did other country members on this side of the
House.

Members are aware that there has been a review of the Country High School
Hostels Authority. There was also, at the time of the restructuring of the
ministry, an internal report. Those respective reports camne out with
essentially contradictory answers in relation to the continuation of the Country
High School Hostels Authority. Members of my ministry, in the past few
weeks, have been travelling around country areas, as have I on a number of
occasions, talking with the boards of hostels to ascertain their views about
possible changes, including the abolition of the authority and the inclusion of
its administration in the ministry versus the retention of the authority. I am
pleased to advise members that I have decided, after examination of their
report, to retain the Country High School Hostels Authority and to enable its
continued control of country hostels.

There was in the review the ministry undertook mixed support for the transfer
of functions to the Ministty of Education. The larger and more financially
viable hostels were clearly opposed to it and those which had received deficit
funding for some time were in support of it. As part of the process I will be
examining the financial and administrative arrangements within the authority
with a view to improving the administration and some of the deficiencies
which have been identified by the boards of the country hostels. I hope
members will be pleased with my answer.
STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - BARRACK SILICON

Electricity Sale - Special Rate
321. Dr TURNBUJLL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Can he confirm that a special rate for the sale of electricity has been reached
between the State Energy Commission of Western Australia and Barrack
Silicon and that that rate has been set at 20 per kilowatt hour?

(2) Was this rate dependent on the ahility of Barrack Silicon to shut down
whenever S EC WA required to shed load?

(3) Have the arrangements on load shedding trip-out equipment been changed on
a ruling by the Environmental Protection Authority?

(4) Does the Minister know the extent of the finiancial loss which will now have to
be borne by SECWA?

(5) Did the Minister give any directions, either verbally or in writing, to SECWA
in relation to the final price of 2U per kilowatt hour for the sale of energy to
Barrack Silicon?

Mr CARR. replied:

(1)-(5)
The member's question addresses a number of points and I am not sure I can
answer all of them at this stage. Certainly, the contract negotiated between

AiRES I.?
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SECWA and Barrack Silicon was a specific contract negotiated with that
company and that is the normal process for large projects of this kind. I am
not sure of the exact level of the contracted price. I understand that the
arrangement which was contracted was on the basis of an interrupted supply.
It is not an unusual arrangement. There are a number of projects in which
SECWA has negotiated an interrupted supply. It means that SECWA is
prepared to offer power at a lower price in exchange for an agreement with the
company that it is agreeable to having its supply of power interrupted up to a
nominated number of times during a certain period.

I am not aware of any changed arrangements to which the member referred
and I suggest that she put the question on the Notice Paper in order that I can
provide a more detailed answer. I have given no direction in regard to this
matter.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE - GUEST
Tan, Mr Mali Bow - Minister of State for Trade and Industry, Singapore

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Before I give the next member the call I advise
members that seated in the Speaker's Gallery as my guest is Mr Mali Bow Tan
who is the Minister of State for Trade and Industry, and Communications and
Information in Singapore. I welcome him to the Parliament.

[Applause.]

ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL - PREMIER'S
ANNOUNCEMENT

Environment Movement - Support.
322. Mr MARLBOROUGH to the Minister for Environment:

Has the Premier's announcement of the formation of an Environmental and
Economic Development Council been well received by those concerned with
the environment?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I am pleased to advise that the announcement has been well received by many
people in the environment movement and in some strange areas which might
be described as those concerned with the environment. I put on record that I
was very pleased to read a quote in the Great Southern Herald of 8 November
2989 by the shadow Minister for Environment, Mr Leon Watt. The article
was headed " 'COUNCIL' WELCOMED BY MLA" and it read -

Liberal Shadow Environment Minister. Leon Want today welcomed the
Government's decision to establish a "council" as a mechanism to
reach consensus between government, green advocates and industry
over planned developments.

