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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Tuesday, 27 October 1987

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

ROTH WELLS LTD
Government Action: Standing Orders Suspension

MR PEARCE (Armadale -- Leader of the House) [2.18 pm]: I move, without notice --

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as would prevent the Minister for
Minerals and Energy moving a motion without notice in relation to Rothwells
Limited.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) [2.19 pm]: The Government
approached the Opposition prior to Parliament sitting today -- at about midday -- with this
request. I indicated that the Opposition had no objection to the Government seeking to
suspend Standing Orders on the basis that there be no restriction on the debate and that it be
debated to its finality. The Opposition has no wish to delay the Parliament's proceeding with
its business.

The Opposition wants to debate this matter rationally and sensibly, as the situation warrants.
It does not believe that the Opposition should find itself in a position where this debate is
adjourned, albeit before dinner, after dinner, or at any other time. The debate should proceed
with no limit on the amount of comment to be made, and it should then be put to a vote.
It seems only fair and reasonable, given the severity of the state of the nation, the serious
nature of the Government's actions over the weekend, and our responsibility as a Parliament,
that this Parliament is given the opportunity to properly address these sorts of issues of the
day. [ seek the assurance of the Leader of the House that there will be no restriction on the
length of the debate. Is there to be a restriction on time?

Mr Brian Burke: I will provide the answer in due course.

Mr MacKINNON: WilL the Premier provide the answer before I sit down?

Mr Brian Burke: You vote whichever way you want to after I have answered the question.

Mr MacKINNON: If the Premier wants to play those silly games, the Opposition will oppose
the motion on the basis that the Government is not prepared to give any commitment
whatsoever that the debate will not be restricted and that the Opposition will have the
opportuity to debate this important motion freely.
Mr Pearce: When I discussed the matter with your Whip I said that the Government had no
intention of unduly restricting the debate, as would be the case if it were a matter of public
importance, and that we would discuss during the course of the afternoon how it should be
done. There was no suggestion of any restriction on the debate except that obviously we
have legislation to get through and, therefore, this debate cannot proceed all day, all night,
and tomorrow.

Mr MacKINNON: In other words, there is no commitment. I indicated earlier that the
Opposition does not want to frustrate the Parliament -- it does not want the debate to continue
all day, all night, and tomorrow -- but it wants a proper and reasoned debate today. If the
Government is not prepared, either through the Premier or the Leader of the House, to give
that comnmitment, the Opposition opposes the motion.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga. -- Premier) [2.21 pm]: The Government received more than
one request that this matter be raised for debate, or at least for explanation, at the first
possible opportunity after the Parliament met today. Apart from individual members who
indicated to me personally that they thought there should be an opportunity for debate, the
National Party expressed its view that there should be a full explanation of the events
surrounding the rescue of Rothwelis merchant bank. Further, I am informed that were the
Government not prepared to give that explanation, it was the intention of the National Party
to consider and probably move a matter of public importance.
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In discussions with the Leader of the House we agreed that it was not appropriate for the
Government to do what it is entitled to do -- that is, to move its own matter of public
importance -- because to do that is to restrict the debate to one hour and to occupy what is
considered to be, although not necessarily defined to be, an entitlement of the Opposition to
exercise the sessional orders which allow for one matter of public importance to be debated a
week. I told the Leader of the House that the Government would instead seek to suspend
Standing Orders.

[ took the precaution of forwarding to the Speaker a letter indicating that if we failed in our
effort to suspend Standing Orders, we would raise it as a matter of public importance. I
relied on the good sense of the Opposition to understand that it was preferable in its own
interest to have a suspension of Standing Orders and a debate after that suspension than to
debate a matter of public importance on terms that were disadvantageous to the Opposition.

I caused my staff to ring the office of the Leader of the Opposition, and his office advised
that the Leader of the Opposition would agree to the suspension provided that there would be
a totally unrestricted debate. I indicated to my staff that I did not wish to curtail debate, but
it obviously could not proceed throughout the afternoon and this evening for more than a few
hours. I indicated to my staff that they should iniform the office of the Leader of the
Opposition that the Government was perfectly happy for the debate to continue for as long as
it took to reach the tea suspension -- three hours; that is, three times the normal period
allowed to debate matters of public importance and adequate time in which to debate this
matter. The Leader of the Opposition replied that under those circumstances he would not
support the suspension of Standing Orders.

I then contacted the office of the National Party and asked the lady who answered the
telephone whether I could see Mr Calderbank, who wrote the letter to me in the name of the
National Party asking for the matter to be raised. I told Mr Calderbank what had happened
with the Leader of the Opposition and said I was prepared to guarantee a minimum two
hours' debate. 1 said that I would not curtail the debate until I had discussed the matter with
the Leader of the National Party, and I hoped that the National Party would support the
suspension of Standing Orders, which is one of the inevitable tendencies in this place.

I then told the Leader of the House that he should move for the suspension of Standing
Orders. That is the whole story from start to finish and it underlines one thing: Once again,
the Leader of the Opposition cannot make a decision. He cannot, under circumstances with
which normal people can easily cope when called upon to make a decision, make an ordinary
decis ion. As far as I am concerned we can have the debate on a matter of public importance,
if the Opposition wants that, which will allow one hour's debate and there will be a
curtailment. The Leader of the National Party will complain because although he may not
want to speak, if he does, he will probably speak for five minutes. If my memory serves me
correctly on previous matters of public importance, the National Party has been allocated five
midnutes of the 30 minutes allowed for the Opposition.

I urge members, including the Opposition, not to cut off their nose to spite their face. The
circumstances under which we move to suspend Standing Orders are those I have outlined
and which I have relayed to the National Party, and before there is any restriction on debate I
will consult the Leader of the National Party and the Leader of the Opposition as well. [ do
not have a problem with that. I cannot say that we are prepared to debate this until midnight,
because we have other business to go on with.

MR COWAN (Merredin -- Leader of the National Party) [2.26 pm]: The National Party
supports the motion. I acknowledge that the Premier is correct in saying that I instructed a
member of my staff to write to him seeking an undertaking that he would give the Parliament
an explanation containing full details of this matter. The National Party has not altered its
view in any shape or fonn. In our discussion in the parry room today, it was made clear to
me that the party wants to take this issue a lot further and we would have liked it to be fully
debated in this Parliament.

I remind the House that even if the National Party wanted to introduce a motion dealing with
a matter of public importance, under the sessional orders allowing for the introduction of
such motions, we would need the support of other parties to satisfy you, Mr Speaker, that the
debate should proceed. The National Party would never have a guarantee that that would
happen.. It would be totally unsatisfactory to debate a matter as important as this using the
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standard rules; that is, 60 minutes' debate, with 30 minutes allowed for each side of the
House.
I was pleased to hear the Premier say that the debate will last for at least three hours and there
will be consultation between the leaders of the other parties to ensure they are reasonably
satisfied. No members in their wildest dreams would expect us to be totally satisfied, but we
would have to be reasonably satisfied that there was sufficient debate on this matter.

When the matter was put to my office again, the deputy leader of the National Party quickly
verified that the motion to suspend Standing Orders was the preferred option of the National
Party. There is one qualification: I take it that if this motion is passed and we get to the
substantive motion, the Premier will incorporate in the following motion a detailed
explanation of the Government's action.

Mr Brian Burke: You will have absolute derail of all the questions that have been asked by
anyone [ am aware of, together with answers to questions the Liberal Party has not yet asked.

Mr COWAN: I am pleased to hear that. It is very important that this House knows precisely
why the Premier made that decision, whether it was a Treasury recommendation, or
whatever, If that information is provided during the debate on the motion which will follow,
the National Party is prepared to support the motion.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [2.30 pm]: It is a pity that we are having an argument about
something which is so important. The fact of the matter is that every member of this House
knows that the $150 million of taxpayers' money which has been committed by the
Government without parliamentary approval should be the subject of discussion in
Parliament today at the first opportunity. Every member wants to debate it and hear the
explanations and the answers to questions. The only reason that the Leader of the Opposition
raised the issue of a limitation on time is that the Opposition wants the debate to be a proper
one and not, as we have seen in the past, one where the Government plays politics, reaches a
certain point when it tinrks it has a tactical advantage, and then cuts off the debate.

We saw this happen only a few weeks ago. The issue before the Parliament today is of
enormous importance. All sides want to debate it, and to debate it properly. In the light of
the Premier's explanation that there will be a proper debate and that he will confer with the
Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party, the Leader of the Opposition
has asked me to say that the Opposition will support the motion-

Several members interjected.
MR PEARCE (Armadale -- Leader of the House) [2.32 pmj: Sometimes things are said in
the heat of parliamentary debate which are regretted, and I think the Premier probably regrets
his statement that the Opposition cannot make a decision. Clearly it can; it can make
decisions at the rate of about four a minute. However, one would hope for a little consistency
in the kinds of decisions made.
I approached the Opposition about midday today with regard to everyone's desire to have a
debate on this matter.

Mr Burkett: Which leader?

Mr PEARCE: I sought to speak to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who is their Leader
of the House. He was trying to quell a revolt in the party room at that stage, I understand, so
the Whip came out to meet me. We had a very brief but amiable conversation in which I put
the proposition to him that there were two ways in which to deal with this matter. One was
by using the matters of public importance provision. We did not want to do that for two
reasons.

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The second proposition was to suspend Standing Orders, and we sought the
cooperation of the Opposition on the suspension of Standing Orders. I said a reasonable time
would be needed for this debate; we did not want to go on all day and all night because there
were several other matters to be dealt with. The suggestion was that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition and I would sit down and work out a timetable for the debate once it got going,
and one that was reasonable on all sides. The Whip came back a few minutes later
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and said that arrangement was fine. That was the basis on which we have worked in the past;
a discussion and a quick decision which has suited everybody.

There was then all this ro-ing and fto-ing about the Opposition seeking to put demands on the
rime which might be made available by the Government. The Opposition already had the
kind of comnirrent which the formner Leader of the Opposition now appears to believe he
has got out of the Premier by way of interjection or interrogation in the last few minutes.
That was available right from the very first.

The real idiocy of the member for Cottesloc 's position is that he says everyone wants to
debate this matter, so in order to have a fair debate, the Opposition must have an absolute
commitment that the debate will go on as long as anybody wants, and if it does not get that
commnitment it will not have any debate at all. That is a foolish position to adopt, but totally
consistent with the kind of inconsistency which has bedevilled this Opposition in its approach
to the Parliament, and in particular in its approach to this matter. It is a ragtag and bobtail
collection of people who cannot make up each other's minds and maintain a consistent
decision for more than about 15 seconds on the trot.

Question put.

The SPEAKER: To be carried, this motion requires an absolute majority. I have counted the
House; and, there being no dissentient voice, I declare the question carried.
Question thus passed.

Motion
MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for Economic Development) [2.35 pm]: I move --

That in the opinion of this House, the State Governiment should provide financial
guarantees to private sector organisations, other than those provided for under
legislation designed to assist small business, only in exceptional circumstances.

However, this House notes the exceptional circumstances currently prevailing
internationally in financial markets and in particular:

the sudden and substantial decline in the value of shares;

the pressure placed on other sectors in the financial market by the fall in share
markets;

the severe uncertainty and consequent crisis of confidence among investors
because of the events of the last fortnight;
the worrying vulnerability of financial markets and institutions and through
them. the national economy to panic decision-making by investors in the
current atmosphere, and

the consequent need for all responsible people in the public and private sectors
to do whatever they can to maintain confidence and restore stability.

In the light of these factors, this House endorses the State Government's participation
in the efforts of leading Australian business people to strengthen the Western
Australian-based Rothwells Limited, noting that:

any difficulties encountered by Rothwells in meeting its obligations would
exacerbate uncertainty in financial markets and create difficulties for other
financial institutions;

there has never before been such a distinguished group of Australian business
people prepared to assist a financial organisation and that the funds subscribed
by these people and all other funds available to Rothwells must be exhausted
before the State Government's guarantee is called upon;

the reputation of the Western Australian fintancial community must be
protected in the interests of the State's continued development, and

a substantial number of businesses operating in Western Australia, mast of
which are medium to small businesses, are dependent on Rothwells for
finance to remain in business.
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This matter is a highly complex one and I am pleased that the House has chosen, at the first
opportunity, to give us in the Governmnent the opportunity to debate the matter and put on the
record the Government's position and the rationale and basis for its involvement in this
matter.
Members will be aware of the very substantial crash which occurred in the stock markets of
the world last Monday and Tuesday, and the subsequent trading which has taken place has
done nothing to restore confidence in those stock markets. Those crashes have literally
wiped billions of dollars off the value of stocks. Worldwide, probably thousands of billions
of dollars of assets of various individuals and companies are involved. In Australia, the stack
market has fallen since 15 October, if one takes a time a little earlier than the major crash, by
something in the vicinity of 40 per cent. In the last week it fell by something of the order of
24 or 25 per cent.

It is well known that many people, and particularly those investing in futures exchange-type
markets, invest on the stock market on the basis of calls being made on them from time to
time by brokers -- margin calls, and a whole range of other aspects -- and any substantial
dislocation to the value, including upward and downward movements, but particularly a
downward major adjustment to the stock market, causes major problems for those investors.
In most cases it requires them to be called upon by the people who are in turn lending the
money. Many of them have acquired their htinds by borrowing, and they are required to
provide fuinds to the brokerages, the futures exchange and so on in order to meet their
obligations. In many cases the brokers themselves have substantial credit with each other and
with financial institutions. In the case of dislocation, that credit will be called in.

That was the situation which developed early last week as a result of the crash. In the first
couple of days of last week, in the case of Rothwells Ltd, brokers and other depositors, for
quite routine reasons from Rothwelis point of view but perhaps for more urgent reasons from
their own point of view, sought to obtain funds which they had on deposit from Rothwells --
perhaps they required money for the purposes I have described, or perhaps other purposes.

In the first couple of days following the crash, an amount of the order of $120 million to
$130 million of depositors' funds was paid out by Rothwells. Rothwells is a Western
Australian-based company which has been highly profitable and performed very highly in
terms of returns on capital and increases in shareholders' funds. In a recent survey,
Rothwells were said to be one of the five leading merchant banks in Australia in performance
terms. Rothwells, however, unlike many ocher merchant banks, is not an institution which
has as its parent or closely associated company a very major financial institution such as a
trading bank, as do AGC and Custom Credit or an investment bank of the nature of Wardley,
which has as its parent bank the Hong Kong and Shanghai Banking Corporation. Rorhwells
does have a wide spread of shareholders, and its principal shareholder is a very wealthy man,
but it does not have that particular association which many other merchant banks have with a
major financial institution in terms of its ownership.

As a result of that situation, Rothwells has a banking relationship with a number of banks,
including the National Australia Bank. On Thursday, at a quite senior level of the bank -- but
not at the most senior level -- a decision was made not to honour certain cheques that
Rothwells had drawn on the National Australia Bank in order to pay out depositors. The
amount involved was of the order of $30 million. That decision meant that the people who
had sought to draw on those cheques to the NAB found themselves unable to do so, and,
understandably, they became concerned. As most members would know, the financial and
investment community in Perth and in Australia generally is one where gossip, nrnmour and
information spread like wildfire, and within a very short space of time after this decision
there was alleged information around the marketplace that Rothwells was in financial
difficulty and could not meet its obligations to its depositors.

The result was that on Friday, a number of depositors, including those who had their cheques
dishonoured, presented themselves to the Rothwells offices in Perth and its other offices in
other parts of Australia, seeking to obtain their funds quickly. Rothwells faced a problem in
that despite its high level of profitability, its substantial share of the market, the substantial
increase in shareholders' funds that had occurred and the solid position that it was in so far as
shareholders' funds were concerned, it had the classic mismatch between debtors and an
approximately equal number of people in monetary terms who had loaned it money --
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depositors, principally small businessmen -- and funds outstanding to people who had
borrowed money from the bank. The problem was that the funds that were loaned to
Rothwells by its depositors were in genera] terms at call, or close to at call and the funds
which the bank had loaned out to borrowers -- again, principally hundreds of small
businesses in Western Australia -- were in general terms either not at call or on short-term
notice, and in order for the businesses to remain viable, those funds would need to be rolled
over rather than called in, particularly in the current market environment where those
businesses would have found it very difficult to refinance those borrowings had it been
necessary to do so.

That was the position on Friday. It would have been possible on that day for Mr Connell --
the chief executive and principal shareholder of Rothwells, owning in excess of 30 per cent
of the shares -- to say, "Rothwefls is a merchant bank of which I am a shareholder. My
capital is at risk, but I have personal wealth which is quite unencumbered by that, and I will
allow the company to go into default and to close its doors and I will see what will happen so
far as liquidation or other matters are concerned." However, Mr Connell decided that he did
not want to do that for two reasons. The first was a moral reason: He felt he had gained the
confidence of a lot of people and had persuaded them to invest with him and to participate
with him in their business activities, and he owed them an obligation. The second reason was
his conviction that the company was very healthy and solvent and it did not have any
problems with depreciation of its asset base; rather, the company was facing a short-term
liquidity crisis which could be dealt with -- as other liquidity crises had been dealt with -- by
restoring confidence and by providing liquid funds to cover that crisis situation.

So the first thing that Mr Connell decided to do was to put into the company on the basis of a
subordinate loan -- that is, a loan that follows all other forms of cash and equity in the
company -- the amount that he could quickly raise either by sale of assets or by putting up
assets as security against other loans that he could personally obtain, in order to put those
funds into the bank and to provide immiediate funds to pay out those depositors who were
seeking the funds. Mr Connell decided to do that on Friday, and he raised approximately
$70 million, which he then put into the bank as funds for the company. The question of how
he raised that $70 million becomes relevant to this debate only in that $30 million of that
$70 million was raised by selling some property to the SGIC. I might add that was not a
Rothwells equity; it was a personal equity of Mr Connell's and his wife in two properties on
St George's Terrace which were held jointly with Bond Corporation and the State
Superannuation Board. Mr Connell held a 25 per cent interest in both those properties, which
were the old David Jones site, as it is known, and the Perth Technical College site.
Mr Connell immediately approached his partners. The first partner that he approached was
the major owner of the projects, the State Superannuation Board, which advised him that it
was not in a position to acquire his assets but referred him to the State Government Insurance
Commission. The SGIC decided, initially at officer level and then at board level, to negotiate
with Mr Connell to acquire his assets in those two properties. At some stage previous to that,
Mr Connell had obtained valuations of his 25 per cent share in those properties from the
leading real estate and valuation firmt -- not only in Western Australia but also world wide --
of Richard Ellis. Richard Ellis valued Mr Connell's share in the properties as being at
$52 million, which is a very substantial premium over what he and the other partners in the
properties had paid for them. I think it is instructive to understand why it is that that
valuation was put forward and why the valuation was so much higher than the entry price
which Connell had in both of those properties.

Mr Brian Burke: The entry price that Connell had into the old David Jones site is several
years old, and it is really only the entry price from the Perth Technical College site that is
relevant because the State Superannuation Board is the beneficiary of that because it bought
that site from Connell and Bond Corporation.
Mr PARKCER: I was going to make the point that in the case of the old David Jones site,
Connell had been a participant in that Property for a very long period and there had been a
substantial capital appreciation, as one would expect in a rising market.

Mr Lewis: What was the entry price?
Mr PARKER: The entry price for the Perth Technical College site is very much on the
record. I cannot remember it off the top of my head, but I think it was about $33 million or
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more, and Cannel's share of that was 25 per cent. As the Premier has said, Mr Cannel! had
been in a more significant position before in the David Jones site with Bond Corporation and
then with Bond had sold down some of his assets in that site to the State Superannuation
Board. But in both cases his entry and everybody else's into the Perth Technical College site
and the State Superannuation Board's entry from Bond and Connell! into the David Jones site
were very much less than this offer.

I was going to say that apart from the passage of time in a very much rising market in that
area it is instructive to understand why that price had risen so substantially.

The first reason is that, in general terms, central business district property prices in Perth have
risen very substantially, more substantially than in most other capitals of Australia. The
reason for that, apart from the high level of activity going on, is principally that the take-up
rate has doubled in the last two or three years because of the strength of the Western
Australian economy, the diversity of our economy, and the number of people seeking office
accommodation in Western Australia. The Building Owners and Management Association --
BOMA -- has recently reassessed the figure that it reports on take-up rates in Perth. Because
it is a conservative organisation, as I am sure members know, it normally does not do this sort
of thing until it is confident of a sustainable position, but it has indicated in its reports that the
take-up rate in Perth has doubled in that period. That in itself has had a very substantial
impact on CBD prices generally, wherever they are in the CBD.

Secondly, in the westemn end of the CBD -- that is, the end where both these sites are
located -- there has been a very high level of both construction activity and buying activity.
Anyone who wallks down St George's Terrace will see that much of the new office
accommodation is at that end of the city. It has been said on many occasions by many
commentators that the financial and commnercial centre of the city has moved westwards over
the last two or three years. In particular, the buying activity which has taken place adjacent
to the Perth Technical College site -- in fact, between the Perth Technical College site and
Mill Street where virtually the entirety of that huge tract of land has been purchased in
various slabs for ever-increasing amounts by Mr Holmes a Court's Bell Group -- has meant
that the assessment of property values at that end of the Terrace and in that area has increased
at an even faster rate than the overall rate of increase in the central business district.

The third reason that those valuations would have been considerably higher than the entry
prices in each case was that the Perth City Council has approved a development on each of
those sites. I am sure anyone who has been involved in whatever capacity in property
development would know that that approval would mean that everyone would have a much
better understanding of the value of the site and the return on it. That of itself would have
substantially increased the value of the site for the people who entered prior to the approval
being given. For all those reasons it is logical that the Richard Ellis valuation, which was
done some little time ago and was quite independent of Government, would have been
substantially higher than earlier.

But the State Government Insurance Corporation, which had received this approach not from
the Government but from the ministerial level, discussed first at officer level and
subsequently, I understand, at board level, the question of whether it should purchase the site.
It entered into an arrangement with Connell which provided, firstly, a very substantial
discount for it to enter. I am not at all familiar with the details of the figures, but I guess that
was based on the urgency of his trying to obtain funds. It forced a very substantial discount
on that valuation; the first thing that was obtained was a figure of $30 million for it to
purchase the site, should it desire to go ahead with the development, as opposed to the
valuation which, as I have indicated, was $52 million.

Many members of this House would be aware that in providing valuations, valuers frequently
notate their valuations to the effect that they are provided to the seekers of the valuation and
they are not responsible to third parties for those valuations. I am sure many members of this
House would have seen similar notations. In this case, the SOIC took the precaution of going
to Richard Ellis and seeking from that firm its confirmation to the SOIC of that valuation so
that in terms of the valuation the relationship between the SGIC and Richard Ellis would be
of the same character as the relationship between the original seeker of the valuation and
Richard Ellis -- in other words, the SGIC would not be in the position of a
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third party but rather in the position of a person to whom a valuation had been given. I am
advised chat Richard Emls did confirm that valuation directly to the SGIC.
Ms Lewis: Are there any caveats to that?

Ms PARKER: As I an' advised, no.

Mr H-assell: When was the valuation made? You said it was made some time before.

Mr PARKER: Yes, but not long before.

Mr Hassell: It certainly was not made after the events of last Tuesday.

Mr PARKER: No, it was not. That was one of the reasons that the SOIC sought
confirmation of the valuation from Richard Ellis. I might say that thus far there has been no
noticeable change in property valuations or auctions and so on since the events of last
Tuesday, but time will only tell about that. Anyone who walks down the Terrace can see chat
the building boom is continuing unabated.

Apart from that, the SGIC decided that it wanted some further security with respect to that
purchase, so it negotiated two other side arrangements. The first such side arrangement was
that it negotiated with the person who was selling the property, Cornell, that he could
purchase the property back in six months for an amount which gave the SOIC a guaranteed
rate of return of 16 per cent -- substantially higher than the current funds rate of return, It
also negotiated a fee of $200 000 for itself in that deal, just in case that did not work; in other
words, in case the rescue package for Rothwells did not work.
Mr MacKinnon. When did you become aware of the SGIC's involvement?

Mr PARKER: Me personally? Late on Friday afternoon, well after the decision had been
made.

If the rescue package for Rothwells did not work, the SGIC wanted some further security, so
it also negotiated an arrangement with the other partner in the site, Bond Corporation or one
of its companies -- I am not precisely sure which Bond Corporation company it was, but part
of the Bond Group -- to the effect that it had put an option to the Bond Group for $40 million,
to be exercised at the discretion of the SGIC at the conclusion of 12 months.
In simple terms that means that, should the Connell side of the arrangement not take place,
the SCIC can require Bond Corporation to acquire back that share of the property which it
has purchased at the conclusion of 12 months for a sum of $40 million. Anyone with
rudimentary arithmetic can see that that represents a 33.3 per cent rate of return over that 12-
month period, which is not a bad rate of return. That is a requirement that can be imposed on
Bond Corporation. That was part of the arrangement made, and I understand it was approved
by the board of the SGIC and put to Connell. It enabled him to raise funds on the strength of
that as part of the $70 million I referred to earlier.

I notice that a couple of days after the matter became public the Opposition asked where the
SOIC got the funds from and how the SGIC could afford to purchase a property of that sort.
It is very interesting and instructive that at about the same time that these comments were
made a telephone call was received by the SOIC from a director, or certainly an officer -- I
am not precisely sure of his title in the organisation -- of Perpetual Finance. It might be of
interest to the House to know the namne of the director of Perpetual Finance who rang the
SGIC to say he understood it might be a bit short of money and would it like to borrow some
from Perpetual finance. The director concerned was Ken Court. He rang the SGIC with that
proposition and the SCIC was able to tell Mr Court that in fact it did not need his finance at
that time. As I understand it, there is an ongoing financial relationship between that company
and the SGIC.

Mr Court: Let's get it right: It was not "Perpetual Finance"; that was the R & I Bank.

Mr PARKER: It might have been Perpetual Trustees. However, it was Mr Court, certainly,
and I understood he was acting on behalf of a financial subsidiary of Perpetual Trustees.
However, there is a banking relationship there and the SGIC was able to tell Mr Court that it
had made prudent financial decisions and was highly liquid, and did not need any finance for
the arrangement.

Mr MacKinnon: So the SOIC will fund that purchase from its internal cash balance?
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Mr PARKER: It will no doubt fund it, in what it regards as being the most appropriate
commercial way to fund it; but it certainly has the capacity to fund it from its internal cash
balances.

Mr 1Hassel interjected.

Mr PARKER: It may or may not be that, depending on what the appropriate commercial
decision is for it to make, but it has the capacity to do it from its own hinds.

Mr Hassell interjected.

Mr PARKER: It has a whole range of hinds, as all insurance companies do. No insurance
company has its own funds as such; it will have the hinds of various insurers. The
Government was advised on Friday that Mr Alan Bond, who had been contacted about these
matters by Rothwells and who was in Rome at the time, would return immediately to see
what could be done to assist in this matter. The Premier was advised on Saturday morning
that Mr Bond and Wardley Australia Ltd would coordinate --

Mr H-assell: That deal was totally put together on Friday, was it? From beginning to end?

Mr PARKER: I cannot say whether the initial approach was made on Friday or prior to
Friday, but it was settled on Friday.

Mr Hasseil: The deal was settled on Friday and the money was paid out?

Mr PARKER: No, the money was not paid out but because the deal and contract were in
place Mr Concill was able to use that to raise funds from other sources on the strength of that
arrangement. Settlement has not yet taken place but that is just a matter of procedure.

Mr Kassell: There will be a transfer of title?

Mr PARKER: Well, I assume so. There will be an appropriate change of ownership, I
cannot tell the member the precise detail. It may be that the company itself has been
bought -- I cannot answer that question -- but certainly there will be a transfer of ownership,
and appropriate stamp duty and so on willI be paid.

Mr Hassell: But settlement has taken place?

Mr PARKER: No, settlement has not taken place. As I understand it, the time for settlement
is fairly short but because of the existence of a contract, Mr Connell was able to go out and
raise funds on its strength.

On Saturday morning, the Premier received information from Bond Corporation that Mr
Bond -- who was due back later that morning -- and Mr Yonge, the chief executive of
Wardley Australia Lid, would hold a meeting that afternoon to discuss the situation facing
Rothwelis and that they would be interested to have the Government participate in that
meeting to see whether there was anything that the Government could do to aid in what they
describe as "a mission" to financially strengthen and secure Rorhwells Ltd against the panic
situation which had developed. The Premier, both for reasons of his commitments on the day
and because he is acutely aware of accusations about his associations with various people --
accusations which we regard as totally unfounded; and which all members know to be
untrue -- and aware of the deliberate attempts made in the community to foster those
accusations, decided that he would prefer to have someone other than himself involved in any
discussions, even were he available. I think it is equally as well known -- certainly in the
financial and political conmnunities -- that I, regardless of whatever else one might say about
me, have never been associated with Mr Connell and his companies, or indeed for that matter
with Mr Bond. Indeed, I am well known to have had some antagonistic relations with those
people --

Mr Hassell: Like the Fremantle Gas and Coke Company.

Mr PAR-KER: I had no relationship to Mr Bond in the Fremantle Gas and Coke Company
deal. One has only to walk down St George's Terrace and ask people about that.

For that reason -- and I guess also because of my portfolio and other responsibilities -- the
Premier asked me to become involved on his behalf. He also asked Mr Horgan and Mr Lloyd
from the Western Australian Development Corporation to become involved. We attended a
meeting that afternoon where we had explained to us in considerable detail the financial
circumstances surrounding Rothwells. Bankers -- people from Wardley's and other
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financial institutions -- had been in die place for at least 24 or 36 hours, going through the
books and making their own assessment of the true financial position of Rothwells bank.
They came up with a position which was strong in cash terms, and in terms of sarors'
funds and profitability, and the fundamental viability of the bank; consequently they made it
absolutely clear that they were 100 per cent confident -- and could back that confidence --
that Rothwells was a highly viable and profitable business which had a short-term liquidity
problem created by the financial crisis with which it had had nothing to do.
I think it is important to recognise chat there was no reduction in shareholders' funds as a
result of any problems Rothwells experienced with the stock market. The problem was the
classic mismatch of liquidity to which I referred earlier, but in such a liquid situation, of
course, it could have been conceivable that Rothwells would have been unable to trade and in
die current market environment -- with people seeking their money quickly and they in turn
seeking money from borrowers -- a whole range of bankruptcies and liquidations could have
been anticipated as money was called in or sought. It is doubtful that in that environment the
business could survive. However, all parties were absolutely of the view that if the business
could be made sufficiently liquid to survive the next period of time, that business would be
able to operate, not only profitably and viably but also in such a way as to enhance its
position.

The essential detail in relation to the financial position of Rothwells is that it has -- and had at
31 July -- shareholders' funds of approximately $67 million. Those funds have risen rapidly
because of the success of the organisation over the past few years. It also had borrowers who
had been granted "credit-enhanced facilities". That means that as well as the name on the bill
being "Rothwells" there was a subname on it of another substantial banking institution --
Standard Chartered or the National Australia Bank or some other bank. Those bills were
readily liquifiable without recourse to die original borrowers. It also had depositors' funds
which were from so-called "friendly depositors"; that is, depositors' funds which those
people in the room could guarantee would not be drawn on at all and thus would provide
liquidity.

I think it is important that the House understand that no State Government instrumentality
had at that time, or, as far as I know has had for any considerable period -- I cannot speak for
what may have happened years ago -- any funds on deposit with Rothwells. There is no
exposure in that regard by State Government instrumentalities.

Mr MacKinnon: Is there any exposure by local government?

Mr PARKER: I think there may have been. There was certainly exposure by a range of
organisationis, including a lot of small businesses, instrumentalities, charitable and religious
organisations and others. That is on the depositors' side. No Government agencies are
involved --

Mr Lightfoot: Including WADC?

Mr PARKER: Yes. On the borrowers' side, there was a whole host of business borrowers,
ranging across the whole spectrum of the business community. Credit enhancement in the
normal market environment is a procedure which is carried on quite routinely and is even
quite cheap. It was put to me that one could obtain credit enhancement in a normal
environment if one was reasonably solvent for about 0. 17 per cent. That compares with our
final figure of just under two per cent in the current environment.