"This is a W.A. Government initiative which I wholeheartedly
endorse," Mr Watt said. AI am keen on the idea, which I would work
hard to retain in operation in government as long as the body was
demonstrably effective."

"Establishment of this council reflects existing Liberal policy.
especially that reflected in a motion passed by the Party's State
Conference.

I appreciate the comment, which is fair, and I note the reference to the Liberal
Party's policy. I draw that policy to the attention of the shadow Minister for
Conservation and Land Management. Mr Minson, who was quoted in The
Geraldeon Guardian on the same day, 8 November 1989, in regard to the
same issue. He was quite critical of the Government's council. In a learned
exposition on the environmental movement he had the following philosophical
thing to say -

Given that we are now all more environmentally aware, I think it is fair
to say that we have in Australia "eco-liberals", eco-socialists" and
".eco-authoritarians".
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I guess on the back bench of the Liberal Party we have Little Sir Ecos. When
he comes to discuss the environmental and economic development council he
is reported as saying -

Unfortunately the Government's council appears to have two faults.

Firstly, it seems to be weighted to towards the. "eco-authoritarians" and
secondly, it does not have representatives from the two industries most
affected - the farming and mining sectors.

Mr Watt: Thai is not inconsistent.

Mr PEARCE: Your support was fulsome, so do not back away. The other
shadow Minister does not want that council but goes on to advocate a joint
Standing Committee of the Parliament to be responsible for environmental
matters, a point on which I have spoken before. We appreciate the support of
the shadow Minister for Environment in this matter, but hope that runs more
broadly through the Liberal Party.

CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT - MEMBERS
Individual's Delayed Charges - Government Direction

323. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Did the Government give directions to any member of the Corporate Affairs
Department that charges against a certain individual be delayed until after the
recent State election?

(2) If yes, when was that direction given, and by whom?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(I)-(2)
The Leader of the Opposition would know that we observe not only the law
but also the conventions involved. It is a pity that the Liberal Party, when in
Government, could not similarly comply with the conventions and when in
Opposition cannot comply with those conventions. The person who decides
whether charges involving corporate affairs matters are laid and the timing of
those charge is the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs. That is the beginning
and the end of it.

I was interested to hear what Mr Leitch, the former Commissioner of Police,
said about the way in which the Liberal Party behaved when in Government.
He said in relation to their interference in the Police Force that, "The Liberals
want to interfere and they want to run the show." That is how the Leader of
the Opposition might think he would run the Corporate Affairs Department if
he were in office, but it is not how we run chat department when in office.
There is no intervention or direction of the sort that has been referred to.

Mr Macinnon: Want to bet?

Mr PETER DOWDING: I rem-ind the Opposition members - because they know and
I know that they know - that they have been getting informat ion this afternoon
and they will know from that information that there are some serious issues
involving the conduct of some officers that are being investigated and, as a
result of those investigations and those matters of concern, some people
affected by those investigations have decided to hit back and to try to make
allegations. I can tell members opposite that the threat of allegations will not
deter the independent officers of the Public Service from operating; that is, the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs and the Public Service Commuissioner. It
will certainly not get us to try to influence the outcome of their investigations.
Whoever wants to make allegations cart make them as much as they like, but
they will not interfere in the proper outcome of the investigation, so the
answer to the question is no. I remind the Leader of the Opposition that the
facts - something that he ignores - scream out for a contrary position because
he would remember that in the period prior to the election some people were
charged in relation to offences over the collapse of building societies and
related matters.
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Mr Macinnon: What about charges against Mr Uloyd and Mr Edwards?
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition is the person peddling the

material. He should have a look at what he has been given. Any observer will
remember that there were matters related to charges before the election that
could not under any view of the mailer be regarded as politically helpful to
this Government and nothing was done to prevent them. The Leader of the
Opposition should remember h& Leitch's words; when he is in Government
he jumps in and wants to interfere. We do not do that.