But if one combines all those funds -- the friendly funds, the credit-enhanced funds, and the
shareholders' funds, with the $70 million of subordinated loans that Mr Connell had made to
the company and which he was prepared to leave in there subordinate to everything else --
what was needed to ensure that if every single depositor with Rodiwells came to die door and
said, "I want my money back", was about $300 million. This was not because of a lack of
funds in the company but because of the lack of liquidity. One needed to be absolutely liquid
to go out into the community and say to everyone, "If you want to come in and get your
money, come in tomorrow and you can have a cheque and you can cash it. One had to
assume that in the current market environment it might be the case that each and every one of
those people would do precisely that. Therefore the bankers, Bond Corporation, and the
other business people who were there had assessed that, in the current environment, one
should get a major injection of equity capital. One had carefully to balance how much equity
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capital went in, and from whom, and how one would put it in because one did not want to
undermine existing shareholders' funds and so on, but one should get a major injection of
equity capital. Indeed, by the time we had arrived there on Saturday afternoon, Mr Bond was
confident, at that early stage, that he had at least $100 million of new equity capital which
could be put into the company. Wardley's were so confident it was there that they had
undertaken to fully underwrite the rights issue for the equity to the full extent required at the
time, and we are talking of various figures at various times. Wardley's believed that they had
it fully sub-underwritten by the very people who would be injecting the capital. The cnucial
point, however, is that Wardley's said that if people were prepared already to put in
$150 million of equity capital, they were still $150 million short in liquidity if every single
depositor with Rothwells asked for his money. Because of the desire to show those
depositors that there were liquid funds to cover every cent there, those business people were
not prepared to put in their equity capital unless some way could be found to turn
$150 million of the comparatively unliquid funds into liquid funds to cover another rush.
That was the circumstance that was put to us.
At the meeting we were asked to do three things: First, although by the time we arrived on
the scene there were firm commitments from Wardley's and these other sub-underwriters to
underwrite the issue of shares, it was suggested to us that, not in order that the underwriting
rake place, because it was already in place, but in order to engender confidence, the
Government could become a joint underwriter with Wardley's or become a sub-underwriter
with some of the other businesses.

The second thing we were asked to do, as a gesture of our confidence in the future
management of the bank, was to join with those leading business people -- whose names
were revealed to us and which have subsequently become public -- and inject equity capital
into the bank so that we could be seen to be putting our confidence in the future and putting
our money as at-risk as the money of those other leading business people in Australia. The
most at-risk money is the capital injection.

The third thing was the need for credit enhancement, the ability for Roxhwells to have liquid
funds to cover any depositor rush; we were asked to credit-enhance that $150 million out of a
loan book of approximately $630 million to $650 million.

It was explained to us by everyone concerned, and it became patently obvious, that if this
whole package were not put together in one way or another, it would be impossible for
Rothwells to open on Monday. It would be impossible for Rothwells, under the corporate
affairs legislation, to accept any deposits. And there had been people wanting to make
deposits with the bank, despite what [ have just described, for two or three days before this.
If we did not do this, there would not be an injection of capital funds and the bank would not
be able to open on Monday.

I will not go through in great detail the various consultations that took place within
Government over that night, but suffice to say that Mr Horgan, Mr Lloyd and I decided that
we should brief the Premier. Subsequent to that briefing and discussion we decided to seek
additional financial advice from bankers with whom we were associated as a Government.
The Premier also sought advice, as has been publicised, from Mr Holmes a Court, who is also
known to be a person who is not in any sense close to Mr Connell, Rothwells, Mr Bond or
even Wardley's. We also decided to see whether there were other ways in which we could
achieve the same result without putting the $150 million credit-enhancement facility in place.

Of course, another way we could have done it was to provide $150 illion of capital. Apart
from the very substantial risk to the taxpayers which that would involve, that money would
have been far more at risk than credit-enhancement funds and we were not prepared to do it
for that reason. it would also have destroyed the capital base of the company by diluting its
shareholders' equity in the funds to an unacceptable degree, and it might well have frightened
away some of the people willing to put equity into the company. We sought other ways
where we could minimise the risk to the Government. We sought the splitting up of some of
it. We ranged over a whole range of options in extensive discussions that took place between
us and with some advisers and we came up with a different package, which we then put to the
meeting on the Saturday night and to the people still there, principally Alan Bond and James
Yonge and other people coordinating the deal. Again, suffice to say we discussed the matter
and other alternatives at considerable length.
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The only alternative that became available to us was the one of some form of credit
enhancement, so we decided that if there were to be a credit enhancement we would prefer it
to be one by the major banks or a bank which was used to doing those things; we would stand
behind the bank rather than directly behind Rothwells. We then decided we would
recommend that we put in place a facility which involved the credit enhancement by the
consortium of banks or one bank, depending on the prudential requirement of the various
banks, of $150 million. That means that $150 million of bills outstanding to Rothwells by
borrowers, bills which weire not credit enhanced at that time -- in other words, the only name
on the bills was Rothwells and that meant they were not particularly liquid in the current
environment -- would have their credit enhanced by the name of a bank -- say, the National
Australia Bank -- going in under the Rothwells' name, and behind that, not on the bill, with
the National Australia Bank, or any other trading bank that might be involved, knowing that
it ultimately would be indemnified by the Western Australian Government. Just the fact that
the particular bank was named on the bill would mean that those bills would immediately
become liquid or capable of becoming liquid and the whole of the $600 million could be
raised. It was hoped that once people knew that the whole $600 million could be raised, as is
the case with a lender-of-last-resort facility that the Reserve Bank provides, people would not
seek to take their liquid funds out of the bank and would leave thern in there because they
would know they were secure.

Where does it place the Government in risk terms as obviously it is a critical situation? In the
first place there is no outlay of Government funds. The Government rejected absolutely the
option of either joint underwriting or subunderwriting wit Wardley's or the other
subunderwriters, or of injecting capital into the bank for the reason that it felt that was not an
appropriate thing for the Government to do -- the actual outlaying of taxpayers' funds and
placing them in a substantial position of risk. As anyone who understands corporate law
would know, the funds most at risk in such a situation are the shareholders' funds. Whilst
there were very reputable investors who had made a decision to put their funds in that
position we wanted to be in a position where we were less at risk than any of those private
sector investors. We wanted them to say "We are putting our money absolutely on the line
and the Government stands several paces behind us".
We indicated we wanted to do something which would place us last in line. We also
recognised that in the current environment and the time available we could not possibly go
through the books and value the underlying value of the investments; no-one could possibly
do it; certainly none of the equity investors or Wardley 's had done it. It would be an
impossible thing to achieve. I am referring to the investments in the borrowers from
Rothwells. We wanted to have a look at the spread, nature, and personnel of the borrowings.
Wardley's and Bond and people like that have already done that because they were similarly
concerned. While we could not go through and value every borrower and his securities we
wanted to have an idea of how much was out to individuals and how much was exposed in
particular areas so we could assess what the nature of the book was, remembering that the
auditors had in July, pre-crash, certified that they should make provision for bad and doubtful
debts of $4 million out of $650-odd million.

Mr Lewis: Was it only $4 million?

Mr PARKER: Yes, only $4 million. I will come back to that in a moment.

We needed to establish what the real potential bad debt situation was in a post-crash
environment. We were in this position: Because of the facilities that would be put in place,
if we came to the party with our $150 million guarantee, remembering always that our
participation was crucial to those other facilities being put in place, the following things
needed to happen before our guarantees would be called on: Firstly, all the existing
shareholders' funds needed to be eaten up; secondly, all the equity funds being placed in
there by the private equity participants, not including the Government, and underwriters and
so on needed to be eaten up; thirdly, the other cash assets of the bank needed to be eaten up;
fourthly the subordinated loan that Connell had put in with all his assets backing the loan
needed to be eaten up; fifthly, Rothwelis needed to be in liquidation; and sixthly, and this was
why we needed to have an idea of the book, even if Rothwells went into liquidation, of that
$650 million loan book they needed to have a bad debt position of approximately
$300 million before even one cent of our guarantee was called on.
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Remember that we are dealing with an auditor's report in July which said that $4 million
provision should be made. We were concerned it would reach $300 million of bad debts.
That was the other limit, if you like, when our guarantee might be called on if Rothwells had
gone into liquidation and there were $300 million of bad debts. So what was the position in
between?

Wr Lewis: Can I ask why the bankers did not facilitate that line if it was so sound?

Mr PARKER: Because in the current environment the bankers are very nervous, as are all
the financial institutions, and of course there were bankers, Wardley's in particular, who were
putting in more risk money, not in loans which stand above capital in risk terms, but putting
in equity.

Mrt Lewis: No, this is $150 million additional.

Mr PARKER: I am sorry, I only have limited time --

Mr Lewis: Is the question a bit too hard?

Mr PARKER: No, it is not too hard. I thought I had explained it all fairly fully. I would be
interested to know what is the member's view of the Government's position. What is his
view about what we did?

Mr Lewis: I am asking you why the bankers are not prepared to advance a line if that
company is so sound. Now come on, answer the question.

Mr PARKER: I thought I had answered it in some detail before. The bankers were
unprepared to do so because of the financial uncertainty of the marketplace and the run on
funds that had taken place and because individual banks have prudential requirements which
they are required to meet --
Mr Lewis: It was a very risky deal, was it?

Mr PARKER: No, it was not that it was a very risky deal. Does the member think it was a
very risky deal?

Mr Lewis: I am asking you. You are the Minister.

Mr PARKER: It is not a very risky deal.

Mr Lewis: Then why didn't the bankers come forward with a line?

Mr PARKER: The prudential requirements of banks do not relate to the level of risk but to
the level of individual exposure to any individual borrower. That is what the prudential
requirements relate to. They simply could not put themselves on their capital base in that
position no matter how safe the loan was. Now that I have answered the member's question,
he should answer mine. What is his position about what the Government has done?

Mrt Lewis: You are the Minister; you've got time.

M& PARKER: I would be very interested to know. I will give the member two alternatives;
either he can tell the House what his position is --

Mr Lewis: I'm not the Minister.

Mr PARKER: Okay, in that case I will tell the House what the member's position is.

Mr Lewis: The Government is explaining to us what the deal is. We don't know what the
deal is.

Mr PARKER: I was not going to do this, but since the member for East Melville has chosen
to intervene in the debate, I would like to tell the House as he has chosen not to tell us what
his position is, or at least what it was on Sunday. I will give the member another opportunity
to say it himself if he wants to.

Mr Lewis: No, come on, say it.

MU PARKER: Okay. The member for East Melville was rung in my presence on Sunday
afternoon by Tony Oates, the Executive Director of Bond Corporation, and he explained, not
in the detail in which I have just explained it but in the space of 10 or 15 minutes, the
arrangements that were being put in place and their importance.

Mr Lewis: I was not told of the $150 million.
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Mrt PARKER: Yes, the member was. I was there.

Mr Lewis: I was not told.

Mr PARKER: Yes, the member was, and he was asked for support.

Mr Lewis: That is not correct.

Mrt PARKER: Yes he was. I was there, and the member for East Melville told Mr Ontes on
Sunday that he supported what was being done and that he would contact the Leader of the
Opposition and express his support.

Mr Lewis: I did not. That is not true.

Mrt PARKER: That is very interesting. The member is calling Mrt Oates a liar.

Mr Lewis: No I'm not. You're telling the story.

Mr PARKER: I was there, and I heard Mr Oates' side of the conversation, and he told me at
the end of it what the member's side of the conversation was.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.

Mr PARKER: Is that not interesting?

Mrt Lewis: Who else did Mr Gates ring?

Mr Cowan: You said earlier that $300 million actually has to be lost before the
Government's guarantee operates --

Mr Brian Burke: Excuse me, can I just interrupt to f'inalise this point? I intend to have Mrt
Gates asked whether he was telling us a lie or not.

Mr Cowan: You made the comment that $300 million has to be eaten up before the
Government guarantee is actually operated on. I understood that that guarantee you have
given is to the National Australia Bank in relation to same bank bills it has offered. Can you
guarantee that the whole $300 million will go? What happens if any part of those National
Australia Bank bils and your guarantee have to be exercised?
Mlr PARKER: This is important, and there is a lack of understanding about this. It is
important to understand that there is a difference between the drawing down or the, I am not
sure of the exact phrase, liquefaction of those bank bils and the calling on the Government
for a guarantee. The $150 million of bank bills will be underwritten by the National
Australia Bank. That enables those bills to be drawn down. The commercial fee, as we have
explained publicly, is in two parts. There is a facility fee of one per cent and a draw-down
fee, if those bills are drawn down, of 0.875 per cent. That drawing down of those bills does
not affect the Government at all. We do not actually have to pay out any money; it is simply
the use of those facilities. The Government can be called on only if all those things I have
mentioned have happened. As well as that, we also have the underlying security of the bills
to support us, whatever they might be. In other words we have whatever comes out of the
liquidation of the company in such a circumstance, and the underlying security of the bills.
So we have the security of Rothwells and the underlying security of the bills. Has that
answered the member's question?

Mr Cowan: Yes.
Mr PARKER: We said that while we could not exactly determine what the position was we
wanted to be in a position to at least have an understanding of the nature of the book. They
agreed to that; Wardley was the same, and Bond had already been through it as others have
been through it. We decided there was absolutely no prospect of the Government's being
called on, even if the worst financial crash that one could imagine were to take place, with the
level of bad debts being such that those funds would be called on; in other words, there was
no prospect of 50 per cent of the borrowers from Rothwells being bad debtors.

The auditors said that $4 million was required; some of the bankers present said that in view
of the current environment it might be more prudent to make provision for around
$30 million; but there seemed to be no suggestion that the amount would even begin to
approach $300 million. Remember, as well, that Rothwells itself had securities against a
whole range of those bills, and whilst Mr Connell might be known for being in the higher risk
end of the business, it is also very well known he is canny when it comes to getting
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security from people. Our view, and that of all people who looked at the book, was that the
book was widely spread, with no huge exposure to any particular individuals, and even in the
worst possible environment we did not believe there was any likelihood of half the debts to
Rothwells being found to be bad debts.

Mr Brian Burke: And there were not significant loans to companies related to Mr Connell.

Mr PARKER: That is correct. Indeed, as I have already said, the principal loan was from Mr
Connell to the bank.

On that basis the Government decided prudentially, that whilst obviously there must be risk --
I do not minimise the fact that there is a risk, otherwise people would not be wanting a
guarantee - the potential for loss on the part of the Government was insignificant, and we
wanted to be helpful in preventing the financial collapse which would have followed; so the
guarantee was given. We felt that that was a legitimate decision for the Government to make.

One of the things that did impress us was the level and diversity of financial support from the
business community. It is weDl known that by no means do all business people get on with
each other just because they are in the same industry; in fact, it is quite the reverse: Many are
bitter enemies. Yet a lot of people, some of whom might be seen to be bitter enemies, have
put aside that enmity in order to try to achieve something which could be seen to be
representing Australia as a whole supporting this particular merchant bank. If that could be
achieved in the business community we could see no reason why it could not or should not
also be achieved in the political conmmity, not only for the sake of our position but also
more importantly for the sake of the confidence in the deal.

It is very important to understand the events which took place. First, we did try extensively
during Sunday to contact the Leader of the National Party but were unable to do so. I
apologise to him for that. We also tried to contact Mr Patterson and various other people but
were unable to do that either. The Leader of the Opposition was called at about 8.30 pmo on
Saturday by, I think, someone from Bond Corporation and had explained to him the
arrangements being put in place, including the proposal that the Government become
potentially financially involved by the issuance of these guarantees. The Leader of the
Opposition made it clear at that time that he personally could see no concern about it but he
was not in a position to put forward the position of the Opposition and that he required to
speak to his colleagues before he could do that.

Mr MacKinnon: I never said anything about concern.

Mr PARKER: The Leader of the Opposition was positive and was prepared to deal with it
with his colleagues, but he would obviously want a full explanation.
I am not sure at precisely what time - either then or earlier on the Suniday morning -- but an
arrangement was put in place whereby the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and the member for Cottesloc would go to Mr Bond's home where they would
be fully briefed on the proposal. That meeting took place. It is instructive that Mr Oates,
Executive Director of Bond Corporation, as one of my colleagues said, is also a trustee of the
Liberal Party. It is instructive because of comments made by the Leader of the Opposition on
television --

Mr MacKinnon: He is not a trustee.

Mr Brian Burke: He is chairman of the Liberal Party Trust, is he not?

Mr MacKinnon: He is not a trustee.

Extension of Time: Standing Orders Suspension
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga -- Premier) [3.35 pm]: I move --

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as would prevent the Minister for
Minerals and Energy continuing his remarks for up to a further 45 minutes.

Mr Cowan: I ask that if any other member wishes to speak further they are given the same
privilege.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought that I had informed both the Leader of the National Party and
the Leader of the Opposition that if other people wished an extension of time, the same
courtesy would be extended to them.
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The SPEAKER: I advise members that as this motion requires the support of an absolute
majority, if when putting the motion I hear a dissentient voice, I will divide the House.

Question put.

The SPEAKER: I have counted the House, satisfied myself that an absolute majority is
present; and, there being no dissentient voice, I declare the question carried.
Question thus passed.

Debate Resumed

Mr PARKER: I of course was not present at the briefing of the Opposition which took place
around noon on Sunday. However, I do have in my possession a letter from Mr Tony Oates,
Executive Director of Bond Corporation. The letter is dated today and addressed to the
Premier, and reads --

Dear Mr Burke

I am writing to you immediately after having viewed this evening's television news.

Over the past four days, as you and a great number of others know, an enormous
amount of effort went into the restructuring of Rothwells. In no small way the
success of this restructuring was due to the fact that all of the people involved had to
rely upon their credibility with others in order that the approvals could be put in place
in the limited time available over the weekend.

The plan that was finally approved was first formulated early on Saturday afternoon
and was presented to the Government later that day because it was essential that it had
Government support.

In the same way that it was necessary to have the scheme supported by diverse groups
within the business community, it was important to us that all parts of the political
spectrum should support it in order to create the greatest impact on investor
confidence.

During our discussions with you and the fellow members of your Government, we
informed you of our discussions with the Leader of the Opposition and two of his
senior colleagues. These discussions took place with a view to briefing the
Opposition as fully as we could in an attempt to enlist their support. Apart from a
great number of telephone calls, the discussion Alan Bond and I had with the
Opposition lasted far longer than any of the conversations which we held with any of
the risk investors who have participated in this restructuring.

I therefore trust that you will accept that these discussions did take place and that
therefore the Leader of the Opposition's statement on television tonight that he was
not briefed, is incorrect.
I have sent a copy of this letter to the Leader of the Opposition.

That is the extent of my knowledge of that briefing but it certainly tends to cast doubt on the
credibility of comments that the Leader of the Opposition has made since.

In addition to that I am aware of some potential briefings that could have been available to
the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues. Towards the end of the meeting which was
held at Rothwells' office and where I had been most of the morning, we received a call from
Mr Bond. He wanted to know where I was and when I would be available. When he was
asked the reason for that, he said that during the course of the meeting the member for
Cottesloe made a comment that he would like to talk to me, as Minister, to get my view on
these matters. However, the Leader of the Opposition said that that would not be the case
and that he would talk to me and he wanted to know where I could be found so that he could
obtain from me the information that I had to give him. Mr Bond said, "Mr MacKinnon wants
to ring you. There is some problem as to why he cannot ring you immediately and he wants
to ning you in half-an-hour. Where will you be in half-an-hour? " I had intended to go to a
Budget subcommittee meeting to brief the members of that commnittee and I said, "If that is
the case I will stay here and wait for the call." As I understand it, that information was
relayed by Mr Bond to Mr MacKinnon. In fact, no such telephone call came through and I
understand that Mr Oates advised the Opposition that because of the urgency of the matter he
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would like a response from it by 3.00 pm. Mr Oates tried to find Mr MacKinnon to ascertain
his position and determine whether he wanted a briefing from me. After some difficulty he
found Mr MacKinnon and asked whether he wanted a briefing from me. Mr Peter Beckwith
from Bond Corporation or I were in a position at that time to give precisely the same briefing
to the Opposition as we gave to the Budget subcommittee. There were dozens of these
telephone conversations -- the Leader of the Opposition has referred to them - and in another
of those conversations during the afternoon Mr Oates again repeated to Mr MacKinnon that I
was available to brief him and his colleagues in the same terms as I had been briefing the
Premier and other members of Cabinet who constituted the Budget subcommittee. At no
time was that invitation taken up.

The only time any conversation took place was late that afternoon when the Leader of the
Opposition said that he wanted to speak to the Premier, but not on a briefing basis. As a
result, that conversation took place and both the participants of it are in this House this
afternoon and they can account for the conversation.

Apart from the extensive briefing referred to by Mr Oates I was prepared to go to the Liberal
Party headquarters, or wherever the Opposition warnted me to go, to brief members of the
Opposition on all the information that was available to the Government, which was exactly
the same information on which we were basing our decision.

Mr Brian Burke: When I spoke to the Leader of the Opposition I said he could have access to
any information or personnel.

Mr PARKER: I thank the Premier. It is important to understand that the CGovernment was
not saying that the Opposition had a veto power over the Government's decision. What the
Government said was that it was not sure whether it would want to go ahead and risk -- albeit
as I previously explained a minimal risk -- taxpayers' funds without bipartisan support. The
Government would have preferred bipartisan support and I make no apologies for that. It is
quite a legitimate thing and it has happened many times in Australia's history and in Western
Australia's history.

Mr Brian Burke: We received from Mrt Oates a copy of a statement in which he said the
Leader of the Opposition had agreed. The Leader of the Opposition acknowledged that there
were times when Government guarantees were appropriate.

Mlr PARKER: That is tre, but unfortunately I do not have a copy of that statement.

Mr Lewis: Who wrote the statement?

Mlr Brian Burke: The Leader of the Opposition and he wrote it.

Mrt PARKER: It was presented to the Government at about 6.00 pmn on Sunday.

The Government was not giving the Opposition the right of veto, it was simply saying that it
did not want to go ahead without the Opposition's support and it was not convinced that it
would go ahead without that support, first, for the confidence reason which I have already
mentioned and, secondly, because the Governiment recognised that it is putting the State in a
very unusual position.

In the event, the Opposition decided that it could not give its support to the Government's
proposal, although I understand that it indicated it would not oppose it, but felt that it could
not endorse the arrangements. As a result of that, the Government considered its position and
decided that, notwithstanding the position of the Opposition, and notwithstanding that it
would have preferred to have in the political arena the same sort of bipartisan support and
statesmanship that had been displayed in the business arena, nevertheless it had to proceed.
otherwise Rothwells would not have been able to be open for business on Monday morning.

Nr Brian Burke: I said to the Leader of the Opposition that if he was not to support the
arrangement we would accept the position that he would not oppose it. He told me that he
could not support it, but that he would not turn it into a political football.

Mr PARKER: Another issue that became evident during the course of the day was that the
Opposition had a particular fetish about the repurchase of the Perth Technical College site
component of the St George's Terrace properties by a Government agency and which had
been sold by a Government agency previously. At all times I indicated to Mr Oates, who in
my presence indicated it to the Opposition over the telephone, that the Government did not
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care what the Opposition said about the purchase of the State Government Insurance
Commission's property. The contract to purchase the Perth Technical College site was not an
issue with the Government; it was not something the Government had done; it had already
been done; from the Government's analysis, it was in fact an extremely good commercial
deal. Anyone who listened to my description of the deal earlier today would agree with me.
The Government was perfectly happy to defend that and to deal with it on a separate basis.

The issue on which the Government wanted bipartisan suppont was (hat of the $150 million
guarantee. The Government decided, on very stringent terms and conditions which I will
outline briefly, to go ahead without the Opposition's support. First, the Premier made it
absolutely clear to Mr Cornell on a number of occasions that he wanted Mr Connell to place
every one of his assets on the line. Of course it is not necessarily the best thing to sell those
assets, but every one of his assets had to be more at risk than other people's assets, guarantees
and equity capital before the Government or anyone else would agree to the measure. That
was also the position of the business investors in the company. Mr Connell readily agreed to
that.

Mr Hassell: Did that include Mrs Connell's assets?

Mr PARKER: Yes, there is no suggestion of any funny business in that regard. Mir Connell
was prepared to put everything on the line. I do not know whether jewellery was involved,
but any real assets that may be in Mrs Connell's name were included. For example, Mrs
Connell was one of the owners of the St George's Terrace property and her interest was sold
along with his.

Mr Hassell: Was there a separate parcel of assets? When you are talking about that, are you
talking about the horse studs, etc?

Mr PARKER: Yes, I am talking about all those assets. I do not know whether a diamond
engagement ring is involved, but in terms of real assets, Mrs Connell's assets are included. I
have not always seen eye to eye with Laurie Cornell on a range of things, but at all times he
was absolutely frank and fair about this and every other matter. He was prepared to put
everything on the line to make sure that the deal succeeded. There is no question in my mind
that, had the rescue mission not succeeded, as it now has, Mr Connell 's personal position
would have been destroyed. That was the first condition and it was readily agreed to and it
was something which the equity investors were keen to ensure.

The second condition was that the Government, for the duration of any facility that it had
provided, would be able to appoint a director to the Rothwells' board, because what we were
really talking about was the Government's view of the overall financial security of Rothwells
from time to time. As I have said before, the Government's money cannot be called on until
Rothwells goes into liquidation. The Government's primary concern is the viability of
Rothwells and only after that will it have to become involved in other issues. The
Government wanted to be able to see the picture at all times while it had its money at risk.
That condition also was agreed to.

Thirdly, the Government made it clear that it wanted its contingent risk out for the most
limited period possible. It was finally agreed that the amount would be $150 million in the
first 12 months and $75 million in the second 12 months.

The next thing we wanted to ensure, first for commercial reasons, and secondly, for
alternative funding cost reasons, was that we charged a fairly hefty fee for the facility we
were providing. The fee was based on two factors. The first was the alternative cast of
funds. 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. Secondly, we wanted to be
in a position where the company would try as hard as it could to eliminiate the Government
guarantee and the fee it had to pay for that as soon as possible. In the normal commercial
environment, with a reasonably reputable company, or even a company regarded as a high
flier and perhaps a risk-taking company such as Bond Corporation, for example, it is possible
to obtain credit enhancement of notes. Indeed that had been done for some notes by
Rothwells in the pre-crash environment for about 0.17 per cent. The fee we are charging is
one per cent for the facility, event if it is not used, and 1.875 per cent if the facility is used.
That is not the facility of calling on us for any funds, but if any bills are endorsed. That is
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just over 10 times more than the rate previously applying in the commercial marketplace and
it approximates alternative costs of funds in terms of depositor funds. The cost of depositor
funds is approximately two per cent. If any notes are endorsed we will charge an additional
0.875 per cent. We believed we were putting in place a package which had the potential to
give us a profit, as well as giving a very substantial encouragement to Rothwells to obtain its
funds elsewhere. Everybody hopes that the funds and the bill endorsement facility will not
be needed.

Mr Hassell: Those were the only four conditions?

Mr PARKER: I think so. There was a whole range of commercial details about how things
would be done, but I will not go into those. I guess I could include among the commercial
details another basic, fundamental condition, which is this: There is no point in financially
backing a company and then stopping it from doing what it is good at doing. At the same
rime we had chosen to take this position with the company with a particular commercial
picture in front of us; a particular understanding of the nature of the company, its
indebtedness, creditworthiness, and so on. Apart from the Government insisting that it had a
director on the board, which helped our position considerably regarding continuing
understanding of and influence over the situation, we wanted and obtained an agreement
which we could not express in legalese. We wanted the commercial picture which we were
looking at and on the basis of which we had made our decision to put at risk $150 million to
remain the same. We were not saying that the company should do nothing, because that is
the surest way for the company to go down. We said we wanted that commercial picture to
remain the same.

Mr Hassell: They had to maintain the same type of business operations.

Mr PARKER: The same type of business operation and the same overall balance between
capital, debt, borrowers, and depositors, and the like. We were looking at a particular
environment where we were putting money at risk, and we did not want that overall
environment to be radically different without our approval, or alternatively without our
obligations being extinguished. That was agreed as well.

A whole host of commercial and banking-type details were satisfactorily entered into with
which I am not familiar. Statements were made late on Sunday evening by ourselves, by
Rothwells, and by Bond Corporation, and that had the desired effect. My understanding is
that the position of the bank has improved substantially. It was able to open for business on
Monday morning. Calls of which the bank had been notified on Friday were not all taken up,
although some were. There was a substantial draw-down on Monday. I understand that
today there has not been a substantial draw-down at all; in fact new funds have flowed in
today. By the end of this debate, when I reply, I hope to be able to confirm the picture as at
the end of today, because it is obviously a moveable feast. My understanding is that it is
quite likely that while our facility is in place no bill endorsement will be necessary because of
the liquidity and confidence which is returning to the operation in question.
I have described in some detail the events, trying to be both descriptive and analytical. In my
reply I shall have the opportunity to respond to any questions or comments.
I want to deal with some of the issues which I understand were to be raised in a Notice of
Motion by the Leader of the Opposition, had the suspension of Standing Orders not taken
place. My understanding is that the motion was to include a number of questions. The first
was that the House calls on the Govemtment to give the full details to this Parliament of the
Government guarantee provided to Rothwells Ltd last weekend and all associated
arrangements, agreements and understandings and all documentation completed or to be
completed. I think I have done that. If any members have any specific concerns, I shall be
happy to deal with them. I have detailed the fees charged, the nature of the guarantees
provided, and the likelihood, or rather the lack of likelihood -- in fact, the likelihood is
lessening day by day -- of its being called upon.

The second point of the Notice of Motion of the Leader of the Opposition was the advice
given by the State Treasury in respect of the Government guarantee. Treasury officers
attended the Budget subcommittee deliberations. Thbe advice from Treasury was that certain
risks were involved in the provision of the guarantee, as we all understood, but the
consequences of not providing the guarantee were potentially very serious. Treasury advice
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was that there was not really much option but to provide the guarantee. Treasury did not
oppose the guarantee, but it was not asked in the time-frame to provide considered, written
advice or support. The third point concerned any moneys that the State advanced temporarily
or otherwise to Rothwells or the involvement of any Gloverrnent agency or instrumentality
with Rothwells. Here I can state unequivocally that no Government agency was exposed as a
depositor to Roxhwells.

Mr MacKinnon: Or shareholder?

Mr PARKER: I believe that from time to time the State Superannuation Board has had a
small portion of shares, the vast bulk of which were sold at considerable profit some time
ago, in Rothwells. I am not confident -- perhaps others can provide this advice -- as to the
level of the shareholding at the moment, but f understand it to be minimal, if at all.
Mr Brian Burke: The only thing the State Superannuation Board has is a shareholding in
Rothwells, and bills in Paragon Resources. They are not in Rothwells.

Mr PARKER: It has fully secured bills in relation to Paragon.

Mr Hassell: I;t has nothing in deposits on a temporary basis or anything of that nature?

Mr PARKER: No. Not only in terms of Treasury, but that also applies to other Government
agencies such as WADC.
Mr Brian Burke: No, I think the Paragon bills were purchased last week.

Mr PARKER: Yes, but they are not depositors' funds, they are secured bills against
Paragon, the company.

Mr MacKinnon: Against Paragon what?

Mr PARKER: Against Paragon Resources' assets base, which is basically five operating
goidmines. Paragon is not in any sense affected. The only thing about Paragon is that, as 1
understand it, Mr Connell has pledged his shares in Paragon to raise sufficient funds. There
was a newspaper report to the effect that he had sold Paragon to Elders IXL or Elders
Resources, but I understand that is not true. However, it is true that he has pledged these
shares as part of the pledging of his whole asset base to support the bank.

The fourth point of the Notice of Motion relates to the advice the Premier, as Treasurer,
received from the Reserve Bank in connection with the guarantee. I might say, in case the
Opposition is interested, that when I got advice regarding the creditworthiness of the loan
book, none of the people the Opposition regards as nasties were borrowers from Rothwells.
There were no Martins, or Brushes, or anyone like that.

Mr Hassell: I am glad you have come to recognise them as nasties.

Mr PARKER: I said it was from the Opposition's perspective. As to the advice from the
Reserve Bank, the Premier did not seek or obtain any advice from the Reserve Bank. It
would have been quite irrelevant to provide that advice. I understand that the banks which
have been involved and which have prudential requirements to the Reserve Bank have been
keeping in touch with the Reserve Bank about those matters, as one would expect.

I think I have fully answered the fifth point as to how the Government became involved in
the rescue attempt. The sixth point asks, "What statutory authority exists for the commitment
given, or what legislation is proposed?" No legislation is proposed and I understand the
mechanism is a legally-verified Treasurer's indemnity. To go into details about the
mechanics of the arrangement, they involve the issue of an understanding between the
Government and the National Australia Bank Ltd should Rothwells Ltd for any unforeseen
circumstances not be able to meet its obligations under the $150 million facility in question.
I am advised by Treasury that this system has been followed by successive State
Governments to provide urgent and necessary assistance. In this case a Treasurer's advance
is available for the purpose of providing fuinds in any extraordinary and unforeseen
circumstance in the unlikely event that funds would be required this financial year. This
expenditure would be acquitted by appropriation in the nonmal course of the budgetary
process, as all, Governments have done in the past. However, as I have said, we believe it is
virtually impossible, and I certainly am absolutely confident that such a facility will not be
required.
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The seventh point in the Leader of the Opposition's Notice of Motion relates to the
Government's involvement with the SOIC in purchasing an interest in the old David Jones
and Perth Technical College sites. I have fully informed the House as to that. The eighth
point relates to the full details of the SGIC transaction in all its aspects and when, how, and
on what basis settlement was effected. I have advised the House in that respect.

Mr Hassell: Just before you leave the SGIC, is it seriously suggested that the Government
had nothing to do with that transaction?
Mr PARKER: I will describe it again. The State Superannuation Board, as the joint venture
partner in the project, was approached first, as one would expect. However, it said it did not
believe it should further invest in that project but that perhaps the SCIC would be interested.
The SSB, at officer level, referred dhe matter to the 50KC -- in fact I am not sure whether they
referred it to the SGIC or suggested that Connell's people get in touch directly with the
SGIC.

Mr Court: Whom did they deal with at the Superannuation Board -- Tony Lloyd?

Mr PARKER: I am not sure whether they dealt with Mr Lloyd or the investments manager. I
honestly do not know the answer to that question. In any event, Carmell's people then
approached the SOIC at officer level and dealt with them. Subsequently, I understand, the
officers discussed the matter with the board of the SOIC, which made a decision totally
without reference to the Government at ministerial level. I am not the Minister responsible
for the SOIC -- the Treasurer is; he has made that comment several times and he can verify it
himself.

Mr Brian Burke: They tell me they are sending me a letter to inform me of what they did,
and why they did it, I presume, but I have not received the letter.

Mr PARKER: As I also mentioned, the SGIC is in a highly liquid position for a variety of
reasons but, as it has turned out, highly prudentially, and was in a position to effect that sort
of arrangement. I understand the board was very pleased with the arrangement, and those
who have heard the details of my description of it will understand why.

I want to make a couple of points about the issuing of Government guarantees: The first is
that, obviously, the Government must be very cautious in the issuance of guarantees. Indeed,
the motion I have moved reflects that requirement. I have no doubt that in the next little
while there will be around the place the odd business which finds itself in financial
difficulties. I notice that in the Press the Opposition has been dealing with the Payton
Finance matter and asking what the difference is between the Government's inaction in
respect of Payton Finance and its action with regard to Rothwells, given that both are
financial institutions. I put to one side the fact that while they might both be financial
institutions there is no comparison in their levels, in size terms or in the fact that one is a
merchant bank under the Securities Act and the other is not but is basically a finance broker.
That is one issue, but I do not put that at a very high level.

There are two principal differences. I am not perfectly familiar with the Payton Finance
matter, though I am getting some information about it, but my understanding is that the
Payton Finance difficulties arose because the principals of Payton Finance, who I understand
traded as individual oi sole traders without corporate security, lent to themselves or to
companies associated with themselves substantial amounts of money in order either to
acquire or to further deal in or upgrade the assets of the Nyabing Pastoral Company. I
understand it was the problems associated with the Nyabing Pastoral Company, in turn
owned by the persons who are the principals of Payton Finance, which created the problems
within Payton Finance.

Mr Court: I understand what you are saying, but is it not the same situation or similar? Did
Rothwells fund any of Connell's operations?

Mvr PARKER: No, I have answered that already. I have said there was no depreciation
whatsoever of the capital assets of Rothwells, whereas there was a depreciation of the capital
assets of Payton Finance. I understand it is quite likely, even at this stage, that in the trustee
arrangements going on, 100 per cent --
Mr& MacKinnon: Do you mean that in the last two weeks there was no depreciation of the
capital assets of Rothwells?
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Mr PARKER: No; that is right. It is important to understand that Connell undertook most of
his persona] high-risk investment activities quite separately from Rothwells. So far as the
outstandings to him are concerned, as the Premier indicated a little while ago there is no
substantial amount outstanding to Rothweils by him as a debtor to the company and certainly
he was not withdrawing any funds from the company and thereby creating a man on the
company. So nothing he did bad any impact at all on the company.

Mr MacKinnon: I just do not understand that. Didn't Rozhwells have a large equity
investment in a whole heap of companies?

Mr PARKER: Not particularly, no. Most of the equity investments are through Connell
companies -- Oakhill, Concill himself, and other companies. For example, the investment in
Paragon is not a Roffiwells investment but a Connell investment. That is why he was able to
pledge it to put loan capital into Rothweils. So in the case of Payton Finance the principals of
the company actually created the situation, which was not the case in the Rothwells situation.
In fact, I am advised that it is quite likely that there will be sufficient funds in the company to
meet all creditors' demands in full. Secondly, it must also be said that Ross Payton simply
called for the receiver without seeking any support from anyone and certainly not from the
Governent; at no stage at that time was there any support sought from the Government.
Finally, although as I say it is expected that creditors will be paid out in fulfl, there is some
doubt whether Payton Finance was a viable and profitable business, whereas there is no doubt
that Rothwells is a viable and profitable business. That is one side of the ledger.

On the other side of the ledger, I doubt whether we wilt ever again see the extraordinary
circumstance where we have one of the nation's leading investment and merchant banks,
fully owned and backed by the Hongkong and Shanghai Bank, one of the world's leading
banks, and Bond Corporation, one of the State's and nation's leading businesses, and a whole
range of other businesses -- as the Premier said, a veritable who's who of Australian
business -- coming together and saying to the Government, "We are prepared to put equity of
$150 million of our money absolutely at risk by putting it in as equity capital. Will you
enhance the credit worthiness of this area so that we could be sure of the liquidity of this
highly profitable company?"

If all those elements come together again, I guess the Government would have to consider it
again. I cannot envisage a similar circumstance in which we have a bank of that size based
here in Western Australia, with both its depositor base and borrower base here; a bank
playing a tremendously important role in supporting small businesses -- little businesses such
as those we see in Welshpool, Kewdale, and Osborne Park which rely on the bank for the
ongoing financing of their operations -- a bank which has done a tremendous amount for
industrial development in this State; a bank whose prime shareholder has been prepared to
put a vast amount of his own personal wealth into it to help support it; a bank which those
business people have come forward with their $150 million saying, "That money is much
more at risk. It is absolutely at risk. It is in there and it could disappear tomorrow compared
with yours", and where we have that request coming from those people to invest. If a similar
circumstance arose I suppose we would have to consider it again. Finally, this was a
circumstance where the perceived judgments of a whole range of people ranging from Alan
Bond at one end of the spectrum, through James Yonge at another stage of the spectrum, to
the other end of the spectrum when it comes to their views of each other, to Robert Holmes a
Court and John Elliott caused them to say, "It is vital that this bank be held together and this
is the condition of its happening and this is what you should be doing as a Government",
recognising the difficulty the Government was in and recognising that it was an extraordinary
situation to place a Government in, but also recognising the importance of doing so.

As I said at the beginning of my speech, the Premier asked me to play the prime role in
assessing the position and providing advice to the Government as his agent in this matter. I
am delighted to say that we were successful and that the Budget subcommittee, the Premier,
and the Cabinet have all endorsed what the Government has done. I certainly take
responsibility for that advice and for the actions I have undertaken. While it has been a
difficult decision, a decision that everyone involved would have preferred not to make, we
felt that it was the only reasonable decision open to us and that it was a decision which we
had hedged about with so many important protections for ourselves, where we had such a full
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understanding of the nature of the decision we were taking and what we were advancing
money to. It was a decision we could make recognising we were talking about taxpayers'
money. I am prepared to cake full responsibility in this matter, more so because of my
intimate involvement with it. I do not think it will reflect adversely on me in the months and
years ahead because I believe we have done the right thing by this State, by the small
businesses I referred to, by the depositors I referred to, and by the economy of Western
Australia and indeed of Australia.
Mr BRIAN4 BURIKE: I formally second the motion.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) [4.15 pm]: It is quite interesting
to see that in a debate of this nature, of most extraordinary importance to the St ate, the
Premier has handed responsibility for expressing the Government's view to the Minister for
Economic Development. Minister Parker is clearly the Premier's chosen successor. The
work the Premier entrusted to him over the weekend ahead of his other colleagues clearly
indicates the Premier's preference for his successor.

I will address the motion in two ways. Firstly I will address the question of the events of
Saturday and the Government's approach to the Opposition for its support of the
Government's guarantee. Secondly, I will address the Government's involvement in the
guarantee.

Firstly, on the question of the Government's approach to a guarantee, I will retrace for the
benefit of the Parliament the events as they unfolded on the weekend. The Premier, as I
understand it, heard about the problems on Wednesday. According to the reports I watched
on television last evening, he became aware of problems at Rorhwells at that time and he said
at the Press conference yesterday that that was so. I was not aware of any problems until
Saturday morning. I had gone into the electorate of Darling Range in the morning to witness
our great victory. On my return home, on my way to Bunbuiy, my wife indicated there had
been some phone calls from people who had indicated they had had difficulty extracting
funds from Rothwells on Thursday and again on Friday. Mnother caller expressed concern
about the Governiment's involvement through the SCIC in respect of the St George's Terrace
Perth Technical Coliege site and the David Jones property. As I had to go to Bunbury, I
indicated that!I would pursue their concerns later.

On Saturday at about 8.45 pmn, I received a call at Liberal Party headquarters, just about as
the first results were coming in -- and they were not looking coo bad; in fact they were very
good -- from Tony Qates of Bond Corporation. He said he was at Rothwells, that Rothwells
was having problems, and that he and others were attempting to address those problems.
From memory he did not indic ate the detail of the involvement of the group of people
concerned, and he did not seek my support, unlike what the Minister indicated to the
Goverrnent. I indicated that I would welcome his giving me a rndown and he said he
wanted to do that. I said I would ring him in the morning and tee up a time. The following
morning I rang him early and he expressed the wish to brief me, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, and the member for Contesloe. He suggested midday. I indicated that [ would
chase up the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the member for Cottesloe, which I did.
ALl three of us had to break other arrangements to meet his request. We initially said we
would see him in my office at midday, but he rang back later and said this was inconvenient
for Mr Bond and could we call at his home. We indicated that it was no skin off our nose and
that we would be happy to do so.

We then went to the meeting. We arrived, [ think, at about 12.15 pm or thereabouts. The
people who provided the briefing to the three of us were Alan Bond, Tony Qates, who arrived
about a quarter of an hour after the meeting began, and Robert Pearce, who I understand is an
executive of Dailhold Investments, Alan Bond's private company. At around about 1.30 or
1.45 pmn Alan Bond said that if we wanted he would leave the room so that we could discuss
the matter. We told him that we would rather leave and think and talk about it. We asked
him where we could contact the MIinister for Economic Development because he indicated
that the Minister was in charge of the operation. He gave us his phone number.

The Bond Corporation executives, not the Government of this State, made it quite clear to
us -- this is important because the Minister skated over this point -- that it was absolutely
essential to the deal -- they made no bones about it -- that we support it. My colleague, the
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Deputy Leader of the Opposition, will give a general rn-down of Alan Bond's reaction when
we indicated what our response might be. There was no doubt about their request of us; it
was that we support the arrangement. In fact, a deadline for that support was indlicated.
Initially, it was set at two o'clock. As time went by they asked us to get back to them by
three o'clock, which became the new deadline. Members should bear in mind that this was
around 1.30 or 1.45 pm, to the best of my recollection.

We left with a clear understanding that there was no doubt whatsoever as to what the
Government's message was to us and what the Bond Corporation executives required of us:
We had to endorse the agreement, otherwise it would not stand up. If we did not, the
Government was not prepared to proceed.

We went to the home of the member for Contesloe, who lives close by, to discuss the matter.
We did not believe then, having talked about the matter for about half an hour and on the
information provided to us, that it would serve any real purpose for us to hotfoot it into Perth
to seek advice, bearing in m-ind that Tony Gates and Alan Bond had clearly indicated to us
that the deadline was three o'clock. They wanted an answer then because there was a
deadline to meet with documentation with the Eastern States media and things of that nature.
That was the explanation given to us, and it will be confirmed by my colleagues later.
By the way, Mr Qates and Mr Bond were open in their discussions wit us and answered
questions to the best of their ability. I do not think they endeavoured to try to hide any facts,
although there was some doubt subsequently as to some of the information provided to us.
However, that is neither here nor there at this stage.

We made our decision and drafted a statement at the home of the member for Cottesloe. I
then told them that I would return to Parliament House and ring Tony Gates. That was at
about 2.45 pmn because the Deputy Leader of the Opposition indicated that, when I left the
member for Cottesloe 's home, Tony Gates began calling him to ask us for our decision.

I spoke to Tony Qates by telephone from my Parliament House office, having asked another
of my colleagues to come to Parliament House to assist me in getting out the statement. I
have never worked with a fax machine and Hon Phillip Pendal, who was previously a
journalist, could help me knock the statement into shape.

At about 3.00 or 3.15 pm. I received a telephone call from Tony Gates. When I read the
statement to him, he was not very pleased because we had not agreed with the request made
of us. He explained to us that he had made the request on behalf of the Government because,
if we did not agree, the deal fell over. I explained to him that it seemed incredible to us that
the Premier was asking us, in the space of a couple of hours --

Mr Brian Burke: Hang on! Let us put this exactly in perspective. I said that one of the
conditions of the Government's agreeing to assist would be bipartisan political support. That
is what I said, and I made that perfectly clear. I did not say to him, "Go and see Mr
MacKinnon and do this or that." I said, "These are the conditions upon which we are
prepared to assist."

Mr MacKJNNGN: What is the difference in saying, "It has to have bipartisan support" or, "if
the Opposition does not agree it does not proceed"?

Mr Brian Burke: That is the same thing, but was not the same as you claimed that the
Premier said to you that you should do something.
Mr MacKIINNON: That is exactly what the Premier is saying. H-e said he wanted bipartisan
support, and Tony Gates told us that if we did not agree, the matter would not proceed. There
was no doubt in my mind or in the minds of my colleagues about the position, bearing in
mind that the Premier had knowledge of the problems with Rothwells on Wednesday. He
had received advice from the bankers, Mr Holmes a Court, and Treasury officers, and had
decided to involve the Opposition on Sunday afternoon with a briefing by Mr Bond and Mr
Oates. We had received no written documentation or anything else to support the request. In
fact, I have received no written advice or request from the Government or Bond Corporation
on this matter to this -time.

I indicated to Tony Oates that it would be highly irresponsible of me, as I think the Minister
indicated in his comments, to support the Government before it moved on this matter.
Mr Parker: I offered on several occasions to provide you with the same information that I
had obtained.
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Mr MacKINNON: That is important, bearing in mind that it was explained to us at the
meeting beginning at 12.15 pm that we had to make a decision by three o'clock.

Mr Court: If we had said no before three o'clock, there was a likelihood that Rothwells
would collapse.

Mr MacKINNON: As I said, I came back to the office and read the statement to Mr Gates,
who was not pleased. He asked me whether he could come to my office and talk to me. I
told him that was fine. I know the man, respect him, and like him a lot. We sat down to try
to find some better words which I thought could accommodate the position. That ended in a
statement referred to by the Premier and the Minister earlier. Obviously Mr Gates showed
them a copy. After many phone calls and many discussions, at about six o'clock that evening
I told him that what we had prepared looked okay but chat I wanted to bounce it off a couple
of people and would come back to him. It had been an extremely difficult day on which
much pressure had been brought to bear. I came to the conclusion that I was not happy with
that prepared statement and wanted to proceed wit the original statement. I then informed
Tony Oates of my decision and was told of the urgency of the matter. I was, therefore, crying
to help Tony Oates in chat regard. During the conversation I had several discussions with
several people. As I have indicated, I had telephone conversations with Senator Fred
Chaney, my colleague in Canberra, and also John Howard who had been approached by
Bond Corporation wanting to know what its position was. Neither of my colleagues tried to
pressure me in any way.

Mr Parker: What did Howard say his position was?

Mr MacKINNON: He did not express a position. He wanted to be advised of the position,
having previously been contacted by Alan Bond.

Mr Parker: You said he did not pressure you but he also did not tell you what his position
was?
Mr MacKINNON: Not to my recollection.

Mr Brian Burke: Howard told other people that he told you he supported the proposal.

Mr MacKINNON: Firstly, the Premier should move back to his own seat before interjecting.
Secondly, whoever told him that is telling a lie; it is as simple as that.
Mr Peter Dowding: You say you cannot recollect what he said.

Mr MacKINNON: I cannot recall the full details but I can recall that in no way did John
Howard try to pressure me. He wanted to be brought up to date with the issue and to my
recollection made no statement as to what his position would be. Why would he when he had
no knowledge in detail of what it was about? The Leader of the Opposition in Canberra is
not as thick as the Minister and does not make off-the-cuff decisions about $ 150 million, and
neither do 1. Therefore, he was not in a position to make any statement abouc it and he
certainly did not make one to me.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: I think the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment is rather
sensitive because the Minister for Economic Development is the chosen boy to deal with this
debate. Perhaps the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment may be interested to
know that the Minister for Economic Development has been touting up and down the terrace
that he has the numbers and that he does not have any problems.
Mr Brian Burke: You are very strong on chis motion.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! When the Minister for Economic Development spoke on
this important motion there were very few interruptions. I ask the Leader of the Opposition
to speak to the motion before the House and not to invite the type of interjections which have
come forth. I do not intend to tolerate those interjections. It has already been said that we do
not want to debate this motion until midnight or five o'clock in the morning. In fairness to all
speakers let us debate the motion and not have these ridiculous interjections.

Mr MacKINNON: During the discussion with Tony Gates, who was trying to convince me
to change my mind in terms of the wording of the Press statement and the Opposition's
decision, I had telephone conversations with the Premier. On those occasions he indicated
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and repeated the comment made by Tony Qates that the Opposition's endorsement of the
Government's position was crucial to the agreement and that it would not proceed if that
approval was not given. The Premier said that to me in the presence of Tony Qates and he
repeated that position. As the Premier indicated, he said I could have a briefing if I warned
one but how could I be briefed at five o'clock in the afternoon when the Government wanted
the decision two hours previously? If the Government had not made that commitment, what
was Tony Qates doing in my office between five and six o'clock trying to get me to change
my mind? Why was he there? What was he trying to get me to do? The Government had
made it crystal clear to him that if the Opposition did not approve, the agreement would not
proceed.

Mr Brian Burke: I have said it was a condition.

Mr MacKINNON: Exactly, a total condition.

Mr Brian Burke: I am not arguing about that.

Mr H-Iassell: Why did you change your mind?

Mr Brian Burke: Because of the statement Tony Qates read to me and told me the Leader of
the Opposition had agreed to.

Mr MacKINNON: That is not tue. We were negotiating and I looked at the words and said
before I could give him any authority to use that statement, I wanted to check it. I said I
would get back to him.

Mr Brian Burke: He read it to me over the telephone from your office.

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: Apart from the fact that y ou, Mr Deputy Speaker, said that you would not
accept interruptions, the Premier persists in interjecting when he is not in his seat, which is
against the Standing Orders. Also be should behave himself in particular this afternoon
because his biographer is in the gallery.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I do not know anything about the Premier's biographer but the
member beat me by about three seconds because I wps about to request the Treasurer and
Premier of Western Australia to please return to his seat from where he may legally and
rightly answer the questions that may be asked of him from members on the side of Her
Majesty's Opposition. I ask him to do so; it is not far from where he is now sitting.

Debate Resumed

Mr MacKIN*NON: The Government told the people involved that it was not prepared to
make a direct approach; it asked members of Bond Corporation to be its runners and advise
us that the guarantee was conditional upon the Opposition approving of it. There were no ifs,
buts or maybes, the Opposition had to approve. The Premier has confirmed that. I have said
several times that I am astounded that the Premier wanted the Opposition to make his
decision. He asked the Opposition to do that in the space of a two-hour time frame, without
any of the advice, support information or backup that he and his Ministers had requested
before they made a decision.

Those telephone calls and discussions continued until I left the office at approximately 6.15
pmn and went home. Tony Oates again rang me about the statement trying to get me to
change my mind -- I cannot recall the exact time but I think it was between 7.30 and 8.00
pm -- indicating that he had come from a Cabinet subcommittee meeting and that the Premnier
had approved of the Government guarantee without the Opposition's involvement.

The question needs to be asked as to why this Government made it a condition that the
Opposition had to approve the arrangement. In fact, the Leader of the House indicated that
the Opposition somehow or other could not make decisions; the Opposition made a few good
decisions on Saturday in tenms of this position. The Premier could not make that decision
and all day Sunday he endeavoured to convince the Opposition that it had to make the
decision for him. Of course, eventually late that afternoon or in the early evening he made
the decision himself.

Why did the Government place the Bond Corporation executives in the position it did --
making them the runners for the Government? Why was the Government not prepared to
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approach the opposition itself? Why did it not do so earlier if it were sincere in wanting the
Opposition's support? If the Government were dinkUni with regard to that support, why has
the Opposition not received one jot of writen information? We do not know the options
available or the details of the overall assessment. It was interesting in terms of that
assessment that the Government indicated through the Minister today that no written advice
was sought from the Treasury. We have just doubled the State's exposure in the form of
Government guarantees, yet written advice was not sought from Treasury, which I find
interesting. I would have thought that would have been the case and that Reserve Bank
advice would also have been sought, but it was not. It was a rather strange turn of events
from our point of view. We were not prepared to give a blank cheque to the Government on
the information provided to us at that time, and we made the statement accordingly. That
sums up the events of Saturday and Sunday.

[ refer briefly to the letter from Tony Qates that the Minister quoted. I spoke to Tony Qates
before entering Parliament today, and as I indicated to him, I did not mention on television
that I had not received a briefing from him. Why should V? I went to the Press conference
yesterday and detailed exactly what had occurred. I indicated that I had not received a
briefing from the Government at any time, and in fact the offers from the Government were
meaningless bearing in mind that it had also, via the Bond Corporation executives, set a
deadline which meant if any briefing was to be held it would have been after we had made
the decision to support the Government's decision, and not before.

The other comment I want to make in terms of this motion -- and I might add that we do not
intend to support it -- relates to the Government's extending of $150 million of taxpayers'
support to Rothwells Ltd by way of a Government guarantee, after the Government had
already provided extensive support to other financial institutions in the community. The
support provided by the guarantee comes on top of the Government's rescue and support of
both the Swan Building Society and the Teachers Credit Society, and we still have to receive
the details about the financial involvements on behalf of the taxpayers. Itris irresponsible for
the Government to ask the Opposition to support this decision, when it has yet to make public
the financial details of the two earlier decisions.

Mr Peter Dowding: You were not being asked by the Government; you were being asked by
the people involved in the rescue proposal, and you were being asked that for obvious
reasons.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier has indicated -- if the Minister has not heard him -- that he
was asking for bipartisan support; in other words, he was asking for our approval.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, he was not.

Mr MacKINNON: [ was at the other end of the telephone when the Premier asked me.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not what he said; he said he did not feel that it was possible to
approve it without the Opposition's approval.

Mr MacKEINNON: It is l ittle wonder that the Minister has slipped back in. the premiership
stakes. The Premier indicated to me in clear and unequivocal terms that he wanted the
Opposition's support before he was prepared to move.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is right, but the request for support was con-ing from the people
involved in the --

Mr MacKINNON: The request came direct to me from the Premier.

Mr Brian Burke: When I spoke to the Leader of the Opposition on the last occasion, Mr
Oates read the statement out to me, and I said, "You understand, Mr Qates" -- a man whom I
do not really know -- "that the support of the Opposition is a condition of our extending this
agreement Is it possible for the guarantee to be mentioned in the statement?" Mr Qates --
and I heard him talking to the Leader of the Opposition -- then put in an extra sentence which
said, "However, there may have been and may be particular circumstances in which the
provision of a Government guarantee may be appropriate." Mr Oates brought the statement
back down, so at that stage we were discussing it backwards and forwards, and the Leader of
the Opposition knew what my position was.

Mr Lewis: Was the Prem-ier in Mr Connell's office at the time?
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Mr Brian Burke: I was in my own office.

Mr Lewis: You said you were listening to the conversation.

Mr& Brian Burke: I beard Mr Oates talking to the Leader of the Opposition on the telephone.

Mr MacKINNON: In terms of what the Premier just said, and as I said to the Minister
before, I have explained the position quite clearly. Mr Oates was trying to get me to agree to
things. I am not about to agree to them on any quick whim of the moment. Mr Oates drafted
the statement; not I. I told him I would like time to consider that inclusion, and I have
nothing to hide about that. I then said I would like time to think about it and to consult with a
couple of my colleagues; which I did. I then went back and said to Mr Oates, "I am not
prepared to include that in the statement." There is nothing unusual about that. It was quite
clear, and the Premier has reconfirmed -- for the sake of the Minister -- that his request to me
was for approval of the guarantee. The Premier told Mr Oates that our support for the
guarantee was --

Mr Brian Burke: It was a condition.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes.

Mr Brian Burke: I have never denied that.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister has tried to tell me it was Bond Corporation which asked
for it, and the Premier has confirmed that he did. I thank him for confirmiing that for the
Minister.

Mr Brian Burke: I rang you on your request.

Mr MacKIN4NON: Exactly. The Government's involvement in the Rothwells organisation is
by way of the provision of a guarantee to a merchant bank, a limited company, on the basis
that there is unlikely to ever be such a situation again. The basis upon which the Government
made that commitment was that a whole lot of influential business people from around
Australia were involved. I have indicated previously that I believe this creates a very
dangerous precedent. In future, is the fact that a whole group of successful business people
have got behind corporations that are in difficulty to be the basis upon which this
Government is going to provide guarantees or the test which will be applied by the
Government in deciding whether to support them? Is the Government going to support
farmers if they get into difficulties? We have the example of Jack Clark, the famous
footballer, who walked off his farm after 30 years of work, leaving with nothing. If the other
farmers of that community had plugged in to get behind Jack Clark, would the Government
have supported them? The Premier is saying that he will not support farmers or the hundreds
and thousands of small business people around Australia who could be going to the wall over
the next 12 months because they do not have an Alan Bond or a Robert Holmes a Court, or
one of the other large business people of Australia, behind them, no matter how many people
may be supporting that small, medium or large business in terms of employment.

The other principle was spelled out again, as I said earlier, in terms of Payton Finance in
Bunbury. The Premier made his position in respect of Payton's quite clear in a statement that
he made recently which was quoted in the Busselton Margaret River Times. He said --

State Government intervention in the Payton Finance issue would have been akin to
the State Government stepping in when the Reid Murray group collapsed in the 1960s
or Cambridge Credit in the 1970s.

It is interesting that the Premier made that comment on 3 September, and he seems to have
changed his mind over the last month about what is right and wrong in supporting financial
institutions, bearing in mind that Payton Finance is not a financial institution of the power
and strength of the Rothwells organisation.

Mr Burkett: It is certainly not a bank. You are an accountant; you are not a dill.

Mr MacKINNON: It is certainly an organisation supported by approximately 2 000 people in
the south west. The Premier said to that company, "Because you do not have powerful
benefactors behind you, I am not prepared to support you." That is the precedent that the
Government has set. The other precedent which was reaffirmed by the Minister today is also
of concern. The Government does not have a bottomless pit of money.
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Mr Court: The Government does not have any money.

Mr Brian Burke: Well, that is not a bottomless pit.

Mr MacKINNON: The Government's money is taxpayers' money and, as I have indicated to
the House today, the Government has already commnitted many millions of dollars to rescue
operations, If there is no risk involved in providing the guarantee to the Rothwells
organisation, there was no need for the guarantee. When Governments provide a guarantee,
as history has shown -- and the Premier, along with the Deputy Premier, has been most vocal
in criticising some of the guarantees we provided when in Government, to Mr Oskar and
other people -- Governments must be prepared, and able, and must write into their accounts
the ability, to meet diat commitment. The failure to do so is not prudent in any financial
sense. By this single act the Government has doubled its guarantee exposure. In fact, if the
Rothwells organisation did happen to collapse it would take three times the amount of the
State Government land tax collections in a year to fund that collapse. In other words, there
must be an increase in taxation if things go wrong. That is the ultimate result we must
consider, and that is the ultimate decision the Government made in these circumstances.

In addition, in respect of the precedent which has been set, what the Minister said today was
very important; he said, in effect, that if other companies get into difficulties in a similar way
the Government will now have to give the matter serious consideration. And so it ol, if
this is the precedent the Government is setting. It cannot have one standard for one company,
and a different standard for another company. With the current market position many people
in Western Australia and, indeed, in Australia could well be looking to the Government for
support. I do not want to make any comments that might harm the marketplace; that is not
my intention and never has been. But history shows, and any student of economics -- which
clearly the Premier has never been -- will know, that economics and markets go in cycles, If
that is true, which part of the economic cycle is the marketplace at? It is in a very difficult
position right now, as today's performance in the marketplace indicated, as did yesterday's
and last week's. So it is quite likely that the Goverrnent's commitment, provided by the
Minister today, to support other companies in similar circumstances is likely to be called
upon. Therefore it is not just the guarantee provided to Rothwells that is important to
consider but: the precedent it has set -- the likely activity of the Government in the future and
the exposure thereby of the Government to risk and, at the end of the day, the exposure of the
taxpayer to the funding of that risk. That is the concern we have expressed and will continue
to express. I for one do express concern about the action the Government has taken, not only
in the way it tried to pressure the Opposition to support it, for what I can see as being only
political advantage, but also because of the precedent it has now created in terms of its
position in relation to the rest of the community, unless it is going to play favourites. If it is
going to play favourites clearly it will not have that problem; if it is going to be consistent it
will have an increasing problem over time in respect of the support it has requested from the
business com-munity.

I repeat that the guarantee requested of the Premier was without precedent, to my knowledge.
The Government was irresponsible in the way in which it presented that request to the
Opposition and asked for support for that decision within hours without any information to
support it. We did not succumb to that request. Neither does the Opposition support the
guarantee provision, first because of the precedent it now sets within the community if the
Government is going to treat all companies evenhandedly, which I doubt, given the
Government's past performance and, I put it to the House, its present and future performance;
secondly, because of the potential impact of that guarantee and the potential liability of the
Government; and thirdly, because until today we had been provided with very little detail.
Even now, and I know my colleagues will be questioning the Government about it, we have
very little information provided by the Govemnment upon which we can justifiably comment.
We do not intend to stop questioning the Government about these matters until such time as
we receive sufficient explanation to enable us to make a proper judgment about what the
Government has done and exactly what position the taxpayers now finid themselves in. I
oppose the motion.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga -- Premier) [4.56 pml: In 15 years I have not previously seen a
case so comprehensively or persuasively presented as was the case presented by the Minister
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for Economic Development in support of this motion this afternoon. Even the harshest critics
of the Government's actions residing on the Opposition benches could not cake issue with the
detail and comprehensive provision of infonnation that the Minister was able to bring forth
during his speech. If at the end of the speech the Opposition is not persuaded to support the
Government's actions in this matter, it seems to me to be the case that the Opposition is
opposing for opposition's sake and that it is not interested in the substance of the issues
involved in this motion but is interested only in trying, quite wrong-headedly in my view, to
maximnise its political advantage in this matter.
First, let me say chat the motion is a very gentle and respectful one. It does not attempt to
rain down the throats of the Opposition or the public some misguided view of the rightness of
the Government's action. It does not attempt to boastfully shrg off any challenge to the
correctness of the decision, and it quite rightly notes that in normal circumstances the action
taken by the Government would not be the correct action. It quite rightly sets out that in
normal circumstances Governments should not and would not be involved in the extension of
guarantees of the type that this Government has decided to extend to the National Australia
Bank Ltd in support of its actions as pant of the rescue package of the merchant bank
Rothwells Ltd. The motion, having very gently stated in a self-effacing fashion its view of
the Government's position, then quite precisely sets out the exceptional circumstances that
can justify -- and we would maintain they do justify in this case -- the extension of the
guarantee the Government has decided to provide to the National Australia Bank.

I do not believe that any Opposition member can take issue with the explanation for the
exceptional circumstances that currently prevail in financial markets internationally and
domestically. No-one can take issue with the decline in the value of shares on the Australian
exchange or internationally in the United States, Tokyo, Hong Kong or London. No-one can
take issue with the pressures placed on other sectors of the financial market by the fall in the
value of the shares on chose exchanges. The uncertainty and the consequent crisis of
confidence is something to which most of us have referred publicly or privately in the past
few days.

Mr Hassell: Or with the fact that dozens of companies will fall and thousands of people will
lose.

Mr BRIALN BURKE: The matters the member for Contesloe just raised go to the one
substantial point the Opposition has raised -- that is, the question of precedence, which I will
deal with in due course.

I do not believe -- and the member for Cottesloe has confirmed this -- that there are many
people who could take issue with the basis being made out in this motion for the exceptional
circumstances the Government would maintain justify the extension of the guarantee which
has been provided. The motion talks about the worrying vulnerability of the financial marker
and institutions; it also talks about the need we all have to ensure that as far as possible
confidence is maintained within the community, panic is averted and as far as possible people
are reassured as to the inherent stability, value and performance of the institutions with which
they bank, the companies with which they invest and the economy of the country of which
they are citizens. The motion then talks about the Government's participation in the rescue
package and refers to the very severe challenge to the Australian fiancial system that would
be posed by the collapse of a merchant bank of the size of Rothwells Australia Ltd and the
way in which all of those exceptional circumstances to which the motion previously referred
would be compounded and amplified by the collapse of Rothwells. The motion also notes
the group of distinguished pre-eminent Australian businessmen and organisations prepared to
put their equity funding into the rescue package doing, as the Minister said, something that
clearly ranks their vulnerability much higher than is the Goverinent's, and clearly saying to
the Government, "We are not asking you to do that which we are not prepared to do; we are
asking you simply to support a- much more exposed position than we are taking in this
matter." The motion also notes the reputation of the Australian financial commuunity and the
dependence on both the lending and borrowing side of many small businesses, families and
citizens on the Rothwells bank.