BUILDING SOCIETIES ACT - CABINET MINISTER
Inquiry Prevention

324. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) Is it is a fact that in December 1987 there was intervention by a Cabinet
Minister through the Under Treasurer to slow down or prevent an
investigation under the Building Societies Act?

(2) If yes, who was the Cabinet Minister involved and will the Premier order a
Royal Comm-ission into the operation of the Corporate Affairs Department if
evidence is produced showing there has been intervention by a Cabinet
Minister?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
1 am not aware of the truth of that allegation. I make clear that at the end of
the day the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs, no matter what
representations are made to him or what views are put to him, no matter who
speaks to him, has the authority, both legal and political, to operate without
influence from the Government. Whatever matters are put to him or
representations are made to him by any senior public servant - or anyone else
for that matter - his role ultimately is to make the decisions. He has been
supported in those decisions that he has made even though there is clearly a
political downside for some of the decisions that he has made.
I am proud to say that we respect the independence of the Commissioner for
Corporate Affairs; not only that of the office but of the officer holder as well.
I am ashamed to say that over the past three years the Liberal Party in this
Parliament has been unable to hold or express the same confidence in the
independence of the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs, the Auditor
General, the Ombudsman, the Commissioner of Police and a whole host of
other people who have the independence to operate. It is not simply the
independence not to receive submissions - and I know of no submissions chat
were made - it is the independence to make a decision themselves in the end
result and the independence to act on advice from Crown Law, the Crown
Solicitor or any other party from whom they wish to take advice.

The Opposition is doing today what it has done in the past - denigrating senior
officers who have been given independence by the Parliament, which I think is
disgraceful.

TRADE UNIONS - BUILDING SITES
Closed Union Shop - Perimeter Fence Notice

325. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Labour:

(1) Is he aware that several building sites in Western Australia have a notice on
their perimeter fence which clearly indicates a closed union shop exists at that
workplace?

(2) If yes, has the Minister advised the Attorney General or any industrial
inspector that action can be initiated under the Industrial Relations Act?

(3) Will the Minister detail what action his Government is taking to ensure that all
workers in Western Australia are able to exercise their right to choose freely
whether they join a trade union?
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Mr TROY replied:

There is a significant amount in that question. I will attempt to answer part of
it. I do niot have all that information at hand. I think that the question really
refers to section 6A of the Industrial Relations Act, which is the cornerstone of
this issue. Members would be aware that that provision was inserted in 1982
by the Liberal Government and was supposed to offer protection from
victimisation to non-union members. Quite clearly, it has fallen a long way
short of that original intention. I will give the rationale for this Government's
attermpted amendments, first in 1984 and then again 1986. Hon Tom Butler
also introduced a private member's B ill into the upper House in 198 7.
The rationale behind the Government's moves in that area was in fact our
argument that it is inconsistent to have a policing function in the Industrial
Relations Act relating to union membership while at the same time denying
the Industrial Relations Commission the jurisdiction to deal with such matters,
or to make awards which contain preference clauses, If the member is
prepared to make mec aware of the sites he has in mind, I will willingly ask the
industrial inspector to examine the matter from there, and uiphold the Statutes
of this State.

CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT - CHARGES LAX!)
Commissioner and Premier's Discussions

326. Mr MacKJNNON to the Premier:

Has the Premier, since becoming Premier, ever discussed with the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs, or the Minister responsible for the
department, questions relating to charges being laid, or to be laid, by the
Corporate Affairs Department?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

What a question - have I ever discussed the charges with the responsible
Minister! Cabinet has discussed reports of matters appearing in the
newspapers. The Leader of the Opposition would have to be blind Freddy to
think that we did not read the newspapers. I make it clear that the
Commrissioner for Corporate Affairs has an independent role; he will be
supported in that independent role. There has been no interference with the
independence of the cormuissioner. To even. suggest that, without clear and
unequivocal evidence, is in itself an absolute disgrace because -

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Over the period since the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
and the member for Cottesloe, have started vying for leadership, the
Opposition has traditionally used the Parliament to make allegations which it
cannot sustain. I do not think we should give chose allegations any stature. I
simply say to members opposite that the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs
has, I hope, the confidence of the Parliament; he certainly has the confidence
of the Government. There is absolutely no question of his decisions being
shackled in any way at all by anything that is done by the Government.

POLICE - PETERS, MR FRANK
Appointm'ent - Minister for Regional Development's Comments

327. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Has the Minister observed the reported statements of his predecessor, the now
Minister for Regional Development, in relation to the appointment of
Mr Frank Peters to his position in the Police Force?

(2) To his knowledge, are the reported statements of his colleague correct in
relation to the appointment of Mr Peters?

(3) Does the Minister deny that at the time Mr Peters was appointed, the
recommendation of the Cabinet and the Commissioner of Police was for the
appointment of Mr Roy Gibson?

4967



(4) Does the Minister now acknowledge that the Ombudsman's inquiry is
inadequate, given disclosures of political interference?

Several Gave rnment members interjected.

Mr MacKInNON: Members opposite should have read a bit further Mr Leitch's
article in the Sunday Times. It seems that members opposite like to believe
Mr Leitch only when it suits them. I continue -

(5) Will the Minister now recommend to his reluctant colleagues the appointment
of a Royal Commission, with adequate terms of reference, to inquire into the
matter?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1)-5)
Yes; I have seen the comments referred to by the Leader of the Opposition. I
have said it before, and I will say it again: These very senior appointments in
the Police Force are made by Cabinet:, and they are approved by the Governor
of Western Australia. That has been the case in Western Australia for many
years, including, I have no doubt, when the Leader of the Opposition sat in the
Ministry. I have no doubt it will continue to be the case for a long time that
the best people are appointed to the job.
It is very interesting to look at what happened in 1.971 when Mr Leitch was
appointed as Chief Superintendent of Police. His appointment had become a
source of anger and bitterness in some quarters, and some senior police
officers said that the appointment had adversel.y affected police morale. When
I read the article referred to by the Leader of the Opposition, [ thought that
from the point of view of a journalist, all he or she would have had to do was
go back through the files for three or four years, and rerun the same sorts of
issues, because what happened then in relation to Mr Leitch was exactly the
same situation as has faced the Police Force for many decades; that is, the best
people are appointed to the job.
In Western Australia there is no political interference in respect of running the
Police Force. The Comm-issioner of Police and I have made it very clear that
in this State the Comnmissioner of Police, not the Minister, runs the Police
Force; and as has been the case for many years at those very senior levels, the
best people will be appointed to the job. That is the way it should be, and
always will be.

BOUNCERS - LICENSING PROPOSAL

328. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

Is the Minister going to proceed with his announced proposal to license
nightclub security officers, more commonly known as bouncers?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

For some time now I have had going - although it has come to an end, I might
say - a task force headed by an officer in my ministerial office, to look at this
question of security industry people, from the point of view of both those
involved in nightclubs and the like, and also security officers as a whole in
terms of how they might best be trained, what sort of training they should
have, and what sort of licensing should relate to them. Th1e report of that task
force made it very clear that there should be some form of licensing in respect
of those people. Having accepted that, the next question is, how do we go
about doing it, arnd what is the best way of doing it? As with most things in
Western Australia and Australia, the answer always seems to be a legislative
answer - whether that be the right way or not, it often seems to be the only
solution.
The law review unit of the Police Department is working with the officers who
chaired that task force to try to find the legislative answer to this matter. It is
not a simple legislative answer, as has been pointed out by, for example,
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the Australian Hotels Association, because in some circumstances publicans
may employ people to act purely as bouncers; in other circumstances they may
employ people to work behind the bar, who may be faced with having to deal
with unruly customers. There is a whole range of options which in a
legislative sense may create a great many complications. That is what we are
now in the process of trying to unravel. Believe me, if we had been able to
unravel that by now, the legislation would have been before the Parliament,
because there is a great and proven need for it. It is just a mailer of trying to
sort out how we can best go about it.