In its own presentation and face, the motion makes out a persuasive case that says two things:
Normally a Government guarantee would not be appropriate in the circumstances; a
Government guarantee would be appropriate only in exceptional circumstances; and the
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motion then makes out the basis of those exceptional circumstances comprehensively in a
modest fashion -- certainly not overbearing or accusatory of the Opposition or of anyone else
but simply and intelligently setting down the basis for saying that there are presently
exceptional circumstances. The motion finally says that there are a number of important
matters to be noted about the extension of the guarantee and says that the noting of those
matters or their existence enhances the quality of the action taken by the Government.
It is important to address the question of precedent and to say that the member for Cottesloe
is certainly correct in pinpointing the biggest single worry with which the Government has
had to contend. Of course the Government was concerned that it was becoming the lender of
last resort, the corporate doctor to the financial world. The Government was very conscious
of its actions in respect of the Swan Building Society, the Teachers Credit Society and now
the Rothwells bank. The Government was very conscious of the fact that people like the
member for Cottesloe would say that a precedent has been set and that the Government
should be asked, "Whom next do we support in the same way?" All I can way is that within
the context of the things the motion says, before the motion said them, the Government was
considering those circumstances and was persuaded chat it should seriously consider
providing the assistance requested and that the provision of the requested assistance could be
justified.

The next thing, which is equally as important, that the Government considered was the
question of precedent and we said to ourselves, "Are there circumstances in which we will be
asked the same question as we are being asked today? If we are asked the same question,
will we be in a position to give serious consideration to the question?" The answer to both
those questions is yes, there are circumstances in which this Government may well be asked
the same question; but the circumstances are unlikely to be repeated because they are
circumstances, in our view, that would need to involve, for example, the offered assistance on
a scale like the assistance which has been offered by the private sector, the promise by the
leading corporate citizens of the subscription of $150 million of equity funds, in this case, but
in another case of very substantial equity funds, to a business that had not a solvency problem
but a liquidity problem and circumstances where all of the unusual, or pressing, problems
relating to the present market situation and to Western Australia's own financial system to the
entity's only involvement in that system, were repeated. It may be that there will be another
case that is identical to this one, that will say to us that a precedent has been set by the
extension of the guarantee and in that case the Government will consider its position
seriously. However, I urge members opposite to be realistic about the prospects of that case
recurring in identical circumstances.

Mr Hassell: Aire you saying chat there are no more Western Australian merchant banks?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying more than that: I am saying that there are no Western
Australian merchant banks of any sort. I am saying secondly that about this Western
Australian merchant bank is gathered a group of people as diverse as those referred to by the
Minister, who are prepared to put themselves on the line and pledge their own assets -- not a
guarantee, but their own assets -- and cash in a package that rescues a merchant bank that has
not a solvency problem but a liquidity problem.

Mr Hassell: Don't you think that $5 million from Mr Holmes a Court and $150 million from
the State is a bit disproportionate?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I certainly think that there has never been as comprehensive a range of
people prepared to pledge their assets in amounts ranging, I understand, from $2.5 million to
$20 million in individual cases. Certainly there is a difference in the same way as there is a
difference in the exposure of the funds, because our exposure ranks, as the Minister so ably
explained, as the last security to be called and theirs ranks as the first, already injected into
the business. So the member is right; there is a difference in the same way as there is a
difference between a guarantee to the National Australia Bank and cash put into a business as
equity funds. I am not denying the difference but 1 am asking members opposite to lift the
ideological and personality shutters which blind them to the situation.

Mir Hassell: That is the sort of insulting argument that you tout around this town, and you do
yourself no good with that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If it is an insulting argument it is not raised in an effort to give
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offence; it is raised because I firmly believe there are some members of the Opposition who
do have a personal position orn the matter. Members opposite know whether I am right or
wrong and they know whether!I am ceiling the tinth. If I am wrong!I apologise and withdraw.

Mr Crane: I do not know of any. There may be some, but I am certainly not one of them.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If I am wrong I apologise and withdraw, but I still say that on the basis
of the argument made out so ably by the Minister there must be some reason that we are
missing or overlooking which is causing members opposite to adopt such an intractable
position to a horse which has bolted, whose stable door cannot profitably be locked now, and
in a situation in which we believe the risks are clearly outweighed by the imperatives of
protecting and enhancing the Western Australian financial system and the reputation of our
State.

I do not want to daily on many of the things the Leader of the Opposition said about
telephone calls here or there, or things said and repeated, and Mr Oates saying this or doing
that. The simple truth is I made the Opposition's support of the Government's action a
condition upon which the Government's action depended.

Mr Hassell: And it was not true. We were spun a lie. Innocent people in the middle were
put in the position of telling us untruths.

Mr Court: We were told if we did not support it the company would go into liquidation.

Mr BRIA.N B URKE: I never said that. What I said to the Minister who came to see me was
that the condition of our guarantee was that there should be bipartisan political support. [
understand from the Minister that the reaction was, "That will be easy. This is a sensible
thing you are doing. We will talk to the Opposition." I did not say Rothwells would go into
liquidation. I did not say that to the Leader of the Opposition when he spoke to me. I said
that unless the condition was fulfilled we would not participate.

Mr [Hassell: And you did.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In talking to the Leader of the Opposition I even said to him during the
discussions, retreating from that position, "Look, if you cannot support it will you at least not.
oppose it?"

Mr Court: What is the difference?

Mr BRIAN BUTRKE: There is a major difference. If the member for Nedlands cannot see
the difference --

Mr Court: I cannot see the difference.

Mr MacKinnon: You are asking us to sit mute and say nothing.

Mr BRIA.N BURKE: What I was asking when I asked the Leader of the Opposition not to
oppose the proposition if he could not support was not to turn it into a political issue that
would bring down the rescue package simply because it was embroiled in politics. [ said that
to him on the phone.

Mr MacKinnon-. And I asked you how we could bring down the package.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the important point. I said to the Leader of the Opposition that
as far as the Government was concerned, if he could not support the package at least please
desist from opposing it. There is a big difference -- a major difference. I went on to say that
as far as we were concerned one of the big dangers was that the matter would become
embroiled in politics, confidence would be destroyed, and the rescue package might fail. The
Leader of the Opposition said to me it was unfair to put him in the position of making the
decision. I said, "No, we will make the decision. We will bear the responsibility and we will
accept the obligation that goes with that. We would like you not to oppose." That is the
position we reached then. Why the matter was finally resolved in support of the guarantee
refers to the second conversation, and the Leader of the Opposition has admitted that he did
take part in the preparation of a Press release. He denies its authenticity, so I will not read it.
The Press release goes some of the way towards saying that the Government's action might
well be an acceptable one. The Leader of the Opposition said he told Mr Oates he was not
making that statement and that he had to verify it by reference to other people. That is one of
the problems.
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Mr MacKinnon: No, it is not. I told you quite clearly what occurred. Didn't you seek advice
over the weekend?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not arguing with what the Leader of the Opposition said. I am
saying that he told Mr Oates -- and I am not arguing with the Leader of the Opposition's
recounting of the situation -- that the statement they had jointly mapped our had to be
bounced off some other people. I do not doubt that the Leader of the Opposition said that,
but one of the big problems in the Opposition's performance, without putting too fine a point
on it, is that it cannot make up its mind.

Mr MacKinnon: We made up our mind.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought the Leader of the Opposition said today he still did not have
sufficient information on which to make an intelligent or reasoned judgment.

Mr MacKinnon- I said you still have not provided us with that sort of information. You have
provided me with absolutely nothing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: One of the major problems is that the Opposition does not appear to be
able to make up its mind in respect of any important matters.
Mr Lewis: How long did it take you to make your decision? How many hours with your
advisers and the Minister?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot answer that.

Mr Lewis: You said on radio it rook you seven or eight hours with all your advisers and the
support of Government and the Minister.

Mr MacKinnon: I think you said on radio it was one of the most difficult, if not the most
difficult decision you have made in Government.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not deny any of those things.

Mr Lewis: Yet you want the Leader of the Opposition to make a decision after a couple of
telephone calls.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We have been through this, and even Mr Qates, a man to whom the
Leader of the Opposition has paid tribute, has explained in a letter a copy of which the Leader
of the Opposition has, that the Leader of the Opposition and those other Liberal members
received a greater briefing than did many of the other people who were part of the rescue
package. In moving the motion the Minister has explained that the Opposition was offered
extensive briefings and sought not to take advantage of the offer. I understand the member
for East Melville indicated his support for the rescue package in a phone call.

Mr Lewis: I did not.

Mr Parker: Yes he did.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not be able to say what was said and what was not said.

Mr Lewis: Then why make a statement like that?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Because the Minister told me he was in the room when Mr Qates was
speaking to the member for East Melville and he heard Mr Oates mention the guarantee.
Mr Lewis: He did not mention the guarantee; he spoke about the text of it.

Mr Parker: Nonsense!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is what the Minister said who was listening to this side of the
conversation.

Mr MacKinnon: He was only on one side of it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Mr Oates may well have had Dial-a-Prayer on the telephone. He may
nor have been talking to the member for East Melville, but I suspect Mr Ontes is telling the
truth about his own recollection. The Minister certainly was there to hear that side of the
conversation. Thfat is the situation.

Despite the fact that this was a very difficult decision, and despite the fact that the
Government is very concerned about whether the decision was a right decision or a wrong
decision, it is now in a position from which it says, quite clearly, that it does not regret, for
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one minute1 having provided this guarantee. It does not regret for one second saying to those
business people that as far as the Government was concerned it appreciated their efforts and it
supported their efforts.

Mr Hassell: Who did you say that to?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: To the business people.

Mr Hassell: We publicly said that we supported their efforts.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only did the Government support them, but also it made a decision
to support them by extending the guarantee.

Mr Hassell: You said that the key issue was the question of a precedent.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not say that was the key issue; I said that was the second
important issue. Once there was a justification for going ahead and extending the guarantee,
in my mind the next question to be asked was, "What are the consequences?"

Mr Hassell: What you said in response to that was that there would be no precedent in
Western Australia because there is not another Laurie Connell merchant bank.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not say that.

Mr H-assell: That is what I am trying to get at.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I raised a number of issues that, in my view, would not be repeated.

Mr Hassell: One is that there is no other Laurie Connell-type merchant bank in Western
Australia.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, one was that there is no other Rothwells merchant bank in Western
Australia.
Mr Court: There are a lot of similar finance companies.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I was going to say that in some respects a credit union may be termed
something similar to the Rothwells operation. In support of the fact that there is no precedent
liely, I am not denying it is possible a range of different matters would need to be repeated if
the same request is to be made of the Government. One example is that I referred to the
equity funding being offered by senior business people. To me, that is clearly a condition
that would be required to be fulfilled before the Government would look at providing
assistance.

Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to answer all the questions asked by the member for East
Melville, who can speak later. I have only four minutes left.
As far as the whole matter is concerned, regardless of what Opposition members might like to
think, it is not about Laurie Connell. It has nothing to do with him. So that everyone is
aware, I advise that Laurie Connell would have been better off to walk away from Rothwells
and let it collapse.

Mr Hassell: Everyone is touting the fact that he is being immoral.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, he is not being immoral. I would expect him to do it. If he had
chosen not to do that, members opposite know as weli, as I do that he could have walked
away firom a limited liability situation and maintained his personal fortune. He chose to take
the action he did and to put his own wealth into the situation. The Government said that if he
was not prepared to do that he should not look for help from it.

I would expect each member of Parliament, in a similar situation, to put his own assets into a
faied or faltering company structure in which he is involved. Not to mention Laurie
Connell's morals, I am making the point that if what I am saying is true, and it appears to be
accepted by the Opposition, there is no question as to whom assistance is being extended. It
is being extended to a]] the people to whom the motion refers; it is being extended in support
of the situation outlined in the motion and derailed by the Minister; it is being extended, in
the broader sense, to the Australian and Western Australian financial systems.

Mr Hassell: You have overlooked the key point of the justice of outcomes. Surely it is
relevant that in the game of the economy some people lose. The Government is choosing to
help a few.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand the law of natural selection that Liberal Governments
impose selectively themselves. The member for Cottesloe and I know of occasions when
guarantees have been extended by Liberal Governments. In that natural selection process we
can stand and watch while the ship burns forever, but that is not the side of the street we
dw~ell on.

As far as the Government is concerned it sees a role for intelligent, fair, and selective support
based not on personalities, but on viability and on the State's interests.
Mr Court: Your members are frightened. They want to know what happens next.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The only thing keeping the Leader of the Opposition in place is the
alternative in the deputy's position.

There are lots of other things I could dwell on regarding meetings which were organised and
cancelled by the Liberal Party, as well as telephone conversations. I choose not to do that,
because detailing the issue seems to be more profitable.

MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.28 pm]: I seek leave of the
House to continue my remarks at a later stage of this day's sitting.

Leave granted.

Debate thus adjourned.

ROTTNEST ISLAND AUTHORITY BILL

Message: Appropriations
Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes
of the Bill.

FORESTS: REVOCATION OF DEDICATION
Assembly's Resolution: Council's Concurrence

Message from the Council received and read notifying that it had concurred in the
Assembly's resolutions.

(Questions taken.1

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.15 pm

ROTH WELLS LTD

Government Action: Motion
Debate resumed from an earl ier stage of the sitting.

MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.18 pm]: Th-is motion is all
about this Government pledging $150 million of Western Australian taxpayers' funds to a
particular merchant bank at a rime when there is a great deal of concern in the community
about what is taking place with a number of financial institutions. It is a unique time, and it
is certainly a difficult time for many companies. This motion discusses a merchant bank
which last week found itself in financial difficulties. I have to say that during the debate,
apart from people saying that the share market has collapsed, very little has been said about
other reasons why that institution was in financial difficulties.

Private sector interests around Australia rallied to save that institution. That is commendable
and is supported by the Liberal Party. However, the Government has gone one step further
and, in a very rushed decision made at the weekend under a great deal of pressure, decided
not only to support the private sector interests which were attempting to save that institution,
but also to provide a $150 million guarantee for one year which will reduce to a $75 million
guarantee in the second year. In a pressure-cooker environment, a merchant bank in this
State has been provided with a Government guarantee of $150 million for the next year and
$75 million for the year after. It is in a very privileged position and one which many other
merchant banks and financial institutions would like to be in over the next few months. I
believe they will really need that sort of backing.
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We have heard many details tonight about what took place over the weekend. However, the
Goverrnent had a few days to work on its position and gave only two or three hours to the
Opposition to work out its position. It was a difficult decision to have to make and, as it
turned out, one which the Premier did not like. Much pressure was placed on members of the
Opposition to try to get us to change our original decision, but as history will show, we did
not alter it. That decision finally stood in the party room today.

The message currently around town is that one financial institution has been singled out for
privileged treatment by the Government. A number of people who rang me today said that
big operators with a high profile will find it easy to obtain help from the Government, but
small operators can forget it. They can cry as much as they like to the Government, but they
will not receive any assistance.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not say that and I did not imply that. The Swan Building Society is
hardly a big institution.

Mr COURT: The important point about this matter is one of confidence. The Government
has said that it is important for people to have confidence. No-one has done more to destroy
confidence in financial institutions than this Government. The rot set in with its decisions in
relation to the State Superannuation Board and, more recently, in relation to the Swan
Building Society and the Teachers Credit Society. Both of those societies are directly
administered by the Government because they operate under two Acts of this Parliament.

Mr Parker: No-one will swallow that nonsense.

Mr COURT: Only now is the story coming out about the Teachers Credit Society and the
absurd things that this Government allowed to happen which had such a terrific impact on the
confidence of people in those institutions. That lack of confidence resulted from the sloppy
administration of this Government.

Mr Brian Burke: Can't you debate the motion?
Mr COURT: We are talking about guarantees and the Premier has given a guarantee that he
will back those institutions. It is strange that we have been asking for some months about the
true situation of the Teachers Credit Society and have been told that we will be told on
31 December, but the Premier decided in two days how to save Rothwells Bank and how to
analyse the risks involved. The Premier believes that very little risk is involved in its
commnitment to that institution.

Mr Peter Dowding: What would you have done?
Mr COURT: We have made our position very clear. We fuly supported the intervention by
the private sector to save that institution. That should boost the confidence that is required to
save it. However, we have made it clear also that we would not have given a Government
guarantee of $150 million. We certainly support the initiative taken by the private sector. I
believe the Government should have said that the private sector has got behind that merchant
bank and that it commended the private sector for doing that. However, it did not have to go
in the way it did and offer huge Government guarantees to that organisation.

Mr Brian Burke: It was demanded of us. The private sector would not have gone ahead.

Mr COURT: We will get to that. I believe it is very strange that the Minister who has been
doing all the legwork over the weekend and running this operation is the same Minister who
moved this motion this afternoon, the Minister for Economic Development. The motion
refers to the difficult times ahead and to the sudden and substantial decline in the value of
shares, the pressures placed on other sectors in the financial market by the fall of share
markets, the severe uncertainty and consequent crisis of confidence among investors because
of the events of the last fortnight, and the worrying vulnerability of financial markets and
institutions and through them the national economy to panic decision making by investors in
the current atmosphere.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you dispute that?

Mr COURT: I do not dispute that. We are at the end in that difficult circumstance which in
some cases could be called a crisis in the financial community. However, the Premier does
not want to take an up-front role i trying to work this problem out. The Minister for
Economic Development says, "It is best that I handle this because we do not want someone
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seen to be too close to the problem or too close to the people concerned in the problem." It is
a stupid situation if we have reached the point where the Premier of the day cannot take the
lead role in one of the most important crises he has had to face in Government.

Mr Brian Burke: I made a decision but you didn't listen to the Minister.

Mr COURT: The Minister said that the Premier did not take the lead role because he is too
close to the people involved.

Mr Brian Burke: He did not say that; you cannot tell the truth.

Mr COURT: I am talking about the Minister for Economic Development, and about having
confidence in financial institutions. This might be a relatively small point, but one thing he
can do is breach a confidence. We have had a situation tonight where a Minister in talking to
this motion says with glee that a member of a leading financial institution, Perpetual Finance
telephoned the 5(310; then the Minister started disclosing details that he rang up as a trustee
company. He started disclosing confidential information with a senior official at the SOIC.
We have come to expect this of this Government. Does the Minister believe that when a
confidential call takes place -- I do not care whether it is my brother or whoever --

Mr Parker: Can the member give his word that he did not put up his brother to find out the
information?

Mr COURT: I deny that.
Mr Brian Burke: Tell the truth.

Mr COURT: That is the despicable level the Governiment sinks to. We are talking about
confidence in financial institutions and the Premier, just as with the Keith Simpson situation,
comes into this Parliament willingly with a smile on his face and reveals details about a
confidential conversation between a trustee company and a Government insurance office.
The Government cannot be trusted.

Mr Parker You got your brother to find out the financial position of the SGIC, and then
complain when we reveal it in Parliament.

Mr COURT: Mr Minister, would you please withdraw that comment?

Mr Parker: Why?
Mr COURT: Because it is a lie; it is totally untre.

Mr Brian Burke: Discuss the issues.

Mr COURT: I am discussing the issue; I am talking about confidence, and I am talking about
the actions of the Government in doing everything possible round this State to destroy the
confidence in those financial institutions.

Mr Brian Burke: You are ratty.

Mr COURT: If the Premier cannot keep a conversation confidential without rushing into
Parliament, what respect does he deserve?

Mr Parker: You got caught out.

Mr COURT: I take strong exception to that.

Mr Brian Burke: We know you do. Will you discuss the issues? It is awful to hear you go
on like this.

Mr COURT: The matter might not seem important to the Premier. When it suits him, he
does not mind disclosing confidential information. We have seen the Premier's actions with
regard to Keith Simpson. The Minister made a silly mistake tonight, which may not seem a
great deal to the Premier, but I am glad I have made the point to the Premier.

We have seen the Minister for Economic Development given his workout on the weekend to
try to solve the problem. Now he has the nerve to come into this House tonight and say he
was the best person to handle the situation because he does not have close connections with
the persons concerned. How long ago was it we were debating the question of Fremantle Gas
and Coke, with the taxpayers of this State having to pay out millions of dollars for the
purchase of that company? That was one of the Minister's so-called good deals which has
cost the taxpayers so much -- die same Minister responsible for handling these negotiations.
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Mr Parker: Making us a fortune.

Mr COURT: It is costing a lot of gas consumers in the Minister's electorate of Fremantle a
fortune.

Mr Parker: They are paying the same as everybody else.

Mr COURT: So the Minister is proud of the fact that he did a deal which resulted in the
people in his electorate paying more for gas.

Mr Parker: They are paying the same as everybody else, and we are making a lot of money.

Mr COURT: In providing this guarantee for $150 million, the Government is opening up a
Pandora's box. The Government is creating a nightmare for itself in selecting one company
in trouble and giving it a Government guarantee. The stock market is currently at a very low
level, and we have many people in the community being forced to sell different types of
assets. Many people who have been trading in stocks have been using credit and have been
caught out quite severely. People desperately need liquidity at present, particularly those
who have been dealing on credit. The situation is serious with more than one company being
affected. With a Government guarantee behind them, Rothwells should not have any
problems. They have been put in a privileged, unique position. However, none of us
underestimates the size of the problem to be faced. The Government has created a nightmare
for itself, starting with the Teachers Credit Society situation which is an open-ended one, and
we do not know what the end cost will be. In the next few months that situation could
deteriorate. We have pressure being placed on businesses of all sizes and to select one
business and solve its particular problems, has been a naive exercise.

The Opposition has witnessed some very serious financial problems over the past year and
has exposed some of the financial mismanagement of the State Government, including its
dealings with Exim Corporation, which look insignificant now, compared with the more
recent problems. The Opposition uncovered the problems with the Superannuation Board
last Christmas which in itself led to serious problems with the Teachers Credit Society and
the Swan Building Society. Now we have the problems associated with the Government
making a decision to provide this guarantee to this operation.

The Opposition is concerned at the Government's apparent willingness to keep giving such
large guarantees -- to the Teachers Credit Society and now to a merchant bank. It is all very
well for the Premier to say that the Government does not think it will be called upon to
provide that money. Once the Government has given its guarantee it has to work on the
assumption that it is possible the guarantee will be called up. Considering the size of
Government accounts and the amount of income raised by taxation, Government guarantees
are starting to mount up to a sizeable proportion. There is a limit to what the Government
can guarantee. When the difficult times arrive, the Government cannot keep handing out
guarantees. So the decision in the weekend was that we fully support the private sector being
involved and I commend those businessmen for their involvement. I commend them for
taking the initiative to try to resolve the situation. I believe they could have resolved the
problems of Rothwells without the Government guarantee. We were asked to make the
decision and we made it.

-Mr Thomas: You made a decision not to make a decision.

Mr COURT: That is not right. How more precise can one be? We have explained the
timing, and the pressure put on us by the Government. We were given three hours to make a
decision.

Mr Parker: Nonsense; you are telling lies to the House. Your leader was briefed at 8.30 on
Saturday evening.

Mr COURT: The Minister heard him give the details.

Mr Parker: I was there when he was briefed; I know what was said.

Mr COURT: It was not right that we had even three hours to make a decision. We were
given half-an-hour to make a decision initially, and in the end it was one-and-a-half hours.
We had a briefing at 12.15 pm. At about 1.40, we completed that briefing and we were told
that the Government wanted a decision quickly. We said, "No, we are going to go and talk
about this." We came back by three o'clock and gave the Government our decision, and it
was not the one it wanted.
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Mr Parker: You did not give a decision at three o'clock.

Mr COURT: 1 gave the decision when I was talking to Tony Oates, and he asked, "Where is
Mr MacKinnon?" and I told Mr Oates that that was the decision we bad come to; and the
Leader of the Opposition told him the same thing 10 minutes later.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying you gave us a decision? We did not know that. Thle
Minister was still waiting for a phone call at 3.30 pmn.

Mr COURT: He was not. The Leader of the Opposition has told us when he spoke to the
Minister. I will tell members the timing: I got the call at 2.50 pmo and at 2.55 pm I was told
that!I had five minutes to make a decision and if!I did not --
Mvr Parker: No-one held you to the three o'clock timetable. Why do you chink the
discussions were still going on at six o'clock?

Mr COURT: I can tell the Minister that there was a three o'clock timetable, and I was told
our decision was not acceptable and that Rothwells would have to be put into liquidation.
That is the sort of pressure that we received. My first reaction was to think ,"Who is running
this Government? The Opposition is making the decisions on whether there should be a
guarantee." I have never heard of a situation where the Government of the day will not make
a decision unless the Opposition agrees with it.

Mr Parker: History has proved that we did make a decision.
Mr COURT: The Govemnment made a decision after another five hours of procrastination.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you saying the decision should have been made earlier?

Mr COURT: I am saying that the Government has been telling us that we could not make a
decision, but when we did make a decision, it had a problem.

Mr Parker: You still have not made a decision; you still do not have a position on it.

Mr COURT: Do not be pathetic.

Mr Parker: What is your position?

Mr COURT: The Government received Press releases on Sunday, Monday and Tuesday.
The position is quite simple.

Mr Parker: Those Press releases do not reveal a position.

Mr COURT: They reveal a very clear position: We support the private sector's involvement
and we do not support the Government's guarantee of $150 million.

Mr Parker interjected.

Mr COURT: Government members are squealing because they are frightened of what they
have done. We have seen the Government bungle the operations of the Teachers Credit
Society and the Swan Building Society. We have seen the Government bungle the operations
of the State Superannuation Board. We are witnessing the Government bungling this
particular exercise. It is not only some of the members of Parliament on the Government's
side who want to know what is going on; many of the Government's supporters want to know
what is happening and why the Government is doing what it is doing. The Government's
problem is that it is going to have trouble explaining all these different actions to its
supporters -- both in Parliament and outside -- which really add up to the financial
mismanagement of this State.

Mr Parker: Your supporters are putting pressure on you. I can assure you I have had
unanimous support from everyone I have spoken to on our side.

Mr COURT: Do all members opposite support what the Government is doing in this matter?

Mr Parker: Absolutely. We have had unanimous endorsement at every stage of the report-
back process.

Mr COURT: The Government knows it is going to cop a lot of flak about this exercise.

Mr Parker: You could not even agree today what time you had a briefing, let alone anything
else.

Mr COURT: It is fuanny: All the Government wants to talk about is what goes on in the
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Liberal Party roam. They are making it up, which is the oldest trick in the book. The
Government is just flying a few kites. It is like the Premier's other trick of saying, "I do not
know anything about it. I was not there. I have not seen any documentation." That is why
the Premier does not want to take up the front role in these negotiations. He does not want to
know about it. He wants to keep himself clean by saying, "1 did not bnow that that person
camne in. I did not know what was in the document. I did not bnow we had representations
from those people." The Premier wants to try to remove himself. He is meant to be the
Premier of this State, and he is the person who should be up-front, handling this particular
issue.
In the case of the SOIC, is it not funny how a major property transaction can be undertaken in
one day? As I mentioned earlier, this Government has taken two to three days to commit
$150 million in this case, yet we still do not know what the situation is with the Teachers
Credit Society. We are playing with taxpayers' money as if the Government has $ 100 000
here and $100 000 there. The farmers in this State would like to have a situation where they
can walk into the SOIC and say, "I am having a few problems with my farm this year. Can I
give it to you for a year and get it back in a year's time?" Farmers would love to have a giant
pawn shop like that to go to when they are having problems. Farmers have had very severe
problems in unusual circumstances for the last couple of years, and they have been begging
for help, and they cannot get any help, yet this Government can give an organisation
assistance of $150 million in two days.

Mr Parker: We did not.

Mr COURT: The Government has given a guarantee for $150 million.

Mr Parker: Which you have said is not likely to be called upon because Rothwells is in a
privileged position.

Mr COURT: I did not say that.

Mr Parker: You said Rothwells is okay.

Mr COURT: The Deputy Speaker, Mr Burkett, is a banker. He knows that when one gives a
guarantee, one has to pay the money if the guarantee is called on. If one is a personal
guarantor for someone, the money has to be paid up if the borrower defaults. The point I
want to make is that a lot of farmers are furious that special arrangements can be made very
quickly at a time when their own calls for assistance are ignored.

Mr Peter Dowding: Before you sit down, can you tell us what your position is now about this
arrangement?

Mr COURT: This is the good old tactic which this Minister and other Government Ministers
use: If they get desperate for an argument, they just keep repeating something. Members
opposite cannot accept that when we were put under a lot of pressure from some very
powerful people -- and I do not deny that the Minister and the Premier were put under
pressure; they would have had a difficult week -- it would have been the easiest thing for us
to go along with it; that would have been the popular thing in the short term. However, we
made a very difficult and responsible decision under that sort of pressure. This Government
is really a fair-weather-sailing Government; when a bit of pressure comes on and when the
storm clouds start brewing, it does not know how to handle the situation. Government
members might be laughing today, but they do not mind exposing the taxpayers of this State
to a lot of risk. The Government has been playing with taxpayers' money.

Mr DL. Smith: Do you want to return to 1929 and the 1930s?

Mr COURT: The Government is going the right way about creating that situation. That is
what it is doing.

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.

Mr COURT: How did the election go?

Mr Brian Burke: Address the issue.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Parker: The only thing keeping the Leader of the Opposition in his seat is you.

The SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr COURT: It has been a difficult decision for both sides to make on this issue, but we
believe that this Government, not just in this matter, but also in respect of its efforts with the
building societies and credit unions and the Superannuation Board, has been irresponsible.
The Government is responsible for the financial mismanagement of this State in what are
proving to be difficult financial times.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cowan (Leader of the National Party).

ROTH WELLS LTD

Advice: As to Notice of Motion
MR N'acKINNON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) [7.53 pm]: I give notice that at
the next sitting of the House I will move the following motion --

That this House calls on the Government to explain;

(a) Why it failed to obtain formal and proper advice from Treasury as to the
propriety and prudential soundness of the State Government's
$ 150 million guarantee of Rothwells Ltd,

(b) Why it failed to seek Reserve Bank advice on a major financial rescue plan
that has serious implications for the Australian financial community.

(c) Table in the Parliament full details of the financial and other advice it
received to support its decision in favour of Rothwefls Ltd, and

(d) To explain the guidelines the Government used and will in future use to
assess the basis on which it extends assistance to corporations and
individuals who are in need of assistance and where the reputation of the
Western Australian business coinniunity must be protected in the interests
of the State's continued development.

The SPEAKER: I indicate to the Leader of the Opposition that my immediate view of that
motion is that it is so similar in nature to the debate that has just taken place that I would find
it very difficult to accept it in its current form. However, I do not want to reject it out of hand
and on that basis I will have a look at it, and have further discussions with the Leader of the
Opposition in order to make a decision on it at a later stage.

ROTH WELLS LTD

Government Action: Motion
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

MR COWAN (Merredin -- Leader of the National Party) U7.56 pm]:- Before getting down to
the motion that is before the Chair -- and I am sure you, Mr Speaker, will indulge me to some
extent because it has been raised twice now -- I would note that a comment was made in
relation to the fanning conmnunity to the effect that the fanning community would be
delighted to have the same form of guarantee issued to it as has been issued to the Rothwell 's
bank. In the main that is quite correct. What has happened in agriculture in the last two or
three years has been very similar, undoubtedly in terms of the capital value of the farmers'
properties, to what has happened in the share market. The fanning communtity has seen its
capital base eroded purely and simply because the value placed on those properties by the
market or by the Valuer General's office has been reduced by half.

Mr D.L. Smith: Not in one week.