PEOPLE FOR FAIR AND OPEN GOVERNMENT - MA.RCH
Keating, Ms Nuala - Photographs

329. Mr LEWIS to the Premier

(1) Was Ms Nuala Keating on duty as a public servant when she assisted a
professional photographer to take photographs of last Thursday's march
organised by People for Fair and Open Government?

(2) Was the photographer paid by the Government?

(3) If yes, who instructed him to take the photographs?
(4) Were any other video pictures or photographs taken by non-police officers of

the Government. acting under the authority of the Premier or officers of the
Government?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(4)
I am not aware of any professional photographers taking photographs of the
marchers, except for the media photographers. I am aware of some amateur
photographers taking photographs, from, first, a newspaper article, which
suggests that the person referred to by the Leader of the Opposition was taking
photographs, as was also, apparently, the wife of the Leader of the
Opposition's co-worker, Mr Bevan Lawrence. I am interested to hear the
Leader of the Opposition ask the question about whether Ms Keating was on
duty, because that appears to figure very prominently in the Leader of the
Opposition's view about whether people who are observing other people are
acting properly.

On 16 December 1988. when interviewed on radio about the Leader of the
Opposition's own research officer who, being a public official, had gone on a
Sunday to spy on a meeting of the Labor Party - and not only that, but had also
produced a report which had gone onto the Leader of the Opposition's files,
on which he had written "noted" - the Leader of the Opposition defended that
person's activity by saying this -

There's no denial that a member of my staff was at a meeting, but
others were able to attend, including the media, a public meeting. My
staff member didn't seek to hide or disclose that he wasn't a member
of my staff.

Members should remember that that person was hiding behind a tree.
Interestingly, that is one criterion: Were there other people present? Given
that that was a Labor Party meeting and this was a rather failed march of about
3 S00 people -

Several Opposition members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: However many there were, I would have thought that the
Liberals' criterion was complied with.
The second thing which appears to have been in the Liberals' minds at the
time which justified the research officer's presence was that he or she was
doing it in his or her own time. This is reinforced a bit by the question from
the member for Applecross, because on 16 December the present Leader of
the Opposition in the upper House justified that snooping on this basis -
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... it seems to me that people are obviously, public servants, are
entitled to do what they want to do in their own time ...

Given that the meeting the member is referring to was at lunchtime, I think
that criterion was fulfilled. Furthermore, the Leader of the Opposition also
defended his putting his research officer's report on his own files and writing
.'noted" on it by saying -

,..that particular chap who works in my office, was doing that in his
own time. He certainly wasn't acting on my instructions, so I think
really that's a red herring ...

On that criterion, the member for Applecross' question would be a red herring.
Furthermore, no officer has reported to me about the march, nor would I want
them to report. because there are plenty of media reports and I could see it all
on the long faces of the members of the Opposition when they camne into this
place after the march. However, the Leader of the Opposition defended
himself on that occasion by saying -

. I. David went along to see who was there and then dropped me a note
to say what he had done.

Nobody dropped me a note to say what they had done. However, to quote the
Leader of the Opposition -

But he certainly wasn't acting on my instruction and as I said, that's a
red herring.

The Minister for Police and Emergency Services said he was outraged at the
allegation because the Opposition was using public servants to spy for it; and
what did the Leader of the Opposition say about it? He said he defended it on
the basis that it was a public meeting and the media were there. Well, the
march was a public meeting. Not many people were there but the media were
there. It was a total failure and the person about whom the member for
Applecross has asked the questions was not acting on instructions, was not
doing anything for the Government. and was not acting as a public servant,
She was involved in her lunch hour and if she just took some photographs of
the signs, which included a demand for two members of the Opposition to
resign, that is a matter for her in her private capacity.

Government members: Hear, hear!
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