Mr COWAN: In the space of about six months, and the consequences have been the same.
There has been very little time for those people who have very low equity in their properties
to be able to make the necessary adjustments to their borrowings to prevent the bank
foreclosing on them. Those people have not been favourably treated by the Government in
giving them the opportunity to remain on their properties. I acknowledge that we have the
Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation in Western Australia, which has somewhere near
$100 million out on loan but --

Mr D.L. Smith: Almost twice as much as when we camne to office.
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Mr COWAN: However, the criteria related to equity were very tight and made it very
difficult for those people -- who, as I say, did not have a great degree of equity in their
properties -- when land values fell because they found themselves in a position where the
banks just foreclosed on them. Those people had no choice; they had no-one giving them
assistance. I could spend the rest of my timne in this debate giving a list of those people who
have been forced to walk off their properties because of the consequences of competitive
forces and the fail in land values.
Mr Court: Some properties did halve in values within a week because there was a mortgagee
sale next to a block we were involved with, and that is exactly what happened,
Mr COWAN: I would not say that in my experience that has been the case. I anm prepared to
accept that over a six-month period valuations can fall It may well be that two adjoining
properties were sold, but I doubt whether the first would have been sold at twice the price of
the second one.
The point to be made is that suddenly we have a few farmers' friends in this House, and
while I welcome that it appears that, in the main, the people who happen to be involved in
small businesses tend to find themselves being told that they have to face their economic
crises on their own, and this is of some concern. There is no doubt that the Government's
action has created a precedent. There is a slight difference between what happened to the
agricultural community and what is happening now, and the difference is that at the moment
we are talking about a bank. When we get a run on a bank, the inevitable consequence if the
bank folds is that a lot of small people are hurt.
Mr Blaikie: It is exactly the same as with Payton Finance. They were bankers for the south
west, and they were short of liquidity.
Mr Parker: Not true; they were insolvent.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: I am not competent to be able to talk about Payton Finance and to try to draw
a comparison between what happened then and what is happening today. It is very important,
though, that this House understand that a precedent has been set by the Government's
decision. It is very important that we recognise that the experience of a lot of small business
people, when they have experienced a sudden loss of capital value of their assets, is that they
have been told by the Government, "The assistance we can give you is one of two things; it is
nil or it is extremely limited. You will have to fend for yourselves." But this case is unique.
Despite the fact that there is a precedent we have to concede that this case is unique. A group
of private businessmen have been prepared to put in $150 million of asset backing. In
addition, these business people, who are very high-powered business people, who have put in
their proportion of capital, have also seen Mr Council put in, if not all, then certainly the vast
majority of his own personal assets in security for Rothweils Ltd. The National Party
acknowledges the contribution that Mr Council has made in doing that; he has certainly not
backed away from the issue and said, "I will just let the company go to the wall." He could
have done that, but he has been prepared to put up his own personal assets as security. Either
he has been able to persuade some of his high-powered business friends to put up
$150 million, or they have done so voluntarily.
The Parliament today, having heard the Minister first-hand, and the public, if the Minister's
speech is accurately reported tomorrow, must be somewhat reassured in knowing that the
Government's guarantee will be called upon only if more than 50 per cent of the people who
have borrowed funds from Rothwefls default on their loans. I assume that is an accurate
assumption by the Minister, and I have no reason to believe it is not.
Mr Parker: The figures speak for themselves; it is purely a matter of arithmetic.
Mr COWAN: To me that was the most important part of the Minister's speech in that he
explained precisely how this $150 million guarantee is to operate. A lot of people in the
areas represented by the National Party formed the impression first off, "Here we are, we
have a Government looking after its friends again, looking after all the big business people in
this world while we are going to the wall." Whether we like it or not, that is the first
impression formed by many people out there -- yet another case of the Government looking
after its own. It is very easy for people to establish that view in their minds. To be able to
get people to understand and accept tha there is a little bit more to it than that will require
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the type of infonmation that was made available in the debate today to be well and truly
disseminated around Western Australia.

Mr D.L. Smith: It needs to be a bipartisan approach, and I am pleased to see that you are
considering supporting it.
Mr COWAN: We support the motion, and it does bear reading; there is nothing in the
motion to which we could really be opposed. Quite clearly its wording has been very
carefully determined by the Government to ensure a bipartisan approach, although on this
occasion I think the Government was seeking what we might term "tripartisan" support.
Perhaps a member of the Liberal Party could tell us, after reading the motion, what is in it
that the Opposition is especially opposed to.

There are some additional points we would have liked to see included in the motion, and it is
with some regret that past experience might persuade the Government to oppose what we
intended to propose, which was to seek to have some formalisation of an all-party committee
to determine the broad guidelines within which financial assistance is given in future to
various private enterprise groups, whether they be merchant banks or individual companies.

Mr Blaikie: Bunbury Foods!

Mr COWAN: Yes.

Ms Brian Burke: I don't mind seriously considering it, but I don't think it is fair to tack it on
to the end of thiis motion. If you give notice of moving the motion the Government will give
it every consideration -- I am not saying we will agree to it. But if you are serious, it cannot
be tacked on to this motion as an amendment.

Mr Parker: I agree with the Premier that the concept of what you are saying could be
considered at some future time when such guidelines could be looked at. However, it would
be damnaging to the confidence we have created to tack it onto this motion because it would
be seen as negating the motion.

Mr COWAN: I understand the way the Government operates, it would require some
consultation with its backbench members --

Mr Parker: It is not that; it is rather that we would like to see it dealt with separately because
it is a separate issue.

Mr COWAN: The Minister commented that the Government would like to think about it.
So, too, would we. I accept and acknowledge that it would have been difficult for the
Minister to contact me over the weekend but, with all due respect to the Government, there
was a Monday this week - or I assume there was. Nobody made any attempt to contact me
even to advise me that the discussions had been held and that, although I was not a party to
them, it was not the intention of the Government to overlook the National Party. I have a
deputy leader who, I ant sure, would have been delighted to have been consulted about these
particular matters. The Government should bear in mind that there are two parties on the
Opposition side of the House.

Mr Parker: I accept some criticism there, but we did try to contact you and your president. I
am sorry about the deputy leader.
Mr COWAN: I am sure that is right. The point is that we could have been advised on
Monday, but no advice was given. That has got nothing to do with this motion, and I do not
want to labour the point.

I accept that the Government would have difficulty in taking on board the amendment which
I propose to move, dealing with the establishment of an all-party committee to determine the
guidelines around which any future financial assistance should be offered, either to a banking
institution or an individual company, and in that way have some consultation on a tripartisan
basis. I acknowledge that the Government ran into some difficulty in its attempts to organise
that kind of consultation in the weekend. That would undoubtedly mitigate against what I am
proposing, but I accept the advice of both the Premier and the Minister for Economic
Development. I will put this forward as a motion quite separate from the particular motion
we are debating now.

Mr Parker: I seriously mean that. We are very happy to give it consideration in that context.
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Mr COWAN: We would have liked to participate in that consultation. Although we now
have the benefit of hindsight, I do not think our position over the weekend would have been
any different. We feel that while there is a history of a lot of small businesses not receiving
any great amount of assistance, Rothwells bank would need to be a special case. It is, for the
reasons that I have given -- the commitment given by the business world, the commnitment
given by Mr Connell himself, and the way in which this operation will work -- in other
words, the way in which the Government has structured the arrangement to ensure that it
really is the last cab off the rank when it comes to calling upon the guarantee. We would
have accepted the offer made by the Government to ensure that Rothwells bank did not go to
the wall.

That would be exactly what has been occurring out in the bush. Just as farmers have been
forced to go to the wall because of falling capital asset values, so, too, would a lot of the
small businessmen who would have had their foreclosures. They would have had no choice
but to close their doors. Having experienced that in the country, it is the last thing we would
like to see.

It behoves the Government to examine more closely some of its financial dealings and show
a degree of flexibility. I can give an example of how it can be a little more flexible and help
more people. In 1986 there was a much-touted interest rate relief scheme offered to people in
agriculture. That scheme was never taken up and yet $40 million was set aside for it. That is
only 25 per cent of the total moneys the Governiment is prepared to guarantee this particular
bank. The sum of $40 million was offered, and yet very few people were in a position to be
able to accept the assistance that may have been provided through that scheme.

We approached the Government requesting that it broaden the scope and increase the number
of people eligible for assistance under that particular scheme. There are a Lot of other
businesses outside agriculture, but closely related to it, which also suffered a tremendous loss
in capital value of their assets. They were forced to Fnd funds and operate on money
borrowed at interest rates of 25 to 30 per cent. Thbe Government refused.

In my view those individuals were just as needy as Rothwells bank. I accept that the
consequences of the fall of Rothwells bank would have a much greater impact on a much
greater number of people, but if we are going to create this type of precedent it is clear to me
that we have to take a very broad view of any other financial rescue operation mounted by the
Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: It wasn't about asset value depreciation; it was about the liquidity
problem brought about by a set of external circumstances.
Mr COWAN: The other businesses which were in trouble were also having liquidity
problems for a different reason, but the consequences were the same. They all suffered a
liquidity problem.

Mr Parker: If you have, for example, farm machinery businesses in the grain areas
particularly -- the real problem there is that they were faced with a liquidity problem, but the
reason that they were was that they were not making any sales, and the reason they were not
making any sales was essentially that no-one wanted to, or could, buy their machinery
because of the massive restructuring that was taking place in the grain industry, and the
complete change in orientation in the way in which people bought grain, harvesting and
sowing equipment. In other words, the viability of the businesses was at stake which, of
course, led to liquidity problems. That is a very different position.

Mr Peter Dowding: That wasn't true here.

Mr COWAN: What I am trying to say is that the Government has set a precedent in
mounting this rescue operation for Rothwells bank. There have been occasions in the past
when we have asked the Government to set yet another precedent, and it has declined. I am
trying to point out to the Government that in these particular instances the need was just as
great. The benefits of the consequences of creating a precedent at that time would, perhaps,
not have been as great as the consequences of this rescue operation but, nevertheless, they
would have been a valuable tool with which to prevent the collapse of quite a number of
service industries to agriculture. The Government chose not to do that.

I would like to return to a comment made by the Minister for Labour, Productivity and
Employment. While the formula was perhaps a little different, the consequences were the
same. Those businesses had a liquidity problem.
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Mr Peter Dowding: They were businesses which were no longer viable.

Mr COWAN: The Minister's definition of viability and my definition of viability will
probably never match. There are a number of people who, had they been able to reduce their
interest rate by transferring to this scheme - which was only available to an exclusive set of
people -- would have been allowed to survive. Nor every one of them would have survived,
but some of them would have been allowed to. However, the Government chose not to allow
that precedent to be created.

While we can accept this motion, we can accept that we are dealing with a bank the collapse
of which would have consequences that would be very severe to Western Australian industry
and the Western Australian businesses which have been using that banking institution. We
have seen the consequences of people being forced out of their industry and no longer
producing because of what has happened to agriculture, and we would not wish that on
anybody.

The Government has to bear one thing in mind. There are a lot of people who looked at this
deal and formed the opinion that it was yet another case of the Government helping its own
and to hell with the little blokes; they do not matter. That particular aspect needs to be
dispelled, and it is certainly not my job to do that.

While the National Party is prepared to support the Government in its motion and in its
action, it remidnds the Government that there are more people in Western Australia than the
Laurie Connells, the Bonds, and the Holmes a Courts. There are a lot of small businesses,
and when they either collectively or individually come to the Government seeking some farm
of financial assistance, mostly to bridge a period of time while they allow themselves to trade
out of trouble, we would expect it to look favourably at the request that is made to it -- in fact,
equally as favourably as the request made to it to help the Rothwells banking group.

MR HASSELL (Cotxesloe) [8.22 pm]: Pertinent to the remarks just concluded by the Leader
of the National Party are the opening points I want to make, and they relate to the view of this
transaction which the ordinary people of this Stare have and the reason they have that view of
the transaction.

Yesterday morning, just after the news of the Government's deal had broken, a man camne to
my door at home at an early hour. He came to complain about the Government's deal. I was
not able to see him at that rime because, although it was early, I was already on the telephone,
but I did speak to him by telephone very soon afterwards.

I have known that man for a while. He is a fanner, or more accurately, he was a farmer and
he now lives in Perth in a rented house. His farm and life's work have gone. When the
bailiffs moved in on him and when the bankers moved in on him -- sometimes the bankers
who move in are merchant bankers -- there was no-one from the Government to help him.
The Government did not want to know about it.

Mr Grill: We have set up committees to deal with those matters. Are you aware of them?

Mr HASSELL: I do not know anything about the Government's committees except to this
extent: The man who knocked on my door yesterday morning lost everything and there was
no Government help for him. That is what I know to be the case.

Last Friday I received a visit in my electorate office from a woman who runs a business in the
south east corridor. The business is a plant nursery, and she has owned it for many years.
Last week some juvenile vandals got into her business and literally destroyed it. I would nor
have believed her story as to the extent of the damage they did if she had nor shown me the
photographs of it. They were incredible. Unbelievable damage was done which she advised
me was between $200 000 and $300 000.
Mr Peter Dowding: Was she insured?

Mr HIASSELL: She was nor insured against vandalism, and that woman has a liability --

Mr Peter Dowding: It is unusual.

Mr H-ASSELL: If the Minister wants to talk about what people should have done, will we
analyse what Laurie Connell should have done with RothwelUs? Should he have had more
capitalisation in the business? The people who briefed us on the situation said that he was
undercapitalised and that that was the start of his problems. If members opposite want to talk
about what people should have done, they should apply the rules equally.
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The lady who was in business told me that she had a liability to a fimanc company of
$1 million at 20 per cent.
Mr Brian Burke: A nursery?
Mr HASSELL: Yes. The damage was incredible. I will bring the photographs to this
House. As a result of the vandalism that was done --

The SPEAKER: Order! I have difficulty in determnining how the member will relate his
remarks to the motion.
Mr H-ASSELL: I will in about 20 seconds. If members opposite keep quiet, [ will move
through this example quickly and proceed to the next one. As a result of the vandalism, she
has no stock left which she can sell and, therefore, no income. She cannot even apply for the
dole. There is no Government help for her.
I move on to the third example. Let us suppose that Mr Connell had proceeded with his
$23 million mansion in Dalkeith and that the brickies had completed the brickwork, the
plasterers had completed the plastering, and the plumbers had completed the sump contract
work, then the builder had gone bankrupt. There would have been no Government help for
the subcontractors. That situation arises in business every day of the week. Subcontractors,
in a volatile building industry, are left high and dry and without payment.
Mr Brian Burke: Theme is a difference here. We would say that there should be some
assistance for subcontractors, and in other circumstances we would say that there should be
assistance when you would say there should not be.
Mr HASSELL: There are all sorts of situations in which people say that there should be
assistance, but the fact is that there is not.
What I have tried to explain to the House, through those examples, is how the ordinary
people -- a number of them have rung me in the last two days -- see the rescue. As the
Leader of the National Party said, they see it as the Government looking after Mr Connell
because he is a big operator and because he is important to the Government.
Mr Brian Burke: That is unfair.
Mr HASSELL: They see it that way. Let us look at one of the key points which has been
lost sight of by the Government, which is that there is no justification for the inequality of
justice meted out by a Government which comits $150 million of taxpayers' money to
rescue Rothwelis Ltd, but is not prepared to look after the little people. There has been talk
about Payton Finance and the fact that that was allowed go by the board and the Government
specifically refused assistance.
Mr Brian Burke: It never sought assistance, to my knowledge.
Mr Parker: Payton made his own application to liquidate the company.
Mr HASSELL: The member for Vasse raised the matter. All sorts of moneys were involved,
including charitable moneys. This is what the Premier said about the matter, and I am
reading from his Press statement P87-190 of 1 September 1987 -

Mr Burke said the Government was sympathetic to and sorry for those who could lose
money because of the difficulties of Payton Finance, but there were significant
differences between TCS and Payton Finance.
"Payton Finance was a private company operated for private profit," Mr Burke said.
"TCS is a non profit-making cooperative."

I have an idea that Rothwells is also a private company operated for private profit.
Mr Brian Burke: It is a public company.
Mr HASSELL: It is a public company in that sense, but it is privately owned. It is certainly
not a non-profit-making cooperative. The Premier went on --

"Payton Finance operates entirely in the private sector, whereas credit unions are
controlled by a State Act of Parliament.
"State Government intervention in the Payton Finance issue would have been akin to
the State Government stepping in when the Reid Murray group collapsed in the 1960s
or Cambridge Credit in the 1970s."
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That is the standard which the Government has laid down.

Mr DL. Smith: Circumstances have changed since then -- or haven't you noticed?

Mr HASSELL: Indeed they have. There has been a great crash, and the Premier made much
of saying that those circumstances were the justification for doing what he has done.
Mr Peter Dowding: You are arguing that he should not.

Mr HASSELL The Minister keeps harping away, but I am not going to respond to his
interjections. The Government has put at risk $150 mill ion of taxpayers' money.

Mr D.L. Smith: How much risk?

Mr HASSELL: When all the thousands of words have been written and spoken in the media
and analyses and assessments have been published, one question for the Government, the
Opposition and the Parliament, last week and this week will remain: Given all the
circumstances, should the State of Western Australia be committed to a risk of $150 million
as part of a rescue package for a private merchant bank, Rothwells Ltd? The answer to that
question is clearly no. It is for that reason that the Opposition has refused to support the
Government's guarantee.

Mr Brian Burke: In fact you are going further. Your leader has not said that.

Mr HASSELL: The story is a very simple one, when the Government stops misleading the
Parliament. The fact is that on Sunday three representatives of the Opposition, of which I
was one, were put under intense pressure for several hours, and the Leader of the Opposition
for several additional hours, to make a Statement concurrently with the Government's
statement that it intended to provide the guarantee. The Opposition was asked to give that
support for a variety of reasons, all of them understandable, if not acceptable. No-one
wanted -- and I do not think anyone wants -- Rothwells to fail. That pressure was applied
directly at the behest of the Premier and the Minister and on behalf of the Government; of
that there is no doubt, and no misleading statement by the Premier or the Minister will. alter it.
We were told over and over again -- and I specifically questioned Mr Bond as to whether it
was true -- that the deal depended on Opposition support. It was made clear that it was at the
behest of the Government because, as the Premier has said repeatedly tonight, it was a
condition of the transaction. We were misled deliberately, because the Premier always
intended to do it anyway. The Premier was seeking to use those people to avoid political
embarrassment; no more and no less. He wanted to silence the Opposition. He wanted us to
share with him the burden of the decision to put at risk $150 million of taxpayers' money. Of
that there is absolutely no doubt or question. It was dishonest that the Government put Mr
Bond, Mr Pearce and Msr Qates in that position. We were served up the usual stuff which this
Premier touts around the town about the Opposition; that it should not play politics, yet we
were in the midst of a political tactic by this Premier; a political tactic designed to get him off
the hook through the pressure which he applied to those business people. That is the
incontrovertible truth.

The Government should not have agreed to the $150 million guarantee, because it is not the
role or the business of Government to risk taxpayers' money in this manner in the present
circumstances. We do not know how much may be involved, how serious may be the next
set of circumstances, and how far the State can go.

The Burke Government, for political reasons, has already commnitted the State to an open-
cheque underwriting of the Swan Building Society losses and the Teachers Credit Society
losses and they potentially amount to a substantial sum. In addition to that, they have
committed another $150 million which is about three times the total collections of State land
tax, several times the total collections of the Financial Institutions Duty, and a little under five
per cent of the annual Consolidated Revenue Fund. In other words, on its own, even without
the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society liabilities, it is a significant item
in the magnitude of State finances. The rescue action taken in the private sector was entirely
appropriate.

Mr Parker But it was dependent, and was always stated to be dependent, on Government
action.

Mr HASSELL: Well, the Minister says that --
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Mr Parker: And they did, too.
Mr H-ASSELL: And they say that, but it does not necessarily mean that it ultimately was.

Mr Parker: So you say all those leading business people are lying and that we are lying?

Mr HASSELL: No, I am saying the private sector may well have been able to go further in
the rescue.

Mr Parker: Do you think we did not explore that?

Mr HASSELL: I do not believe that the easy option of calling on the Government was the
right option to be accepted by the Government. The words used by Mr Bond in one of the
recent interviews were correct. He said, and I quote, "We have a responsibility". They
indeed do have a responsibility.

Mr Parker: And they put their money where their mouths were.

Mr HASSELL: They have a responsibility to themselves, to their companies, and to the
private sector of which they are a part.

Mr Brian Burke: And they have it to the community generally.

Mr HASSELL: The Government -- the taxpayers -- do not have that responsibility, and
indeed the Government has much greater priorities of responsibility if it seeks to govern for
all the people and not simply a select few.

Mr Parker: What do you mean, a select few? What about the 600 small businesses which
were the borrowers from Rothwells, and the several thousand depositors?
Mr HASSELL: Has not the Minister read the recent bankruptcy statistics? Does he not read
about all the subcontractors and suppliers who miss out when builders go bankrupt?
Mr Parker: You prevented us from helping those subcontractors.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister is trying to avoid the issue. The Government has recognised
the position by its statements in relation to Payton Finance, Reid Murray, and Cambridge
Credit.

Mr Brian Burke: Now that the decision has been made, are you prepared to try to make it
work and not endanger it?

Mr HASSELL: It is working, as the Minister told the House at question time tonight. .I
would like to ask the Minister whether all the money has been subscribed at this stage.

Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr HASSELL: It has?

Mr Parker: It is fully underwritten.

Mr HASSELL: It is fully subscribed?

Mr Brian Burke: You did not listen to the Minister. It was subscribed by the National
Australia Bank on behalf of --

Mr Parker: Which one are you talking about?

Mr H-ASSELL: I am talking about the $150 million put up by the private sector.

Mr Parker: The equity money has all been fully underwritten. It has not actually come in yet
because there are corporate processes which must be gone through and the NAB has backed
it in the interim.
Mir HASSELL: So the NAB is exposed to $300 million for the time being, is it?

Mr Parker: It is guaranteed and futlly underwritten.

Mr Brian Burke: And one of the conditions we imposed was that we were not to be called for
our guarantee until that equity capital was provided by the National Australia Bank.

Mr HASSELL: Okay. Let me go back to the Treasurer's question. He said earlier that the
horse hadl bolted and the thing had gone through. It is true, it has in a sense. In effect the
Opposition made its decision on Sunday. The Government changed its decision.

Mr Brian Burke: Come on!
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Mr HASSELL: Yes it did, because the Premier has told us over and over again tonight it was
a condition, and he has changed the condition. The Premier asked whether, the scheme
having gone through, I would try to pull it dawn. The answer is no. I do not want to pull
down something that has been done, but I do want to put on record the view of the
Opposition that the guarantee should not have been given in the first place. Despite intense
pressure on Sunday over many hours, the Opposition refused to endorse the guarantee.
Cannot the members of the Government understand that?

Mr Parker: You are going further than that and saying that you oppose the guarantee.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr H-ASSELL. The Government has made a wrong decision, and it is a decision which the
Government will regret; that is almost certain.

Mr Parker: Why will we regret it?

Mr HASSELL: Because there will be continuing circumstances as a result of the very events
that led to Mr Connell's problems, which will show that this particular deal should not have
been done.

Mr Parker: Like what? Give us an example.

Mr HASSELL: No, I will not speculate on all of those. The Opposition has laid it very
clearly on the record in two statements by the leader with the full support of the party that the
Opposition will not support the guarantee, and it has not done so.

Mr Parker: You go further and say you oppose it.

Mr HIASSELL: The Opposition has declined to support it because it is wrong, for the reasons
I have stated.

Mr Parker: The leader said he did not have the time or the information to make a decision.

Mr HASSELL: It is Wrong because it produces initiatives in differentiating unfairly between
some people in the private sector who suffer at the hands of the operations of the sector and
some who do not.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: Rothwells is now in a privileged position in the marketplace; it has been
raised to a privileged position by the Government. Of course, as the Minister said tonight in
reply to his dorothy dix question, there is no run continuing; Rothwells is now one of the
safest institutions because it is backed by the taxpayers of Western Australia.

Mr Parker: A minute ago you told us we had $150 million of taxpayers' money at great risk.

Mr HASSELL: I did not ever use the words "at great risk". I want to tell the House that I
stand by that position. It'is a dangerous precedent; it is a wrong decision; the Government
will regret that decision; and will be shown over and over again to have made a wrong
decision. The Government put a vast sum of taxpayers' money at risk through Swan
Building Society, Teachers Credit Society, and now Rothwells; and it should not have done
so. It should have given all the support it could to the private sector and given the advice and
kind of private reassurances that help with confidence. It should not have entered into the
transaction by way of guarantee.

Amendment to Motion

Mr H-ASS ELL: On behalf of the Opposition I move the following amendments to the
motion --

Page 1 -- To delete the first paragraph.

Page 1, second paragraph, line I -- To delete the words "However, this" and substitute
"This".

Page 2, paragraph 1, line 2 -- To delete all words after "endorses" to the end of that
line.
Page 2, second dash point, line 4 -- To delete all words after "organisation" to the end
of that dash point.
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The effect of those amendments will be that the amended motion will read as follows --

This House notes the exceptional circumstances currently prevailing internationally in
financial markets and in particular:

the sudden and substantial decline in the value of shares;

the pressure placed on other sectors in the financial market by the fall in share
markets;

the severe uncertainty and consequent crisis of confidence among investors
because of the events of the last fortnight;
the worrying vulnerability of financial markets and institutions and through
them the national economy to panic decision-making by investors in the
current atmosphere, and

the consequent need for all responsible people in the public and private sectors
to do whatever they can to maintain confidence and restore stability.

In the light of these factors, this House endorses the efforts of leading Australian
business people to strengthen the Western Australian-based Rothwells Ltd, noting
that:

any difficulties encountered by Rothwells in meeting its obligations would
exacerbate uncertainty in financial markets and create difficulties for other
financial institutions;

there has never before been such a distinguished group of Australian business
people prepared to assist a financial organisation;

the reputation of the Western Australian financial community must be
protected in the interests of the State's continued development, and
a substantial number of businesses operating in Western Australia, most of
which are medium to small businesses, are dependent on Rothwells for
finance to remain in business.

We support all the aspects which relate to the private sector rescue but not the Government
involvement.

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: The purpose and intent of the motion before the Chair which I moved is to
recognise certain factors and then to endorse the Government's action. The purpose of the
Oposition's amendment is to remove any suggestion of such endorsement of the
Government's activity and, indeed, to suggest the Government's activity is not endorsed by
this House. That is a direct negative of the motion and, therefore, is out of order.

Mr COURT: We are within our rights to amend this motion.

The SPEAKER: I think the Opposition is within its rights. It is a standard rule of debate
when one is in clubs or organisations not to directly negative a motion. However, that rule
does not apply in this Parliament and every week motions are directly negatived. That
disposes of the point of order. With respect to the amendments that have been moved by the
member for Cottesloe, I cannot accept a series of amendments. It is my intention to accept
only the first amendment moved.

Debate Resumed
MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.55 pm]: I formally second
the amendment to the motion. The purpose of moving the amendment, as the previous
speaker said, was to get the point across that we understand the current circumstances and the
problems facing financial institutions and business in general.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you share the view expressed by the member for Cottesloe that the
Government should not have granted this arrangement?

Mr COURT: We made that quite clear.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is your view too?

Mr COURT: Yes. What a stupid thing for the Minister to say. I spoke for half an hour and
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made my position clear. In fact, the Premier said I was repeating myself.

Mr Peter Dowding: No, you did not.

Mr COURT: I do not want to detain the House any longer. I support the amendment.

MR CRANE (Moore) [8.56 pmn]: I support the amendment moved by the member for
Cortesloe because I am categorically opposed to part of the definition 'only in exceptional
circumstances". That must be clearly defined.

A few examples have been given tonight of other business people who have been in an
unfortunate situation due to exceptional circumstances. The rural industry was mentioned,
and we are aware of the exceptional circumstances which have developed in this State over
the last few years in that industry. Surely those circumstances are just as exceptional as those
applying to Rothwells. The situations are parallel. There has been a crash on the share
market and shares have lost their value; in the rural sector properties lost their values
considerably as a result of exceptional circumstances. What is the difference? Why do we
make fish of one and fowl of the other? It cannot be done that way.

A great deal has been said tonight by way of interjection about where members of the
Opposition stand on this issue regarding the Government's assistance to Rothwells by
guaranteeing $150 million. I will state categorically -- without Governiment members'
bothering to interject to ask where I stand -- that I do not support the action of the
Government. 1 commend the businessmen who rallied to the support of one of their kind and
who were prepared to use their finance to help the situation. That is where it must start arnd
finish.

Mr Parker: Don't you understand that the businessmen could not have done that had we not
stepped in?

Mr CRANE: If that is the case, it does not alter the fact that this Government should not have
set this unwarranted precedent. The businessmen would have second thoughts about that. I
do not know whether the Minister for Economic Development has ever been involved in a
business situation in which he had to drive a hard bargain, but I have. A businessman never
plays all his trump cards at once. Other people in this Parliament would have been in similar
situations. Had the Government not taken the line it did so readily, I suggest that those
businessmen would have fallen back to another position. That is business, but the Minister
would not know what business is because he does not know what it is to run one. We have
been brought up in a tough school, and when it comes to negotiating we may have had a little
mare experience. It does not excuse the Goverrnent from having made the decision it did
merely because it feels the businessmen would not have come forward and supported the
business.

The rural industry has been mentioned tonight, and I was pleased to note that the Leader of
the National Party said it was nice to see that he had some friends in ts place. I do not
believe anyone in this Chamber has put the cause of the rural industry more than I have in the
last few years. I am putting it again tonight as an example of what the Government is
prepared to do for one business entrepreneur while it has disregarded the plight of the rural
industry. It was brought to the Government's attention plenty of times. A couple of years
ago I moved in this Chamber a private member's Bill which would have put a caveat, as it
were, on the foreclosure of mortgages, but this Government would not support me. That
legislation was not as desirable as we would have liked, but it received the support of the
Liberal Party although it was suggested that would not occur because the Liberal Party would
not support that type of legislation. It did, however, because it recognised the crisis facing
the rural industry.

The Government was prepared to let the industry go down the chute. As the member for
Cottesloe has pointed out tonight, many people did go down the chute. The bank called up
the mortgage, the bailiff went in, and in many instances people walked off their land with
nothing.

The SPEAKER: I wonder if I may say something? I recognise the member has the ability
and probably is about to relate this to the amendment before the Chair, hut I do not want this
particular section of the debate to stray into such a wide area as the previous debate did. We
need to be a little restricted, and if firom time to time the member can come back to the
amendment it would be most appreciated.
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Mr CRANE: No trouble at all, Mr Speaker.

In certain circumstances when one is in trouble and needs money, one sells stock. I know
tanners who have had to sell their faithful old milking cow because they needed some
money. I understand that before one goes into a business proposition one looks at all the
circumstances. A banker would do that, but I venture to say this Government has been
neglectful in not looking at the circumstances which may have brought about the liquidity
problem for Rothwells bank. If I am in trouble and I go to the bank the manager will ask me
what I have been doing. Was it necessary that I buy the Rolls Royce? Could I not have
managed with a Holden or a Mercedes? We cut the cloth to the size of the suit we want to
make.

I want to refer to the lifestyle of the persons in question. I have nothing at all against any of
the participants. As a businessman I support them,

Mr Peter Dowding: Why do you have to personalise this?

Mr& CRANE: I can smell a dingo again. I think perhaps it may be a bilygoat.

It is customary to get some money from one's own resources to help oneself in the
circumstances.

Mr Parker: He did! He put every cent of his resources into this.

Mr CRANE: I understand he has 400 highly prized horses.

Mr Parker: They are pledged. They are not sold. He does not have to sell them. Those
racehorses go before our $1t50 minlion is touched.

Mr CRANE: What about the $40 000 a week it will cost to keep the racehorses? Has he
pledged that too?

Mr Parker: He has pledged his entire fortune; everything he owns including his racehorses
and Rolls Royce.

Mr CRANE: He is still using them, is he not? I am making the point that he has not been
asked to divest himself of the assets and put money up front.
Mr Parker: lHe has done exactly that.

Mr CRANE: So in other words he has not got any of these things?

Mr Parker: You are an idiot. Are you seriously suggesting the sensible financial thing to do
is sell things rather than raise funds against them?

Mr CRANE: Yes, before he got into trouble. He has been too short on finance in his
business and lent out more than he had money to back. People started to call up their
savings. That is why he got into trouble. He need not have had a problem. Had same other
business person found himself in trouble -- the member for Scarborough is a banker and he
knows he would take into account the lifestyle and performance of the person who got into
trouble. That is elementary banking, and it was not done. The Government has come in and
tried to help this person by pledging money which it does not have.

Mr Parker: What are you talking about?

Mr CRANE: The Government does not have any money. That $150 million which it has
pledged belongs to all those forgotten people out there, the taxpayers.
Mr Parker: We have not pledged it.

Mr CRANE: The Government has pledged the money on their behalf and indebted them to
the extent of $ L50 million to save one particular bank.

Mr Burkett: You are quite wrong because all his loans are fully secured. All of the credit
customers could force a run on any trading bank in any capital city of Australia and no bank
would have the cash to pay all those people up front. That is a fact. Merchant banks deal in
commercial binls, and no-one has spoken better about this than the member for Nedlands. He
knows that the commercial bills are 180-day bills. If people put money in the bank at call
and want it back, Rothwells will not have the money for 180 days. It may not be that the run
winl continue more than a day and in 180 days at the most every bit of the money will be
returned plus interest. It is fully secured, and I know for a fact, and I have no doubt that the
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leading people on the Opposition benches know, that Laurie Connell is a shrewd operator.
When it comes to taking security he does not lend 90 per cent of the market value on a little
old house down the road; he might lend 50 per cent of a taxation valuation.
Mr CRANE: If that is the case, what is the need for a Government security?

Mr Parker: Liquidity problems.

Mr CRANE: Why did the Government have to guarantee the National Australia Bank for
$150 million if everything is so secure?
M~r Parker: In a normal market they would have.

Mr CRANE: If everything is so secure, why do they need the Government guarantee?

Mr Burkett: It is secur, but you have people who borrowed money. A fellow with your
farm at Bindi Bindi worth $1 million might have borrowed $300 000. Would you run off and
sell your $1 million for $300 000? Of course not. You could sell it over the phone for
$500 000, but you do not want to sell it because it is worth $1 million, so you make a sound
financial arrangement so that when the member for Kalamunda comes in for his $100 000
next Monday because he hears the liquidity might be tight, your farm at Bindi Bindi is still
safe and so is his $ 100 000.
Mr CRANE: In other words, if people go in for their money over the next couple of weeks,
there will be no problem.
Mr Burkett: There is no problem.

Mr CRANE: Why does it need a Government guarantee?

Mr Burkett: Because no private trading bank will prop up a merchant bank that it does not
own. The National Bank owns Custom Credit.
Mr CRANE: Why did it need a Government guarantee if everything was so secure? There
seems to be no need for it. The Government has therefore made a mistake.

Mr Burkett: No.

Mr CRANE: The member for Scarborough has had a fair go. He will get plenty of time to
speak after I finish.

A precedent has been set by this Government. What will happen if other institutions fail in a
week or two? There is no guarantee that they will not. What about the forgotten little people
out there about whom this Government claims it is so concerned? What happens to them
when there is a rn on something else? Will this Government prop up every business that is
going to go to the wall in the next few weeks or few months? I believe the Government has
got itself into an untenable position.

Mr Burkett: What about the 200 businesses that got their money from Rothwells? Would
you Like them to have to sell up?

Mr CRANE: It is on the cards that they may have to.

I heard an interview on the radio or television last night during which some financiers said
that Rothwells was lending money at interest rates of 25 to 40 per cent. If that is the case,
many of those businesses which have borrowed money at those rates will go down the tube
also. Lending money at those rates will only force up the price of commodities. With the
current crash on the world stock markets, it is very likely that those businesses will not be
able to meet their repayments. Any institution in this country that is lending money at those
sonts of interest rates deserves to go down the tube. We would be better off without them.
How did this country progress 10 years ago? Rothwells was not helping it to progress by
lending money at those rates; we managed without it and we can manage without that sont of
company again. How would the member for Scarborough like to have to pay interest rates of
40 per cent? I believe that the ordinary people of ths State would be most upset if they
realised they were being asked to prop up a merchant bank that was charging those sorts of
interest rates and screwing businesses to the ground. What would the mortgage-belt people
think? Many of them have had to give up their homes and seek other places to live because
of high interest rates, but have received no help from the Government. I know many of them
who have had to do that. It is those taxpayers that this Government is asking to prop up this
institution, and I do not believe the Government had a right to commit taxpayers' funds in
this way.
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I support the amendment moved by the member for Cottesloc because it brings this motion
into its proper perspective to be more easily understood by the people of Western Australia,
the very people that the Government claims to represent, the same people it has forgotten.
How many Government members would like to have to pay those sorts of interest rates?
They know they cannot. That is the reason for half of the trouble that exists in this country
today. I believe that if this is the sort of business that this Government has to prop up, we
would be better off without it.

MR COWAN (Men-edin -- Leader of the National Party) [9.15 pm]: I do not think anyone
in this House should turn away from the Government's involvement in this attempt to save
Rothwells Ltd. The Government has decided to support a package whereby private
businessmen have contributed amounts of money and where Mr Connell has contributed
everything he has got, as I understand it, to assist this financial institution. The Govenrment
is guaranteeing the National Australia Bank $150 million in support of that institution. Why
should this House pretend that the Government has no involvement at all in the operation?
All the amendment does is to delete any reference to the Govenrment. We all know that the
Government is involved and we should accept that.

For one reason or another, everybody who has spoken on this issue from this side of the
House has mentioned the plight of the farmers. They may have had good reason to speak
about them. However, I believe, as a farmer, that not one farmer would say that, because he
has suffered, everybody else in the business world should suffer, or that those 600 businesses
which happen to have borrowed from Rotfiwells Ltd should suffer the same fate as he has.

Mr Thomas: Some of the depositors are farmers.

Mr COWAN: That may be the case, because many farmers are lenders, not borrowers.

Mr Hassell: We are suggesting that there should be consistency of policy in relation to aid.

Mr COWAN: Of course, but the member's amendment does not deal with consistency. His
amendment does nothing but remove from the motion any reference to the Government.
Certainly, the Government has played a backroom role because it will not be the first body
called on when it comes to the time for payment of money to shore up this organisation.
I support the member for Cottesloe 's suggestion that we should look at all requests for
assistance as they arise. We made it clear that the National Party wanted to amend the
motion to formalise some arrangement whereby we could establish an all-party committee
and guidelines around which these sorts of situations could be dealt with on a tripartite basis.
The Government made it clear to me by way of interjections from the Premier and the
Minister for Economic Development that it was not prepared to consider it at this stage but
would consider it if it were put forward as a substantive motion. We will do that. However, I
cannot see how this Parliament can pretend that the Government had no involvement.

Mr Hassell: But we as a Parliament do not have to endorse it, which is what the Government
is seeking to have us do.

Mr COWAN: Can I just go back to the first part of the amendment? We are seeking to
withdraw the first paragraph.
Mr Brian Burke: The point you are making is that if you want to vote against it, do so; but do
not create an unrealistic motion that has nothing to do with the truth or the facts.

Mr COWAN: It is not very often that I agree with the Premider, but in this case I am afraid I
must.

Mr Hassell: The purpose of the amendment is clear; it is to take away the endorsement of the
guarantee.

Mr COWAN: The purpose of the amendment before us at the moment is really to take away
a paragraph that does nothing more than reinforce the position, and that is that the State
Government should provide guarantees only in exceptional circumnstances. It reinforces a
position which I think everyone in this State should endorse. I think we should all endorse
the fact that the Government, because it really is responsible for taxpayers' funds, must be
extremely careful how it uses those funds, whether it be in the form of a guarantee or
anything else. Here we have a motion which at the outset says that the Government should
provide financial guarantees to private sector organisations, other than those provided for
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under legislation designed to assist small businesses, only in exceptional circumstances. That
is what it says, yet that is what t House is being asked to remove by way of the
amendment. I cannot agree with that. We should be staying with the original wording of the
motion because it is inmporrant that only in exceptional circumstances are those guarantees
issued. I am happy to see that original wording remain there to reinforce that point of view.
The National Party does not support this amendment. I can only repeat what has already
been said to the Opposition by way of interjection by the Treasurer; that is, if Opposition
members do not agree wit the motion in its original form it should not be amended, but they
should simply vote against it. The National Party accepts that what the Government did was
really the only course it could take because it completed the package. We are talking about a
bank. [ think everybody who has read the history of the 1929 crash would understand that
the real hurt in 1929 caine about when there were runs on banks. ht was not just the crash of
the stock market itself but when the small depositors -- in fact any sort of depositor -- started
to withdraw funds from the banks. And we are now talking about a bank, a merchant bank.
That is something that really must be prevented, and the Government has played a role in
that. We cannot pretend it did not. The amendment is totally unnecessary. We must
acknowledge that the Government has played a role; we must agree or disagree with that, not
pretend it had no role at all. Members can either stand up and say, "Yes, we agree with that"
as the National Party does -- I say it reluctantly, but we do agree; I do not want to see more
people hurt -- or they can disagree, but they cannot pretend the Government had no role at all.

The National Parry opposes the amendment.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Works and Services) [9.24 pm]: I do
not want to go through the derail that earlier speakers have gone through, but it does come as
a remarkable surprise to me to hear the disorder and lack of agreement that exists on the
Opposition benches over an issue as serious as this.

Mr Crane: What lack of agreement?

Mr PETER DOWDING: It is funny that the member interjects because I was going to say
that the lack of order goes from one extreme, which is the group that has spoken tonight that
has said, "We really do not know enough about the circumstances and in any event the
Government did nor really have to offer this assistance, therefore we do not support it", to the
people like the interjector who vitriolically and personally attacked some of the personalities
involved in the merchant bank the subject of the rescue. And between those two extremes we
have heard the Leader of the Opposition, who is not prepared to attack this decision at all --
he simply said he does not have enough information to approve it -- and the fanner Leader of
the Opposition, who made it abundantly clear that he did not support this action under any
circumstance and that if the end result of the State Government's not stepping in as it did to
offer this guarantee was that the merchant bank fell, that was private enterprise.

Dr Gallop: He had enough information on the day he lost the Liberal leadership. That is all
he needed.
Mr PETER DOWDING: That is right. I want to raise a point to the House about how far
from its own constituency the Opposition has now moved. I remiind members that this was
not a package of support from some prominent businessmen, it was a package of support
from the who's who in the business community of Australia, right across the length and
breadth of the continent -- the most major, senior, and influential businessmen in this country.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: Madam Acting Speaker, the Speaker drew the attention of members to
the fact that we are debating the deletion of some words from the motion, not the motion
itself, It would seem to me that the Minister's contribution is in the nature of a general
contribution rather than being specific, as the Speaker previously requested, and I would ask
you to draw the Minister's attention to that fact.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Madam Acting Speaker, I am addressing the very words that are
being sought to be deleted.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson): Order! The paragraph sought to be deleted
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does in fact go to the heart of the motion and it is my view that it canvasses all the issues in
the motion.

Debate Resumed

Mr PETER DOWDING: It is amazing! The Leader of the Opposition can give it but he
cannot take it. I have been on my feet for about three minutes making my first contribution
tonight, and he is trying to stifle the contribution. He really is pathetic.

I was making the paint, which obviously rubbed him up the wrong way, that the people who
came in to support the merchant bank were the who's who of business in Australia and, as the
Premier and the Minister for Economic Development have said, some of these most
influential people were consulted over the weekend about their view of what action the
Government should take, and given the extraordinary nature of the circumstances they fulfly
supported the action that the Government took. We know that there are members in the
Opposition who fully support the action that the Government took, and we know the
Opposition had it all hanging out in their party room.

Mr Crane: How many? Who were they?

Mr PETER DOWDING: I am not going to say what the Opposition members know full well
to be true. If any members want to gainsay me -- is the member saying I am not right?

Mr Crane: Yes.

Mr PETER DOWDING: There were no members who supported the Government's action?

Mr MacKinnon: Do every single one of your members support the action? Not from what
I've heard.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Just for the record, the Leader of the Opposition is listening to
backbenchers saying there were no members of his party in the party room who supported the
Government's action. Is that right?

Mr MacKinnon: We do not talk about what goes on in our patty room in public. Do you?
Would you talk about your Caucus?
Mr PETER DOWDING: I would not, but the Liberal Party backbenchers have just told us.
Are they telling the truth to the House or is the Leader of the Opposition sitting there
listening to a lie?

Mr MacKinnon: Was your Caucus meeting a nice, quiet affair today? The information we
have is that you were very upset and concerned about this whole matter from the very
beginniing.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting there was a person
involved in this decision who was not concerned about it? Of course we were concerned
about it. It was exactly the right decision to make.

Mr MacKinnon: Are you trying to shore up your position in the light of the startling
performance today -- in some people's view -- of the Minister for Economic Development?

Mr PETER DOWDING: I think he gave a startling performance. [ think that is the general
view of onlookers. I am very pleased to see that we have, once again, seen such enormous
competence from a member from this side of the House. I endorse his actions absolutely.

Let us return to the honesty of the Leader of the Opposition, since he has raised the issue
straightforwardly tonight. Het heard backbenchers telling the House that all the members in
the party rooms supported this proposition, yet he declined to correct that statement. I put it
to the House that the Leader of the Opposition has once again shown his own dishonesty in
the decision. If the Leader of the Opposition wants me to establish that, I will spend the next
couple of miinutes doing that. Is it a fact that the Leader of the Opposition received a letter
today from the Premier addressing him as "Dear Barry"?

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Did the Leader of the Opposition get this letter?

Mr MacKinnon: Yes, I did.

Mr PETER DOWDING: At what time.?
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Mr MacKinnon: I cannot recall.
Mr PETER DOWDING: This afternoon some time?

Mr MacKinnont: Probably.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Yes, probably this afternoon -- probably before the dinner
suspension.

Mr Brian Burke: Probably before lunchtime. I was really pleased with the way you
corrected yourself.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Where does it say --

Mr MacKinnon: I got it this afternoon. All I did was refer to an article on the front page of
The Australian quite correctly; the journalist rang me at lunchtime to draw my attention to the
fact that the article was wrong.

Mr PETER DOWDING: What did he say?

Mr MacKinnon: He said it was wrong. He apologised to me; it was his fault, not mine.

Mr PETER DOWDLNJG: What did the Leader of the Opposition say when he was
interviewed on the "7.30 Report1' tonight?

Mr MacKinnon: I was not interviewed on the "7.30 Report" tonight. I was interviewed last
night. Get your facts straight; the article I referred to was on the front page of The Australian
yesterday and the journalist drew my attention to the fact that it was incorrect today. It is
Tuesday today.
Mr PETER DOWDING: What did the Leader of the Opposition do about it?

Mr MacKinmnon: I have the letter; I am about to respond to the Premier to say I apologise
because all I did was refer to an article on the front page of The Australian --

Mr PETER DOWDING: Why did the Leader of the Opposition not do it tonight when he
made his speech? The Leader of the Opposition put on the public record last night a
statement that today he has been satisfied was false. Did the Leader of the Opposition correct
himself this afternoon?

Mr MacKinnon: It was the journalist who told me; I have nothing to apologise for other than
that I used an incorrect Press report. The journalist drew it to my attention and I intend to
write back to the Premier. The journalist asked me not to use that information any more.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Did the Leader of the Opposition correct himself this afternoon?

Several members interjected.
Mr PETER DOWDING: So the Leader of the Opposition did not.

Mr MacKinnon: You did not even get the day right.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I make mistakes too, but I try to correct them as quickly as I can. I
made the point that the Leader of the Opposition made a mistake -

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition chose deliberately to continue a line
that he knew to be wrong -

Mr Brian Burke: Hie spent all day saying thai I had insisted that was a condition.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition has been caught out and he is beside
himself.
He has also been caught out, as has been established quite clearly in the letter from Bond
Corporation's Executive Director, Mr Tony Gates --

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDlING: No-one is suggesting that the credibility of Mr Gates is under
attack.

Mr MacKinnon; I explained that during the debate this afternoon.
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Mr PETER DOWDING: Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting when he claims that he
was not briefed that Mr Oates, who says he was, is telling a falsehood?
Mr MacKinnon interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I know what the Leader of the Opposition said. I am saying chat
the Leader of the Opposition continued the falsehood in his interjections and he continued to
seek to persuade this House that he had had only a few minutes of information and had been
unable to come to a reasonable conclusion. Let us have a look at the extent to which the
Leader of the Opposition is now out of kilter with the business community. The position that
he adopted tonight was indicative of his ongoing inability to make a hard decision. The
Leader of the Opposition is unable to make a hard decision; he cannot grasp the nettle and
make the difficult decision of saying either yes or no; he has to have a bob each way. It was
left to the member for Cottesloc to state unequivocally the position of the Opposition -- that
is, that this credit should never have been provided to Rothwefls.

Mr Brian Burke: When the Leader of the Opposition said he was under pressure, he was -

from his own party.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Yes, and he continues to be under pressure from his party. Let us
look and see what the Executive Director of the Confederation of Australian Industry said
about the Opposition Leader's position. I quote from a transcript of today's 6WF's morning
programme --

Mr Court: Your speeches would be lost without a media monitoring service.

Mr PETER DOWD[NG: The member for Nedlands can criticise but this just happens to
catch the Opposition out. The Opposition is embarrassed by it. I refer to the transcript --

Going back to your earlier question, I don't think the probing by the Opposition has
done any damage to that move at all, in fact, it stood up or appears to have stood up to
the questioning and therefore appears to have strengthened those arrangements.

In other words, Mr Brown is saying that there is nothing wrong with probing the issue or
questioning it, and under questioning the justifications for the Government's action appears
to have stood up to that questioning. He goes on to say --

I really haven't any more information than anybody else has in the paper about the
discussions with Barry MacKinnon but again on the face of it what he's saying is,
look, I haven't got enough information to give that unqualified support and if he
hasn't been given that information then of course he's quite responsible in taking the
stand that he's taken.

The Leader of the Opposition sat in the House while his party abandoned him and his
position. His party is no longer saying, 'We don't have enough information and until we
have enough information we can't endorse it." His party is now saying, "It does not matter
what further information there is; it does not matter what information we have been given --
we oppose it." They are all suffering from what I would describe as "the Lightfoot
syndrome" -- that is, they allow their political will and lust to get away from them and they
absolutely ignore the economic and social implications of their actions. It was stated clearly
by Mr Oates in the letter to the Premier explaining why he had sought -- that is, Mr Oates and
Bond Corporation and the other financial leaders of Australia -- to go to the Opposition for its
support on this issue in the following terms --

In the same way that it was necessary to have the scheme supported by diverse groups
within the business community, it was important to us that all parts of the political
spectrum should support it in order to create the greatest impact on investor
confidence.

In their lust for some form of political kudos and in their lust for political point scoring they
ignore the very real damage that an Opposition can do by harping and purporting to probe
and question and criticise. For all the Leader of the Opposition's faults, he did not come out
and say that this guarantee should not have been given. At the very best, he camne out and
said, "I don't know whether it should have been given; I can't make up my mind" but his
party has deserted him -- at least those party members who have spoken -- and we have a
statement purporting to come from the Opposition, read by the member for Cotte sloe into
Hansard, shaking with emotion, and saying that this deal should never have been done. I
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invite members opposite to consider once again firstly, how far removed they are from the
ordinary constituency which they purported to represent for many years.

Nix Court interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDILNG: I could be gleeful about it because members opposite have cmuelled
themselves for the next election; they have business people out there who are saying they are
a load of ninnies who cannot make up their minds. When they do something they are so
careless of the implications that they do not care what happens. Although it gives me great
pleasure to see members opposite losing their constituency, they should consider the
dangerous precedents they are establishing, because they are attacking business confidence in
the same way as the member for Murchison-Eyre went off earlier and attacked business
confidence and indeed sought to subvert the very economic structures of the country.
Members opposite are saying things and doing things which the business community sees are
wholly directed at political gain at the expense of business confidence, The Leader of the
Opposition could not even make up his mind about the appointment of the Electoral
Commissioner; that is how much difficulty he has in making up his mind about anything.
The Opposition is being led down this very dangerous path by a leader who cannot make up
his mind. This sees people being consumed with anger and passion, like the member for
Cottesloc who is prepared to attack the business community for the sake of political point
scoring.

It is very distubing to see how little attention some members opposite are paying to the real
issues in these dangerous economic times. Some members opposite are totally dissatisfied
with the performnance of the Leader of the Opposition and equally dissatisfied with the
performance of the member for Cottesloe. For the sake of the business community I hope its
members are able to talk sense into the Opposition before it really steps out and creates sonic
serious damage in the community.

MR MacKIN NON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) [9.42 pm]: It might surprise the
Minister for Works and Services that about 20-odd people in the business community rang
my office today to express support for the Opposition's move. f1 am any judge, many more
hundreds of business people likewise support our position. I am not at all concerned about
the next election especially after the events of last Saturday and this week. I am more
convinced than ever that we are very well placed to win the next election. And in terms of
our potential opponent at the next election, I am not really fussed who it is, whether it be the
present incumbent, the Minister for Economic Development,' or the Minister for Works and
Services. [ give the Minister for Works and Services this bit of advice: From all that I have
heard from his colleagues I do not think he has a snowball's chance of becoming the leader of
his party- He is not popular amongst his own members, just as he is not popular amongst
many members of the community. The Minister for Economic Development as he takes his
many walks up and down St George's Terrace --

Mr Brian Burke: The body is not cold. I am still here.

Mr MacKINNON: But not for long, according to what everyone tells me.

The SPEAKER: Order! I realise that I have been out of the Chamber for a short time, but I
distinctly recall mentioning before I left that I was a bit worried about the course the debate
was taking. Now that I am back in the Chair the debate will continue only on the matter
before the Chair, which is that paragraph 1 be deleted, and that is it. If members cannot abide
by that decision we will move on to the next speaker.

Points of Order

Mr MacKINNON: I would like some guidance from you, Mr Speaker, because [ do recall
your ruling when you spoke to the member for Moore and I raised a similar point of order
about your ruling when the previous speaker, the Minister for Works and Services, was
speaking and had got, in your words, three minutes into his speech. The Acting Speaker has
ruled that because the words of this motion relate basically to the substance of the motion we
should talk about the whole motion in a general debate, which the Minister proceeded to do.
Whilst I may agree with your ruling it does place me in a difficult position in trying to rebut
the comments of the Minister, who had the luxury of speaking in a free-ranging debate. I
would appreciate it if I could have a little time to rebut the points he made, and it would not
take me more than a few minutes, and then come back to the issue of your ruling.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Even if the Leader of the Opposition is permtitted a free-ranging debate
over all the matters in the motion, I resent very much his debating my position, which is not
referred to in the motion.

Mr Parker: And indeed is highly secure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would hope so, and thank you very much. I have strong suspicions
that even in your benevolence, Mr Speaker, if you permit the Leader of the Opposition to
debate all these things, it would still not allow you to allow him to debate the question of my
position and the way I am carrying out my duties. I feel I am getting the second breath to last
here another 20 or 30 years and to really drive him nuts. In any case, the body is not cold.

The SPEAKER: Dealing with the last point of order first, it is probably inappropriate to
discuss that mailer and I cannot see how we can relate that to the motion in any way.

It is probably a little unfortunate that from time to time we have different people in the Chair;
it would be nice if we could have some uniformity. In view of the previous ruling -- although
I do not agree with it -- and the Leader of the Opposition's statement that the Minister was
allowed to roamn fairly widely, I propose to allow the Leader of the Opposition five minutes
to rebut any of the Minister's comments; but then I want him to move on to debate the matter
before the House.

Debate Resumed

Mr MacKIN4NON: Only one person is confused about the Opposition's attitude, and that is
the Minister for Works and Services. All tough the debate I have emphasised two clear
issues. The first is the request made by Tony Oates for a Governiment guarantee, a request
put to me by the Premier that unless we provided support for the request there would be no
Government guarantee for Rothwells Ltd. As I have indicated to the House several times and
to the public many times, we made that decision on Sunday afternoon between 2.30 and 3.00
pm, and that decision remains. That was the position transmitted despite the efforts of Tony
Oates to have us change our position. We did not support the guarantee then for the reasons
we stated then and I believe our decision was clearly the right one for the reasons we have
outlined.

The second issue is the question of the principle of the guarantee, one I indicated both in my
Press statement yesterday and in my contribution earlier today that we did not support. The
Minister went on with a whole lot of nonsense. He seems to be the only one bet-up and
carried away. The report in the Press was quite clear, as I indicated. On the other comiment
he made about Tony Qates, I also indicated earlier exactly what the position was in terms of
what I have said publicly. Any journalist who attended my Press conference yesterday would
know that. I also indicated the same thing to Mr Oates today at 2 o'clock and he took no
umbrage at what I said and was quite happy with the explanation I provided. We left the
discussion on amicable ternms.

Mr Brian Burke: I resent that you said that I had double standards.

Mr MacKINNON: When was that?

Mr Brian Burke: Last night on television.

Mr MacKINrNON: The Premier can resent that as much as he likes, but I stand by those
words.

I think it is important that the amendment be passed and the words be deleted. The point is
that, if the Government is going to provide any guarantees, standards must be set so that
businesses and the Governiment know what they are and can act on them.
The motion states -- the words were raised more than once by the Leader of the National
Party -- that assistance must be provided "only in exceptional circumstances". What is the
definition of "exceptional circumstances'? Who knows what that means?

Mr Brian Burke: The motion explains it.

Mr MacKINNON: It does not. It defines what they should mean at the present time, but it
does not explain what they mean for future purposes and I understand we are also speaking
about those times today. Will they apply only to a merchant bank based in Western Australia
by the name of Rothwells? Is that what the Premier is suggesting?
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The motion refers to the financial guarantee. The Government is asking the Opposition to
support an open cheque being provided in a circumstance that the Government defines as an
,,exceptional circumstance". The Opposition is not prepared to do that. For that
commonsense reason, I support the motion moved by the member for Cottesloe.

The Opposition has not attacked business confidence in the community as was said by the
Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment. That same red herring has been dragged
across the trail in this Parliament ever since the Teachers Credit Society issue was raised. It
was proved wrong then also. I cannot ever recall having attacked anybody in the business
community for this deal. In fact, in each of my statements I have commended those
businessmen who have backed Rothwells. Our approach has been to consistently question
the Government about its involvement in the deal.

I commend the amendment to the motion.

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result --

Ayes (12)

Mr Cash Mr Grayden Mr MacKinnon Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Hassel] Mr Mensaros Mr Watt
Mr crane Mr Lewis Mr Thompson Mr Williams (Teller)

Noes (30)
Dr Alexander Mlr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr Thomas
Mr Bertram Mr Peter Dowding Mr Marlborough Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mr Evans Mr Parker Mrs Watkins
Mr Bryce Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Brian Burke Mr Grill Mr SchellI Mr Wiese
Mr Burktt Mrs Henderson Mr D.L. Smith Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Canr Mr Gordon Hill Mr P.1. Smith
Mr Cowan Mr Hodge Mr Stephens

Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Rushton Mris Beggs
Mr House Mr Wilson
Mr Bradshaw Mr Tom Jones
Mr Clarko Mr Taylor
Mr Blaikie Mr Read

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for Economnic Development) [9.57 pm]: The debate
this evening has been very instructive. It is interesting that the Opposition, which had
proposed to move a motion raising a whole range of matters about the Government's actions
in this matter, chose not to move that motion but to move an amendment wich deleted most
of the items to which I referred and sought information about the deal. That would indicate,
one assumes, that the Opposition was satisfied, as it should have been, with the explanation
given by the Government for its involvement in the bid to strengthen the financial position of
Rothwells Ltd.

Another matter of interest in the debate was that which was referred to by my colleague, the
Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment, who referred to the very evident fact
that, while members of the Opposition might be trying to suggest that they were all at one on
this matter, at least two of the speakers for the Opposition revealed a slightly different
position and, in the case of the member for Cotesloe, a very different position to that
revealed by his leader.

The third matter which became evident during the course of the debate was that the members
of the Opposition who spoke, and some of those who interjected, had absolutely no
understanding of the nature of the financial community and the way in which it operates. It
has also become evident, particularly by the fact that at least one of the members of the
Opposition who was in the House refused to vote in that last division for the Opposition's
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position, that there is by no means unanimity of view within the Opposition about what its
view should be. Indeed, 1 understand that is the case and that there is very substantial
opposition to the position adopted by the Leader of the Opposition and even more substantial
opposition to the position adopted by the member for Cottesloe.

This situation is very interesting and instructive because the business community has been
prepared to put aside its differences and its arguments and its competitive nature in order to
join together to do something which is for the common interest of all those people, and all
that the Government sought was a similar commitment within the political arena and the
political environment. The Government did not ask the Opposition to make its decision for
it; it was prepared to make its own decision and it is living with it very well, I might say.

Unfortunately, we were not favoured with the same degree of statesmanship in the political
arena, except now from the National Party, as we were from the business community. I
believe the business community is particularly aware of the fact that the Opposition found it
almost impossible to take a position and to make a statement on this matter and that various
individual members of the Opposition who were approached at different times by members of
the business community in order to lend their support for something which those
businessmen had loaned their support to -- not just in verbal terms, as was being sought from
the Opposition, but also in strict financial terms in puffing their own cash on the line in order
to support the position -- those members of the business community were well aware that
they received some gestures and statements of support over the telephone or in person over
the last few days, and they are very interested in how those statements of support are or have
been translated into support within the party room. My understanding is that there was some
support in the party room for the position that was put by some of the people who put it to the
business people who approached them. As I have indicated, there appears to have been some
support here in the Parliament by some of those members of the Opposition who have refused
to vote for the Opposition's position.

I say to all of the members of the Opposition that all of the members of the business
community who took a statesmanlike approach to this matter and put aside their inherently
competitive nature -- and by definition their competitiveness -- did get together to do
something that they thought was in the interests of the State, and they are watching each and
every member of the Opposition very closely to see whether those members are prepared to
take a similar position in this debate, and particularly when we know that the question of who
will be the next Leader of the Opposition is very much on the minds and lips of both
members of Parliament and members of the Opposition and on the minds of the business
community. I understand that members of the business community have formed very strong
views about that question. It is going to be instructive to see how members of the
Op position -- who have given private commitments and assurances on a number of occasions
to people in the business community -- are going to perform so far as their assurances are
concemned when a resolution has been moved which, as the Leader of the National Party said,
has been so carefully worded as to be totally unexceptionable and deliberately worded in
order to obtain either bipartisan, or as he described it, tripartisan support.

I am pleased that we do at least have bipartisan support in that we have the support of the
National Party. I reiterate the comments that I made by way of interjection and my apologies
to the National Party about the lateness with which they were provided with information, and
I extend my apologies particularly to the Deputy Leader of the National Party for overlooking
him when trying to find appropriate people to talk to in the National party. I am not sure f1
would have known where to find him, actually.

Mr Stephens: I can see why the Premier is the Prem-ier; he knew who to contact today in
relation to the suspension of the Standing Orders.
Mr Brian Burke: I have a great deal of respect for the member.

Mr PARKER: It is very heartening to have the support of the National Party because it has
been prepared to put aside political ideology and political differences in order to support the
Government in something which it has done for the community, as those business people did,
and it is very nice to know tat there are some members of the Liberal Party -- at least in the
party room -- who are prepared to indicate the same position. It appears that there are some
members who may have been prepared to indicate it here in the House a few minutes ago.
and it would be very nice to hope that those people, and maybe some others who have given
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: :onal commitments about their position to members -.- in many cases very active members
ofterown party -- might be prepared to support what the Leader of the National Party

dr.:sibed as a highly commendable and unobjectionable motion which has been worded
s,.ciflcally to make it possible to achieve that bipartisan or triparrisan support to which he
referred.

I believe that there has never been a mote adequate explanation given to this House --
certainly not in the eight years that I have been a member of it -- of a particular action of
Goverrnent than that which has been given by the Government here this evening. We have
gone through in great detail and revealed the contents of confidential discussions that were
involved in the lead-up to the decision. We have put forward to the House all of the
Government's thought processes and decisions and all of the bases upon which the
Government made its decision.

The Government has the eyes of the business community on it; not just those people who had
the wherewithal to put the $150 million into the back-up equity for Rothwells, but also, and
most importantly, those small business people and those ordinary Australians -- average
Australians, as the member for Nedlands referred to them -- who are the depositors in
Rothwells. They are not the Laurie Connells or the Robert Holmes a Courts or the Kerry
Packers; they are the ordinary Australians who have their deposits in Rothwells, and in the
case of the borrowers who would have otherwise had their money called on, they are often
rather ordinary Australian and Western Australian small business people employing probably
tens of thousands of Western Australians, helped and supported in the continuation of their
business operations by the considerably more flexible attitude towards financing adopted by
Rothwells than that of the traditional trading banks. Some of us remember the time in
Western Australia when it was impossible to get a decision on almost anything out of the
banking institutions that existed here because they had to go to Melbourne if they wanted to
lend more than two and sixpence, and even then they required security of a couple of pounds
for that two and sixpence. That situation used to cripple the business community in Western
Australia, and it was one of the reasons growth in this State was so severely retarded for so
long.

Apart from our good government policy and the good economic environment that we have
created, I would suggest that one of the fundamental reasons why so many new businesses
have been able to grow up in Western Australia in the past few years and successfully operate
and trade is the range of financial institutions -- and Rothwells is foremost among them -- that
have been prepared to recognise that there is more to lending money and to supporting
business than making sure one has the old traditional Commonwealth Savings Bank-type
security and rates of borrowing in place. Those businesses have been assisted greatly by the
Rothwells and by the Connells of the world. It is instructive that Connell has not used
Rothwells for his own more speculative or high-risk businesses; he has not borrowed from
Rothwells to any degree for those businesses, but has kept them quite separate. Suggestions
were made on the opposite side of the House that somehow a comparison could be made
between the problems of Rorhwells and those experienced by Payton Finance. That was a
completely differently example: The principals of that company borrowed from themselves
and their depositors to fund their own unsuccessful business activities. That was not the
situation, and it is not the situation in the case of Rothwells. I believe we have here an
institution which has been of immense value to the State of Western Australia. It will
continue to be of immense value. Even the member for Cortesloe and the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition acknowledged that, whether they liked it or not, the Government has put
Rothwells in a position of being able to trade in a favourable manner arnd thus, by
implication, the guarantee which the Government has provided will not be called on. Those
two members made those two points.

The Government has done something which has been profitable for the State and certainly
profitable for the Government. As I have acknowledged repeatedly it has technically placed
the taxpayers' funds at risk but has them in such a position of minimal risk that it is of very
little consequence to those funds.

The events of the last few days have shown the wisdom and prescience of the Government's
position. I am very proud to have been a part of that decision-making process taken by my
colleagues and myself. I believe it is something that will auger very well for future
confidence in this State and the confidence of business people to do business in Western
Australia.
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Only today, in a completely different context from the Rothwells example, I had some
business people in my office. These people, who are miners, are very active both in
Queensland and in Western Australia and they love doing business in Western Australia.
They think it is the best place in Australia to do business and are delighted with the attitude of
this Government, its departnents and its officers. I hear that aLl the time from the mining
industry but, of course, there are other industries which I amn sure feel the same. What we
have done in this instance will further bolster and strengthen that confidence.
It is indeed unfortunate that some sections in the leadership of the Liberal Party have not been
able to support the Government. I hope there will be some members of the Liberal Party who
will live up to the private commitments that they have given; live up to their own consciences
and sense of what is decent and fair in the community and vote for the resolution that the
Government has before the House.
Question put and a division taken with the following result --

Ayes (30)
Dr Alexander Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr Thomas
Mr Bernam Mr Peter Dowding Mr Marlborough MFr iy
Ms Bridge Mir Evans Mr Parker Mns Watkins
Mr Bryce Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Brian Burke Mr Grill Mr Schell Mr Wiese
Mr Burkert Mrs Henderson Mr Di. Smith Mn Buchmnan (Teller)
Mr Carr Mr Gordon Kill Mr Pi. Smith
Mr Cowan Mr Hodge Mr Stephens

Noes (13)
Mr Cash Mr Grayden Mr Mensaros Mr Williams (Teller)
Mr Clarlco MrlHassell Mr Thompson
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Tubby
Mr Crane Mr MacKinnon Mr Watt

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mrs Beggs Mr Rushton
Mr Wilson Mr House
Mr Tom Jones Mr Bradshaw
Mr Taylor Mr Lightfooc
Mr Read Mr Etaikie

Question thus passed.

ELECTORAL (PROCEDURES) AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Bryce (Minister for Parliamentary and.
Electoral Reform), read a frst time.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second reading.
MR BRYCE (Ascot -- Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform) [10.19 pm]: I
move --

That the B ill be now read a second time.

Within the requirement that changes to the electoral system should maintain or enhance its
security and our faith in the results, four broad objectives are addressed in this Bill. The first
is to provide a better service to electors; the second to introduce some new initiatives into rte
State electoral system; the third to align, as far as practicable, certain State procedures with
those of the Commonwealth; and the fourth to streamiline or modemise various administra-
tive areas of the Act.

It is not my intention to mention every proposal contained in 80 or so clauses as some cannot
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be said to be of any great significance. However, a set of explanatory notes will soon be
forwarded to members in which every proposed amendment will be described and this may
prove to be helpful. This Bill is drafted to commence after the commencement of the Acts
Amendment (Electoral Reforn) Act 1987.
Of the four more significant groups of proposals, I turn to the objective of providing a better
service to electors. The Government is firm in its commnitmentt to encourage people to enrol
and to vote effectively and wishes this Act to assist electors wherever possible.
Two important proposals are made to assist voters in Legislative Assembly elections. In June
this year, the Parliament incorporated the option of a simplified method of voting, or 'ticket"
voting as it is called, on Legislative Council ballot papers together with the printing of parry
names adjacent to the groups and the names of candidates.
It is now proposed that these two provisions be extended to the ballot paper for Legislative
Assembly elections. Thie proposal means that, on ballot papers for elections in both Houses,
candidates will have the option of lodging a voting ticket and of having the name of a
political party or Independent printed adjacent to their names. Voters are offered a choice of
voting in either the ordinary maniner or by marking a ticket voting square to cast a full
preferential vote.
The Govemnment believes it is important that voters be asked to carry out a very similar task
to vote for elections to each House. Ballot papers for both Houses should offer the same
options and information to voters and should be set out in a similar way to minimise the
possibility of confusion.
Experience in two Commonwealth elections has demonstrated that when the task of voting
for an election in one House is less straightforward than the task in the other, the informal
vote can be expected to rise dramatically. Ticket voting has lowered the informal vote in
Western Australian elections for the Senate to just 3.3 per cent from a previous level of
approximately 9.4 per cent. The unacceptable consequence of having two different ballot
papers in Commonwealth elections is that the informal vote in House of Representatives
elections has blown out from approximately 2.5 per cent to 6.5 per cent. The increase
represents the addition of something lie 34 000 votes wasted through being informal.
Pushing the infonnal vote up by four per cent is enough to influence the outcome in quite a
few marginal districts. Expenditure by the Australian Electoral Commyission to reduce the
informal vote problem on House of Representatives ballot papers was in the vicinity of
$4 million. This huge national expenditur reduced the infornal vote in Western Australia
by only 0.53 per cent.
Consideration has been given to a format of the ballot papers which could apply equally well
to elections for both Houses and which would be easy to use. A vertical ballot paper format
is proposed for the following reasons --

I. Most ballot papers are vertically arranged.
2. Economy of effort to scan the content.
3. Less effort to complete the required task.
4. Easier to number and check the ordinary vote.
5. Enhances the power of the either/or instruction and the vote marking instruc-

tions by placing these at the top of the ballot paper.
6. Ease of scrutiny.
7. Research has shown that more than 79 per cent of people asked in a survey

preferred a ballot paper with ticket voting and a vertical layout.
8. Ballot papers with a vertical layout produced the lowest level of informal

votes when used by people in the survey.
Amendments made by the Legislative Council to schedule 3 in clause 80 propose an
improved format and clearer wording of the instructions on the ballot papers. The
amendments are designed to further reduce the incidence of informnal votes arnd dual votes.
To make things a little easier for the electors attending at a polling place, it is intended to
remove the present provisions of section 119 that give the right to scrutineers to demand
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additional questions of electors. I believe that section 118, together with the amended section
119, will afford ample opportunity for the identity of the elector to be determined and
sufficient remedy to a scrutineer in whose mind doubt remains. The proposals would leave
State procedures similar to those of the Commonwealth but would permit greater assistance
to State electors. We certainly agree that scrutineers have an important role to play but they
do not have a tight in our opinion to decide what questions will be asked of electors who are
entitled to vote.
The Bill proposes that how-to-vote cards may form an adequate indication of voting intention
by an elector seeking assistance. In polling and counting places scrutineers and electoral
officials may be required to wear identification provided by the returning officer. It is
intended to give electors increased and better facilities in the mailer of postal voting.
Proposals include that grounds for eligibility for a postal vote be extended to those electors
on emergency duty or committed to employment during polling hours.

Electors who by reason of permanent disablement or religious belief are unable to attend at a
polling place will be entitled to be registered as general postal voters and would thus auto-
matically receive postal ballot papers before an election. Instead of all electors in remote
areas being entitled to be registered as general postal voters the Bill proposes that people who
live more than 20 kilometres from a polling place will in future be eligible for this special
status.

Additional issuing officers are proposed to be appointed by the Electoral Commissioner. It is
envisaged that such appointees would be persons of such experience and skill that their
services would be of benefit to electors generally. Provided satisfactory working arrange-
ments could be settled Australian electoral returning officers could well be appointed as
issuing officers under these proposals. As a consequence of the proposed new time schedule
for the conduct of elections, applications for postal votes may be made from the time the
Government publicly announces the date of the election.

By the proposed rearrangement of certain of the provisions of section 90 electors may apply
orally in person for postal votes with fewer formalities to complete than at present. This
would be a welcome relief to those who do not like completing unnecessary forms, and
would in fact be little different from voting on election day.

The Bill contains the concept that postal votes received by the Electoral Commissioner up to
9.00 am on the Tuesday following polling day are admissible provided they are completed
and posted prior to close of the poll. The purpose of this amendment is to take into account
the many votes being disregarded simply because of changes in Australia Post sorting
schedules that prevent votes posted well prior to poll closure from being sorted and collected
in time for admission. In addition, issuing officers will not have to engage in the futility of
mailing out postal voting papers to electors after the Thursday before polling day.
The final significant factor in elector service relating to postal voting is the proposal to allow
issuing officers to issue duplicate ballot papers in the event of loss or destruction. The
present provisions can cause unnecessary distress to people who are disfranchised because
the original ballot paper is irreplaceable. Those people unable to make any mark will be able
to receive assistance to enrol and vote. These proposals make clear that assistance to handi-
capped people should be extended to enrolment or any electoral duty in the same way as
assistance is already possible in voting.

The second objective of the Bill is to introduce new initiatives. A group of these initiatives
relate to infornation and services to members of Parliament and candidates. This BUi
proposes that the Electoral Commuissioner will provide copies of the latest printed rolls to
members and political parties. Rolls in order of addresses are also to be provided to political
parties once during each Parliament.

Although of no significance in determining who wins an election, it is proposed that return-
ing officers be required to allocate preferences until only two candidates remain notwith-
standing that a candidate has been elected on an earlier count. This count will assist in the
interpretation of election results.

It is also proposed that returning officers be given the option of recounting all primary votes
prior to distributing preferences. The Court of Disputed Returns for the Mundaring District
made clear that such a practice was not in accordance with the Electoral Act. I believe that
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most members who have been involved in close elections would prefer a recheck of prima-
ries prior to distribution of preferences rather than after it.

Further mtiscellaneous initiatives are proposed and I shall outline them briefly. The Bill
contains several clauses which streamline the schedule of events for State elections. There
are alterations to both sequences of events and the times involved which result in a reduction
of 21 days and corrects what is an excessively long period by comparison with other States.
People do not wish election campaigns to drag on for the length of time unnecessarily forced
on us by this Act. In view of the success of the present Commonwealth-State cooperative
enrolment procedure, and the more accurate rolls which have resulted from that, the seven
days notice of roll closure proposed will give electors adequate time to check their enrol-
ments or to enrol. A further proposal designed to encourage enrolment copies the Common-
wealth provision that no proceedings will be instituted against a person lodging a late enrol-
ment.

To give adequate notice to electors of the closure of the rolls, that event will occur at 6.00 pmn
on the eighth day after the writ. The hour of nomination will be 6.00 pmn on the day of
nominations. Members will note the similarity with the Commonwealth where experience
shows that this schedule is practicable and acceptable to electors and to all panties. It is
proposed that polls close at 6.00 pmn instead of the present 8.00 pm. The polls have closed at
6.00 pmn in elections in all other States, in Commonwealth elections and in Western
Australian local government elections. Ten hours seems adequate for polling and there has
been little evidence that earlier closure has caused problems for electors, If the present 8.00
pmn close of pails in State elections is retained, this could disfranchise some electors who
m-istakenly turn up late for Commonwealth or local government elections.
The Bill proposes the introduction of the offence of misleading and deceptive publication and
has been drafted along the lines of the equivalent section of the Commonwealth Act. The
provision relates to the publication or distribution of material likely to mislead or deceive an
elector in the casting of his or her vote, or that is likely to induce an elector to complete a
ballot paper contrary to the directions on the ballot paper.

Further proposals are that the sex and occupation of electors should be omitted from electoral
rolls, that votes issued following declarations under sections 119 and 122 of eligibility to vote
be placed in envelopes for subsequent checking, and that power be given to adjourn polling
for up to 21 days at declared special institutes, hospitals and remote polling stations, as
applies in the case of ordinary polling places.

A proposal that there be no special enrolment privileges for members and their spouses was
defeated in the Legislative Council -- God help me, I will never know why -- and the
Government will not seek to reinstate that provision.

Mr Mensaros interjected.

Mr BRYCE: Why members of Parliament should be given special provision to be on a roll if
they do not live in that particular electorate is beyond me. It is also beyond me that members
should seek or insist upon that privilege. There is no justification whatsoever.

The third objective of the Bill is to align State and Commonwealth enrolment provisions as
far as is practicable. It is particularly important that this be achieved because of the current
operation of the cooperative enrolment procedure. I believe it is simpler and more logical to
draw the State and Commonwealth enrolment qualifications as close together as is consistent
with our own sense of what is fair and right.

The Bill addresses four such areas. One intention is to repeal the section 17 requirement that
to be eligible for enrolment a person must have lived in Australia for six months. The
importance of this qualification in any event has dimninished since Australian citizenship
became, to all intents and purposes, a prerequisite to enrolment.

Another proposal seeks to confer upon 17-year-olds entitlement to claim enrolment. Such
enrolment would not be compulsory and would be provisional insofar as the right to vote and
to be enrolled for an election is extended only to those who will have attained 18 years of age
by polling day. This will secure voting rights for all those who enrol provisionally and who
are 18 between the close of the rolls and polling day.
Amendments made by the Legislative Council have barred the enrolment for State elections
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of approximately 159 Commonwealth electors temporarily out of the State and 237 itinerant
Commonwealth electors who do not reside at any permanent address. I would like to place
on record that the Government believes these amendments make an unfortunate exception to
the principle that people entitled to enrol and vote at Commonwealth elections should enjoy
the same privileges in State elections.
The final objective of this Bill is to tidy up some areas of general administration that tend to
have fallen into disuse or impracticality due to changing facilities, techniques, and times.
The term "Christian name" appearing throughout the Act is to have added to it the less
culturally specific "given name". Assumptions about what women should do about their
names on marriage are presently a part of the Act. In this Bill the term "maiden name" is
replaced by "name prior to marriage" and it is made clear that married women have a choice
about which surname shall appear on the roll after marriage.

It is proposed that appeals against registrar's objections to claims and enrolments, the proce-
dares for which are set out in sections 47 and 48, are dealt with by the registrar in the first
instance, At present the registrar has no stamutory alternative to placing such appeals before
the Electoral Commissioner even though the registrar is fuMy satisfied that the appeal is
well-founded. The proposal simply allows the registrar to discontinue the objection in those
circumstances. Of course, if the grounds are not so accepted by the registrar the appeal will
be referred to the Electoral Commissioner as at present. With the reduction in the time to run
an election a further change was made to this section. Between the close of the rolls and the
close of polling, no names are to be removed from the roll as a result of objections to enrol-
ments. This change is in line with Commonwealth procedures as is the increase from 25c to
$2 in the fee necessary for an elector to lodge an objection.

Theme are proposals in many places by which modem technology may be applied in the
construction and maintenance of electoral rolls. The Act in its present form requires some
unnecessary administrative procedures to be performed and these can be saely terminated.
The provisions for non-voter follow-up are somewhat elderly and were well suited to those
days when the numbers of electors per district were in the hundreds or low thousands. To
allow sensible administration of the compulsory voting provisions the following proposals
are made --

The requirement for the unified roll of voters to be prepared in duplicate would be
removed because a single roll is all that is required in practical terms.
Certain time-consuming and excessive administrative formalities in the maintenance
of records would be removed, without loss of completeness or accuracy.

At present people may be fined for giving inadequate reasons for failing to vote. It is
proposed these fines and those for failure to enrol be brought into alignment with the
higher fines in Commonwealth law and that people may also be fined for failing to
reply or properly fill out the "please explain" form.

The Electoral Commidssioner may at present only launch a prosecution against such
people when they may prefer the option now proposed of paying the fine rather than
going to court. Electors retain the right to take the matter to court if they wish.

This Bill is an important part of the Government's electoral reform programme. Promises
made to Western Australian electors are contained in many clauses and the proposals follow
on from the start made in 1983 when a single card witnessed by any citizen became all that
was required for enrolnent for both State and Commonwealth elections. Apart from making
enrolment easier the 1983 legislation added something like 100 000 names to our rolls, or a
13 per cent increase. Our legislation should assist electors to enrol and to vote effectively
and make these two processes as easy and straightforward as is possible.

State and Commonwealth electoral arrangements should, where possible, be similar. The
experience of the people in the State Electoral Department has identified many improve-
ments to assist electors and to make the 1907 Act more efficient. I pay tribute to the Chief
Electoral Officer, Mr Ray Shaw, and his staff for many of the proposals that have come
forward. The goal of these proposals is to reform the Act so that it may better assist voters,
candidates, members, and political parties. The Bill achieves these goals and is consistent
wit maintaining fairness and complete faith in the electoral process.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mlr Mensaros.
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BILLS (2): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Loan Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a first time.
2. Factory and Shops Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for Labour, Productivity
and Employment), and read a firt time.

House adjourned at 10.42 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
CHARITABLE ORGANISATIONS

Cornmunity Television Bingo
2138. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Is he aware of a proposal by the Lombardo Foundation to establish a free
enterprise programme of assistance to voluntary community support
agencies through the use of a. unique trade promotion known as
community television bingo?

(2) If yes, does the proposal require an amendment to existing legislation, and
in particular the Trading Stamp Act?

(3) If yes to (2), will the necessary amendments be introduced during this
current session of Parliament?

(4) To further his understanding of this unique proposal which is designed to
assist and benefit community support agencies, will he meet with a
deputation from the Lombardo Foundation?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Yes.

(3) Amended legislation is being drafted for Cabinet consideration.
(4) Yes.

MAIN ROADS DEPARTMENT
Contracts: Retention Money

2166. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is he aware that the Main Roads Department has recently implemented a

new policy that requires the retention for six months of five per cent of all
moneys for the payment of tenders or contracts as let?

(2) Has this retention of payment policy been implemented in all Government
departments?

(3) Does he support this policy?

(4) How does this policy support and facilitate the commercial well-being of
small business, when by withholding the final payment, the Government is
compelling successful tenderers arid suppliers to grant it an interest free
loan of five per cent of their contract price for six months?

Mr TROY replied:-

(1) It is customary in the contracting industry for retention money to be
required to ensure the due and proper performance of the contract and to
rectify any defects which become evident in the period immediately
following completion of the contract. The current policy of the Main
Roads Department with regard to major contracts is to take cash retention
of 10 per cent of payments to a maximum value stated in the contract
documents, normally approximately equivalent to 2.5 per cent of the
estimated contract value -- for example, $50 000 in a contract valued at $2
million. This money is returned within 28 days of the issue of the final
certificate at the expiry of the defects liability period.

In the case of minor works and services contracts, retention of five per cent
of all payments is normal. This money is released within fourteen days of
the issue of the final certificate. The length of the defects liability period is
related to the size and nature of the contract, varying between a few weeks
for minor waits to six months for major works.

(2) In cases where the national public works committee general conditions of
contract or the minor works general conditions of contract are used,
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retention provisions will apply. These documents are used widely in
Government departments.

(3) Yes.

(4) Only in very exceptional circumstances will five per cent of payments be
retained for six months in a minor contract. The retention provisions of a
contract are known at the timne of tendering, and tenderers are able to take
these provisions into account when preparing tenders.

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Rural and Industries Bank: Fees

2177. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Government paying the Rural and Industries Bank for the work being
undertaken at the Teachers Credit Society or are these fees being met by
the Teachers Credit Society?

(2) Is the Governiment planning to introduce another outside financial
organisation to assist in sorting out the problems of the Teachers Credit
Society?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) The Government is not paying the R & I Bank.

(2) No.

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Short-term Investments'

2179. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

(1) Has the Government used any of the funds available through its short-term
money market activities to put into the Teachers Credit Society?

(2) If yes, how much and what interest rates are being charged?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS: REGISTRAR
Advisory Board

2181. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
(1) Does he have an advisory board to the Registrar for Building Societies and

Credit Unions?

(2) If yes, who are the members?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1 )-(2)
The Registrar of Co-operative and Financial Institutions chairs both
building societies and credit unions advisory commidttees. Other members
of the committees are Messrs Ray Turner, Bert Dolin, Michael Bonney,
Howard Langey, Edward Turner, and Dennis Hagan.

TRANSPORT: AIR
Charters: Gascoyne Electorate

2182. Mr COURT, to the Premier

(1) How many Government jet charters have been used into the Gascoyne
electorate in the past six weeks?

(2) Have these jet charters only been used to transport Ministers?

(3) If no, what other personnel have had use of these charters?

(4) Did he use a charter to fly to Carnarvon and Exmouth last week?
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(5) Will this question be answered prior to the by-elections on 24 October?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) One.
(2)-(3)

The charter was used to transport a Minister, support staff, and Hon J.
Brown, MLC.

(4) Yes.
(5) Unfortunately the time required to check all Ministers' movements to

collect the necessary information precluded response prior to
24 October 1987.

WA MEAT COMMISSION
Chairman

2183. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Agriculture:
Who are the Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the Western Australian
Meat Commission?

Mr GRILL replied :
Mr L.R. Connell is chairman. Mr' R.R.J. Lee-Steere is the deputy of the
chairman and acts as chairman in the absence of Mr LWR Connell.

SWAN BUILDING SOCIETY
Audit: Registrar

21189. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Did the Registrar of Building Societies carry out his own audit or detailed
inquiries into the financial activities of the Swan Building Society, separate
from the independent audits carried out by the society itself during the
years ended 30 June -

(a) 1985;
(b) 1986;
(c) 1987?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
An inspection was carried out by officers of the registrar in August 1985
and in June 1987. The latter inquiry led to a request to the auditors to re-
examine the financial affairs of the Swan Building Society-

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Audit: Registrar

2190. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Did the Registrar of Building Societies carry out his own audit or detailed
inquiries into the financial activities of the Teachers Credit Society,
separate from the independent audits carried out by the credit society itself
during the years ended 3OJune-
(a) 1985;

(b) 1986;
(c) 1987?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Officers of the registrar carried out an inspection in July 1986. Further
detailed information on loan exposures was sought in May 1987, and this
led to a request to the auditors to pay particular attention to that area.
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SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Investments: The Anchorage

2194. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:

(1) Does the Superannuation Board's proposed development at North
Fremantle involve alienation in the development of 5.4 hectares or
thereabouts of the river?

(2) IfT not, how much of the river does the development involve?

Mr BRIA.N BURKE replied:

(1)-(2)
The Superannuation Board, at the Government's request, is reassessing its
position in respect of land-holdings in North Fremantle. Therefore there is
currently no "proposed development".

ABATrOIRS: LAMBS
Charges

2202. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Agriculture:

(I) Can farmers requiring small numbers of lambs to be slaughtered at a
licensed abattoirs for their own consumption avoid the Western Australian
Meat Marketing Corporation's charges, when the lambs remain the
property of the fanner and the abattoirs is paid the killing charges?

(2) If not, are there any plans to make changes to the Act to incorporate this
provision?

Mr GRILL replied:

The Act provides an exemption on lambs slaughtered for a Iamb
producer's own consumption. The corporation coordinates the process and
control of costs by paying for the standard slaughtering charge plus health
inspection fees and subsequently recharging the producer. Slaughter and
health inspection are the only costs for which producers are responsible.

ARGENTINE ANTS
Properties Sprayed

2204. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) How many properties have been sprayed for Argentine ants by the
Agriculture Protection Board in the last five years?

(2) How many of these properties are now quarantined far high pesticide
residue levels?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) The Argentine ant unit recorded spraying operations by area rather than
individual farmer. It is thus impossible to be precise as to the number of
properties treated. It is estimated that portions of 100 properties have been
sprayed since 1970. Organochlorines have not been used since 1985.

(2) Two properties are now in quarantine as a result of spraying for Argentine
ants.

AGRICULTUTRE: PESTICIDES
Quarantine

2205. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Agriculture:

How much money is being contributed to the funding of the identificat ion
and quarantining of properties and animals with high pesticide residues
by --

(a) the Commonwealth Government;
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(b) the State Government;
(c) livestock producers;
(d) other sources?

M GRILL replied:
(a) The Commonwealth Government -

(1) meets the cost of the extended national residue sampling
programme;

(ii) has met the costs of extra testing of cartoned product;
(iii) will provide, on a dollar for dollar basis, up to $1 million in 1987-

88 to assist the States with transport and destruction of stocks of
persistent organochiorines recalled by the States;

(b) the State Government -

0I) has provided $200 000 for the buy-back of DDT and Heptachlor
stocks;

(ii) has provided $260 000 to establish and operate testing facilities for
soils and pasture;

(iii) will provide $140 000 in 1988-89 to continue operation of the
testing facilities;

(iv) has reallocated significant resources within the Department of
Agriculture;

(c) livestock producers in Western Australia pay a levy of $2.50 per head on
all cattle sold to support lot testing;

(d) other sources -

The Stare Energy Comnmission will --

decontaminate major transmission lines;
provide rmnacial assistance to the Department of Agriculture to
investigate residue levels in cattle grazing in paddocks containing
SEC poles;
recoup livestock owners for losses directly attributable to
contamnination from SEC poles.

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Investments: Brockicy Investmenms Pty Ltd

2224. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
(1) Further to question 337 of 1987, why has the Government allowed the

Teachers Credit Society to continue investing $4 million in Brockley
Investments when he has answered that it is not required by Brockleys and
the funds awe currently invested at the Teachers Credit Society?

(2) When will the Teachers Credit Society divest itself of this investment?
(3) Was he aware that nearly half the capital of the Teachers Credit Society

was invested with one company, Brocidey Investments?
(4) (a) Has he been made aware of the profitability or otherwise of this

investment;
(b) if yes, who provided him with this information?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied;-
(1)4(2)

Realisation of investments by Teachers Credit Society is a matter for the
administrator of Teachers Credit Society.
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(3)-(4)
See answer to question without notice 337.

TRANSPORT: WESTRAIL
Staff: Motor Vehicles

2235. Mr CO WAN, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) What is Westrail 's policy on the supply of air-conditioned mnotor vehicles
for use by its staff on official business?

(2) How many air-conditioned motor vehicles does Westrail have?

(3) Where is each of these air-conditioned motor vehicles located?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Westrail's policy is in accordance with the Government motor vehicle

guidelines. This policy was last reviewed earlier this year.
(2) 371.

(3) Albany I Metropolitan 155
Beacon IMingenew I
Bunbuy a Moora 3
Calingiri I Mukiiibudizi 1
Colle I MullewaI
Coorow I Narembeen I
Corrigin 1 NarTogin 28
Dalwallinu 2 Norsemnan I
Dongara INortharn 46
Dowerin IPerenjodi I
Esperance 2 Pingeily I
Ceraldtoo 36 Quairading I
Kalgoorlie 44 Southern Cross 2
Katanning I Three Springs 2
Kellerbenrin I Traynmng I
Kutin 1 Wagin 2
Lake Grace 1 Wongan Hills 1
Merredlin 1S Wyalkatchemn 1

LAND VALUATIONS
Claremont and Peppermint Grove

2240. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister representing the Minister for Budget Management:

(1) In what years were new valuations struck in respect of land in --

(a) Bay View Terrace, Claremont;

(b) The Esplanade, Peppermint Grove;

(c) the balance of Peppermint Grove?

(2) Is the Minister aware that between 1986 and 1987 seine properties in Bay
View Terr ace, Claremont, were subject to an increase in valuation of
approxinmately 85 per cent?

(3) Is the Minister aware that in the case of one property in Johnston Street,
Peppermint Grove, the increase in valuation from 1986-1987 was 102 per
cent?

(4) Is it correct that properties on the riverfront in Peppermint Grove had their
valuations reduced between 1986 and 1987?

(5) Is the Minister satisfied that the valuation system is producing fair and
reasonable outcomes for rate payers?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Gross rental values, 1 July 1987; unimproved values, I July 1984.
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(2)-(4)
I am unable to comment since neither the properties nor the valuations are
identified.

(5) Yes. Ratepayers dissatisfied with a valuation have a right of appeal.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Bus Station: Land Exchange

2241. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Does he wish to revise his statement to the House on 16 September that

part of the Perth bus station is not to be taken for consolidation with land
associated with the Entertainment Centre in connection with that land
passing to the control of interests establishing a new television station in
Perth?

(2) What is the position?

(3) Has Westrail been involved in discussions relating to the disposition of the
land?

(4) Will Westrail benefit from any sale of the land?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) On 16 September the member asked if portion of the Perth Central Bus
Station had been sold to interests of the third commercial television
station, and I advised that this was not the case. I have no reason to revise
that statement.

(2) The position is that land west of the bus station, being Lot 990, has been
sold to interests associated with the third television station. Negotiations
have been taking place with Transperth regarding use of a portion of land
east of Lot 990, which includes part of the eastern pedestrian ramp to the
Perth Central Bus Station. However, no agreement has yet been reached
with regard to the conditions under which that land may be made available.

(3) Westrail is aware of the negotiations which have been taking place.

(4) The subject of the dispersal of any benefits achieved as a result of these
negotiations will be discussed between the relevant parties.

GOVERM4ENT BUILDING: HARRISON HOUSE
Demolition

2242. Mr TRIENORDEN, to the Minister for Works and Services:
(1) Is he aware that Harrison House -- nursing quarters, Northamn Hospital --

has been earmarked for demolition?

(2) Has he advised the local governmnent bodies in Northam of the fact or
sought their opinion?

(3) Does he see any merit in seeking local community opinion before public
buildings are demolished?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No. The local authority would be advised by the successful contractor
prior to demolition proceeding.

(3) Yes, I understand a local survey was undertaken by the client
department -- Health Department -- which did not receive a positive
response due to the poor condition and large cost of $ 236 000 to repair the
building.
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ROE HIGHWAY
Extensions

2246. Mr MacKIN4NON, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) When is it likely that work will commence on the Roe Highway?

(2) Which pan of the Roe Highway will be commenced first?

Mr TROY replied:

(1)-(2)
The next section of Roe Highway to be constructed is between Great
Northern Highway and Great Eastern Highway. Work is planned to
commence this year.

WA MEAT MARKETING CORPORATION
Expenditure

2247. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Agriculture:

Why is it that the expenditure in the 1987-88 Capital Works programme for
the Western Australian Meat Marketing Corporation as expended in 1986-
87 was $3 million when the budget for that figure was only $2 million?

Mr GRILL replied:

After the preparation of the General Loan and Capital Works Fund
Estimates of Expenditure, 1986-87, the Government provided an additional
$1 million of equity funding in order to provide the corporation with a
more adequate level of working capital.

WASTE DISPOSAL: ORANGE GROVE
Complaints

2248. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has his attention been drawn to the concerns expressed by the Gosnells
City Council and others about the fact that the Orange Grove br-ickworks is
being used as a disposal site for organic waste?

(2) Does the Government approve of the site being used in this way?

(3) If not, what action has it taken to stop this disposal?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(i) I am aware of the concerns to which the member refers, that certain wastes
have been disposed of at this site contrary to the existing approval or
intention.

(2) No. The site is only approved for the disposal of inert materials.

(3) The Health Department has pursued the mailer with the owners, who have
accepted responsibility for preventing the dumping of putrescible material
at the site. The Environmental Protection Authority, the Health
Department, Water Authority, and Waterways Commnission are currently
cooperating to remove the contaminated water from the pit and filling the
pit with inert materials.

FATHER BRIAN'S CHRISTMAS APPEAL
Budge: Allocation

2253. Mr CASH, to the Treasurer:

Further to his answer to question 2106 of 1987, will he now consider the
matter and provide hinds for a donation to the 1987 Father Brian's
Christmas Appeal?

Mr BRIAN BU.R.KE replied:

A donation will be considered upon application being made to the Minister
for Commnunity Services.
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COMMUNITY SERVICES
Child Care Certificate Course: Alterations

2254. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Education:
(1) Have changes been made in the child care certificate course at Meerilinga

since 1978 which brought it up to a level equivalent to the mothercraft
nursing certificate?

(2) What records are kept by the Technical and Further Education Division to.
enable it to assess the effectiveness of the mothercraft nursing certificate
course, by the criteria of the number of graduates employed in child care?

(3) What provision does Technical and Further Education make to provide for
the professional development of child care graduates, such as a refresher
course to keep the graduates in touch with current trends and issues in
health, welfare, and education?

(4) Is there any equivalent to the re-registration courses which Ngal-A
conducts for mothercraft nurses who have not practised for the past five
years?

Mir PEARCE replied:
(1) The TAFE certificate in child care course has always included more theory

and a wider range of practical placements than mothercraft nursing
certificate training at Ngal-A. In expectation of the amalgamation of the
two courses, specific additions were made to the CCC in 1985 to meet the
requests of motbercraft nurse educators. The CCC in WA meets all the
requirements of the TAFE national core curriculum in child care.

(2) None.
(3) The TAPE diploma in child care offers advanced training in areas of

administration, programming, child development, welfare, health, and
communication. TAFE is represented on an ad hoc joint committee for in-
service education for workers in children's services, and accepts
responsibility for various shunt courses.

(4) No.
FAMILIES

Health Needs: Promotion
2'256. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has he received a letter requesting he meet with Ngal-A staff to discuss
their concerns about the health promotion needs of families in this State?

(2) If yes, does he consider there is reason for the stated concerns, and does he
intend to seek consultation with representatives of the nursing staff,
student body, or ancillary staff?

(3) If yes, when?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes. The letter has been referred to the Minister for Community Services.
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.
HEALTH: NURSES BOARD

Qualifications
2257. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does the Nurses' Board of Western Australia coiledt data relating to
present and immediate past employment, and present and future intention
of gaining tertiary qualifications?

(2) Will he advise the reasons for this data being collected?
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(3) Does he or his department have access to this data when it would
reasonably be required for a functional review or a review of service in a
non-Government agency which is substantially Government funded?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The Health Department collects such statistics with the assistance of the

NursCBoard.
(2) To enable manpower planning issues to be addressed.
(3) Yes, access is available on request to the Nurses' Board.

NGAL-A MOTHERCRAFT HOME AND TRAINING CENTRE
Mothercraft Nurses Registration

2258. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:
During the recent review of Ngal-A services, was data requested from the
board to determine --

(a) the number of registered mothercraft nurses;
(b) the number of registered general nurses holding current mothercraft

nurse registration;
(c) the number of registered enrolled nurses holding mozhercrafr

registration;
(d) the number of such registered nurses who are not in current

employment --

(i) by choice;
(ii) unable to find work;

(e) the number of motherc raft nurses working in areas of human service
outside the nursing or health field?

Mr WILSON replied:
Data was requested in relation to questions (a) to (e) inclusive from
relevant sources, including the Nurses' Registration Board.

COMMUNiT1Y SERVICES
Child Care Certificates: Employment Opportunities

2259. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:
Are qualified child care certificate graduates eligible for employment in
any capacity in maternity hospitals, or hospital wards in this State?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
No.

COMMUNITY SERVICES
Child Care Certificates: Maternity Units

2260. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:
(1) When child care certificate students are placed in maternity units to gain

understanding of the normal human life cycle, are mothers advised of their
status and position in the course, and are they given the opportunity to
decline from participating in this Technical and Further Education
programme which produces child care workers for day care settings?

(2) What allowance is paid to nursing staff who act in a preceptor role for
Technical and Further Education students during this maternity field
placement?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) None.
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WOMEN'S AFFAIRS
'Women's Health and Well Being"

2261. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has he accepted any of the reconmmendations of the report "Women's
Health and Wedl Being", 1986?

(2) If yes, which recommendations have been accepted?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) All recommendations have been accepted.

(2) Recommendations 6. 11, 20, 21, and 23-27 have been implemented.

COMMUNITY SERVICES
Mothercaft Nurses: Supply and Demand

2264. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Is he aware that the economic constraints and subsequent reduction in the
number of trained mothercraft nurses has led to a current situation where
the demand in the market place is greater than the supply?

(2) Who will replace the mothercraft nurses who have to date been employed
to care for the infant -- breast feeding -- of psychiatric patients at
Graylands, Heathcote, Niola, and Cambridge Private Hospitals?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Demand for mothereraft nurses is not greater than supply in Government

services.

(2) General and enrolled nursing staff.

NGAL-A MOTHERCRAFJ HOME AND TRAINING CENTRE
Grant: Project Manager

2265. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Does the Government intend to make a grant available to the Ngal-A
committee of management to employ a project manager for the six months
January-June 1988?

(2) If yes, will he advise the reasons for this position?
(3) To whom will this project manager-officer, be directly responsible, and

who will be responsible to write the job description?
Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) To assist Ngal-A in coordinating its proposed restructuring of services.

(3) The project officers will be directly responsible to the implementation
comminittee which reports to the Minister for Community Services.

COMMUNITY SERVICES
Child Care Regulations: Grandfather Clause

2266. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Why was it deemed necessary to insert a grandfather clause in the proposed
child care regulations to protect the registered mothercraft nurses?

(2) How will the employment prospects of the graduates of the current
mothercraft trining course be affected in five years' time?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) To preserve employment opportunities of existing mothercraft nurses and
trainees.

(2) There should be no change.
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COMMUNIT SERVICES
Child Care Services: Mortercraft Nurses

2267. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Have any complaints been received from consumers who use child care
services where mothercraft muses are employed, in regard to the standard
of training of these nurses, since 198 1?

(2) If yes, will he advise of the general tenor of the complaints?

Mr WIILSON replied:

(1) During the consultative stage of the review of child care regulations.
concerns were expressed about the standard of training of mothercraft
nurses.

(2) Lack of flexibility of some mothercraft nurses and inaequacy of their
training for work with three to six-year-old children.

COMMU1NITY SERVICES
Morhercraft Nurses: Training Costs

2268. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

Has any consideration been given to a proposal that the cost of mothercraft
nurse training should be shred equally between the Department for
Community Services and the Health Department, given the acknowledged
health component of services offered at Ngal-A, which were highlighted by
the recent Ngal-A working group, chaired by Miss Beryl Grant?

Mr WIILSON replied:

The Government, through the Department for Community Services, makes
an annual block grant to Ngal-A, from which Ngal-A determines the
amount directed to the training of mothercrafr nurses. Any change to the
amnourn of funding directed to the moxhercraft training course will be
determined by Ngal-A management.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
Functional Review Committee: Report

2273. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

(1) Further to question 1841 of 1987, is he yet in a position to indicate when
the report of the Functional Review Committee inquiring into technical
and further education was, or will be, completed?

(2) Can he indicate when the report will be available?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
The Functional Review Commuittee is part of the internal process of advice
to the Government, and information concerning specific reviews is
confidential. After considering the committee's reports, the Government's
position is generally made public in due course.

EDUCATION: DISTRICTS SUPERINTENDENTS
Public Service Board Administ'rative Instructions

2274. Mr LIGI-ITOOT, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Does he, as Minister for Education, require district superintendents of
education, as public servants, to abide by the Public Service Board of
Western Australia administrative instruction 711 relating to the handling
and disclosure of the contents of official papers and documents "supplied
to them or seen by them in the course of their official duty"?

(2) Is he aware that the district superintendent of education for the Narrogin
district read to a public meeting of the Kukerin Primary School cormnirty.
a letter from the parents dated 29 April 1987 regarding the staffing of the
Kukerin Primary School, and then named the signatories?
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(3) If so, is any disciplinary action to be taken against this district
superintendent?

(4) Is he aware that a letter or copy of a letter from a Mt Barker parent to the
Minister for Education, dated 19 February 1987, expressing concern about
the school and their son's progress, found its way into the Mt Barker
Primary School staff room to be viewed and discussed by staff members?

(5) If yes to (4) --
(a) who released that letter;
(b) are other Western Australian parents to assume that their letters to

the Minister may be circulated in a similar manner?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) This assertion is not supported by all the parties concerned.
(3) None is proposed.
(4) There is no record of such a letter dared 19 February 1987. A letter fitting

the description and dated 2 February was forwarded to the principal for
comument since it contained sweeping condemnatory statements
implicating all staff. This is normal procedure uinder regulation 135.

(5) (a) A copy was forwarded to the district superintendent for
investigation;

(b) under regulation 135, where a written complaint is made against a
teacher, the relevant correspondence is forwarded to the teacher for
comment. This procedure will continue to be followed.

ENVIRONMENT: HARVEY INLET-PEEL ESTUARY
Review

2275. Mr BRADSIHAW, to the Minister for Environment:
(1) What were the terms of reference or guidelines given for the

commissioning of the environmental review and management programme
for the Harvey Peel Estuary which is about to be released?

(2) When will the environmental review and management programme be
released?

(3) Who produced the environmental review and management programme?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) The Environmental Protection Authority provided guidelines to the

proponent, and the guidelines will be included in the ERMP.
(2) No date has been set for the release of the ERMP.
(3) Kinhill Steams, on behalf of the Department of Marine and Hlarbours and

the Department of Agriculture.
ROAD: UNDERWOOD AVENUE

Residential Development
2276. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Planning:

(1) In view of the public statement he made praising the State Planning
Commission's decision not to extend Underwood Avenue. through Bold
Park because it would be "contrary to the System 6 Environmental
Report", is he also opposed to the residential development of that part of
the area which is presently owned by or on behalf of Bond Corporation.
and which would have been crossed by the extension of Underwood
Avenue?
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(2) If so what, if any, means will he and/or the Government use causing the
development not to occur and the land in question left in its natural
bushland state as recommended by the System 6 report?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) This was not the sole reason for my statement. The road was unnecessary.

(2) The System 6 report recommendations should be a factor in the final
decision. Equally, it must be remembered that the land has been zoned
urban for many years. Government agencies are involved in seeking a
satisfactory solution for this area.

CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY
Scholarships: Southern African Students

2277. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Is it a fact that the Curtin University of Technology is planning to introduce
scholarships in Australia for native southern African students?

(2) Is it also a fact that it was decided to ask the world-renowned terrorist
organisation, the South West African People's Organisation, to act as one
of the recommending organisauions for these scholarships?

(3) If yes to (2), will he use his influence to prevent such action?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes, the Curtin University of Technology is participating in an Australian

International Development Assistance Bureau programme called
"Assistance Programme for South Africans and Namnibians", along with a

number of other Australian universities.

(2)-(3)
The Curtin University of Technology, acting on the advice of the
Department of Foreign Affairs, is considering nominations from a number
of organisations including SWAPO.

TAXES AND CHARGES: LAND TAX
Assessments: Distribution

2278. Mr MIENSAROS, to the Minister representing the Minister for Budget
Management:

(1) Adverting to the Minister's reply to question 2226 of 1987, how many land
tax assessments were issued between 29 September and 23 October?

(2) What proportion do these assessments issued during the period described in
(1) above represent of the aggregate number of assessments to be issued in
1987?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) 29700.
(2) 31 per cent of an estimated 95 000.

WATER AUTHORITY
Expenditure

2279. Mrt MENSAROS, to the Minister for Water Resources:

Adverting to his reply to question 2080 of 1987, would he please describe
the source from which the remaining 24.65 per cent of the total capital
expenditure of $150 552 000 has been funded?

Mrt BRIDGE replied:

(1) Headwotks contributions $13.3 million 8.84 per cent

(2) Developers' contributions $11.7 million 7.77 per cent

(3) Works taken over $11.5 million 7.64 per cent
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CONSUMER AFFAIRS
indebtedness: Western Aust'ralia

2280. Mr WATT, to the Mintister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Following die recently publicised national consumer debt of an estimated
$23 billion, does he have any information to show the level of
indebtedness in Western Australia?

(2) Can he say if Western Australia is above or below the national average, and
if so, to what extent?

(3) Does he support the proposal for a consumer debt summrit?

(4) If so, what will be the basis of this State's contribution to the summit to
reduce the level of indebtedness?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1)-(2)
This information is available from the Australian Bureau of Statistics
personal finance series statistical publications.

(3)-(4)
Yes. However, I believe that the term "consumer debt summit" has been
generated by the media. The Federal Minister for Consumer Affairs is
understood to be planning a meeting to consider two aspects of consumner
credit, namely credit assessment techniques and credit marketing
techniques with respect to their effects on consumer debt. I am not yet
advised of the Mlinister's proposals for input to the meeting.

MOTOR VEHICLE LICENCES
Stickers: Identification

2281. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Is he aware that vehicle registration stickers do not show the make or
registration number of the vehicle?

(2) Is he further aware that the lack of any form of vehicle identification on the
stickers provides opportunities for the misuse of stickers to allow
unregistered vehicles to be offered for sale as registered vehicles?

(3) In order to ensure the protection of the purchasers of used vehicles, will he
consult with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to remedy the
existing deficiency?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) No. Sellers of vehicles are required to provide current registration papers
to the purchaser to enable transfer of the licence to be effected, The
licence document should be used to substantiate the currency of the
registration.

(3) Not applicable.

POICE STATION
Kellerberrin: Clerkc

2283. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

In view of his recent statements in respect to manning levels at country
police stations, can he say if it is the commissioner's intention to create a
public service clerical position at the Kellerberrin Police Station and, if so,
when is this likely to occur?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

The member is requested to identify with some particularity my statements
to which he refers to enable further consideration to be given to answering
the question.
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PROSTITUTION: LEGALISATION
WA Development Corporation: Role

2284. Mivr HASSELL, to the Premier:

In the process of legalising and regulating prostitution and making it a
legitimate activity in the community, does he anticipate that the Western
Australian Development Corporation will be able to maximise the return on
any particular Government assets by applying them to such lawful
purposes?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

This question is frivolous and unworthy of reply.

PROSTITUTION: LEGALISATION
Legislation

2285. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) When does the Government intend to introduce legislation to legalise the
activities of prostitution which are currently illegal?

(2) Will the police be required to administer the law relating to the legalisation
and regulation of prostitution?

(3) (a) Is it the intention of the Government in legalising and regulating
prostitution to control the rates for various services charged by
prostitutes;

(b) alternatively, will the Department for Consumer Affairs regulate
their practices, or will it be left to market forces and competition?

(4) When prostitution is legalised and regulated --

(a) will all local authorities be required to provide areas zoned and
available for premises kept for the purposes of prostitution, just as
under the Dog Act all local authorities are now required to provide
dog exercise areas;

(b) will it be possible for companies with interests in prostitution and
the operation of prostitution to become listed on the Stock
Exchange;

(c) will unions of pimps and prostitutes have access to the Industrial
Relations Commuission to obtain award coverage for their activities?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(l)-(4)
Detail of the proposal is still under examination by the Cabinet. However,
if the member makes his views on the mailers raised available to me, they
can be considered.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROTH4WELLS LTD
Government Action: Federal Government Support

372. Mr MacKIN4NON, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:
(1) Was the Federal Government's support sought in the Rothwells Ltd rescue

plan?
(2) If so, who was approached, at Federal level, for that support?

(3) What was the response to that request?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) No.
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(2) Not applicable.
(3) Not applicable.

ROTHWELLS LTD
Guarantee: Reserve Rank Advice

373. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Economic Development:
Given the Reserve Bank's pre-eminence in banking matters, why was its
advice and assistance not sought by the Government in the Rothwells Ltd
$150 million rescue package?

Mr PARKER replied:

It is well known that the Reserve Bank is not a lender of last resort co the
merchant banking sector, or indeed to any sector other than to the trading
bank sector -- that is, the banks registered as trading banks. It is not
responsible for the prudential controls over non-bank financial institutions.
Indeed, there is an interesting article which I suggest the member should
read in today's The Sydney Morning Herald or The Age in which the role of
the Reserve Bank in these matters is clearly outlined. I suggest that the
understanding contained in that article was at the time and still is the
understanding of the Government. On that basis it appeared to us that there
was no role. My understanding is that the banks involved, which are
trading banks and are under the prudential control of the Reserve Bank,
such as the National Australia Bank, have been keeping closely in touch
with the Reserve Bank as part of their rule in supporting Rothwells in this
matter.

ROTHWELLS LTD
Market Response

374. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for Economic Development:

Can he advise how successful has been the financial strengthening of
Rothwelis Limited and what the market response was today?

Mr PARKER replied:

I am delighted to be able to advise the House that the financial
strengthening of Rorhwells has to date been completely successful. It is
noteworthy that a large number of calls on funds which had been
previously notified to Rothwells at the time of the public concern about its
financial position have not been exercised. The drain on funds has largely
ceased as of today, and there is still a very substantial margin of liquid
funds available as a result of the restructuring.

As far as tomorrow is concerned, only $2 million is on call, which is far
less than the average Rothwells would be called on in its normal trading
environment, quite apart from the circumstances of the last week or so.

An Opposition member: Would you not expect that, being in a privileged position
in the marketplace?

Mr PARKER: Exactly. They have a position which is a very strong one, and one
which the Government was seeking to help to create, as were the other
investors in the bank. It is also important to note that new funds have been
deposited with the bank since the events of the last couple of days.

GOVERNMENT GUARANTEES
Treasury Advice

375, Mr MacKIlNON, to the Treasurer:

(1) What role does State Treasury normally have in advising on the issue of
State Government guarantees?

(2) Why was full Treasury advice not sought over the Govemnment's decision
to provide the $150 million Rothwells. rescue package?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1 )-(2)

In answering the second part of the question first, I am not sure how the
Leader of the Opposition is able to say, "Why was not full Treasury advice
sought?"

Mr MacKinnon: Because the Minister said so in his speech.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, he did not.

Mr MacKinnon: Yes, he did.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, he did not. The Minister said that formal, written
advice was not requested.

Mr MacKinnon: Exactly. Is that normal?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That may be completely normal, depending on the

circumstances.

Mr MacKinnon: I asked what normally happens.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Opposition did not ask that. I was trying
to point out to the Leader of the Opposition that he should not assume
things which are not correct. The normal Treasury advice is tendered
when asked for in written or oral form which answers a question.

Mr MacKinnon: When was the last time you received an oral report for a
guaranteed request?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On Sunday.
Mr Hassell: The Minister said the Treasury did not give straight advice.

Mr MacKinnon: Exactly.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Can members opposite not understand that there is no
refuge for them in nimble and nice tricks? No-one is persuaded or
convinced that if a member can stand up and say that someone did not ask
someone else something he thinks they should have been asked, the
member's whole attitude on this mailer is excused or explained.

Mr MacKinnon: Do not apologise for our attitude.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Someone needs to. I do not mind following members
opposite down each of these rabbit warrens, but they are not being
explored to the benefit or protection of the Opposition. Members opposite
should state their position as directly as they can and stop trying to turn
this whole matter into a political football.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am doing fairly well in answering this one. Members
opposite will render themselves liable to be accused of deliberately
seeking the failure of this rescue package. That is the danger members
opposite run, whether they mean it or not. If they had any political nous
they would have stood up and said that this was not a bad idea; dangers
were attached; they did not like to make the decision in such a rushed
fashion, but it would be good if it could be left for a day or two. Can that
happen?

Given that situation, members opposite could say, "Yes, we agree with
those corporate citizens and we will support their actions." But members
opposite are so weak and so spineless that they cannot make a decision on
Tuesday, when the horse has bolted, the guarantee has been extended, and
the merchant bank is trading profitably.
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CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
September Quarter

376. Dr GALLOP, to the Premier:

Has he seen the latest CPI figures released today?

Mr MacKinnon: I was expecting a dorothy dixer about the elections.

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The Leader of the Opposition seems mere interested in dorothy dixers and
leadership questions. More people on his side are interested in leadership
questions. I think we have a four-year term after the next election.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member does not even know when the next election is.
He certainly does not know where I will be. I may be a year or two
younger than he.

An Opposition member: You do not look it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only do!I not look it; I do not feel it. I am a year or two
younger than his leader. I can see myself contesting the next'election for a
four-year term. T~hat would mean 10 years as Premier, and four years after
that is 14 years. For how long was Sir David Brand Premider?

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Two mote elections would do it. That would make me 48,
and I would have set a record term as Premier and be more than 10 years
younger than the member for Nedlands' dad the day he became Premier.

An Opposition member: Why don't you answer your dorothy dixer now?

Mr Crane: Don't you worry about that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member has forgotten that he has left the National
Party. I will answer the question.
I have seen the latest CPI figures, and I am very pleased to inform the
House that the figures for the September quarter show the lowest CPI
increase in Western Australia since September 1975.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Opposition explained --

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He would have given a $150 million grant in small bills.
The Leader of the Opposition said that I had not studied economics, and
that is true. He would probably claim that my logic is even weaker, but
because it was so high last time I do nor understand that it logically
follows that it must be lower this time. It just is- The figure of 1.5 per cent
for the September quarter is less than the 1.7 per cent for the previous
quarter, and also lower than the national average of 1.7 per cent. These
figures represent a continuing downward trend in the CPIL

I am also pleased to announce that the figures show that changes in State
Government taxes and charges contributed to 0.2 per cent of the latest
increase. This is below the national average of 0.3 per cent relating to
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taxes and charges. What a change it is from the years when the member for
Floreat was increasing our SEC bills by something like 25 per cent on
occasions.

Mr Parker: It was 27 per cent.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Talk about the hot end of the book! We were taking the
risk and he was taking the interest. The truth is that we are now in a
position to set dhe pace downward as a Government, and the current
performance continues a trend which has seen Western Australia's CPI
figures below the national average for all but three quarters of the past 16.
So in the last four years our CPI increases have been below the national
average in every quarter except three. That is an outstanding effort.
Members opposite have contributed to it by staying in opposition.

HOUSING: RESIDENTIAL TENANCY LEGISLATION
Rental Accommodation Shortage

377. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Has the Minister received from the Property Progress Association of
Western Australia a paper which demonstrates that the introduction of
residential tenancy legislation in South Australia has led to a dramatic
shortage of rental accommodation and created the need to establish an
emergency housing office and rent relief scheme costing millions of
dollars per annum?

(2) If yes, has the Minister studied the paper and is it factually correct?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

I thank the member for his kindness in giving me some notice of his
question. I have received two sets of papers prepared by Mr Lawrence
-Eddie, who is the secretary, and probably one of the few active members,
of the so-called South Australian Landlords Association.

In June this year, the Property Progress Association arranged for Mr Eddie
to visit Western Australia, and I made one of my officers available to meet
with him. Following that meeting, I checked his claims with Homneswest
and with the office of the Residential Tenancies Tribunal in South
Australia. It trms out that although Mr Eddie is urging his colleagues in
Western Australia -- and I might say there are very few of them as
members of the Property Progress Association -- to oppose the introduction
of legislation similar to that in South Australia, he does not believe that the
South Australian Act should be repealed. When my officer discussed the
legislation with him, he raised a number of relatively minor points that he
thought needed attention in South Australia, and in fact most of these had
already been attended to in the drafting of our Western Australian
legislation.

It would seem that Mr Eddie's real hobbyhorse is his belief that he has
discovered that the introduction of residential tenancy legislation has
placed an enormous burden on the taxpayers by creating a massive demand
for housing assistance and rent relief; and I think that is the key to the
question asked by the member for Stirling.

The information provided by Homeswest has shown this to be incorrect. A
comparison of vacancy rates between Perth and Adelaide in the period
1983-87 shows that the vacancy rate in Adelaide has been at least at the
same level or higher than that in Perth. If we are to believe Mr Eddie's
logic, then it can only be said that the introduction of the Residential
Tenancies Act in South Australia has in fact caused a very substantial
increase in die availability of rental properties. The true conclusion is that
no conclusion can be drawn that attempts to correlate the existence of
tenancy legislation and the availability of housing.
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I should also say that as far as this State is concerned, the Property Progress
Association has been involved in discussions on the residential tenancies
legislation, and given the nature of the consultation process that has taken
place over the last three years about this particular legislation, I know that
would now seenm to be the only group that is really out on a limb in its
virtual opposition to the legislation that is coming before this House in this
session. We have the support of organisations such as REIWA and others,
who believe that the legislation we are about to put before this House is
reasonable and proper legislation.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL REFORM) BILL
Provisions: Implementation

378. Dr WATSON, to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
Will the Minister outline to the House what progress has been made with
the implementation of the electoral reform Bill 1987?

Mr BRYCE replied:
At a meeting of the Executive Council this morning, three important
decisions were made concerning this matter. Firstly, the electoral reform
Bill was actually proclaimed; secondly, the Electoral Commission was
formally established; thirdly, Mr Les Smith was appointed as the first
Electoral Commissioner. The actual proclamation will appear in the
Government Gazette on Friday, 30 October, and under the termas of the
legislation, work is required to conmmence as soon as practicable on the
redistribution of boundaries for both Houses of Parliament. I would expect
that to be next week.
I thought I would point out, because members normally demonstrate an
unusual amount of interest in this subject, that the legislation provides for
one month -- if it starts next week -- for interested parties to make their
suggestions to the commissioners; followed by two weeks for written
comments on these submissions; then six weeks immediately following that
for the commissioners to do their work andpublish -- presumably by the
last week in January -- the initial distribution; then following that there
would be a month for interested parties, ranging from local government
bodies to individuals, to write in and protest or support in any way; and
following that there is another two-month period for the commissioners to
finalise their work.
So the initial maps would be available by the end of January, and it would
be reasonable to assume that some time in March or early April, the work
would be wound up and finished in a formal sense.

GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALTES
Stock Market Crash: Effect

379. Mr LEWIS, to the Treasurer:
(1) Has the Government been advised or does it intend to determine the

ramifications of the severe crash in the value of shares in the Australian
share market on shareholdings held as collateral security against loan
advances and as held separately as investments by Government agencies
such as WADC, Exim, the R & I Bank, the State Superannuation Board1
and the State Government Insurance Commission?

(2) If yes, will the Treasurer report the findings to the Parliament?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(0)-(2)

The question names a number of different entities, some of which have
different obligations under their Statutes. For example, the WADC is
completely outside the control of the Government. I have no right to ask
the WADC for information or to compel it to provide information; and
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that is as a result of the decision taken by the Opposition to rake that pant
of the legislation out when it was debated in Parliament. So I would say
that I cannot do what the member asks me to do about the WADC.

[ would also say, as Mr Horgan is in the Speaker's Gallery, that of all the
decisions made by the Government, the establishment of the WADC ranks
as the most important or successful in the last two or three years, and I have
absolute confidence in the members of the board of the WADC, most of
whom are probably members of the member's parry.

Mr Lewis: What about the other agencies!I asked about?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will answer that part of the question shortly.

The members of the board of the WADC are very competent private sector
people whom I judge to be well able to manage their affairs to the State's
benefit. I think that has been demonstrated by the WADC 's profit
performance to date and by the fact that the Opposition says that when it
returns to Government it intends to retain the WADC.

Mr Parker: We will have been through five bull and bear cycles by then.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is of fairly academic interest, the Minister says,
because the WADC will be like the R & I Bank at that stage: Everybody
will have forgotten the Premier whose idea it was to establish it.

Mr Hassell: Is this all a special performance for the board? You are really
carrying on tonight.

Mr BRJALN BURKE: I would not have thought I was.
In respect of the other agencies whose names were mentioned, the answer
is no.

Mr Lewis: What about the second part of the question; are you going to report the
findings to Parliament?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The answer to the first part of the question is no. The
second part of the question is am I going to make the information
available, and if I am not going to ask for the information, then the second
part of the question is not applicable -- unless the member has some
magical way of making sense of it.

ROTHWELLS LTD
Board: Government Representative

380. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Economic Development:

(1) Who made the decision to appoint Tony Lloyd to the Rothwells board as
the Government's representative?

(2) Who else was considered for the position?

(3) What is the term of his appointment?

(4) Is it a paid position?

(5) Will it affect his position as Chairman of the State Superannuation Board?

Mr PARKER replied:

1 have had no notice of that question and I ask for it to be placed on the
Notice Paper.

PERTH CITY COUNCIL
Corruption: Report

381. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Local Government:

(I) Will the Minister table the report into the allegations of corruption made
by the member for Perth against councillors of the City of Perth, since it
involves matters of vital importance to the good name of the councillors
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involved, the Perth City Council, and local government in general?

(2) If not, what are the specific reasons for failing to make the report public
immediately, since the Minister has apparently had the report for
approximately a week and it has been considered by the Cabinet?

(3) When will the report be made available to the Opposition and the public?

Mr CARR replied:

(10)-3)
This report was considered in a preliminary way by Cabinet on Monday,
and a number of Ministers expressed a wish to have more time to consider
the report. It is therefore our intention to table this report later in the week,
when I hope the Cabinet will have had the opportunity to arrive at a more
detailed consideration of that report. I would therefore expect it to be
tabled on Thursday.

AGRICULTURE PROTECTION BOARD
Independence

382. Mr WIESE, to fth Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Can the Minister assure the House that the Agriculture Protection Board
will continue to remain a separate and independent identity?

(2) Can the Minister further assure the House that the regional advisory
committees and zone committees will continue to perform their present
vital role of advising the board?

(3) Can he assure the officers and employees of the Agriculture Protection
Board that they will continue to be employed by the APB and will not
become employees of the Department of Agriculture?

(4) Can he assure the House that there are no moves afoot to amalgamate or
incorporate the APB into the Department of Agriculture?

Mr GRILL replied:

1 will answer the last question first because having answered that, the rest
will fall into place.

Yes, there are moves afoot to have the APB become a division of the
Department of Agriculture. Those moves were brought about by the
committee reviewing the operations of the Department of Agriculture and
the APB. However, I must say that having received that particular report, I
am not attracted to the reasoning behind the moves to amalgamate those
two bodies, although there would be some savings in tenms of personnel. I
believe that those savings will be outweighed by the independence of the
present APB, the motivation that comes from that independence, and the
fact that the rural community generally has a feeling of ownership, or
something of that sort, in respect of that particular body. Questions of
motivation and incentive are important. In that context, it is most unlikely
that I would accept the recommendation to amalgamate the two authorities.
Although I cannot give the member an unequivocal undertaking along
those lines -- [ have yet to discuss it with a number of my colleagues -- I
would indicate that it is most unlikely that there will be an amalgamation.

LAND: NATIONAL PARKS
Mining: Government Policy

383. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

Is it the Government's policy to allow mining in national parks?

Mr PARKER replied:

The Government went to the public on two occasions wit a policy which
indicated that it believed, in concert with its policy and with the policy of
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the international Union for the Conservation of Nature, that if a area which
had been created as a national park for ecological purposes was to be
disturbed for mining, that decision should be made by the highest authority
appropriate, which in this case would be the Parliament. The Government
said that it would legislate to introduce a requirement that any mining in
national parks should be approved by the Parliament, and it has in fact
introduced that legislation, which has been passed by the Parliament.
Before any mining can take place in national parks, it must now be
approved by resolution of both Houses of Parliament.

LAND: NATIONAL PARKS
Mining: Government Policy

384. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

(1) Further to the question asked by the member for Murray -Wellington, did
the Minister and a Mr Mansfield recently meet with the Executive of the
ALP Conservation and Environment Committee?

(2) Was that committee told that mining in national parks was now only
subject to finding the best way to sell the new policy?

(3) Will the Minister produce the minutes of that meeting?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes, Mr Mansfield and I, and indeed a number of other people, met with
the executive of that body.

(2) No, we did not tell them that.

(3) No, of course I will not reveal the minutes of the meeting.

MINERALS: DIAMONDS
Argyle: Strike

385. Mr THOMPSON, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment;

(1) Has there been a resolution to the strike affecting the Argyle Diamond
Mines Pty Ltd's operations?

(2) If Yes, has there been a return to work on that particular operation?

(3) If so, when was that return to work effected?

(4) If not, when does he expect it to be?

(5) Has there been any involvement in this particular dispute by the Australian
Council of Trade Unions, as there was in the case of the strike affecting the
North West Shelf gas project?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

The conduct of industrial relations for companies is a matter for them. I
would not seek to interfere in that unless either I was invited to participate
or become involved, or there was some reason of State which required the
involvement of my office. I only receive reports from my officers of the
information that they glean about various aspects of matters in the private
sector. I am not aware of any request from the employers at Argyle for
assistance, and therefore I do not have any inside information. However, I
understand that the matter of a return to work was discussed before the
Industrial Relations Commission and an order for a return to work was
made. As to the terms of any order -- whether it was an order or merely a
recommendation -- and whether it has been given effect to, I have not yet
been informed. As to the involvement of the ACTU, the employers have
not requested the State to be involved; the unions have not raised the
matter with me, and I am not aware of any request from either of the
parties being given to the ACTU.
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HOUSING: RESIDENTIAL TENANCY LEGISLATION
Introduction

386. Mdr WATT', to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

Much of my question has already been answered in response to a question
asked by the member for Stirling; but to take it a step further, could the
Minister tell the House whether it is his intention to introduce the tenancy
legislation in this session and debate it this session, or whether, Liven the
shortness of the time that would appear to be left in this session, it is his
intention to leave the legislation on the Notice Paper until after the
Christmas recess?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

My intention is to certainly introduce the legislation this session and also to
debate it in this session. I believe the legislation has been in the making for
such a long time, and such has been the consultation process with those
who have had an involvement in this legislation, that it is appropriate to
continue with the legislation and debate it through. I would say this to both
the member for Albany and the member for Stirling: If they have a
particular interest in this mailer, I am quite happy that, having presented the
Bill to Parliament, to have them briefed on the legislation so that they can
perhaps have a deeper knowledge of it.

HEALTH: DRUGS
Heroin: Juvenile Use

387. Mr CRANE, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the Minister noticed the headlines of today's Daily News -- "Kids get
heroin on tick"?

(2) What action has the Government taken or does it propose to take about this
shocking state of affairs, presuming the report is true? I presume the
report is true, particularly in regard to the efforts which the Government
has made on health matters such as the anti-smoking campaign, which the
Government is to be commended on. I have supported the Government in
that particular instance, but here we have a very serious situation. What
actions does the Government propose to take, which will be effective?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(l)-(2)
Yes, I have seen the headlines in today's Daily News, although I must say
it takes somewhat of an effort these days to read the Daily News. I noticed
that the remarks were made by a police officer in the lead-up to Operation
NOAH, which has the complete support of the Government. We have
made all sorts of efforts, going back to the national drug summit which the
Premider attended a yenr or more ago, to make young people in particular
more aware of the dangers associated with drugs, not only illicit drugs
such as heroin but also of course some of the licit drugs such as alcohol
and tobacco.
Heroin remains a danger to the young people in our community. One
important aspect in providing information about heroin to young people is
the K-10 health syllabus available to young people in schools. It is taught
in- most schools in our State and is probably one of the best health
syllabuses in Australia,

In addition to that we have also in cooperation with the Federal
Government run television and other media campaigns which seek to draw
these mailers to the attention of young people. We have given support as a
State Government to the proposal through the Lions organisation and other
associated organisations to set up a caravan, a life information centre. This
is about to go on the road and will take around to schools information
relating particularly to hard drugs, which points out to young people the
dangers associated with them.
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The other important aspect, and this State is the only one to go down this
path, is that the Leader of the National Parry (the member for Merredin),
and the Liberal Party's shadow spokesman on health matters (the member
for Murray-Wellington), have met with me and joined in raking what I
hope will be a non-party political approach on these sorts of Matters. That
is very important indeed, and it sets an example as to what can be done
throughout Australia.
With all those sorts of approaches, and they are quite different, I hope we
can make young people and their parents more aware of the dangers of hard
drugs in our society, and by giving special cooperation and with the support
of the police we can tackle the issue from the crime prevention point of
view. That is as important as the education aspect.


